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ABSTRACT 

The Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and Lolo National Forests have prepared a programmatic Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) to document proposed changes to their National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plans by amending objectives, standards, and guidelines addressing access management in the Selkirk and 
Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. The purpose and need for action for Forest Plan amendments 
originates from several directives to update objectives and standards for access management within grizzly bear 
recovery zones. 

The FEIS displays the actions proposed by the three National Forests and provides a comparison of potential 
access management under each alternative. It addresses public concerns, the social and economic environment, 
existing access. management on the Forests and environmental effects that could occur under each alternative. It 
also displays public involvement in the amendment process and includes responses to substantive comments 
received during the Draft EIS (DEIS) comment period. 

Seven alternatives were developed in response to the major issues; three were dropped from detailed analysis. 
Alternative A represents access management on each Forest prior to the Interim Access Rule Set of December 1, 
1998. Alternritive B (F‘roposed Action) would implement the Access Rule Set issued by the SelkirWCabinet- 
Yaak Subcommittee of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee on December 1,1998. Alternative C would set 
the same numeric standards for core habitat, open motorized route density and total motorized route density for all 
Bear Management Units @MU) within the analysis area. Alternative E would set different levels of open and 
total route densities and core habitat for each individual BMU reflecting the unique biological and social features 
in specific BMRJs. Alternative E is the Forest Service’s preferred alternative. 

Copies of this FEIS are available &om the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor’s Office at 1101 U.S. Hwy 2 West; Libby, 
hlT. 59923. It is anticipated the Notice ofAvailability will be published in the Federal Register on March 15,2002. The 
Record of Decision is expected to be released in May 2002. 



Table of Contents 

Final EIS for Access Management 
Within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 

Table of Contents 

Summary S -  1 

Chapter 1 -- Purpose and Need 
Purpose and Need 
Decision to be Made 
Proposed Action 

Chapter 2 .- Alternative Descriptions 
Issues and Alternative Development 
Alternatives Studied in Detail 
Features Common to all Alternatives 
De:scription of Alternative A 
Description of Alternative B 
De:scription of Alternative C 
De:scription of Alternative E 
Speciiic Features of Alternatives A, B, C and E 
Alternatives not Studied in Detail 
Alternative Comparison Table 

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Introduction 
Analysis Area 
M<agement Areas 

Wildlife Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Species 

Grizzly Bear 

Bald Eagle 
CanadaLynX 
Woodland Car i iu  
Gray Wolf 

Disclosure of Effects to Grizzly Bear 

Cumulative Effects to Bald Eagle, Lynx, Caribu, Wolf 
Sensitive Species: 

Common Loon 
Harlequin Duck 
Black-backed Woodpecker 
White-headed Woodpecker 
Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
Flammulated Owl 
Northern Goshawk 
Peregrine Falcon 
Northern Bog Lemming 
Fisher 
Wolverine 

1-04 
1-05 
1-07 

2-02 
2-03 
2-05 
2-06 
2-09 
2-12 
2-15 
2-17 
2-18 
2-20 

3-01 
3-02 
3-04 

3-05 
3-05 
3-06 
3-16 
3-26 
3-27 
3-31 
3-33 
3-35 

3-37 
3-38 
3-39 
3-39 
3-40 
3-40 
3-41 
3-43 
3-44 
3-44 
3-45 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabineWaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Table of Contents page 1 



Table of Contents 

Management Indicator Species: 
Elk 
White-tailed Deer 
Moose 
Mountain Goat 
Pine Marten 
Pileated Woodpecker 

Cumulative Effects: Sensitive and Management Indicator Species 
Wildlife Consistency with Regulatory Framework 
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Transportation Existing Condition and Disclosure of Effects 
Existing Transportation Systems in the BMUs 
Disclosure of Effects of Alternatives 
Consistency with Regulatory Framework 

Watershed and Fisheries Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Watershed Characteristics 
Fisheries Characteristics 

Sensitive Species 
Road Failures and Sediment Delivery 
Disclosure of Effects of Alternatives 

Vegetation & Timber Environment & Disclosure of Effects 
Description of the Existing Vegetation 
Discussion of Suitable Timber Production Lands 
Historical Harvest of Timber 
Disclosure of Effects of Alternatives 

Recreation Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Recreation Existing Condition and Trends 
Disclosure of Effects of Alternatives 

Heritage Resources Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Tribal Consultation 
Disclosure of Effects of Alternatives 

Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Invasive Plant Species Environment and Disclosure of Effects 

Social and Economic Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Population by County 
Land Ownership and Use 
Lifestyle, Attitude, Values, and Beliefs 
Perceptions on Grizzly Bear Management 
Employment and Income 
Economic Diversity 
Payments to Counties 
Disclosure of Effects by Alternative 
Cost E5ciency 
Civil Rights and Environmental Justice 

3-46 
3-48 
3-48 
3-49 
3-49 
3-50 
3-51 
3-52 
3-52* 

3-53 
3-56 
3-58 
3-76 

3-77 
3-79 
3-82 
3-83 
3-85 
3-87 

3-93 
3-93 
3-96 
3-98 
3-99 

3-106 
3-107 
3-1 14 

3-1 19 
3-1 19 
3- 120 

3-122 
3-124 

3-126 
3-128 
3-130 
3- 132 
3-135 
3-136 
3-138 
3-139 
3- 139 
3-147 
3-148 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinemaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Table of Contents page 2 

d 
1 
J 
1 

d 
1 
5 

m 

9 
1 
0 
1 
P 
1 

3 1 

I 



Table of Contents 

Fire, Fuels, and Air Quality Environment 
Disclosure of Effects 

Soils Environment 
Disclosure of Effects 

Consistency with Regulatory Framework 
Commitment of Resources 
Adverse Effects which Cannot be Avoided 
Short-Term Use and Long-Term Production 
Possible Conflicts with Federal, State, local policies, plans or regulations 
Other Required Disclosures 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Scoping 
Content Analysis Process 
Alphabetical List of Contacts and Comments 
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
List of Persons to Whom the Draft and Final EIS were sent 
List of Preparers 

Bibliography of Literature Citations 
Glossary o:f Terms 

List of Key Figures and Tables in Chapters 1 and 2 
Figure 1-1 Vicinity map with Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Figure 1-2 Recovery Zones with Bear Management Units 
Table 2-1. Alternative A - BMU Status & Proposed Standards 
Table 2-2. Alternative B - BMU Status & Proposed Standards 
Table 2-3. Alternative C - BMU Status & Proposed Standards 
Table 2-4. Alternative E - BMU Status & Proposed Standards 
Table 2-5. Comparison of Effects of Alternative A, B, C, and E 
Table 2-6. Specific Features of Alternatives A, B, C, and E 

3- 149 
3-151 

3-154 
3-156 

3-159 
3-160 
3-160 
3-161 
3-161 
3-161 

4-01 
4-05 
4-10 
4-26 
4-22 1 
4-230 

B-1 
Gl 

1-03 
1-06 
2-08 
2-1 1 
2-14 
2-16 
2-17 
2-08 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinemaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Table of Contents page 3 



I 
I 
1 
8 
Y 
s1 

t 



Summary of the Final EIS 

Summary 
This programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) proposes to change the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests Land and Resource Management Plans 
(Forest Plans) by amending the objectives, standards, and guidelines that address grizzly bear 
management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. 

L oc a tiion 
The Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones (SRZ and CYRZ) are two of six grizzly bear 
recovery 'zones identified in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993). Located in 
northwestern Montana, northern Idaho, northeastern Washington, and British Columbia, the two 
ecosystem encompass 4,560 square miles of habitat. Portions of the Kootenai, Idaho 
Panhandle, Lolo, and Colville National Forests, and Kootenay Lakes Forest District (B.C.) are 
included in the recovery areas (see Figure 1 - 1, Vicinity Map with Recovery Zones). This 
Environrriental Impact Statement addresses the amendment of the Forest Plans for the Kootenai, 
Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Therefore, only those portions of the SRZ and 
CYRZ within the boundaries of the three National Forests were analysed. 

Purpose and Need 
The purpose and need for action for these Forest Plan amendments originates from several 
directives to update objectives and standards for access management within grizzly bear recovery 
areas. The overall purpose is as follows: 

Amend Forest Plans to include a set of motorized access and security guidelines to meet 
our responsibilites under the Endangered Species Act to conserve and contribute to 
recovery of grizzly bears. 

To fully understand the need for action, the following statements illustrate a timeline from 1994 
to 200 1 in which many key directives developed and eventually led to this proposal to amend the 
Forest Plans: 

The Need to Comply with the Interagency Grizzly Bear CommitteeTask Force Report 

The JVeed to Comply with the Amended Biological Opinion and Incidental Take 
Statements on the Kootenai and Lolo National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plans. 

The Need to Comply with the Decision by the Chief of the Forest Service on the Appeal of 
the Kootenai National Forest Plan. 

The Need to Comply with the Stipulations of a Settlement '4greement in Order to Dismiss a 
Lawsuit Challenging Implementation of the Interim Rule Set 

FEIS for ,4ccess Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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Summary of the Final EI§ 

Decision to be Made 
The decision to be made by the three Forest Supervisors regarding access management within the 
Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Areas is two-fold: 

1. whether to change the existing forest plan direction; 
2. if so, what new standards should be established to guide management of access within 

the recovery areas 
Proposed Action 

The Forest Supervisors are proposing to amend their respective Forest Plans regarding Forest 
Plan standards and monitoring requirements that respond to the recommendations of the Interim 
Access Management Strategy and Interim Access Management Rule Set. 

The specific actions proposed are detailed in the description of Alternative B found in Chapter 2 
of t h s  document. The decision to be made is whether to adopt the proposed action as designed, 
with different requirements, or not at all. 

Scope of the Proposed Action 
The proposal to amend certain Forest-wide objectives, standards, and guidelines is limited to 
those related to management of motorized access within the grizzly bear recovery zones. No 
changes in direction for other federally-listed species are proposed in these arnendments. 

These amendments will guide implementation of site-specific projects that tier to the Forest Plan. 
Additional NEPA compliance will focus on site-specific projects and environmental impacts of 
implementing the new direction incorporated into the Forest Plans. 

Public Involvement 
From the initial publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in the Federal 
Register on May 1 I ,  200 1, to the issuance of this FEIS, the public has been actively involved in 
this amendment process. Numerous briefings and open houses were held in the affected 
communities and update newsletters and requests for comments were circulated throughout the 
United States and Canada. This FEIS dedicates an entire chapter to disclosure of public 
participation and includes responses to substantive comments received in the DEIS. Please refer 
to Chapter Four for a detailed assessment of public involvement in this amendment process. 

The project file contains the Communication and Collaboration Strategy, documentation of radio 
and newspaper coverage of the project, and all public correspondence. 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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Summary of the Final EIS 

Issues 
Public comments were reviewed to identifl a series of significant issues to lead the development 
of alternative actions. The following significant issues were identified 

0 

0 Administrative Access 
0 Local Economic Conditions 
0 

0 Access to Private Inholdings 

Public Access for Recreation and Social Uses 

Increased Secure Habitat for Grizzly Bears 

A1 t erna tives 
Seven a1 ternatives were developed. The Proposed Action and all alternatives are programmatic 
in nature:. Four alternatives were considered in detail, while three were not given detailed study. 

Those considered in detail are: 
0 Alternative A - No Action 
0 Alternative B - Interim Access Rule Set (Proposed Action) 
0 Alternative C - Security Standards Applied Across All BMUs 
0 Alternative E - Security Standards For Individual BMUs (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternatives not given detailed study are: 
0 Alternative D - Increased Security Habitat 
0 Alternative F - Maintain Current Levels of Access 
0 Alternative G - Maximum Access 

Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 
Chapter 3 presents a detailed description of the human and natural resources within the affected 
envorimnent composed of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones and surrounding 
communities. The environmental effects of each alternative are analyzed and disclosed for all 
elements of the affected environment. 

Types of Actions Analyzed 
Connected Actions are those actions which are closely related and therefore should be discussed 
in the same environmental assessment. Actions are connected if they: 

- automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental analysis, 
- cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously, or 
- are indlependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger actions for their justification. 
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Summary of the Final EIS 

The Proposed Action includes those activities necessary to fulfill the identified Purpose and 
Need as well as all connected actions identified in the alternatives described in Chapter Two. 

Cumulative Actions are those actions, which when viewed with past actions, other present 
actions, and reasonably foreseeable actions, may have cumulatively significant impacts and 
therefore should be discussed in the same environmental analysis. 

Examples of other programmatic past and present actions could include programmatic activities 
on Forest Service lands, State, and private industrial and non-industrial lands. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions: Programmatic actions which are identifiable or scheduled 
actions which may take effect during the implementation of access management activities may 
include actions such as the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy, (USDA Forest 
Service, USDI Bureau of Land Management and USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, January 2000) 
Off-Highway Vehicle Forest Plan Amendments (Montana only) (USDA, 2001), and the National 
Fire Plan (USDA, January 2001). 

Presentation of Information 
Chapter 1 discusses the Purpose and Need for the environmental impact statement as well as the 
scope of the decision. 
Chapter 2 presents the social and environmental issues and describes alternatives to the 
proposed activity that respond to issues brought up during scoping. 
Chapter 3 presents the affected environment and the environmental effects of the alternatives. 

Chapter 4 presents details of the public involvement which occurred throughout this amendment 
process and includes responses to the substantive comments received on the DEIS. 

Supporting information; including a Glossary of Terms, Bibliographic References cited in the 
document; and lists of those who prepared and received this document follow Chapter 4. 

The Project File is referenced frequently throughout this document. It is available for review at 
the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor’s Office, 1 101 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, Montana. 
Additional information from this file can be provided or made available for review upon request. 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Introduction and Framework 

Final EIS for Access Management 
within the Selkirk and Cabinenaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 

Chapter 1 

Intro(duction 

This programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) proposes to change the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests Land and Resource Management Plans 
(Forest Plans) by amending the objectives, standards, and guidelines that address grizzly bear 
management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. This document presents an 
analysis of the environmental effects of seven alternatives (including no action) for access 
management on lands within the Recovery Zones on portions of the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests. 

Planning for units of the National Forest System involves two levels of decision-making. The 
first level, often referred to as programmatic planning, is the development or amendment of 
Forest Pli3ns that provide management direction for resource programs, uses, and protection 
measures. Forest Plans and associated amendments are intended to set out Management Area 
prescriptions or decisions with goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines for future decision- 
making through site-specific planning. The environmental analysis accomplished at the Plan 
Amendment level guides resource management decisions and aids the next level of site-specific 
planning. 

The secoind level of planning involves the analysis and implementation of management practices 
designed to achieve goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. This is commonly referred to as 
site-specific or project-level planning. It requires relatively detailed information that includes 
the location, condition, and current uses of individual roads and trails, and the identification of 
when and where individual roads and trails will be open or closed to various types of use. This 
step is most often accomplished at the ranger district (local) level. 

It is important for the reader to note that this FEIS and subsequent Record of Decision 
(ROD) will not prescribe site-specific access management decisions within the Recovery 
Zones. This analysis examines the effects of setting various levels of human access within 
the Recovery Zones. The decision to change the status of a specific road or trail will be 
proposed through project-level analyses and decisions. 

Site-specific decisions on individual roads and trails will be proposed through future project- 
level planing. These proposals will require public notification and will seek public input for 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Location and Forest Plan Management Direction 

identification of issues and concerns and development of alternative actions. This EIS and ROD 
will not be directly authorizing any specific action; rather, they will identify and select a 
programmatic action which sets standards for implementation of site-specific proposals. Site- 
specific access related decisions made through previous NEPA analyses and with completed US 
Fish and Wildlife Service consultation will not be affected by this programmatic decision. The 
decision on these Forest Plan amendments will not require reconsultation on previous decisions 
for access or resource management projects. The standards set in this decision will apply to all 
future site-specific decisions regarding access management in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak 
grizzly bear recovery zones (as described in the Analysis Area). 

This chapter introduces information such as the location, purpose and need, connected and 
cumulative actions, decision to be made, and the scope of the decision. It also discusses the 
format for the rest of the document, and how and where to find additional information. 

Location 
The Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones (SRZ and CYRZ) are two of six grizzly bear 
recovery zones identified in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) as areas with 
adequate space and suitable habitat to support self-sustaining populations of grizzly bears. 
Located in northwestern Montana, northern Idaho, northeastern Washington, and British 
Columbia, the two ecosystems encompass 4,560 square miles of habitat. Portions of the 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, Lolo, and Colville National Forests, and Kootenay Lakes Forest 
District (B.C.) are included in the recovery areas (see Figure 1-1, Vicinity Map with Recovery 
Zones). 

This Environmental Impact Statement addresses the amendment of the Forest Plans for the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Therefore, only those portions of the 
SRZ and CYRZ within the boundaries of the three National Forests were analysed. These 
portions of the recovery zones are displayed on Figure I - I .  The total area within the recovery 
zones on the three National Forests, including State and private inholdings, is as follows: 
1,189,000 acres within the Kootenai National Forest; 163,000 acres within the Lolo National 
Forest, and 806,000 acres within the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Private and State land 
acreage is quantified and mapped together with public lands; however this analysis and 
subsequent decision only affects lands administered by the three National Forests. 

Forest Plan Management Direction 
The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) of 1976, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, and 
their implementing regulations, provide direction for the development of Forest Plans. As part of 
the forest planning process, three individual Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) were 
developed, which considered alternatives for the future management of land and resources 
managed by the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Each EIS identified a 
preferred alternative which served as the basis for development of the three Land and Resource 
Management Plans (Forest Plans). The Records of Decision implementing the Kootenai and 
Idaho Panhandle Forest Plans were signed in September 1987, with the Lolo Forest Plan 
approved in April 1986. 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Location and Forest Plan Management Direction 

Pumose and Need 
The purpose and need for action for these Forest Plan amendments originates from several 
directives to update objectives and standards for access management within grizzly bear recovery 
areas. The overall purpose is as follows: 

Amend Forest Plans to include a set of motorized access and security guidelines to meet 
our responsibilites under the Endangered Species Act EO conserve and contribute to 
recovery of grizzly bears. 

To l l l y  understand the need for action, the following statements illustrate a timeline fiom 1994 
to 200 1 in which many key directives developed and eventually led to this proposal to amend the 
Forest Plans: 

The Need to Comply with the Interagency Grizzly Bear CommitteeTask Force Report. 

In July 1994, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) issued a Task Force 
Report which directed the IGBC subcommitees from each recovery zone to develop 
recommended parameters for road densities and core habitat using the best biological 
information and considering the social and economic impacts. 

The Need to Comply with the Amended Biological Opinion and Incidental Take 
Statements on the Kootenai and Lolo National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plans. 

In July 1995, the US. Fish and Wildlife Service issued an amended Biological Opinion 
(BO) and Incidental Take Statement (ITS) on the Kootenai and Lo10 National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plans. Terms and Conditions included in the ITS stated 
the Kootenai and Lolo National Forests were to adopt the new access management 
guidelines when developed. 

The Need to Comply with the Decision by the Chief of the Forest Service on the Appeal of 
the Kootenai National Forest Plan. 

In November 1995, the Chief of the Forest Service issued a decision on a Forest Plan 
appeal by the Cabinet Resources Group and Montana Wilderness Association. The 
decision directed the Regional Forester to incorporate through Forest Plan amendment or 
revision the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines in their entirety. 

The SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee chartered the Access Management Task Group in July 
1996. The Task Group was directed to complete access recommendations by January 1997. 
This task group met nearly monthly for well over a year. The task group used research by local 
grizzly bear research scientists Wayne Kasworm (USFWS) and Wayne Wakkinen (Idaho Dept of 
Fish and Game), held several public meetings to discuss the research and understand the social 
concerns, and completed an effects analysis looking at the social and management impacts to 
implementing a new access strategy. 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Decision to be Made 

In February 1997, the Task Group presented its findings to the Subcommittee. The parameters 
being considered were: 

o Open Road Density > 1 mi/sq.mi (must be 33% or less in a BMU), 
o Total Road Density > 2 mi/sq.mi (must be 26% or less of a BMU), 
o Core Habitat must be at least 55% of the BMU, and 
o Administrative Use would be restricted to no more than one trip per day on restricted roads. 
o The road density calculations would be done by using the Moving Windows analysis 

method. 

The research and findings were presented to the public in July 1997 in a series of public 
meetings in communities surrounding the recovery zones. A majority of the public clearly 
displayed their disapproval of additional access restrictions, particularly on the Kootenai 
National Forest portion. 

The Access Management Task Group presented the effects analysis to the Subcommittee in 
February 1998. The Subcommittee put together an Implementation Group to determine how the 
Forests would proceed with the implementation of the new Rule Set. 

In September 1998, the Subcommittee decided not to make “final” changes to the Forest Plans at 
that time, but rather to implement “interim” guidelines to be in place for three years and/or until 
Forest Plan revisions were completed. The Subcommittee approved the Interim Rule Set in 
December 1998 and began implementation in January 1999. 

The Need to Comply with the Stipulations of a Settlement Agreement in Order to Dismiss a 
Lawsuit Challenging Implementation of the Interim Rule Set. 

In the Spring of 1999, the Alliance For The Wild Rockies filed a lawsuit challenging the 
Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests implementation of the Interim Rule Set 
without amending their Forest Plans. The Forests settled the lawsuit in March 2001 and 
agreed to amend their respective Forest Plans to address grizzly bear management. The 
Lolo National Forest was not included in this lawsuit; however, they requested to be 
included in the amendment process so as to update their Forest Plan to provide consistent 
direction within the Cabinet-Y aak recovery zone. 

Decision to be Made 
The decision to be made by the three Forest Supervisors regarding access management within the 
Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Areas is two-fold: 

1. whether to change the existing forest plan direction; 
2. if so, what new standards should be established to guide management of access within 

the recovery area 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Proposed Action 

Proposed Action 
The Forest Supervisors are proposing to amend their respective Forest Plans regarding Forest 
Plan standards and monitoring requirements that respond to the recommendations of the Interim 
Access Mknagement Strategy and Interim Access Management Rule Set. The proposed action 
includes the following elements: 

a set of definitions 
requirements for: 
o habitat effectiveness, 
o core security areas, 
o total motorized route density, 
o open motorized route density. 

The specific actions proposed are detailed in the description of Alternative B found in Chapter 2 
of this dctcurnent. The decision to be made is whether to adopt the proposed action as designed, 
with diffixent requirements, or not at all. This amendment would result in a new appendix to the 
Idaho Panhandle and Lolo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans. It will be an 
addendum to Appendix 8 of the Kootenai National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

Scope of the Proposed Action 

The Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle Forest Plans provide broad direction for management 
activities through identified goals, standards, guidelines, and designation of Management Areas. 
These amendments will not establish new Management Areas, nor change the land base 
considered suitable for timber production. Reconsideration of goals, objectives, and land 
allocatio'ns will be part of the analysis of a longer-term strategy considered when the Forest Plans 
are revised. 

The proposal to amend certain Forest-wide objectives, standards, and guidelines is limited to 
those related to management of motorized access within the grizzly bear recovery zones. No 
changes in direction for other federally-listed species are proposed in these amendments. 

These amendments will guide implementation of site-specific projects that tier to the Forest Plan. 
Additional NEPA compliance will focus on site-specific projects and environmental impacts of 
implementing the new direction incorporated into the Forest Plans. 

Consultcation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will be completed on the 
programmatic effects of this amendment. Further consultation will occur on site-specific actions 
as they are proposed and analyzed. 

Connected and Cumulative Actions 

The analysis of effects disclosed in this document include those occurring fkom the entire scope 
of the decision. Scope is defined in 40 CFR 1508.25 as the range of actions, alternatives and 
impacts: to be considered in an environmental assessment. Any new information that develops 
after the decision is made would be considered prior to implementation. 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Types of Actions Analyzed 

Types of Actions Analyzed 

Connected Actions are those actions which are closely related and therefore should be discussed 
in the same environmental assessment. Actions are connected if they: 

- automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental analysis, 
- cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously, or 
- are independent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger actions for their justification. 

The Proposed Action includes those activities necessary to fulfill the identified Purpose and 
Need as well as all connected actions identified in the alternatives described in Chapter Two. 

Cumulative Actions are those actions, which when viewed with past actions, other present 
actions, and reasonably foreseeable actions, may have cumulatively significant impacts and 
therefore should be discussed in the same environmental analysis. 

Examples of other programmatic past and present actions could include programmatic activities 
on Forest Service lands, State, and private industrial and non-industrial lands. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions: Programmatic actions which are identifiable or scheduled 
actions which may take effect during the implementation of access management activities 
include actions fkom the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy, (USDA Forest 
Service, USDI Bureau of Land Management and USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, January 2000) 
Off-Highway Vehicle Forest Plan Amendments (Montana only) (USDA, 2001), and the National 
Fire Plan. (USDA, January 2001) 

Similar actions are actions that have enough similarity in timing or geographic proximity as the 
Proposed Action that the effects of these similar actions should be considered in the same 
environmental analysis as the Proposed Action and its alternatives. This Proposed Action does 
not have any similar actions. 

Presentation of Information 

Chapter 1 discusses the Purpose and Need for the environmental impact statement as well as the 
scope of the decision. 
Chapter 2 presents the social and environmental issues and describes alternatives to the 
proposed activity that respond to issues brought up during scoping. 
Chapter 3 presents the affected environment and the environmental effects of the alternatives. 

Chapter 4 presents details of the public involvement which occurred throughout this amendment 
process and includes the substantive comments received on the DEIS along with the responses to 
those comments. 

Supporting information; including a Glossary of Terms, Bibliographic References cited in the 
document; and a list of those who prepared this document follow Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for a Proposed Change 
Types of Actions Analyzed 

The Project File is referenced frequently throughout this document. It is available for review at 
the Kootmai National Forest Supervisor's Office, 1 101 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, Montana. 
Additional information from this file can be provided or made available for review upon request. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Introduction and Issues 

Final EIS for Access Management 
within the Selkirk and Cabinetmaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 

Chapter 2 

Introduction 
This Chapter outlines the proposed ction developed in respons - -  to the purpose and need 
identified in Chapter One. Included are descriptions of the-alternatives to the Proposed Action 
that ideniify options for resolving issues raised during scoping. It also describes the “No Action” 
alternative which is defined as the direction and implementation of the Forest Plans, as amended 
and under the terms and conditions of their respective Biological Opinions, prior to December 1, 
1998, the date the Interim Access Rule went into effect. 

The Proposed Action and all alternatives are programmatic in nature; they do not prescribe any 
site-specific activities on the ground. All site-specific activities planned within the framework of 
the selected action will be subject to a separate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
review arid documentation, with an accompanying decision. 

Public Involvement 
From the initial publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in the Federal 
Register on May 1 1,2001, to the issuance of this Final EIS, the public has been actively involved 
in this amendment process. Numerous briefings and open houses were held in the affected 
communities and update newsletters and requests for comments were circulated throughout the 
United States and Canada. This FEIS dedicates an entire chapter to disclosure of public 
participation and includes responses to substantive comments received in the DEIS. Please refer 
to Chapter Four for a detailed assessment of public involvement in this amendment process. 

The project file contains the Communication and Collaboration Strategy, documentation of radio 
and newspaper coverage of the project, and all public correspondence. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Features Common to All Alternatives c 

Significant Issues 
Section 102(2)(e) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) states that all Federal 
agencies shall “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of 
action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflict concerning alternative uses of 
available resources.” In order to identify these unresolved conflicts, the Interdisciplinary Team, 
Advisory Committee, and the Deciding Officials reviewed all public comments received during 
the public scoping phase of the project and identified a series of significant issues to lead the 
development of alternative actions. The following significant issues were identified prior to 
release of the DEIS. (See Chapter 4 for comments received following release of the DEIS.) 

I. Public Access for Recreation and Social Uses 

Many comments expressed a significant concern related to reductions in motorized public 
access to lands administered by the Forest Service within the recovery zones. Any 
changes to motorized access would generate effects to social and recreational use 
expressed predominantly in the communities adjacent to the recovery zones. 

11. Administrative Access 

The proposed action may reduce the administrative use of roads and motorized trails, the 
construction of roads and motorized trails, and the closure and decommissioning of roads 
and motorized trails. This potentially influences activities such as timber harvest, wildfire 
suppression, administrative management activities, and other uses associated with Forest 
Service roads and motorized trails. 

III. Local Economic Conditions 

Comments identified concerns that the proposed action may disrupt local economies and 
consideration should be given to sustaining the economic components of resource 
dependent communities. 

N. Increased Secure Habitat for Grizzly Bears 

The proposed action may not sufficiently restrict motorized access to facilitate adequate 
levels of secure grizzly bear habitat within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery 
Zones. 

V. Access to Private Inholdings 

Implementation of the proposed action may place limits on the amount of motorized use 
of Forest Service roads accessing private inholdings. This issue is relative to isolated 
parcels of private property surrounded by lands administered by the Forest Service. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 

Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Definitions of Terminology Common to All Alternatives 

Before beginning a discussion of the specific design criteria in each alternative, it is 
imperative that the complex terms associated with grizzly bear habitat classification and 
access management be understood. Throughout this analysis, definitions of these terms have 
followed those described by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) Task Force 
Report titled Grizzly Bear/Motorized Access Management (IGBC 1998). It was the IGBC's 
intent to establish definitions and procedures that would allow for consistency among the 
various land management units in describing effects of human access routes on grizzly bear 
habitat use. 

To assist in the review of this Final EIS, the following definitions have been printed on a 
Quick Reference Card which is included as an unbound insert to each document. This card 
can be used as a bookmark while reading and will serve as a readily available source of 
information during review. 

Administrative Use - Motorized administrative vehicle use by personnel of resource 
management agencieson restricted roads outside of core areas, at low levels. This 
includes contractors and permittees in addition to agency employees. 

EIAA (Bear Analysis Area) - Subdivision of a BMU used for linear open road density 
calculations. Also termed Bear Management Analysis Area (BMAA) on the Lolo 
National Forest. 

BMU (Bear Management Unit) - Areas established for use in grizzly bear analysis. 
BMU's generally (a) approximate female home range size; and (b) include 
representations of all available habitat components. 

Core area - 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. 

Habitat effectiveness (HE)- A measure of habitat security in a BMU calculated by 
establishing buffers around open roads and other-activities. The width of the buffer 
depends on the type of activity, but is ?4 mile for most activities. The goal is to maintain 
at least 70 percent of each BMU as effective habitat during the active bear year on the 
Kootenai, and 70 square miles of effective habitat on the Idaho Panhandle. 

Linear open road density - Linear miles of open roads divided by the area of a BAA or 
BMU in square miles, exclusive of roads and land area in Management Situation 3.. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 

Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD) - Calculation made with the moving windows 
technique that includes open roads, other roads not meeting all restricted or obliterated 
criteria, and open motorized trails. The percent of the analysis area in relevant route 
density classes is calculated. 

Priority BMUs - A biological rating for each BMU derived by the Access Task Group of 
the SCYE Management Subcommittee. Each BMU was rated 1 -high priority, 2- 
moderate priority, or 3-low priority based on sightings of family groups, credible grizzly 
sightings, human caused mortality, adjacency to BMU’s having females with young, and 
within a linkage area or not. 

Road - all created or evolved routes that are greater than 500 feet long which are 
reasonably and prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

o Open Road - a road without restriction on motorized use. 

o Restricted Road - a road on which motorized vehicle use is restricted 
seasonally or yearlong. The road requires effective physical obstruction 
(generally gated). Motorized administrative use by personnel of resource 
management agencies is acceptable at low intensity levels as defined in 
existing cumulative effects analysis models. Ths includes contractors and 
permittees in addition to agency employees. 

o Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered Road - a route which is managed with the 
long term intent for no motorized use, and has been treated in such a manner 
so as to no longer function as a road. An effective means to accomplish this is 
through one or a combination of several means including: recontouring to 
original slope, placement of logging or forest debris, planting of shrubs or 
trees, obliteratinglbarriering the entrance,etc. 

Trail - all created or evolved access routes that do not qualify as a “road.” They are 
not reasonably and prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

o Open Motorized Trail - a trail that receives motorized use. Trails used by 4- 
wheelers, 4-wheel drive vehicles and motorized trail bikes are examples of 
this type of access route. 

o Restricted Motorized Trail - a trail on which motorized use is restricted 
seasonally or yearlong: Motorized use is eEectively/physically restricted. 

Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) - Calculation made with the moving 
windows technique that includes open roads, restricted roads, roads not meeting all 
reclaimed criteria, and open motorized trails. The percent of the analysis area in 
relevant route density classes is calculated. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 

Features Common To All Alternatives 

In the DEIS, all alternatives addressed the Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore BMUs in the 
Selkirk Recovery Zone as a combined unit titled Kalispell-Lakeshore. In response to 
internal and external concerns with this combination, Alternative E has been modified 
from the DEIS and the two BMUs have been displayed as separate units (Kalispell- 
Granite and Lakeshore) with individual habitat security standards. Alternatives A, B, and 
C remain unchanged and continue to display the combined Kalispell-Lakeshore BMU. 

The Federal lands administered by the Colville National Forest are not included in this 
analysis. As 90 percent of the lands within the LeClerc BMU are administered by the 
Colville National Forest, this BMU was not addressed in any alternative. 

The Salmo-Priest and Sullivan-Hughes BMUs occupy lands on both the Idaho Panhandle 
and Colville National Forests. Significant acreages occur within the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest so these BMUs were included in this analysis. Standards referenced in 
all alternatives are quantified relative to the entire BMU. Site-specific implementation of 
standards will be coordinated between the two Forests at the project level. 

Fe:deral lands occupy only 56.6 % of the Grouse BMU. In consultation with the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the methodology for quantification of security parameters was 
modified for this BMU to not include secure habitat from private lands in the calculation 
of standards. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative A - No Action 

Alternative A - No Action 

The No Action alternative is defined as the direction and implementation of the Forest Plans, as 
amended and under the terms and conditions of their respective Biological Opinions, prior to 
December 1, 1998, the date the Interim Access Rule went into effect. The goals and objectives of 
the Forest Plans and other directives which were in place at that time would remain unchanged 
under this alternative. 

The three Forest Plans and the amended Biological Opinions from the Kootenai and Lolo 
National Forests provide specific direction for several habitat security parameters. Prescribed 
levels of linear open road density, habitat effectiveness, and administrative use are detailed in 
Table 2-5. Specific levels of Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD), Total Motorized Route 
Density (TMRD), and Core Area are not prescribed in this alternative but are held constant at 
levels existing at the end of the Year 2000. Please refer to Table 2-5 and the Quick Reference 
Card for the full description of the design criteria in each alternative. Table 2-1 displays the 
Year 2000 status as well as the maintained levels of these parameters in Alternative A. 

The following summary displays the major habitat security components of Alternative A: 
e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

0 

e 

Linear open road density (Om) of 5 0.75 mile per square mile within each BMU and BAA 
on the Kootenai National Forest. 
Linear ORD of 51 .OO mile per square mile within each BMAA and meets grizzly bear 
management strategy on the Lolo National Forest. 
No linear ORD standard required on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
Each BMU on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests must provide 170 sauare miles of 
habitat effectiveness. 
Each BMU on the Kootenai National Forest must provide 170 percent habitat effectiveness. 
No standard for habitat effectiveness required on the Lolo National Forest. 
Administrative Use on the Kootenai National Forest would be 12 1 trips per year. 
Administrative Use on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests would be 15 
Administrative Use on the Lolo National Forest would be 14 daw per year. 
OMRD on the Kootenai National Forest would be no increase in linear density above current 
Forest Plan standards and no increase in open motorized trail density in affected BMUs. 
OMRD on the Lolo National Forest would be no increase in linear density above current 
Forest Plan and grizzly bear management strategy and no increase in open motorized trails. 
The Idaho Panhandle National Forests would have no OMRD standards. 
TMRD on the Kootenai and Lolo National Forests would have no net increase in affected 
BMUs or subunits. 
TNIRD on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests would have no standard. 
Core Area on the Kootenai and Lolo National Forests would have no net decrease in existing 
amount of core in affected BMUs with flexibility to make major changes. 
The Idaho Panhandle National Forests would have no standard for Core Area. 
No Public Use Periods (30 days) would be allowed on restricted roads within any of the three 
National Forests. 

per year. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative A - No Action 

The No Action Alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act and provides a 
baseline against which to compare the amount and rate of change of all other alternatives. At the 
same time, it does provide a certain level of responsiveness to some of the unresolved issues 
identified by the proposed action. This alternative displays the effects of a more conservative 
approach to access management than the Proposed Action (Alternative B). In doing so, it 
provides i3 different course of action which is responsive to the issues of public access, 
administrative access, economics, and access to private inholdings. 

The Forest Plans and Biological Opinions do not prescribe specific timeframes for 
implementation of the habitat security parameters included in this alternative. Substantial 
progress has been made toward meeting these standards through implementation of project-level 
decisions within individual BMUs. Full implementation of the actions needed to reach the 
prescribed standards of this alternative is estimated to take 2-6 years from the date of decision for 
these programmatic Forest Plan amendments. While steady progress is expected during this 
timeframe, actions beyond the control of the Forest Service could delay full implementation. 
Actions beyond Forest Service control include administrative appeals or litigation of project- 
level decisions, budgets to support project-level decisions, or future priorities affecting the 
proj ect-level decisions. 

" 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle Natonal Forests 

Page2- 7 

.. 



Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative A - No Action 

** Due to the high level of nowFederal lands within the Grouse BMU, existing conditions and standards are 
calculated assuming no contribution of secure habitat from private lands. 
*** Kalispell-Lakeshore BMU is the combination of the Kalispell-Granite and the Lakeshore BMUs. 
**** LeClerc BMU is not addressed in this project as 90% of the acreage is within the Colville National Forest. 
NIA - Not Applicable: The Idaho Panhandle Forest Plan or Biological Opinion does not contain a requirement for 
these standards. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative B 

Alternative B - Interim Access Rule Set (Proposed Action) 

Alternative B was presented as the Proposed Action during the public scoping period in May and 
June 200l. T h s  alternative proposes implementation of the Interim Access Rule Set issued by 
the SelkirMCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) on 
December 1, 1998. 

Alternative B provided the basis for public comment during the scoping period. The specific 
actions proposed in this alternative served as the impetus for public comment and provided the 
basis for identification of issues and concerns. As such, this alternative does not respond to the 
significant issues identified through public scoping. It provides the baseline for measuring 
responsiveness of each alternative to a specific array of issues. 

The Interim Access Rule Set was identified as the initial course of action because it was an 
approved management strategy that had been subject to considerable review and deliberation by 
grizzly bear biologists and land managers alike. From the perspective of the SelkirWCabinet- 
Yaak Subcommittee, it was an acceptable management strategy that was balanced between the 
habitat needs of the grizzly bear and the social and economic well-being of the local 
communities. 

As with the other action alternatives presented in this analysis, the design of Alternative B is 
very complex. The Interim Access Rule Set provides a goal of achieving core habitat on a 
minimum of 55 percent of the area within each Priority One BMU. It stopped short of setting 
standards but does provide specific direction for several habitat security parameters. The levels 
of linear open road density and habitat effectiveness prescribed in the Forest Plans and 
Biological Opinions are to be met. Existing levels of OMRD and TMRD may not be increased. 
Other parameters such as levels of administrative use and public use are included to provide 
management flexibility in meeting local social and economic needs. Please refer to Table 2-5 
and the Quick Reference Card for the fill description of the design criteria in each alternative. 
Table 2-2 displays the Year 2000 status as well as the maintained levels of these parameters in 
Alternative B. 

The following summary displays the major habitat security components of Alternative B: 
0 Linear open road density (OW) of 5 0.75 mile per square mile within each BMU and BAA 

on the: Kootenai National Forest. 
Linear ORD of (1 .OO mile per square mile within each BMAA and meets grizzly bear 
management strategy on the Lolo National Forest. 
No linear ORD standard required on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
Each BMU on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests must provide 270 
percent habitat effectiveness. 

0 Administrative Use on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests would be 
1 15 round trips per year distributed by season. 

0 OMRD and TMRD on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests would be 
no increase on Forest lands with the recovery areas. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative B 

Core Area standards would be no net loss on Federal ownerships in all BMUs on the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Work toward the goal of achieving 
55% in Priority 1 BMUs. 
Public Use Periods (30 days) would be allowed on one gated road system per year per BMU, 
if BMUs meet criteria. Public use would be limited to periods when seasonal habitats would 
not be affected. 

As the title indicates, the rule set was authorized as an interim strategy. The interim period was 
to extend for three years from the implementation date of January 1999 or until Forest Plans are 
revised, or until the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee determines a need to modi@ this 
direction. Neither the Interim Access Rule Set nor the Forest Plans and Biological Opinions 
prescribe specific timeframes for implementation of the habitat security parameters included in 
this alternative. Substantial progress has been made toward meeting these standards through 
implementation of project-level decisions within individual BMUs. Full implementation of the 
actions needed to reach the prescribed standards of this alternative is estimated to take 3-7 years 
from the date of decision for these programmatic Forest Plan amendments. While steady 
progress is expected during this timeframe, actions beyond the control of the Forest Service 
could delay full implementation. Actions beyond Forest Service control include administrative 
appeals or litigation of project-level decisions, budgets to support project-level decisions, or 
future priorities affecting the project-level decisions. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative B 

16.7 
23.5 
36.4 
27.0 
33.2 
23.0 
31.7 
32.2 
44.6 
28.8 
45.4 

Table 2-2. ALTERNA 

BMU 

16.7 
23.5 
36.4 
27.0 
33.2 
23.0 
31.7 
32.2 
44.6 
28.8 
45.4 

I priorities 

32.0 

37.0 

37.0 
59.0 

38.0 

35.0 

30.0 
21.0 
37.0 

1 I 2 

32.0 

37.0 

37.0 
59.0 

38.0 

35.0 

30.0 
21.0 
37.0 

;; 
12 

41.0 

15 
16 

41.0 47.2 47.2 89 22 l7 ?+ 
35.0 
59.0 

I 
35.0 48.0 48.0 I 92 
59.0 32.0 32.0 I 54 

N E  B - BMU STATUS AND PROPOSED STANDARDS 

Boulder (1 8) 
Grouse ( 19)* 

N. Lightning 
0 
Scotchman 
0 

Long-Smith 
Kalispell- 
Lakeshore 

Salmo-Priest 
Sullivan- 
Hughes 
Myrtle 

Ball-Trout 
Le Clerc * 

** 

Blue-Grass 

**** 

OMRD 

3 
3 

1 

2 

1 
1 
1 

2 
1 

2 
2 
3 

29.0 
13.0 
30.0 

30.7 30.7 
31.2 

29.0 49.0 55.0 96 
13.0 73.0 73.0 92 
30.0 41.0 55.0 94 

24.1 
20.3 -E-+%- 24.1 64.0 64.0 99 

20.3 55.0 55.0 99 * 
16.0 

19.0 
9.0 
52.7 39.1 I **** 

19.0 60.0 60.0 85 
9.0 74.0 74.0 94 

64 **** 32 **** 

>2 mi/mi* (%) 
2000 Proposed 2000 Proposed Federal 

Status Standard Status Standard Land 

27.0 27.0 63.0 63.0 

**%,e to the high level of non-Federal lands within the Grouse BMU, existing conditions and standards are 
calculated ;issuming no contribution of secure habitat fkom private lands. 
*** Kalispell-Lakeshore BMU is the combination of the Kalispell-Granite and the Lakeshore BMUs. 
**** LeClerc BMU is not addressed in this project as 90% of the acreage lies within the Colville National Forest. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative C 

Alternative C - Security Standards Applied Across All BMUs 

In this alternative, numeric standards for OMRD (533%), TMRD (<26%), and Core Habitat 
(255%) would be established for all BMUs with greater than 75 percent Federal lands. The 
Grouse BMU is assigned a specific set of standards due to its limited (56.6%) amount of Federal 
lands. This alternative was developed in response to concerns that the Proposed Action lacked 
sufficient habitat security for grizzly bears. It wasdesigned to incorporate the OMRD, TMRD, 
and Core Habitat levels recommended in 1997 by the SelkirUCabinet -Yak Access Task 
Group, as well as in a recent US Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion on the Idaho 
Panhandle Forest Plan. These recommendations represent average security values documented 
through the latest available science and results of grizzly bear research and monitoring within the 
recovery zone. 

It is important to note that Alternative C allows no increase in route densities or decrease in core 
habitat until all BMUs in the recovery zone meet the standards for these parameters. This 
alternative would also remove the existing Forest Plan standards regarding linear open road 
density and habitat effectiveness. Please refer to Table 2-5 and the Quick Reference Card for 
the 111 description of the design criteria in each alternative. Table 2-3 displays the Year 2000 
status as well as the maintained levels of these parameters in Alternative C. 

The following summary displays the major habitat security components of Alternative C: 
No standards for linear open road density (ORD) on any of the three National Forests. 
No standards for habitat effectiveness on any of the three National Forests. 
OMRD on all three Forests would be no more than 33% with density > 1 mile per square 
mile as measured by moving windows model. No increase in OMRD until all BMUs in 
Recovery Zone meet standards for OMRD, TMRD, and Core Area. In BMUs not meeting 
OMRD, actions affecting OMRD must result in a movement toward the standard and no net 
loss during project activities. 
TMRD on all three Forests would be no more than 26% with density > 2 miles per square 
mile as measured by moving windows model. No increase in TMRD until all BMUs in 
Recovery Zone meet standards for OMRD, TMRD, and Core Area. In BMUs not meeting 
TMRD, actions affecting TMRD must result in a movement toward the standard and no net 
loss during project activities. 
Core Area on all three Forests would be no less than 55% for each BMU. There would be no 
decrease in Core Area within BMUs currently greater than 55% until all BMUs in Recovery 
Zone meet standards for OMRD, TMRD, and Core Area. In BMUs not meeting Core Area 
standard, actions affecting Core Area must result in a movement toward the standard and no 
net loss during project activities. Other Core Area requirements would include 
implementation timefiames, consideration for seasonal needs, and Core Area fixed in place 
for 10 years minimum. 
Administrative Use on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests would be 
57 round trips per year distributed by season. 
Public Use Periods (30 days) allowed on restricted roads in all three Forests if BMUs meet 
criteria. Public use would be limited to periods when seasonal habitats would not be affected 
and only allowed on one gated road system per year per BMU. 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative C 

Full implementation of the actions needed to reach the prescribed standards of this alternative is 
estimated. to take 6-10 years from the date of decision for these programmatic Forest Plan 
amendmmts. While steady progress is expected during this timeframe, actions beyond the 
control of the Forest Service could delay full implementation. Actions beyond Forest Service 
control include administrative appeals or litigation of project-level decisions, budgets to support 
project-level decisions, or future priorities affecting the project-level decisions. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative C 

Table 2-3. ALTERNATIVE C - BMU STATUS AND PROPOSED STANDARDS 

**Due to the high level of non-Federal lands within the Grouse BMU, existing conditions and standards are 
calculated assuming no contribution of secure habitat from private lands. 
*** Kalispell-Lakeshore BMU is the combination of the Kalispell-Granite and the Lakeshore BMUs. 
**** LeClerc BMU is not addressed in this project as 90% of the acreage lies within the Colville National Forest. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative E 

Alternative E - Security Standards For Individual BMUs 
(Preferred Alternative) 

In Alternative E, habitat security standards would be set individually for each BMU. Numeric 
standards for OIvlRD, TMRD, and Core Habitat as detailed by BMU in Table 2-4 would be 
established. This alternative was developed to provide more management flexibility in response 
to issues related to public and administrative access, economics, access to private inholdings, and 
increased grizzly bear habitat security. Standards were determined through consultation with US 
Fish and 'Wildlife Service and grizzly bear research scientists and reflect the unique features of 
biologica'l and social factors (highways, high quality habitat, residential developments, linkage 
zones, etc:.) in specific BMUs. 

An important design feature providing management flexibility in Alternative E allows increases 
in route densities and decreases in core habitat within individual BMUs that exceed the standards 
for these parameters. This alternative would also remove the existing Forest Plan standards 
regarding linear open road density and habitat effectiveness. Please refer to Table 2-5 and the 
Quick Reference Card for the full description of the design criteria in each alternative. Table 2-4 
displays the Year 2000 status as well as the maintained levels of these parameters in Alternative 
E. 

The following summary displays the major habitat security components of Alternative E: 

No standards for linear open road density (ORD) on any of the three National Forests. 
No standards for habitat effectiveness on any of the three National Forests. 
OlURD on BMUs within all three Forests would be set at numeric standards established 
for each BMU as detailed in Table 2-4. In BMUs not meeting O W ,  actions affecting 
OlWiD must result in a movement toward the standard. 
TMRD on BMUs within all three Forests would be set at numeric standards established 
for each BMU as detailed in Table 2-4. In BMUs not meeting TMRD, actions affecting 
TMRD must result in a movement toward the standard. 
Core Area on BMUs within all three Forests would be set at numeric standards 
established for each BMU as detailed in Table 2-4. In BMUs not meeting Core Area 
standard, actions affecting Core Area must result in increased post-project Core Area. 
Oiher Core Area requirements would include consideration for seasonal needs, and Core 
Area fixed in place for 10 years minimum. 
Administrative Use on the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests would 
be 57 round trips per year divided by season. 
Public Use Periods (30 days) would not be allowed on restricted roads in any of the three 
National Forests. 

Full implementation of the actions needed to reach the prescribed standards of this alternative is 
estimated to take 5-9 years from the date of decision for these programmatic Forest Plan 
amendments. While steady progress is expected during this timeframe, actions beyond the 
control of'the Forest Service could delay full implementation. Actions beyond Forest Service 
control include administrative appeals or litigation of project-level decisions, budgets to support 
project-level decisions, or future priorities affecting the project-level decisions. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Alternative E 

Table 2-4. ALTERNATIVE E - BMU STATUS AND PROPOSED STANDARDS 

* 5 75% Federal lands 
** Due to the high level of non-Federal lands within the Grouse BMU, existing conditions and standards are 
calculated assuming no contribution of secure habitat from private lands. 
*** LeClerc BMU is not addressed in this project as 90% of the acreage lies within the Colville National Forest. 
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'. Table 2-5 Specific Features of the Alternatives Considered in Detail 
A: No Action, Grimly B: Proposed Action, Interim C Habitat Security Standards E: Habitat Security 

Individual BMUs - Bear Access Mgmt as of Rule Set Applied Across All BMUs Standards for 
11/30/98, before Interim 

Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Specific Features of Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Rule Set 
00.75 mi/sq.mi. by BMU 

and BAA 

Preferred Aiteraative 
00.75 mi/sq.mi. by BMU and No standard No standard 

BAA 
h e a r  Open Rd 
)ensitv MYF 

1 Nostandard 

Anear Opemi Rd 
Iensitv IPNF 

' No standard 

inear Opemi Rd 
knsity LNF 

Numeric standard 
specific to each BMU. 
In BMUs not meeting 
'their specific standard, 
projects affecting 
TMRD must result post 
,project movement 
toward the standard. 

Iabitat 
Sffectiveness 

Point Sourcc! 
Nsturbance 
)pen Motorized 
soute Density 
OMRD) 
for all forests, 
inless specified) 

- Security) 

'Numeric standard 
~ specific to each BMU. 
' Consider seasonal 
needs; fixed in place foi 

rota1 Motorized 
;loUte Density, 
r m  

mlmilsq. mi. by BMAA + 
grizzly bear management 
strategy 
170% per BMU, KNF -70 
sq. mi. per BMU, IPNF, 
LNF - no standard 

Covered in Habitat 
Effectiveness 

KNF - No increase in 
density above current 
Forest Plan, no increase in 
>pen motorized trail 
density in affected BMUs 
IPNF - NO standard 
LNF - No increase in 
density above current 
Forest Plan and grizzly 
bear management strategy 
and no increase in open 
motorized trails. 
No net increase in 
affected BMUs or 
subunits (KNF and LNF), 
N/A on IPNF 

No net decrease in 
existing amount of core in 
affected BMUs, consider 
seasonal needs, flexibility 
to make major changes 
O(NF and LNF), no 
standard on IPNF. 

12 1 trips KNP, 15 days 

:ore Area 

*lmi/sq. mi. by BMAA plus 
grizzly bear management 
strategy 
070% per BMU for ail forests 

No standard 

No standard 

Covered in Habitat Required 
Effectiveness 

within recovery area 
No net increase on Forest lands No more than 33% with density 

>lmile/sq. mile as measured by 
moving windows, no increase in 
OMRD til all BMUs in Recovq 
Zone meet standards for OMRD, 
TMRD, and Core. In BMUs not 
meeting OMRD, actions 
affecting OMRD must result in 
movement toward the standard 
and no net loss during project 
activities. 

No net increase on Forest lands No more than 26% with density 
within recovery area >2mile/sq. mi. as measured by 

moving windows. No increase in 
TMRD til all BMUs in Recovery 
Zone meet OMRD, TMRD, and 
Core. In BMUs not meeting 
TMRD, actions affecting TMRD 
must result in movement toward 
the standard and no net loss 
during project activities 

No net loss on Federal 055% for each BMU, no decreasc 
ownership in all BMUs, 4 in BMUs currently >55% til all 
criteria for core established to BMUs in a Recovery Zone meet 
replace lost existing core, work OMRD, TMRD, and Core. 
to achieve 55% in Priority 1 Actions affecting core must 
BMUs, consider seasonal result in increased core in BMUs 
needs, flexibility to make now <55%, no net loss during 
major changes project activities, imple- 

mentation time b e  required, 
consider seasonal needs, fixed il: 
place for 10 years minimum 
57 round trips, divided by seasoi 1 15 round trips divided by Qdministrative 

Use IPN6,14 days LNF 
None on any forest 

None 

Habitat Bmed 
4ccess M g c n t  
Public Use 
Period-30 diay 

season by season 
Explore habitat based access Participate in workgrou 
management approach pursue habitat based analysis to pursue hab. analysis 
Allowed, if BMU meets Allowed, if BMU meets criteria None 
criteria (055% core Priority 1 
BMUs, -70% HE priority 2 and habitats will not be impacted, 
3 BMUs, seasonal habitats not only 1 gated road sys tdyea r  
impacted, only 1 gated road 

Participate in workgroup to 

(core OS%, important seasonal 

per BMU) 

I No standard I I No standard 

Required 

Numeric standard 
specific to each BMU. 
In BMUs not meeting 
their specific standard, 
projects affecting 
OMRD must result in 
post-project movement 
toward the standard. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 

Alternatives Not Given Detailed Study 

Alternative D - Increased Security Habitat 

This alternative was developed in response to public comments calling on the Forest Service to 
go beyond the guidelines provided in the Interim Access Rule Set to provide additional habitat 
security for grizzly bears. In this alternative, standards for route densities and core area were 
established based on 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). The values used in this alternative would be OMRD 5 17 percent, TMRD 
- < 14 percent, and Core Area 3 72 percent rather than the average values (33-26-55) identified in 
the research report and used in Alternative C. 

The Interdisciplinary Team commenced detailed study of this alternative until discovering it was 
not feasible to meet these standards within several BMUs. These BMUs did not have sufficient 
amounts of road under Forest Service jurisdiction to adequately reduce access to meet these 
standards. This alternative was determined to not be feasible to implement because of the lack of 
Forest Service jurisdiction on sufficient amounts of road. 

Alternative F - Maintain Current Levels of Access 

This alternative was designed to respond to comments requesting the Forest Service maintain the 
existing levels of closed and open roads on the landscape. It also responds to public comments 
asking for no additional road closures. The design of this alternative would be to “freeze” the 
current status as reported at the end of Bear Year 2000. Upon examination of the existing status 
of security parameters in the SelkirMCabinet-Yaak BMUs, it was determined that the present 
status did not fully meet any particular desired biological or social condition. The “fkeezing” of 
the present status would not provide an option that more fully resolved any of the biological or 
social concerns identified as significant issues. The Interdisciplinary Team fully considered this 
alternative but found it did not warrant detailed study. 

Alternative G - Maximum Access 

This alternative was developed in response to public comments requesting as much access as 
possible for recreation and economic activities in the three National Forests. The design of this 
alternative would require all currently gated roads to be opened. 

This alternative did not meet important elements of the purpose and need for action and was not 
given detailed study. The overall purpose as stated in Chapter One is to “amend Forest Plans to 
include a set of motorized access and security guidelines to meet our responsibilities under the 
Endangered Species Act to conserve and contribute to recovery of grizzly bears”. Eliminating 
the existing gates on all restricted roads would not likely conserve and contribute to the recovery 
of grizzly bears within the recovery zones. 

Other than access management and habitat improvement, the Forest Service has limited 
capabilities to affect changes that contribute to grizzly bear recovery. Without the ability to 
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Chapter 2 - Issues and Alternatives 

manage road access, other mitigation for grizzly bear security would need to be implemented, 
such as firearms restrictions or changes to hunting seasons. However, these options are outside 
the jurisdiction of the Forest Service and beyond the scope of this analysis. 

This alternative was not given further detailed study in this analysis as it did not meet the 
purpose imd need for action and would require actions beyond the jurisdiction of the Forest 
Service to conserve and contribute to the recovery of grizzly bears in the Selkirk and Cabinet- 
Yaak Recovery Zones. 

Issues Not Addressed in this Analysis 
It is important to note this EIS is not proposing any actions associated with: 

Food storage orders 

0 

0 Hunting restrictions or regulations 

Relocation or re-introduction of grizzly bears 

Connectivity linkages between recovery zones 
The portions of the Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone within the Colville National 
Forest 

Also, this analysis and subsequent decision will not identify specific roads and trails affected, nor 
the types of closure devices for resticting road access. This is a programmatic decision which 
establishes broad objectives and standards for management. Decisions about management of 
individual roads or trails will be made at the project level, consistent with direction contained in 
the amended Forest Plans. 

Monitoring 
In addition to all existing Forest Plan monitoring requirements, each of the three National Forests 
will prepare an annual report displaying the accomplishments in implementation of the new 
habitat security standards. This report will quantify the levels of open motorized route density 
(OMRD), total motorized route density (TMRD), core area, administrative use and 30-day public 
access use levels by road, and habitat security calculations for all BMUs at the end of each year. 

Individual National Forest Ranger Districts will maintain records of administrative use and 
public use on restricted roads within the recovery area, to insure compliance with existing 
guidelines. 

Project-level decisions will consider the need for additional monitoring of site-specific activities 
within Bhms. Application of additional monitoring will be a future decision at the project-level 
and is beyond the scope of this amendment. 
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Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
Comparison of the Effects of the Alternatives 

Alternative B 
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Alternative C 

Comparison of the Effects of the Alternatives 

1-7 

167-172 

138-190 

The comparison of effects below is a summary of the conclusions presented in Chapter 3. Effects 
common to all alternatives are not included in this table. For a full discussion of the anticipated 
environmental effects of the alternatives, refer to Chapter 3. 

105-145 

59-86 

399-564 

Table2-6. I 

Alternative A 

No / little effect. 
Could impact 
1 campground. 
Greater effects. 
Major impacts in 
3 BMUs. 

Greater effects. 

Slight effects. 
Could impact up 
to 3 campgrds. 
Greatest effects. 
Most roads 
closed but spread 
over larger area. 

Greatest effects. 

Alternative E 

Transportation 
Miles of Open Road 
changed to 0 33-44 
Recl&ed/Obliterated 
Miles of Open Road 
Changed to Restricted 
Miles of Restricted Road 

160-1 6 1 18-26 

334-470 0 Changed to 
Reclaimed/Oblit erated 
Total miles of road status 
changes. 

Wildlife 
385-540 160-161 

3 I 2  Relative ranking for 
grizzly bears (1 = best) 
(see Tables 3-7 and 3-8) 
Relative ranking for 
other T&E species 
(1 = best) 
Relative ranking for 
sensitive species. 
Relative ranking for MIS 

4 1 

2 1 

No impact Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial 
impact 

Improves habitat Maintains habitat 

Recreation 
Effects to Motorized, 
Developed Recreation 

No / little effects. No / little effect. 
Could impact 
1 campground. 
Greater effects. 
Major impacts in 
3 BMUs. 

Effects to Motorized, 
Dispersed, Summer 
Recreation 

Slight effects. 
Least number of 
roads closed. 

Effects to Motorized, 
Dispersed, Winter 
Recreation 
Effect to Non-Motorized, 
Dispersed, Summer 

Greater effects. No / little effect. 

No / little effect 

No / little effect 

I 
No / little effect No / little effect I No / little effect 

No / little effect 

Recreation 
Effect to Non-Motorized, I 

NO / little effect 1 NO / little effect Dispersed, Winter 
Recreation 
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Alternative B 

Low 

Alternative C Alternative E 

High Moderate 

Low High Moderate 

Greatest 
likelihood for 

negative effects. 
Greatest 

likelihood for 
nepative effects. 

Increased 
likelihood for 

negative effects. 
Increased 

likelihood for 
negative effects. 

Low High Moderate 

Lowest 
Temporary 

Increase 

~~ 

Temporary 
Increase 

Highest 
Temporary 

Increase 

Chapter 2 -- Issues and Alternatives 
lternatives Comparison of the Effects of the A 

Alternative A 

Vegetation / Timber 

existing. for Resource 

Reduction in Level of I No change from Low High 1 Moderate Administmtive Access 
Effect on Management 
Access to Regenerated 
Acreage for Silvicultural 
Treatments 

Fwe,Fuels, Air Quality 
Rating of Increased 
Fire Risk 
Level of Effect to Access 
for Fire Suppression 

Water aind Fisheries 

existing 

No change from 
existing Low High High 

Low 

Low Low High 1 Moderate 

Change from Existing 
Level of Effects to Bull 
Trout 
Change from Existing 
Level of Effects to 
Sensitive Fish Species 

Social and Economic 

No change from 
existing. 

No change from 
existing. 

No change from 
existing. 

No change from 
existing. 

Very Low Social Environment 

Recreation Jobs and No Change 
Income 

NO Change NoChange I NoChange 

Lowest Decrease Highest Decrease 1 Decrease No Change' Area Economy - 
Timber Jobs and Income 
Area Economy - 
Road Reclamation No Change 

No Effect No Effect No Effect 1 No Effect 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Introduction 

Chapter - 3 

Introduction 
This chapter presents the existing condition of each resource analyzed for the EIS for Access 
Management within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. It also presents 
the expected environmental consequences of the proposed alternatives on those resources. 

Changes Between the Draft and Final EIS 

Chapter 4 has been added. It includes more discussion of the public involvement for this project, 
public coinments on the DEIS and the agency’s responses to those comments. The List of 
Preparers and List of Those Receiving the FEIS are now within Chapter 4. 

Certain portions of this FEIS have been rewritten since the DEIS was released to the public. The 
changes have been for clarification, more detailed explanation or to correct factual errors. Some 
of the changes are in response to comments from the public or other agencies. Minor corrections 
of typographical errors have also been made. 

Throughout the document road management terms were revised where necessary to ensure 
greater coasistency in use of “open, restricted, barriered, reclaimed or obliterated.” 

The most noticeable change is in the Grizzly Bear portion of Chapter 3. Changes in this section 
include: 

o Addition of discussion on grizzly bear mortality 
o Addition of discussion on the interaction of social and biological effects. 
o Improved display of changes in Open Motorized Route Density, Total Motorized Route 

Density, and Core Area. 
o Alternative E description and analyses of Kalispell-Granite BMU and Lakeshore BMU 

that are no longer combined for this alternative. 

In the DEIS, all alternatives addressed the Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore BMUs in the Selkirk 
Recovery Zone as a combined unit titled Kalispell-Lakeshore. In response to internal and 
external concerns with this combination, Alternative E has been modified from the DEIS and the 
two BMUs have been displayed as separate units with individual habitat security standards. 
Alternatives A, B, and C remain unchanged and continue to display the combined Kalispell- 
Lakeshort: BMU. Please see Chapter 2 and the Transportation section of Chapter 3 for more 
details on this change in Alternative E. 

Other changes were made as follows: 
o Transportation -- added tables and maps to help describe the existing condition and 

potential effects of the alternatives; corrected road information where needed. 
o Watershed and Fisheries -- added a table showing the amount and types of roads within 

bull trout watersheds. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Introduction 

o Social and Economics - added a table showing the Cost of Alternatives based on amount 
and type of roads and rearranged topics within this section for ease of reading and 
understanding. 

o Vegetation and Timber - added tables and charts for ease in describing the potential 
effects of the alternatives. 

o Glossary - definitions for administrative use, Bear Management Unit, open motorized 
route density, road, open road, restricted road, and reclaimedobliteratedibarriered road 
are now consistent with the definitions used in Chapter 2. The access management terms 
are now consistent with their use in the Interim Access Rule Set and IGBC Access 
Management Report. Other definitions have been reworded for clarity. Some definitions 
were added. 

o Bibliography - literature citations were added as needed to support the Responses to 
Comments in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

Disclosure of Project File Information 

Direction for document preparation from the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
section 1500.5 (Reducing Paperwork) indicates that environmental documents should be reduced 
in length (1502.2(c)) be analytic rather than encyclopedic (1 502.2 (a )), discuss only briefly 
issues other than significant ones (1 502.2(b)) and be written in plain language (1 502.8). This 
document has been written with the intent of meeting those regulations. 

Additional information on resources and the impacts of the alternatives can be found in the 
project file, which is available for review at the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor’s Office in 
Libby, Montana. The public is encouraged to contact Assistant Project Leader Kirsten Kaiser 
(406-293-62 1 1) for additional information. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

The following programmatic decisions and environmental documents are applicable to all or 
portions of the National Forest System lands included in the analysis area for this EIS. As 
appropriate they were considered during the cumulative effects analyses discussed in this 
chapter. 

o National Fire Plan 
o 
o Caribou Biological Opinion (PNF) 
o Colville NF Biological Opinion 
o O W  Amendment (applies to Montana portions of KNF only) 
o Grizzly Linkage Report / Efforts 
o Roadless Initiative 
o Canadian Grizzly Bear Management 
o Westslope Cutthroat Conservation Plan 
o 
o 

Lynx Amendment and Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy 

Programmatic Actions of State land management agencies 
and reasonably foreseeable activities on corporate industrial lands. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Management Areas and Chapter Organization 

Consistency with Regulatory Framework and Programs 

All action alternatives discussed in this FEIS comply with laws and policies applicable to the 
decision. Specifics are referenced in each resource section and are elaborated on in the project 
file. The following list presents the regulatory fi-amework required by all resources. 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Endangered Species Act 
Clean Water Act 
Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401 et seq) 
Native American Graves Protection Act 
Hellgate Treaty of 1855 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 
National Historic Preservation Act 
Executive Order 12898 Environmental Justice 
Erecutive Order 12962 Aquatic Resource direction 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan (USDA 1987) as amended 
Kootenai National Forest Plan (USDA 1987) as amended 
Lolo National Forest Plan (USDA 1987) as amended 
Forest Service Manual 2500 
Farest Service Handbook 2509.1 8 (Soil Productivity Direction) 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
Montana HB-73 1 , Streamside Management Zone Protection Law 
Idiho Forest Practices Act 
Washington Forest Practices Rules and Regulations 
Montana Air Quality Bureau Regulations 
Montana Cooperative Airshed Program 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 

Analysis Area 
Unless otherwise stated, the bounds of analysis for resources presented in this FEIS is the Selkirk 
and Cabineflaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones within the Idaho Panhandle (IPNF), Kootenai 
(KNF) and Lolo National Forests (LNF) (see Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map in Chapter 1). The total 
area within the recovery zones on the three National Forests, including State and private 
inholding:;, is as follows: 1,189,000 acres within the Kootenai National Forest; 163,000 acres 
within the Lolo National Forest, and 806,000 acres within the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
This totals approximately 2,158,000 acres. 
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Management Areas 
The Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (Forest Plans) for the National Forests 
included in this environmental analysis describes Management Areas (MAS). The Management 
Areas represent various sets of opportunities and constraints for management of particular 
portions of the National Forest System lands. Except for designated Wilderness Areas, proposed 
wilderness areas, and Wild and Scenic River systems, the boundaries are flexible to assure that 
identified values are protected and to incorporate the best science and on-the-ground information 
developed though monitoring and site-specific project level assessments and planning. 

Due to the detailed nature of the Management Area maps and the large-scale coverage of the 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones, maps of the MAS are not included in this document. More 
information is available in the project file and in each of the Forest Plans. 

Organization of Chapter 3 

This chapter contains descriptions of the various resources that could be affected by amendments 
to the Forest Plans. 

The affected environment for each area is described to provide background information about the 
current conditions of the resource as well as a picture of the historical conditions. The 
anticipated environmental consequences of implementing each of the alternatives are then 
disclosed. 

The resources are presented in the following order: 
Wildlife - describes the habitat for a species, followed by discussion of the 

potential effects to the species or its habitat; followed by another species 
habitat and potential effects. 

Transportation 
Watershed and Fisheries 
Vegetation 
Recreation 
Heritage Resources 
Social and Economic 
Fire, Fuels and Air Quality 
Soils 
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants 
Invasive Plants Species 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
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Threatened 

Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

Grizzly Bear X X X 
Bald Eagle X X X 
Canada Lynx X X X 

Gray Wolf X X X 
Woodland Caribou X Sensitive Species 

None 

Wildlife - 
Analysis Area 
The analysis area for wildlife resources consists of those portions of the Cabinet Yaak Recovery 
Zone (CYRZ) and Selkirk Recovery Zone (SRZ) lying within the boundaries of the Kootenai 
(KNF), Lolo (LNF) and Idaho Panhandle (IPNF) National Forests (see Figure 1-1). These 
boundaries include not only National Forest lands but also lesser amounts of State and private 
lands. 

Affected Environment and Disclosure of Effects 
Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Species 
Threatened, endangered and proposed species are managed under the authority of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205 as amended), which requires that Federal agencies: 
1) carry out programs for the conservation of listed species [Sec. 7(a)(1)] and 2) insure that any 
agency action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species [Sec. 7(a)(2)]. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USWS) provided a list of threatened, endangered and 
proposed wildlife species that are known or expected to occur within the influence area of the 
proposed action. (This list is filed in the project file.) Table 3-1 shows the legal status of these 
species arid their occurrence within the IPNF, KNF, and LNF. Note that the woodland caribou is 
listed as endangered only on the IPNF. It is administratively designated as a sensitive species on 
the KNF and is absent from the LNF. 

Table 3-1. Threatened, Endangered and Proposed Wildlife Species. 

The following sections identify the existing condition of the affected environment and the 
potential effects to each of the above species. A Biological Assessment (BA) for Endangered 
Species Act compliance will be prepared for the preferred alternative and will be reviewed by 
USFWS. 

The narrow scope of the decision to be made (access management in grizzly bear habitat) limits 
the potential effects to wildlife to those that involve human motorized access and the 
disturbanc:e/security effects that result from such activities. An exception is snag habitat for 
cavity-dependent wildlife, where snag availability is influenced by human access to firewood 
cutting areas. 
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Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

Grizzly Bear 

Habitat and Populations 

Grizzly bears (ursus arctos horribilus) are habitat generalists, using a variety of habitats 
including the coniferous forests of northwest Montana and north Idaho. Habitat is generally 
dictated by food availability and distribution, as well as security from human disturbance and 
mortality. Because grizzly bears have large home ranges, large areas of secure habitat are 
required. Grizzlies occupy low-elevation riparian areas, snow chutes, and meadows in the spring 
and late fall, and move up to higher sub-alpine forests in the summer, early fall and winter. 
Natural caves or excavated dens, often above 6,000 feet, are entered after the first snowfall and 
occupied for four to five months. A majority of their diet is composed of vegetation (forbs, 
sedges, grasses, roots, berries, pine nuts) but also includes fish, rodents, ungulates and insects. 

The grizzly bear population in the CYRZ is estimated conservatively at 30 to 40 bears (Kasworm 
et al., 2000). From the 1980s through 1999, the population slowly increased. However, 
mortalities during 1999 through 2001 apparently put the population on a slightly declining trend, 
though the confidence interval makes this conclusion statistically uncertain (Kasworm et al., 
2000). Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) estimate about 45 to 55 bears in the SRZ, with a slowly 
increasing population. Because of these low populations and existing threats to recovery, the 
USFWS determined that both populations warrant uplisting to endangered status. However, this 
action is precluded by higher priority listing actions (64 CFR 26725). 

Mortalities 

Habitat security is an important element of grizzly bear habitat, helping to minimize human- 
caused bear mortalities. Grizzly bear mortalities, both natural and human-caused, are important 
factors limiting the growth of bear populations in the CYRZ and SRZ (USFWS 1993). The 
mortality goal for both recovery zones is zero human-caused mortalities (USFWS 1993). This 
goal has been exceeded during most years since research began in the recovery zones in the early 
1980s. Table 3-2 lists mortalities and their causes for the past 20 years (W. Kasworm and W. 
Wakkinen, pers. comm. 2002). Figure 3-1 graphically displays mortalities during the same 
period. 

More than two-thirds of the historical (past 20 years) grizzly bear mortalities in the CYRZ and 
SRZ have been human-caused. Figure 3-2 provides a percentage breakout of natural, human- 
caused, and unknown mortalities. 

The relationship between grizzly bears and roads has been extensively studied (Mace and 
Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, Wakkinen and Kaswom 1997, among others). Roads can 
have several effects on grizzly bears, including contributing to direct mortality (see Direct and 
Indirect Effects discussion later in this section). Historically within the CYRZ and SRZ, the 
preponderance of human-caused grizzly bear mortalities has occurred near open roads (<50Om.) 
while natural mortalities tend to occur further from open roads k50Om.). This relationship is 
displayed in Figure 3-3. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Since most grizzly bear mortalities are human-caused, and most human-caused mortalities are 
within 500m of open roads, the management of roads is one of the most powerful tools available 
to balance the security needs of grizzly bears with the activities of humans (USFWS 1993). 
However, it is important to note that tighter access restrictions on National Forest lands would 
not have prevented all of the past mortalities in the CYRZ and SRZ. Of 15 human-caused 
mortalities within 50Om of open roads in or near the SRZ in the past 20 years, 10 have been in 
British Columbia and one was outside the recovery zone in Washington. The remaining 4 (27 
percent) .were on National Forest lands within the analysis area and potentially may have been 
prevented by tighter access controls. In the CYRZ, 2 of the mortalities within 50Om of open 
roads over the past 20 years were in British Columbia, one was a management removal on 
private land, one was a research mortality, and one was outside the recovery zone. The remaining 
5 (50 percent) were on National Forest lands within the analysis area and may potentially have 
been prevented by tighter access controls. 

Human -- poaching 
Human - mistaken identity 
Human - self defense 
Human - management removal 
Human - legal hunting (BC) 
Human - research 
Human -- unknown 

,Subtotal (human) 
___..____--______L_______________________----------._______________________ 

- 
Unknown 

Table 3-2. Number of grizzly bear mortalities by cause from 1982 to 2001. 

7 
2 
1 

9 

5 
0 

6 
30 
1 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Mortalitv Cause 

'Total I 38 

Cabinet-Yaak I Total 

27 65 
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Figure 3-1. Grizzly bear mortalities by cause and year in the CYRZ and SRZ. 

Human-caused 
rn Total 

1 1 

Figure 3-2. Percent natural, human-caused and unknown mortality 
in the CYRZ and SRZ, 1982 to present. 
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Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

Figure 3-3. Distance to open roads for natural, human-caused and all mortalities. 

3 o f  

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 
Natural Human- AI I 

Mortalities caused Mortal it ies 
Mortalities 

In addition to access management, other steps can be important in limiting grizzly bear 
mortalities. While these other steps are beyond the scope of this project, a brief discussion may 
be informative. 

Grizzly blears are sometimes shot by hunters pursuing black bears or other game animals. 
Montana has now instituted a mandatory black bear hunter testing and certification program to 
help educate hunters in distinguishing species and reducing mistaken identity mortalities of 
grizzly bears. Black bear hunting seasons have also been shortened in recent years, reducing the 
potential for mistaken grizzly bear kills. 

In many cases, management removals of grizzly bears are the result of bears becoming 
habituated to unnatural food sources such as human foods or garbage. In 2001, the Kootenai 
National Forest initiated voluntary food storage guidelines for forest visitors. Discussions are 
underway throughout the remainder of the recovery zones concerning the need for food storage 
requirements. 

Table 3-2 indicates that 10 grizzly bears have been poached since 1982. An active law 
enforcement program can be a deterrent against this form of illegal grizzly bear mortality. The 
Forest Service actively cooperates with State and federal law enforcement officials concerning 
any illegal killings of grizzly bears. 

Public education is an important element of any program designed to reduce grizzly bear 
mortalities. Through education, people can learn to live in a way that is more compatible with the 
needs and behaviors of bears. Properly designed education programs can reduce bear mortalities 
in instances of self-defense, habituation to unnatural foods, and by hunters. The Forest Service 
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and cooperating agencies maintain a regular program of public information and education within 
the CYRZ and SRZ. 

As discussed above, a comprehensive program to minimize human-caused grizzly bear 
mortalities involves many elements, including access management, regulation of hunting, 
sanitation, law enforcement, and education. This document focuses on access management, but 
at the same time, the Forest Service and other agencies are also pursuing the other elements 
essential to preventing unnecessary mortalities of the threatened grizzly bear. 

Habitat Delineation and Management 

USFWS delineated recovery zones for grizzly bears in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 
1993). The CYRZ includes portions of the KNF, LNF, and IPNF. The SRZ includes portions of 
the IPNF and Colville National Forests (CNF). State and private lands are also included within 
both recovery zones. The SRZ also extends into British Columbia, Canada. 

To facilitate management, each recovery zone is divided into Bear Management Units (BMUs), 
each of which is approximately the home range size of an adult female grizzly bear (average size 
about 100 square miles). Twenty-two BMUs are contained within the CYRZ, including 15 
BMUs on the KNF, one BMU on the LNF, four BMUs on the IPNF, and two BMUs shared 
between the KNF and IPNF. One of these BMUs (BMU 19 on IPNF) is less than 75 percent 
Federal ownership. 

The SRZ has to date been comprised of nine BMUs, including five on the IPNF and four shared 
between the IPNF and CNF. One of these BMUs (LeClerc, which is primarily on the CNF with a 
minor portion on the IPNF) is less than 75 percent Federal ownership. Since LeClerc is mostly 
outside the analysis area, it is not within the scope of this decision. 

This document proposes to combine the Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore BMUs into a new 
BMU called Kalispell-Lakeshore for all alternatives except Alternative E. T h s  would reduce the 
number of BMUs in the SRZ to eight, and those on the IPNF to four. In Alternative E, the 
Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore BMUs would remain separate. Recovery Zone and BMU 
boundaries are shown in Figure 1-2. 

Lakeshore BMU is somewhat of an anomaly in that it is small (about 30 square miles) and 
contains a higher percentage of developed lands than most BMUs. It was created at a later date 
than other BMUs to acknowledge spring bear use that was found to be occurring there. The 
Lakeshore BMU has been designated as a combination of management situation 2 and 3 habitats 
(refer to glossary for definitions of management situations). Management situation 3 designation 
is used when developments such as campgrounds, resorts, or other high use human facilities or 
human presence results in conditions which make grizzly bear presence untenable. The area 
mapped as management situation 3 in Lakeshore BMU totals approximately 5,900 acres and is 
located along the eastern edge of the unit. The remainder of the BMU is designated management 
situation 2. Management situation designations within the Lakeshore BMU would not change as 
a result of implementation of any of the proposed alternatives. 
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Security is a critical element of grizzly bear habitat. Habitat security is influenced by motorized 
use of forest roads and trails. Current scientifically accepted measures of security in grizzly bear 
habitat include Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD), Total motorized Route Density 
(TMRD), arid core. (Refer to the glossary for definitions of these terms.) These measures were 
developed after Forest Plans were approved and, therefore, are not incorporated into current 
Forest Plans for the IPNF, KNF or LNF. However, Wakkinen and Kasworm (1 997) 
recommended the minimum levels for these measures, based on local bear research, believed 
needed to maintain grizzly bear populations in the CYRZ and SRZ (i.e. OMRD 33 percent, 
TMRD 26 percent, Core 55 percent). Table 3-3 displays the current status of these measures in 
each BMlJ. 
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National 
Forest BMU core (%) Federal Land OMRD TMRD 

(%) >fmi/sq.mi (%) >2 milsq.mi {%) 

1 KN F 
2 KNF 
3 KNF 

99 12 11 83 
94 17 14 78 
95 24 30 58 

Le Clerc* I IPNFlCNF I 64 39 53 32 
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IPNF KNF LNF 

Other measures of habitat security were incorporated into Forest Plans or were applied as a result 
of consultation with USFWS subsequent to Forest Plans. These measures include linear open 
road density, habitat effectiveness, and limitations on administrative use of restricted roads. 
(Refer to the glossary for definitions of these terms. Linear open road density is applied on a 
Bear Analysis Area (BAA, called BMAA on LNF - see glossary) and BMU basis. BAAS and 
BMAAs are subdivisions of a BMU and are used in calculations of linear open road density. 
Habitat effectiveness is applied on a BMU basis, and administrative use limitations are applied 
on individual roads. Table 3-4 shows how these measures currently apply on each National 
Forest in the analysis area. 

Linear (Open Road Density 

Table 3-4. Other Current Measures of Habitat Security 

4 .OO mi/sq mi 
in each BMAA 

- c0.75 mi/sq mi in 
each BMU and 

BAA 
Does not apply 

Administrative Use Allowed 12 1 trips per bear 15 days per bear year 

1 I I 

Habitat Effectiveness I - >70sqmibyBMU 1 170%byBMU I Doesnotapply 

Table 3-5 displays the existing linear open road density and habitat effectiveness within the 
analysis area. 
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J Table 3-5. Existing Linear Open Road Density and Habitat Effectiveness. 

1 
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Table 3-5. Continued. 

22 

NA 

Habitat Effectiveness is shown in square miles for the IPNF and as percent of EMU for the 
KNF and WF. 

KailspelCGranite and Lakeshore are separate in Alternative E and combined into Kalispell- 
Lakeshore in all other alternatives. 
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

The terms direct, indirect and cumulative effects are defined in the glossary. The proposed action 
and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will have no direct effects 
on grizzly bears or their habitats. Any direct effects would occur later at the project level when 
site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. Most of the effects 
identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur later in time as a 
result of this programmatic decision. 

Human use of motorized roads and trails within occupied grizzly bear habitat may produce or 
facilitate several kinds of adverse effects to grizzly bears, including the following: 

Direct shooting mortality may occur through mistaken identity for black bears or other 
game animals, through defense of life actions, through poaching for trophy animals, and 
through malicious killings. 

0 Attractants (human and animal foods and garbage) that arrive in grizzly bear habitat in 
motorized vehicles may result in habituated bears that must eventually be destroyed. 

0 Some bears may become conditioned to the presence of vehicles and humans on roads 
and thus become more vulnerable to direct mortality through the means identified above. 

0 Other bears may be displaced from preferred habitat by the human disturbance associated 
with road use, with a resultant reduction in habitat availability and quality and potential 
effects on nutrition and reproduction. 

0 

In general, alternatives that place greater limitations on human use of motorized roads and trails 
would tend to minimize the above potential effects, while those alternatives that place lesser 
limitations on such use would tend to provide less mitigation for the potential effects. 

Several effects indicators were used to estimate the effects of the alternatives on grizzly bears. 
These included both numerical and non-numerical indicators, which are discussed below. 

Numerical Indicators 

The numerical indicators include various ways of considering how the alternatives meet the 
parameters of OMRD, TMRD, Core and administrative use. These include looking at how many 
BMUs in each recovery zone meet the recommended minimum levels for these parameters 
individually (133% OMRD, 126%TMRD, 255% Core), how many meet all three parameters, 
what the average values for the parameters are for all BMUs in a recovery zone, and what the 
average proposed or allowed change from year 2000 status is for each BMU. It is important to 
note that some allowed changes (i.e. increases in road densities or decreases in core in BMUs 
that are currently better than standards), though allowed to occur by the standards, are unlikely to 
ever occur. In contrast, proposed changes needed to bring deficient BMUs up to standard would 
be mandatory. Limitations on administrative use of restricted roads are also displayed. This 
information is summarized in Table 3-6. 
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A 

Table 3-6. Rating of Alternatives by Numerical Effects Indicators 

B C E 

# BMJs meeting (33% OMRD NA 13 - 21 15 

# B N s  meeting 526% TMRD 

# BMUs meeting 255% Core 

8 9 - 21 16 

13 17 - 21 20 

# BMlJs meeting 33%-26%-55% (all three) 

Average OMRD (all BMUs) (%) 

Average OMRD change per BMU** (‘A) 

Average TMRD change per BMU** (%) 

Average Core (all BMUs) (%) 

Average TMRD (all BMUs) (%) 

Net Core change for CYRZ** (acres) 
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NA - 33 34 34 

NA - 0 +1 <+1 

O* 0 - <-1 - G 1  

58* - 58 54 57 

27* 28 - 27 - 27 

O* +13,877 -20,037 +22.655 

Allowi~ble administrative use per road 

__. 

121 trips KNF 
15day~IPNF 115tr ip~ 57eDS 57eRS 
14 days LNF 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

Non-numerical Indicators 

The following non-numerical indicators were used to assess potential effects to grizzly bears. 

1. Contributes to achieving Grizzly Bear Recoverv Plan Obiectives and Consistent with 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) Access Direction. This indicator determines 
whether the alternatives are consistent with administrative direction for recovery of grizzly 
bears, including the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) and Interagency Gnzzly 
Bear Committee (IGBC) access management direction (IGBC 1998). The Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan identifies recovery goals, objectives and tasks necessary for recovery of the 
species. Many of these items relate to reducing human-caused mortality. Human access by 
motorized roads and trails is often a contributing factor to human-caused mortality of bears. 
IGBC provided direction for developing consistent management standards related to 
management of motorized access within grizzly bear recovery zones. 

Alternatives that were found to contribute strongly to Recovery Plan objectives and be highly 
consistent with IGBC direction were rated YES (Y). Those alternatives that partially met these 
sources of direction were rated PARTIAL (P). 

Alternative A somewhat achieves Recovery Plan objectives in that it contains measures such as 
linear open road density and habitat effectiveness that provide a level of habitat security for 
bears, thereby providing some protection from human-caused mortality. However, mortality 
while managing under these measures did not meet the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan goal of zero 
human caused mortality. Alternative A is inconsistent with IGBC direction in that it does not 
establish numerical OMRD, TMRD or Core requirements within pzz ly  bear habitat. 
alternative is rated P. 

Alternative B incorporates all the protective measures of Alternative A plus the Interim Access 
Management Strategy and Rule Set. Goals for Core are established in priority 1 BMUs (see 
glossary), and no increases in OMRD or TMRD are allowed, but no numerical standards are 
established for these measures. Thus, this alternative shows an improvement in meeting 
direction compared to Alternative A, but is not fully consistent with IGBC and Recovery Plan 
direction. This alternative is also rated P. 

Alternative C reflects direction established by USFWS in their recent Biological Opinion on the 
PPNF Forest Plan, and subsequent informal consultation during preparation of this EIS. It is 
therefore deemed to be consistent with Recovery Plan objectives. It is also consistent with IGBC 
access direction by incorporating standards for OMRD, TMRD and Core. With one exception, 
these standards are the same as those recommended by research scientists based on studies of 
local grizzly bears (Waklunen and Kasworm 1997). The exception is BMU 19 in the CYFU 
where a high percentage of non-federal land in the BMU precludes meeting the research 
recommendations. In this case the standards were set as high as they could be, taking into 
account land ownership. This alternative is rated Y. 

Alternative E also incorporates direction for O W ,  TMRD and Core, and goes beyond 
minimum recommended levels for these measures in many BMUs. In a few BMUs, 
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recommeinded levels of either OMRD, TMRD, or Core are not met due to the lack of legal 
authority to close highways and county roads, the high percentage of non-federal lands, or the 
social consequences of closing certain important forest roads. However, considering all BMUs, 
this Alternative may provide an even higher level of habitat security for bears than Alternative C. 
This alternative is rated Y. 

2. Consistent with ESA Section 7(a)(l) requirement to conserve listed species. Section 7(a)( 1) 
requires federal agencies to carry out programs for the conservation of listed species. While 
all alternatives contain elements of programs for managing human access in grizzly bear 
habitat , the question is, to what level do the alternatives contribute to conserving grizzly 
bears? Alternatives that include conservation measures that are less than the current state of 
the art (i.e. based on current research) were found to only partially contribute to the 
conservation of bears and were rated P. Alternatives judged to include higher levels of 
conservation for bears in a manner consistent with current scientific research were rated Y. 

Alternative A contains access management measures such as linear open road density and 
habitat effectiveness, but human-caused grizzly bear mortality has continued with these measures 
in place. ‘[?le certainty of this alternative conserving grizzly bears is low, but if conservation and 
recovery were to occur, it would be over a very long timeframe. This alternative is rated P. 

Alternative B provides some additional measures for conserving habitat security for bears 
compared to Alternative A. However, during the past two years in the CYRZ, while these 
measures were in place, human caused mortality has increased and the bear population has likely 
turned from an increasing to a decreasing trend (Kasworm et. ai. 2000). This alternative is also 
rated a P. 

Alternative Cy with one exception, incorporates the minimum level of habitat security measures 
(OMRD, ‘TMRD and Core) recommended by grizzly bear researchers based on their study of 
local bears. The exception is BMU 19 in the CYRZ where a high amount of non-federal land 
precludes meeting the research recommendations. The numerical levels of security in this 
alternative represent the average values within the home ranges of local bears; therefore, 
conserving bears at the lowest level considered to have reasonable potential for success. 
alternative is rated Y. 

Alternative E provides habitat security as measured by OMRD, TMRD and Core at levels 
similar to Alternative C in many BMUs, higher than Alternative C in several BMUs, and lower 
than Alternative C in a few BMUs. Overall, across both recovery zones, the level of security is 
higher than in Alternative C. This alternative is also rated Y. 

3. Consistent with ESA Section 7(a)(2) requirement to avoid ieomrdizing continued existence of 
listed species. In addition to the affirmative obligation to conserve listed species, ESA 
requires federal agencies to insure that any agency action does not jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species. The determination of jeopardy or non-jeopardy is made in 
consultation with USFWS through the ESA Section 7 consultation process. Based on 
ongoing informal consultations and an estimate of how well the alternatives would provide for 
habitat security of bears and the expected results in terms of human-caused mortality, it is 
possiblle to rate the alternatives as to their probable risk of jeopardizing the populations. 
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Alternatives that are believed to be inconsistent with the jeopardy criteria of Section 7(a)(2) 
are rated NO (N) while those that are believed to avoid jeopardizing the grizzly bear 
populations are rated Y. 

Alternative A coincided with levels of human-caused mortality that exceeded Recovery Plan 
goals during the timeframe when it was in place. While bear habitat was being managed in a 
manner consistent with this alternative, USFWS determined that the populations warranted 
uplisting from threatened to endangered, The likelihood that USFWS would find this alternative 
to jeopardize the continued existence of pzzly bears under ESA Section 7(a)(2) seems high. 
The alternative is rated N. 

Alternative B contains all the security measures of Alternative A plus additional ones contained 
in the Interim Access Management Strategy and Rule Set. An important feature of this 
alternative is a provision for no net loss in OMRD, TMRD, and Core. Because of this feature and 
the fact that many BMUs currently meet standards for OMRD, TMRD and Core, this alternative 
is rated Y. 

Alternative C, with one exception, sets security standards for OMRD, TMRD and Core at the 
average level of known female bears within the CYRZ and SBIZ. This is the minimum level 
recommended by researchers needed to maintain bear populations in the recovery zones. . The 
exception is BMU 19 in the CYRZ where a high amount of non-federal land precludes meeting 
the research recommendations. Though at the minimum levels, it is believed that this alternative 
would avoid the jeopardy criteria of Section 7(a)(2). This alternative is rated Y. 

Alternative E provides an overall higher level of habitat security than Alternative C and 
therefore should go farther towards insuring that the species will not be jeopardized. 
alternative is rated Y. 

4. Utilizes best available scientific information. The best available scientific information 
regarding access management in grizzly bear habitat is considered to include two sources. 
One of these is the research from the South Fork of the Flathead River regarding how road 
access affects grizzly bears (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997). This research 
resulted in development of OMRD, TMRD and Core as management measures for insuring 
grizzly bear habitat security. It also resulted in development of the moving windows computer 
technique for assessing OMRD and TMRD. The second source is research from local bear 
populations that applies the South Fork technology to the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery 
zones (Wakkinen and Kasworm 1997). Alternatives that apply this scientific information are 
rated Y .  Alternatives that partially apply the information are rated P. 

Alternative A includes a requirement for no net increase in TMRD and no net decrease in Core 
in BMUs on the KNF and LNF. It is therefore rated P. 

Alternative B includes a goal of working towards 55 percent core in priority 1 BMUs, and 
includes a requirement for no net increase in OMRD and TMRD and no net decrease in Core in 
all BMUs. Therefore this alternative partially addresses the latest information but fails to 
establish specific standards for the measures. It is rated P. 
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Alternative C, with one exception, includes numerical standards in all BMUS, of 33,26, and 55 
for OMRD, TMRD and Core, respectively. The exception is BMU 19 in the CYRZ where a high 
amount of non-federal land necessitates setting different standards. The standards in this BMU 
are 59,54, and 39 for OMRD, TMRD, and Core. Because this alternative utilizes OMRD, 
TMRD and Core standards and sets them at the levels of research recommendations where it is 
possible to do so, it is rated Y. 

Alternative E includes BMU-specific standards for OMRD, TMRD and Core in all BMUs. 
therefore rated Y. 

5. Level of mitigation for grizzly bear mortality risk. The greater the level of security provided 
by an alternative, the greater the resulting mitigation for mortality risk. The alternatives were 
rated as either high (H), medium (M), or low (L) in mitigating mortality risk. It should be noted 
that some past mortalities have no relationship to forest roads. These include, for example, 
natural mortalities, some management removals, and one research mortality. Nevertheless, most 
(69 percent) mortalities are human-caused, and most human-caused mortalities occur withm 
500m meters of open roads. 

Alternative A includes measures such as linear open road density, habitat effectiveness, no net 
increase in TMRD and no net decrease in Core which apply to only portions of the analysis area 
(see Tables 3-3 and 3-5). This alternative is rated M. 

Alternative B contains one of the best conditions for OMRD, TMRD and Core on average for 
all BMUs due to the no net loss provision of the alternative (see Table 3-3). Therefore, this 
alternative is rated H. 

Alternative C includes numerical standards for OMRD, TMRD and Core, but the standards are 
set at the iminimum recommended levels (33,26, and 55 respectively), or in one case below the 
recommended level (BMU 19) for bear security, and therefore this alternative is rated M. 

Alternative E also contains one of the best conditions for OMRD, TMRD and Core, on average, 
for all BMUs since these standards are set individually by BMU and many are set well above the 
minimums (see Table 2-4). This alternative is rated H. 

6. Level of mitigation for grizzly bear displacement potential. This indicator parallels indicator 5 
very closely. Like the mortality indicator, the greater the level of security provided by an 
alternative, the greater the mitigation for potential displacement of bears from preferred 
habitat. Therefore, the alternatives are rated exactly the same as for indicator 5. 

7. Provides for future development of habitat-based access management approach. Not all habitat 
is of eq,ual value to bears. From a bear management standpoint, it makes sense to place access 
restrictions in habitat that has the greatest biological value. New techniques are becoming 
available for this habitat-based approach to access management, but the techniques are not 
currently available in the CYRZ and SRZ. Therefore, this indicator assesses whether the 
alternatives are expected to promote application of this approach as new information becomes 
available in the future. 

Final EIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 

Page 3 - 21 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

Alternative A includes no provision for promoting a new habitat-based access management 
approach and is rated N. 

A B 

Alternative B includes language to explore the possibility of a new habitat-based approach, but 
has no direction to pursue implementation. It is rated P. 

C E 

Alternatives C and E include direction to pursue and if possible implement a habitat-based 
access management approach and are rated Y. 

~~~ ~ 

Consistent with ESA Section 7(a)(2) requirement to 
avoid jeopardizing continued existence of listed N d Y 
species 

Utilizes best available scientific information P P 

The effects of the alternatives on grizzly bears as determined through non-numerical indicators 
are summarized in Table 3-7. 

~ ~ ~ 

- Y - Y 

Y - Y - 

Table 3-7. Rating of Alternatives by Non-Numerical Effects Indicators 

N Provides for future development of habitat-based 
access management approach P - Y - Y 

Contributes to achieving Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan 
obiectives and consistent with IGBC Access Direction 
Consistent with ESA Section 7(a)(l) requirement to 
conserve listed species 

Level of mitigation for grizzly bear mortality risk I M / B l M / ~ I  
Level of mitigation for grizzly bear displacement 
potential 
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Summary 

Table 3-8 summarizes the above numerical and non-numerical effects analysis. While numbers 
alone do not necessarily tell the entire story, they are believed to give an indication of the relative 
value of the alternatives regarding potential for affecting grizzly bears. 

times rated best for bears 
Number of times rated second best for bears 

Table 3-8. Summary of Relative Alternative Ratings for Bears 

1 13 16 15 

0 1 3 13 

I Alternative 

I Total 1 1  1 1 4 1 1 9 1 2 8 1  

Table 3-9, on the following page, is a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of the 
alternativ'es with respect to grizzly bear conservation. 
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Table 3-9. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Alternatives 
with Respect to Grizzly Bear Conservation 

Alternative 
A 

B 

C 

E 

Advantages 
Includes linear ORD standard on KNF and 
LNF. Includes habitat effectiveness standard 
on KNF and IPNF. No net increase in TMRD 
on KNF and LNF. No net loss of Core on 
KNF or LNF. Conservative administrative use 
standard on IPNF and LNF. Partially provides 
for grizzly bear conservation and mitigation of 
mortality and displacement. 

~ ~~ ~~ 

Includes linear ORD standard on KNF and 
LNF. Includes habitat effectiveness standard 
on KNF and IPNF. No net increase of OMRD 
and TMRD. No net loss of Core. Goal of 55% 
Core in priority 1 BMUs. Several BMUs 
would remain in better condition than 
researchers’ minimum recommended levels of 
OMRD, TMRD and Core. Moderate admin 
use standard. Provides high level of mitigation 
for mortality and displacement. 
Includes OMRD, TMD, and Core standards of 
33%, 26% and 55% respectively for all BMUs 
on all Forests (except BMU 19). Includes a 
moderate administrative use standard. 
Consistent with Recovery Plan and IGBC 
direction. Provides moderate level of 
mitigation for mortality and displacement. 
Pursues habitat-based access management in 
the future. 

~ 

Includes OMRD, TMRD, and Core standards 
set individually for each BMU based on site- 
specific capability. Core would meet 
researchers’ minimum recommended level of 
55% in 15 BMUs and exceed it in 12 BMUs. 
OMRD would meet the minimum 
recommendation of 33% in 14 BMUs and be 
better than the minimum in 8 BMUs. TMRD 
would meet the minimum recommendation of 
26% in 14 BMUs and be better than the 
minimum in 9 BMUs. Includes a moderate 
admin use standard. Consistent with Recovery 
Plan and IGBC direction. Provides a high 
level of mitigation for mortality and 
displacement. Pursues habitat-based access 
management in the future. 

Disadvantages 
No linear ORD standard on IPNF. No habitat 
effectiveness standard on LNF. No OMRD 
standard on any Forest. No Core standard on 
IPNF. Liberal admin use standard on KNF. No 
consideration of habitat-based access management. 
Does not comply with IGBC access direction. May 
result in “likely to jeopardize continued existence” 
of grizzly bears determination fiom USFWS. Does 
not fully use best available science. 
~~ ~~ ~~ 

No numerical standards set for O W ,  TMRD. 
No standard for Core in priority 2 and 3 BMUs. 
Some BMUs would not meet OMRD, TMRD and 
Core at minimum levels recommended by bear 
researchers. Habitat-based access management 
pursued but not a priority. Does not filly comply 
with IGBC access direction. Does not filly use 
best available science. 

OMRD, TMRD, and Core standards are “one size 
fits all” and are set at the minimum level 
recommended by bear researchers. One BMU does 
not meet even the minimum levels. OMRD, 
TMRD and Core could decrease substantially fiom 
present condition in several BMUs. 

Minimum recommended standard for OMRD 
would not be met in 8 BMUs. Minimum 
recommended standard for TMRD would not be 
met in 7 BMUs. Minimum recommended standard 
for Core would not be met in 3 BMUs. 
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Interaction of Social and Biological Effects 

Recovery of grizzly bears involves both biological and social aspects. A segment of the public is 
opposed to grizzly bear recovery because of perceived adverse effects on lifestyles and the 
economy (refer to “Social and Economic - Perceptions on Grizzly Bear Management” found 
later in this chapter). It is often contended that instituting management standards that restrict the 
public’s use of the National Forests will have a backlash effect, resulting in people intentionally 
killing bears. The term “social jeopardy” has been coined to describe this potential effect. No 
scientific data have been collected to document the extent of grizzly bear mortalities that may be 
due to this form of illegal activity. However, in such small bear populations as exist in the SRZ 
and CYRZ, any mortality may be significant. 

1 
1 
b 
0 
J 
1 

Managers face a difficult decision in trylng to balance the need for scientifically-based resource 
management standards against potential consequences of the illegal activities of a few 
individuals opposed to the standards. It is possible that increased restrictions on access may 
make it more difficult to find and kill bears, even for those people who set out to intentionally do 
so. However, some level of illegal human-caused mortality may always occur, simply because 
some individuals do not accept grizzly bear recovery under any circumstances. Therefore, it is 
likewise possible that those alternatives which result in the greatest restriction of public access 
may result in a higher risk of illegal shooting mortalities. Whether the increased risk of “social 
jeopardy” outweighs the potential benefit to bears of increased access controls is unknown, 
because this relationship has never been scientifically studied. Other elements of grizzly bear 
recovery, such as education and law enforcement, may serve to mitigate the effects of social 
jeopardy to some degree. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects to grizzly bears may OCCUT as a result of this decision. The decision will 
establish management direction for National Forest lands within grizzly bear habitat. However, 
grizzly bear recovery zones also include State and private lands. Decisions made by these 
landowners regarding management of motorized roads and trails on their lands could potentially 
result in cumulative effects to grizzly bears. In many cases, the Forest Service would ultimately 
mitigate fbr these effects through additional access management steps on Federal lands. 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 this decision will apply only to Federal lands. Therefore, this analysis includes the 
consideration of cumulative effects on State and private lands within the analysis area. 

Other decisions implemented by the Forest Service may contribute to cumulative effects to 
grizzly bears. For example, the O W  decision (USDA, January 2001) in Montana limits off-road 
motorized vehicle use on National Forest lands. While the potential for such use is limited in 
grizzly bear habitat in the decision area, any limitations could potentially result in positive 
cumulative effects to bears. The Roads Management Policy (USDA 2001) requires that the 
Forest Service examine the road network and give priority to reconstructing and maintaining 
needed roads and decommissioning unneeded roads. This policy is complimentary to road 
management objectives in grizzly bear habitat, and will be a tool for implementing road 
management decisions rather than cumulatively adding to the effects of those decisions on bears. 
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Bald Eagle 
Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are winter visitors and yearlong residents of northern 
Idaho and northwestern Montana. They are attracted to the area's larger lakes and rivers, which 
provide most of their foraging opportunities (i.e. fish, waterfowl). Accordingly, bald eagles 
select isolated shoreline areas with larger trees to pursue such activities as nesting, feeding and 
loafing. Nesting habitat usually includes dominant trees that are in close proximity to a 
sufficient food supply and within line-of-sight of a large body of water. Nest trees typically are 
large ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, western larch or cottonwood trees with open crowns in areas 
that are relatively free from human disturbance (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 1994). 

During migration and at wintering sites, eagles tend to concentrate on locally abundant food and 
tend to roost communally. Roost sites are usually located in stands of mature or old growth 
conifers that provide protection from inclement weather. 

All of the area covered by this EIS is included in Zone 7 as designated in the Pacific States Bald 
Eagle Recovery Plan (USFWS 1986). At the time of federal listing, bald eagles were uncommon 
in this zone. Today, they are common and expanding along shorelines of the area's larger bodies 
of water (e.g. Lake Pend Oreille, Kootenai and Clark Fork Rivers) in Idaho. In Montana, bald 
eagles have increased since federal listing and are considered stable along the major rivers and 
largest lakes (e.g. Koocanusa, Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Reservoirs, Kootenai and Clark Fork 
Rivers). 

Exposure to toxic chemicals and loss of nesting habitat led to the decline of the bald eagle, 
resulting in its classification as endangered and later threatened. Toxicity from lead and other 
heavy metals may still be a problem for eagles in northern Idaho and northwestern Montana, but 
is likely less so than in past years. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The potential effects on bald eagles were determined by evaluating the effects on nesting, 
feeding and winter roosting habitat security. 

None of the alternatives will have direct effects on bald eagles or their habitat. 

Most bald eagle nesting, feeding and roosting occurs at elevations below grizzly bear habitat. An 
exception would be those areas where grizzly bear recovery zones lie adjacent to major river 
valleys. Access restrictions on forest roads are expected to have little to no effect on bald eagles 
because eagles do not extensively use the forested environments where most of these roads 
occur. Effective protection measures are in place to support the conservation and recovery of the 
bald eagle (e.g. Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan, the Montana Bald Eagle Management 
Plan, and the KNF, LNF and IPNF Forest Plans). None of the alternatives are expected to have 
measurable indirect effects on bald eagles or their nesting, feeding or roosting habitats. 

See the subsequent section on Cumulative Effects - Bald Eagle, Canada Lynx, Woodland 
Caribou, Gray Wolf for more information. 
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Canada Lynx 
Lynx (Lyiw caizudensis) and lynx habitat are most abundant in the classic boreal forest 
ecosystem known as taiga in Canada and Alaska. Lynx extend south from this into the 
conterminous United States in a peninsular fashion and inhabit areas that are considered more 
marginal. The further south one moves, the habitats become less suitable and less abundant. 
They occur primarily in moist, cold habitat types above 4000 feet in elevation, where snow 
depths are generally deep throughout the winter. 

Snowshcie hares are an important food source, comprising 35 to 97 percent of the diet throughout 
the range of lynx. In periods of low snowshoe hare densities, starvation can account for up to 
two-thirds of all natural lynx mortality. Other prey species include red squirrel, northern flying 
squirrel, grouse, marten, voles, and an occasional small bird. 

The limiting factors for this species are suitable foraging and denning habitat. Because foraging 
habitat consists of dense, young (approximately 15 to 30 year old) forests, it does not last long on 
the landscape before growing into a structure that does not provide good foraging for lynx. 
Foragingfiunting habitat is typically snowshoe hare habitat. Early successional stages of dense, 
young (approximately 15 to 30 year old) forests are good hare habitat. Open canopied mature 
stands that have a well-developed understory of conifer and shrub species also provide hare 
habitat and lynx foraging habitat. Generally, maintaining 15 to 30 percent of a home range in 
foraging habitat is considered optimum for lynx management. Red squirrels are also an important 
prey species, especially when hare populations are low. Ongoing research on the Idaho 
Panhandle and Kootenai National Forests is identifylng which types of stands support snowshoe 
hares in a high enough density to support lynx populations. 

Denning habitat consists of mature stands of spruce, subalpine fir, lodgepole pine, cedar or 
hemlock forest with a complex structure of large down trees to provide cover for lynx kittens. 
Lynx with kittens need well-distributed patches of denning habitat (at least 5 acres each) 
throughout their home range. 

Ongoing research efforts document that most radio-collared animals die from starvation. 
Mortality risk factors include incidental trapping and predation, especially on kittens by cougar 
and other lynx. Other risk factors include increased competition from other predators (mountain 
lion, bobcat, coyote, red fox, and several species of hawks/owls) for hare and displacement from 
high snowmobile use. 

Road and trail access and recreational use are risk factors that can impact lynx populations. 
Roads/trails direct and lead human access, thereby, escalating the likelihood for lynxhuman 
interactions and increasing lynx vulnerability to trapping and shooting loss. Though uncommon 
in the Northern Rocky Mountains Geographic Area, lynx have been trapped or shot legally, 
illegally, and incidentally (Ruediger et al. 2000). 

While there is some concern that predation on lynx could occur due to the abundance of 
mountain lions in the region, predation is not known to be a factor that is threatening lynx. It is 
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hypothesized that coyotes, bobcats, and mountain lions could be competitors with lynx. Where 
historically the ranges of these species overlapped with the lynx, deep snow excluded them from 
winter habitats for the lynx. Alteration of forests and development of compacted trails through 
the snow could facilitate movement of potential lynx competitors. Plowed roads and snow 
compaction of roads and trails associated with a variety of forest management and recreational 
activities may also increase the potential for competitors to move into lynx habitat. 

Area 

Table 3-1 0 shows the distribution of lynx habitat on the North Zone of the IPNF, which includes 
the analysis area. 

Suitable Suitable 
Capable Early Late Denning 
Habitat Forage Forage Habitat 

(ac) Habitat Habitat (ac) 

Table 3-10. Lynx Habitat on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 

SUB-BASIN 
Rapid-Grouse Zone 
Scotch-Lightning Zone 
Purcell Trench Zone 

36,165 5,795 6,622 2,796 
7 1,462 8,227 16,415 4,663 
18,423 837 1,935 1,104 

I 1 (ac) I (ac) I 
PEND OREILLE 

Lake Face Zone 
Pack River Zone 

58,027 2,999 2,151 6,026 
33,389 15,018 3,369 779 

Priest Lakes Zone 
Lower Priest Zone 
SUB-BASIN TOTAL 

104,204 12,135 4,686 15,446 
97,340 11,013 7,243 18,811 
272,485 29,115 19,050 49,280 

Within the LNF portion of the analysis area, five Lynx Analysis Units (LAUs) exist and lynx 
have been documented within the Mount Headley BMU. Table 3-1 1 displays lynx habitat on the 
LNF portion of the Analysis Area. 
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Lynx Analysis Unit 

Mantrap 
West Fork Fishtrap 

Table 3-11. Lynx Habitat on the Lolo National Forest 

Size (ac) Foraging Denning 

25,074 2,150 4,407 
20.5 1 1 2,682 2.552 

Habitat (ac) Habitat (ac) 

Thompson 

cougar 

27,919 2,909 5,360 
33,470 2,812 5,764 

Big Hole 

Total 

Lynx have been documented in numerous locations throughout the KNF where lynx habitat has 
also beeni delineated into LAUs. Table 3-12, on the following page, displays lynx habitat for 
those portions of the KNF within the analysis area. 

24,976 63 1 5,500 

131,950 11,184 23,583 
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Good I 15978 I 0 

Table 3-12. Lynx Habitat on Kootenai National Forest. 

3327 4163 4617 

National Other (ac) 
LYlog Ana&sis unit Forest (ac) 

YoungiDodge 20 163 + BoulderISullivan 26853 

North Fork Big 
Lookout 

Denning Habitat 
NF/Other (ac) 

21780 I 0 7052 3256 3247 
20846 I 0 5818 3121 8575 

6915 
7548 

South Fork Big 
ParSniD 

Foraging Habitat 
NF/Other (ae) 

23685 0 4573 1007 15498 
17093 0 3577 1097 7651 

3866 
6904 

Robinson I 49183 I 0 

Other Suitable 
Habitat 
NF/Other (ac) 

4754 
6326 

20694 7888 10234 
Hawkins 
Baldv 

59842 0 22542 8848 19803 
34128 0 10659 5588 15559 

Lost Horse 
Skookum 

33040 0 14078 1927 9408 
42242 0 12190 2784 22233 

Thunder 
China 

33684 0 12043 2562 12941 
3273 1 0 11813 2642 7419 

Crow1 
Keeler 

23678 74 10177 316 7654174 
20767 62 6540 5233 6504 

Ross 
McEk 

40044 485 11944 16781129 15420 
14077 5395 1453 340 709812 107 

Silver Butte 
West Fisher 

26243 1146 775518 73913 144291694 
29691 3322 42401863 530129 1433911 120 

Crazy 
Treasure 

5 1452 1192 17232113 5170 1063111133 
47302 254 12677 269 162271254 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

According to the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Ruediger, et. al. 2000), there is 
no compelling evidence that lynx avoid roads, at least lower traffic-volume forest and 
backcountry roads. Though uncommon, lynx have been trapped or shot (legally, illegally and 
incidentally) in the Northern Rocky Mountains geographic area (Ruediger, et. al. 2000). Road 
access could contribute to any mortalities that do occur. Those alternatives that reduce motorized 
access in lynx habitat would probably provide a higher degree of habitat security and lower 
mortality risk to Canada lynx in proportion to their limitations on access. 

Lower Quartz 
Umer Ouartz 
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Upper Pipe 
Bull 

16669 3973 5 17611334 29971559 665711 399 
34403 0 6626 1514 12645 

Rock 
Vermilion 

42074 600 57 14 720 22939 
52647 1920 9678 4066 23 180 
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It has been suggested that compacted winter travel routes created by snowmobiles, cross-country 
skiing, etc. may serve as transport routes for potential predators and competitors of lynx 
(Ruediger, et.al. 2000). Therefore, alternatives that reduce opportunities for winter recreation 
use within lynx habitat would also reduce the potential for conflicts with lynx and its 
competitors. The alternative does not directly propose to reduce winter access. However, 
alternatives that would result in road obliteration or heavily vegetated roads may indirectly 
reduce winter access by making these roads inaccessible to snowmobiles. I 
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None of the alternatives would increase mortality risk to lynx. All alternatives would maintain 
or improve habitat security for lynx. Alternatives C and E would convert more roads to a more 
restrictive condition than Alternatives A and B. Consequently, Alternatives C and E would 
provide a higher degree of habitat security and a lower mortality risk to the Canada lynx. 

See the subsequent section on Cumulative Effects - Bald Eagle, Canada Lynx, Woodland 
Caribou, Gray Wolf for more information. 

Woodland Caribou 
The woodland caribou (Rangift- tarandus caribou) population is generally found above 4500 
feet elevaiion in the Selkirk Mountains in Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir and western red 
cedar/western hemlock forest types. They are highly adapted to upper elevation boreal forests 
and do not occur in drier low elevation habitats except as rare transients. Seasonal movements 
are complex in this population and normally occur as altitudinal patterns moving to traditional 
sites for different seasons. 

As part of the plan for recovery, caribou were augmented into the ecosystem from source 
populations in British Columbia between 1987 and the present. By 1990, the population was 
increased to approximately 55 to 70 animals. However, based on aerial surveys in the winter of 
2000 to 2001, the current Selkirk caribou population is estimated tqbe only 32 to 35. This is 
down from fifty-four caribou the previous winter (Wakkinen 2001). Only a few caribou have 
wintered in Idaho the last two years. The population is threatened by habitat fragmentation and 
loss, and (excessive mortality from predators and illegal human take (USFWS 1993). Mountain 
lion predation is thought to be the greatest mortality threat to woodland caribou in the Selkirks. 
Poaching is a lesser concern, as is mortality from highway collisions in Canada. Reproduction is 
normal but calf survival is low. 

Woodland caribou historically occurred on the KNF, but no sightings have been reported there in 
the last ten years. Caribou are administratively designated as a sensitive species on the KNF. 

Woodland caribou typically occupy mature and old growth cedar/hemlock and subalpine 
firkpruce forests. These vegetation types occur on the IPNF and KNF at mid- to high-elevations. 
Mature stands produce the most abundant arboreal lichens, the mainstay of caribou diets for six 
to eight months of the year. After a stand-replacing fire or clearcut, it usually takes over 100 
years for the forest to grow back to the type of forest which caribou prefer. Stand-replacing fires 
are probably the largest threat to caribou habitat. There have been essentially no changes to 
caribou habitat on National Forest lands in the past ten years. Timber harvest in caribou habitat 

Final E;IS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 

Page 3 - 31 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3 Wildlife - Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species 

on State lands in the Priest Lake Basin and in Canada is continuing to convert suitable caribou 
habitat to an unsuitable condition by harvesting mature and old growth cedarhemlock and 
Engelmann Sprucehbalpine fir stands. 

Thirty-nine percent of the caribou habitat in the Selkirk Ecosystem and 53 percent of the caribou 
habitat in the U.S. portion of the Selkirk Ecosystem is on the HPNF (USFWS 1993). A habitat 
suitability model (HSI) has been developed to evaluate caribou habitat (Allen 1998). The caribou 
recovery area on the IPNF has been divided into thirteen caribou management units (CMUs), 
each between 17,000 and 60,000 acres in size. With the exception of the Snow-Roman Nose 
CMU, over half of each CMU is capable of supporting caribou habitat. Cow CMU has the 
smallest percentage of its capable habitat currently suitable for caribou (43 percent). The two 
CMUs with the largest percentage of suitable caribou habitat are Pack River (78 percent) and 
Idaho Department of Lands (74 percent) (Allen 2001). 

Table 3-13 shows the percentage of each zone on the IPNF that is capable of providing caribou 
habitat and how much is currently suitable caribou habitat. Early winter habitat, in target 
condition, is the most limited habitat component of all the seasonal caribou habitat components. 

Table 3-13. Woodland Caribou Habitat on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
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Area 
Early Late 

Winter Winter 
Habitat 

(ac) (ac) 

Capable Suitable Suitable 
Habitat Habitat Habitat YO Habitat 

(ac) (ac) of Capable 

Pend Orielle Sub-basin 
Pack River 
Sub-basin total 

Kootenai Sub-basin 
Northern Selkirk 
McArthur 
Sub-basin total 

1 Priest Sub-basin I I 

9,856 4,676 47 422 3,828 

9,856 4,676 47 422 3,828 

142,769 52,203 37 17,109 38,145 

527 0 0 0 0 
143,296 52,203 37 17,109 38,145 

Upper Priest 

Priest Lake 

5 1,563 6,814 13 14,398 1,957 

83,246 25,399 31 17,011 12,433 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
The potential effects on woodland caribou were determined by evaluating the effects on habitat 
security. Controllingjmanaging access helps address the risk associated with illegal human take. 

While all alternatives offer a relatively secure environment for woodland caribou due to existing 
access management strategies for grizzly bear, Alternative A would provide the least protection. 
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Alternatives that promote lower levels of motorized access (e.g. Alternatives C and E) would 
provide a more secure environment for caribou. Those Alternatives that increase core area for 
grizzly bear also provide higher levels of habitat security for caribou (e.g. Alternative E). 

Determination of Effects 

This determination of effects applies to woodland caribou listed as a sensitive species on the 
KNF. All of the alternatives may impact individuals but will not contribute to a trend toward 
federal listing or a loss of population viability. The alternatives that restrict access beyond the 
current condition may result in positive impacts to individuals. 

See the subsequent section on Cumulative Effects - Bald Eagle, Canada Lynx, Woodland 
Caribou., Gray Wolf for more information. 

Gray Wolf 
The gray wolf (Cunus lupus) is a year-round resident of the KNF and LNF and is transient on the 
IPNF portions of the analysis area. Wolves within this area are within the Northwest Recovery 
Zone (50 CFR 60252-60281). Wolves are highly social animals and form packs of two to twenty 
individuals. They are opportunistic predators of elk, deer, and moose, and to a lesser extent, 
small vertebrates. Dens are located in underground burrows dug into steep hillsides, in hollow 
logs, or in abandoned beaver lodges. Isolated meadows within forested areas are used as 
rendezvous sites for the pack. Gray wolves were listed under the endangered species act in 1978 
as an endangered species throughout the lower 48 states, except in Minnesota where they are 
listed as rheatened. Two key factors determine the ability of habitat to support wolves: 
availability of big game populations as prey, and security from human-caused mortality and 
disturbance. 

One established wolf pack is presumed to use a small portion of the analysis area. The home 
range of xhe Fishtrap pack, consisting of at least three adults and three pups (T. Meier, USFWS, 
personal communication) is centered in the area to the east of BMUs 7 and 8 in the CYRZ, but 
the pack may use portions of these BMUs as well. Three members of the pack were recently 
radio-collared, so confirmation of the use of these BMUs may be forthcoming. Between 1993 
and 1999 a wolf pack was monitored in the Thompson River area in portions of BMU 22. 
Radio-collared pack members are no longer in the area, but wolf tracks are occasionally 
observed in the BMU. Additionally, single or multiple wolves may occasionally pass through or 
use nearly any portion of the analysis area for short periods. Reports of wolf sightings are 
received from within the area on a frequent basis. 

Prey species are generally abundant throughout much of the analysis area. The primary prey 
species is white-tailed deer, but other prey includes mule deer, moose, elk, and small vertebrates. 
Habitat suitability for prey species within the analysis area varies from low to high, depending on 
specific location. Big game prey availability is adequate to support transient or resident wolves 
in much of the area. 

Security afforded by access restrictions in grizzly bear habitat also benefit wolves. The level of 
security currently existing in the analysis area is adequate to support a resident wolf population, 
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and wolf sightings have been increasing in recent years. While they do occur, the number of 
documented human-caused wolf mortalities in the analysis area is relatively low. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s efforts to recover wolf populations to the Northern Rockies 
incorporates three different approaches in three restoration areas: 1) reintroduction of wolves 
using ‘‘soft” release techniques in the greater Yellowstone Area, 2) reintroduction of wolves 
using “hard” techniques in central Idaho, and 3) natural colonization of wolves in northwest 
Montana (including northern Idaho). 

Naturally recolonizing wolves in northwest Montana and northern Idaho (north of Interstate 90) 
are fully protected endangered species, while reintroduced wolves in the Greater Yellowstone 
Area and central Idaho are designated as nonessential experimental populations. Consequently, 
all wolves within the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Ecosystems receive full protection in accordance 
with provisions of the Endangered Species Act. 

Conservation requirements for wolf populations are not fully understood, but the availability of 
prey and reducing risk of human-caused mortality are considered key components (USDI 1987). 
The risk of human-caused mortality can be directly related to the density and distribution of open 
roads. 

Human tolerance is probably the most important factor in the recovery of the wolf. Unrestricted 
wad access generally increases the chances of humadwolf interactions, thereby, increasing the 
risk of human-caused mortality. The potential effects on gray wolves were determined by 
evaluating the effects on wolf habitat security and effects on habitat security for prey species. 

The analysis area presently offers a high degree of security for wolves due the existing access 
management strategies for grizzly bears. Consequently, all alternatives provide a favorable 
environment for wolves and their prey. Because protection measures are already in place to 
support the conservation and recovery of the gray wolf (e.g. Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf 
Recovery Plan, and the KNF, LNF and IPNF Forest Plans), none of the alternatives are expected 
to have adverse effects on gray wolves. Those alternatives that reduce open road densities across 
the grizzly bear recovery zones would provide a higher degree of habitat security and lower 
mortality risk to gray wolves. Alternatives A and B would provide the least amount of security of 
all alternatives. Alternatives C and E would create the greatest amount of security for wolves and 
their prey because they convert more roads to more restrictive conditions. 

All alternatives would promote healthy ungulate populations that provide prey for wolves. 
Reference the white-tailed deer, elk and moose sections for more in depth discussions on prey 
base effects. 
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Cumulative Effects - Bald Eagle, Canada Lynx, Woodland Caribou, Gray Wolf 
Other programmatic actions relevant to a cumulative effects discussion for these species include: 

the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Ruediger, et al., 2000) 
pending amendments to Forest Plans (IPNF, KNF, LNF) for Canada lynx (would 
incorporate the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy) 
the IPNF Forest Plan Biological Opinion for caribou (USFWS 2001) 
the O W  decision (USDA 2001) 
the pending Roadless Area Conservation Rule (USDA 2001) 
and the Grizzly Bear Linkage report (USFWS 2001) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

While these programmatic decisions and potential decisions have been designed to support and 
promote a protected environment for security dependent wildlife (especially for gray wolf, 
Canada lynx, and woodland caribou), they are not expected to reduce road densities or increase 
security beyond what is achieved for each alternative proposed in this EIS. The OHV decision 
would be a minor exception for the portion of the CYRZ that is located in Montana (the decision 
is only applicable to lands in Montana) as the OHV decision prohibits motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel to protect natural resource values such as security. However, implementing the 
O W  decision would have only minimal influence on increased security due to the area’s terrain 
and vegetation. 
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Sensitive Species 
Sensitive species are managed under the authority of the National Forest Management Act (PL 
94-588). They are administratively designated by Regional Foresters (FSM 2670) and are those 
species for which population viability is a concern. Table 3-14 shows the status of sensitive 
wildlife species that are known or suspected to occur within the influence area of the analysis 
area. 

Table 3-14. Sensitive Wildlife Species and Status 

Status Key: 
K = Known to occur in analysis area 
S = Suspected to occur in analysis area 
NA - Not applicable. Caribou are sensitive only on the KNF, and were previously 
addressed under the threatened and endangered species section. 
White-headed woodpeckers are sensitive only on the IPNF. 
NS-1 = Not suspected to occur in analysis area due to lack of suitable habitat or because 
analysis area is outside of known range of species. Extensive perennial grasslands or 
deciduous shrub fields do not occur within the analysis area. 

Sensitive species that are not known or suspected to occur within the analysis area were removed 
fiom further evaluation (Columbian sharp-tailed grouse). The action alternatives are expected to 
have no direct, indirect or cumulative effects on this species. Species known or suspected to 
occur because of suitable habitat within the analysis area are further evaluated for effects. The 
following section is the biological evaluation for sensitive wildlife species. It displays the 
existing condition of the affected environment and the effects determinations for each alternative 
for each sensitive species. 
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Common Loon 
Loons (Gtzvia immer) eat fish and depend on clear water to be able to find and catch their prey. 
Loons build their nests close to the water’s edge. They prefer to nest on islands or in bays which 
are protected from waves and where there is little or no human activity. Immediately after 
hatching, the adults move the chicks to nursery areas, which are typically shallow water with 
emergent vegetation protected from wind and wave action. 

Most large lakes on the National Forests provide potential loon habitat. However, actual use is 
affected by human activities, especially in or near nesting habitat. All potential loon nesting lakes 
on the IPNF have been developed for recreational uses and are unlikely to provide the security 
which loons require for successful nesting without additional proactive management for loons. 
Loons have nested on Upper Priest Lake in 1998 and Lake Pend Qreille in 1996. A month-long 
loon survey of ten lakes during the 2001 nesting season found individuals but no loons nesting in 
northern Idaho. Several lakes are important for non-breeding and migrating loons, especially 
Priest, Upper Priest and Pend Oreille Lakes. 

On the LNF, loons have nested at Fishtrap Lake but were not successful in fledging chicks. On 
the KNF, loons nest at Kilbrennan and Alvord Lakes in BMU 10, Rene Lake in BMU 1 1, and 
Harding Ponds and Hoskins Lake in BMU 16. Non-breeding and migrating loons use several of 
the large lakes and reservoirs that border BMUs. These include: Noxon Reservoir, Cabinet 
Gorge Reservoir, Bull Lake, and Kootenai River 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
Human disturbance to loons during the nesting and chick-rearing seasons (May - July) is one of 
the highest threats to loon viability. The effects of changes in access management are very site- 
specific, depending on which roads’ status changes. If roads that currently provide public access 
to loon nesting lakes are restricted or barriered, there would be a reduction in human disturbance, 
or a beneficial effect on loons. If Montana. Fish, Wildlife and Parks or Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game: stocks fish in lakes used by loons, closing access to those lakes would have the 
indirect effect of curtailing fish stocking, which could have a negative effect on loon 
productivity. At most lakes, the beneficial effects of restricting access is greater than the 
potential negative effect of loss of prey for loons by not allowing access for fish stocking. 

As shoreline development and recreation use, especially boat and personal watercraft traffic, 
continue to increase on lakes, the cumulative effects will result in more habitat will become 
unsuitable for nesting loons. 

Determiniation of Effects 
Alternative A - Because this alternative will allow a continuing increase in the amount of 
recreation traffic at loon nesting lakes, this alternative may impact individuals but will not 
contribute to a trend toward federal listing or a loss of population viability. 
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Alternatives B, C, E - The effect on loons depends on which roads are selected for restricting 
motorized use or installing barriers. If none of these roads access loon nesting lakes, there would 
be no impact. If these roads do access loon nesting lakes, there would be a beneficial impact. 

Harlequin Duck 
Harlequin ducks (Histroniczrs histroizicus) usually nest within several meters of the stream bank 
on fast-flowing streams with little human activity. Potential breeding habitat is identified as 
second order or larger streams with riffle habitat, clear water, gravel to boulder-sized habitat, and 
forested bank vegetation. 

Harlequin duck surveys have been conducted for this species on several streams, but data are 
insufficient to determine the population trend for this species and its habitat. Twenty-seven 
streams have had documented use by harlequin ducks in the IPNF’s North Zone and breeding 
has been documented on 12 of these streams. These include four in the Priest River watershed, 
three in the Kootenai River Basin and five in the Pend Oreille Basin. The only two harlequin 
duck nests found in the assessment area were in cedarhemlock forests on third and fourth order 
streams with high water quality. 

On the KNF, approximately eight streams within the analysis area have documented harlequin 
duck use. These streams are found in the Yaak, Kootenai, and Clark Fork River Basins. 
Harlequin ducks have not been documented within the LNF portion of the analysis area, but 
suitable habitat exists along the Thompson River and several other larger streams. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects fiom any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
fiom human activities facilitated by motorized access in or near harlequin duck habitat during the 
nesting and chick-rearing seasons (April - June). The effects of access management on harlequin 
ducks are very site-specific, depending on which roads’ status changes. If roads, which currently 
provide public access along harlequin duck streams are restricted or barriered, there would be a 
reduction in human disturbance, or a beneficial effect on harlequin ducks. Many of the roads 
along harlequin duck streams are major arterials providing access to an entire drainage, are less 
likely to be closed than roads that receive less traffic. 

The alternatives provide differing levels of habitat security based on the relative amount of 
motorized access provided. Alternatives that increase core area or reduce road density for grizzly 
bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in habitat security for harlequin ducks because 
timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation management activities would be less likely 
to occur in core areas. 

Harleqiun ducks are potentially susceptible to several forms of cumulative effects. As traffic 
fiom recreation and commercial uses on the National Forests increase, more habitat could 
become unsuitable for harlequin ducks. Streamside road construction, placer mining and other 
sources of sediment along harlequin duck streams could impact the production of aquatic insects 
on which the ducks feed. During the nesting period, increasing use of riparian habitats and 
streams, including boating, fishing, camping, and hiking, also pose a threat to harlequin ducks, 
since this species selects nest sites away fiom human activity. Hydroelectric dams, irrigation 
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White-headed woodpeckers’ preferred nest sites are large diameter (25+ inches) dead trees with 
moderate to extensive decayed wood (Blair et al. 1995). Like other woodpeckers, they eat insects 
during thr: summer. This species is strongly dependent on large, live ponderosa pines as a source 
of seeds tor over-winter survival and nesting (Blair et al. 1995). Unlike most other cavity- 
dependent species, h s  woodpecker has a distinct preference for nesting in trees with broken 
tops. White-headed woodpeckers in Idaho nested in stands with canopy cover less than 26% or 
fewer than 408 treeshectare (Frederick and Moore 1991). 

Because white-headed woodpeckers rarely nest in live trees, ponderosa pine forests that lack 
large snags will not be suitable habitat for this species. Removal of large snags by timber harvest 
or firewood cutting is a threat to this species. Stands with dense canopy closures or well- 
developed understory or mid-story trees are unsuitable for this species. Without frequent fires, 
most ponderosa pine forests will develop into Douglas-fir forests, which could be detrimental to 
this species that forages extensively on ponderosa pine seeds. 

diversions and other activities that change the hydrology of a stream also threaten harlequin duck 
habitat. 

Determination of Effects 

Alternative A would have no impact on harlequin ducks or their habitat. Alternatives B, Cy and E 
may have a beneficial impact on harlequin duck habitat security, since motorized access would 
be reduced to varying degrees. 

Black-blacked Woodpecker 

Habitat fix black-backed woodpeckers (Picoides arcticus) consists of boreal and montane forest 
where the birds feed primarily on bark beetles infesting a variety of conifer tree species. Where 
bark beetle populations are low, black-backed woodpecker populations are endemic. Where bark 
beetle populations increase to epidemic levels, such as following a wildfire, blowdown, or other 
disturbance events, black-backed woodpecker populations can increase dramatically. Black- 
backed woodpeckers are distributed broadly across the analysis area on all three Forests within 
suitable habitat types. They are strongly associated with suitable feeding habitat and are not 
particularly vulnerable to human disturbance associated with motorized use of roads and trails. 

White-headed Woodpecker 

The white-headed woodpecker (Picoides albolarvatus) is restricted to drier forest types 
dominateld by pine trees in the mountains of far western North America. Abundance appears to 
decrease north of California. They are generally uncommon or rare in Washington and Idaho and 
quite rare in British Columbia. This species is only found within the Idaho Panhandle portion of 
the analysis area. 

Modem forestry practices, including clearcutting, snag removal and fire suppression, have 
fragmented the forest and contributed to local declines of the species, particularly north of 
California.. However, this species persists in burned or cutover forests with residual snags and 

Final E.IS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 

Page 3 - 39 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Wildlife - Sensitive SDecies 

stumps; thus populations are more tolerant of disturbance than those species associated with 
closed-canopy forest. 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 

This species (Corynorhinus townsendii) is found in a wide variety of habitats but requires key 
roosting habitat associated with mines, caves, or abandoned buildings. Most use occurs in mines 
in North Idaho and northwest Montana where caves are very rare. Buildings occasionally are 
used. They feed on moths, usually in forested areas or forest edges, and are extremely sensitive 
to human disturbances, especially in hibernation or in maternal colonies. The only known 
maternity colony for this species in northern Idaho is on the IPNF. Only three others are known 
in Idaho. No Townsend’s big-eared bat maternity colonies are known on the KNF or LNF. Bats 
require roosting and maternity sites where they can roost in temperature and moisture regimes 
without significant energy expenditure. 

The analysis area provides suitable roosting habitat where there are abandoned mines not 
disturbed by people, as well as foraging habitat in open forest stands. 

Bats are subject to disturbance fiom human intrusion into roost sites. Normal human access on 
forest roads and trails is likely to have minimal potential for disturbance unless it allows access 
to bat roosts in mines or abandoned buildings. 

White-headed Woodpecker, Black-backed Woodpecker Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

None of the alternatives would have any direct effects on any of these species. Motorized access 
on roads and trails is not known to directly affect any of the species or their habitats. Indirect 
effects could include removal of snags that provide feedinghestingkoosting sites by firewood 
cutters. Motorized access is required for firewood cutting and the alternatives provide differing 
levels of habitat security based on the relative amount of motorized access provided. Habitat 
security increases as motorized access is reduced. 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for all three species because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 

Determination of Effects 
Alternative A would have no impact on any of the 3 species. Alternatives B, C, and E may have 
a beneficial impact on habitat security for all 3 species, since motorized access would be reduced 
to varying degrees. 

Flammulated Owl 
Flammulated owls (OtusfEQrnrneoZus) nest in open ponderosa pine dominated forests with large 
diameter snags. They also nest in open, large-diameter Douglas-fir forests. Flammulated owls 
depend on pileated woodpeckers and flickers to excavate the cavities in which they nest. Their 
nest trees are at least 15 inches in diameter. They select nest sites with 35 to 65 percent canopy 
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closure. Flammulated owls may be tolerant of some human disturbances (Hayward and Verner 
1994). This species has been known to nest in campgrounds and other areas of human activity 
with no apparent effects. 

Most flammulated owl habitat is at low elevations outside BMUs. Flammulated owl surveys 
have been conducted in a few BMUs, including BMUs 6, 7,9, 10, 12, 13 and the Ball-Trout and 
Lakeshore BMUs. Surveys in BMUs 9, 12 and 13 and the Lakeshore BMU found flammulated 
owls. Suitable habitat exists in several BMUs including some areas where no flammulated owl 
surveys have been done. It is possible flammulated owls occupy these habitats, because most 
flarnmulated owl surveys on the KNF have found owls. No flammulated owl nests have been 
found on the IPNF, KNF or LNF, although repeated positive surveys in some areas on the KNF 
and IPNF suggest flammulated owls are nesting there. 

On some ponderosa pine sites, Forest management is favoring the growth and regeneration of 
ponderosa pine. However, without a substantial increase in restoration (thin from below) and/or 
fires, ponderosa pine will continue to decline because dense forest canopies prevent regeneration 
of this species. At this point in time, forest growth and succession are changing these habitats 
and resulting in loss of ponderosa pines faster than restoration harvest and fires are regenerating 
it. 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

Access management has no direct effect on flammulated owls. This species is known to 
successfully fledge its young close to open roads. Firewood cutting results in the removal of 
large snags, which are nesting habitat for this species. An indirect effect of alternatives that 
further restrict motorized access is that snags would not be lost from firewood cutting along 
closed roads. The beneficial result is that habitat for flammulated owls will be maintained where 
roads are closed. 

There are potential cumulative effects to flammulated owls. If people cannot harvest firewood on 
roads due to new road closures, they will remove snags in other stands where motorized access is 
still available. This would likely lead to a loss of suitable nesting habitat for flammulated owls 
in areas where roads are still open to motorized use. As rural populations and utility costs 
increase, there will be an increased demand for firewood from the National Forests.. 

Determination of Effects 

Alternatives A, B, C and E - may impact individuals but will not contribute to a trend toward 
federal listing or a loss of population viability. The level of impact of each alternative will vary, 
depending on the amount of open roads in flammulated owl habitat. 

Northern Goshawk 
The northern goshawk is a forest habitat generalist that uses a wide variety of forest ages, 
structural conditions and successional stages, inhabiting mixed coniferous forests in much of the 
northern hemisphere (Reynolds et al. 1991). Throughout North America, goshawk nest sites 
have consistently been associated with the later stages of succession (mature and old growth 
trees) with moderate to high tree densities (Warren 1990). Foraging habitat includes a wider 
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range of forest age structures that provide a relatively open forest environment for unimpeded 
movement or flight through the understory. 

A B C 

Goshawk habitat is found throughout the analysis area on all three forests. Models have been 
developed to identity goshawk habitat on the IPNF and KNF. Numerous goshawk nests have 
been monitored on the IPNF and KNF, but there is insufficient data to determine the trend of 
goshawk populations. 

E 

Human activities can alter the behavior of certain raptors. These activities can alter the 
distribution of raptors, disrupt nesting attentiveness, cause abandonment of breeding territories 
and alter foraging behavior (Braun et al. 1996). Therefore, unrestricted road access associated 
with breeding territories could impact nesting productivity and foraging behavior. 

Improves Habitat 
security 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

The potential effects on goshawks were determined by evaluating the changes to open road 
densities. 

Improves Improves the most Slightly Improves 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities especially near a nest site. The alternatives provide differing levels of 
habitat security based on the relative amount of open motorized access provided. Habitat security 
increases as motorized access decreases and vice versa. Table 3-1 5 and the paragraph following 
it compare the effects of the alternatives. 

Table 3-15. Habitat security comparison. 

Based on estimated miles of open road status change by alternative, Alternative E would convert 
the least amount of open roads to a more restrictive status (approximately 60 miles). 
Consequently, Alternative E would show a slight improvement in habitat security for the 
goshawk. Alternative A and B would show an increased level of improved habitat security for 
goshawks by converting about 160-1 70 miles of open roads to a more restrictive status. 
Alternative C would improve habitat security more than any other alternative by moving about 
200 miles of open roads into a more restrictive status. 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for goshawks because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 
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Determination of Effects 

All alternatives would show a beneficial impact on northern goshawk habitat security since open 
motorized access would be reduced to varying degrees. 

Peregrine Falcon 

Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) prefer to hunt in and around large wetlands or other areas 
that cooncentrate waterfowl and other birds. The vast majority of these habitats occur off of 
National Forest lands. 

Peregrine falcons nest on tall cliffs and occasionally on artificial platforms placed in suitable 
foraging habitat. Very few suitable nesting sites occur on either the IPNF or KNF. Suitable 
nesting areas exist on the LNF, although nests have not been observed in the analysis area. One 
eyrie is known on the IPNF, one on the Plains District of the LNF, and none on the KNF. From 
1990 to 1995 the Forest Service and the Peregrine Fund worked together to hack (release) young 
peregrine: falcons near a historical eyrie on the IPNF. The reintroduction program was considered 
a success in 1997 when a pair of falcons returned to the area where they had been released. 
Another pair of peregrine falcons that had been released near Clark Fork successfully fledged 
three chicks near Spokane in 1997. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game's Idaho Peregrine Falcon Survey and Nest Monitoring 1998 
Annual Summary states, "Idaho's peregrine falcon population is probably continuing to increase 
based upon productivity figures and increased sightings of peregrines outside of known nesting 
areas during the nesting season. However, continued funding restrictions and logistical 
difficulties have limited our ability to locate new nesting territories and accurately assess Idaho 
peregrine: falcon population trends." (Levine 1 998) 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Motorized access in grizzly bear recovery 
areas would not directly affect potential nesting cliffs. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities, especially near a nest site. The alternatives provide differing levels of 
habitat security based on the relative amount of motorized access provided. Table 3-15 (see 
northern goshawk analysis) and the paragraph following it compares the effects of the 
alternatives. 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for peregrine falcons because timber sales or other ground disturbing or 
vegetation management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 

Determination of Effects 
Alternative A would have no impact on peregrine falcons or their habitat security. Alternatives 
B, C, and E may have a beneficial impact on peregrine falcon habitat security since motorized 
access would be reduced to varying degrees. 
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Northern Bog Lemming 

The northern bog lemming (Synaptomys borealis) is a small, grayish brown, vole-like animal 
with a boreal distribution, including portions of Montana and Idaho. It inhabits sphagnum bogs 
and fens but is occasionally found in other habitats such as mossy forests, wet subalpine 
meadows and alpine tundra. Bog lemmings are known to occur in four locations in Idaho, all 
within fifty miles of the Canadian border. In Montana, approximately eighteen sites have been 
documented, most of these in the northwestern corner of the State. Bog lemmings seem to occur 
in disjunct populations probably as a result of the patchy nature of their primary habitat 
(sphagnum bogs), which occurs as glacial relicts. Populations may range from a few individuals 
to perhaps a few hundred. Only one population, Hawkins Lake, has been documented within the 
analysis area. 

Because bog lemmings are localized primarily in bog habitats where roads and trails would not 
normally occur, they would not be particularly subject to human disturbance on motorized roads 
and trails. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

Northern bog lemmings and their habitat are not known to be influenced by levels of motorized 
access on roads. Therefore, none of the alternatives would have any direct, indirect, or 
cumulative effects on this species. 

Determination of Effects 

All alternatives would have no impact on northern bog lemmings and their habitat. 

Fisher 
Fishers (Martes pennanti) use a diverse range of habitat types and successional stages, but prefer 
mesic environments. They select riparian areas for travel, resting, and denning. Denning and 
resting are associated with a mature-to-complex stand structure including snag cavities, large 
down woody debris, and dense canopies. Research in Montana noted that fishers prefer gentle 
slopes (less than fifteen percent). In the summer, fishers use mature and old stands with 
moderate-to-dense canopies, and in the winter they use both young and old stands. Habitat 
meeting this description is patchily distributed throughout the analysis area. 

Home ranges of fishers are generally six to fifteen square miles and may increase in the winter. 
Fishers are capable of long range movements in a short period of time but may be restricted by 
deep snow. They have also been noted to avoid large openings and highly fragmented forests. 

During the early 1990s fishers from Wisconsin were transplanted into the Cabinet Mountains in 
an attempt to reestablish a population. These releases were within the analysis area. Predation 
and trapping mortality were initially high but some fishers have persisted. A study is currently 
ongoing to ascertain the current population status. A fisher reintroduction program started in 
1996 in the East Kootenay area of British Columbia, and some of these animals have moved onto 
the north end of the analysis area. 
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Fishers dol not appear to be disturbed by human activity on roads and trails, but high road 
densities provide access for trappers who can remove individuals from naturally low populations. 
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Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities and risk of trapping. Risk of trapping is normally related to the level of 
motorized. access and especially snowmobile access within suitable habitat. The alternatives 
provide differing levels of habitat security based on the relative amount of motorized access 
provided during the active grizzly bear season from April 1 -December 1. Snowmobile use is 
outside the scope of this analysis and would not change with any alternative, but is the major 
factor influencing risk of trapping. Table 3-1 5 (see northern goshawk analysis) and the paragraph 
following it compares the effects of the alternatives on habitat security during the April 1- 
December 1 period. 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for fishers because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 

Determiniation of Effects 

Alternative A would have no impact on fishers or their habitat security. Alternatives B, C, and E 
may have a beneficial impact on fisher habitat security, since motorized access would be reduced 
to varying degrees. 

Wolverine 
The wolvlerine (Gulo gulo) naturally occurs in low-density populations in remote, undisturbed 
areas. Wolverines spend summers in higher elevations (average 6,300 feet) and winters in lower 
elevations (average 4,500 feet). Habitat types used in northwest Montana and north Idaho 
include subalpine fir, Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, and western larch, with a higher percentage in 
the subalpine fir forest types. Low- to moderately-stocked stands of mature timber are frequently 
used. Forilging cover types include subalpine habitat where big game spend the summer and fall, 
and lower-elevation winter ranges, both of which provide big game carrion from un-retrieved 
hunter kills and winter mortality. Most forested areas provide travel habitat but quality is 
affected by distribution of cover, large openings, and human activity both on and off roads and 
trails. Deiming and resting habitat includes high elevation cirques and talus slopes in north- 
facing subalpine fir slopes near foraging areas, or in timber stands in close proximity to talus 
slopes. 

Wolverines are distributed in low numbers in the Cabinet, Purcell, and Selkirk Mountain ranges 
which make up the analysis area. Research has documented that wolverines are subject to human 
disturbance from motorized roads and trails. Disturbance may cause displacement and home 
range modification and in certain situations den abandonment. 
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Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities. The alternatives provide differing levels of habitat security based on the 
relative amount of motorized access provided. Table 3-1 5 (see northern goshawk analysis) and 
the paragraph following it compare the effects of the alternatives. 

Bald Eagle * 
Grizzly Bear * 
Woodland Caribou * 
Gray Wolf * 
Northern Goshawk * 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for wolverines because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 

X X X 
X X X 
X 
X X X 

X 

Determination of Effects 

Alternative A would have no impact on wolverines or their habitat security. Alternatives B, C, 
and E may have a beneficial impact on wolverine habitat security since motorized access would 
be reduced to varying degrees. 

Management Indicator Species 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) are managed under the authority of the National Forest 
Management Act (PL 94-588). MIS represent potential effects to other species with similar 
habitat requirements. Table 3-16 identifies the MIS for the KNF, IPNF and LNF. 

Table 3-16. Management Indicator Species (MIS) 

1 Species IWWt KNF I LNF 

I Elk 1 x 1  X I X I 

Moose 

* These MIS were previously covered in the section on threatened, endangered and 
sensitive species; therefore, they are not included in the following discussion. 

Elk 
Elk (Cewus elaphus) are widespread within the Analysis Area but occur at varying population 
densities. Winter ranges typically occur at lower elevations and provide forage and protective 
cover. Summer ranges include spring, summer, and fall seasons and provide calving areas, 
forage needed to reproduce and grow, and adequate cover for both thermal regulation and hiding. 
Critical winter ranges provide forage and protective cover during severe weather conditions. The 
management emphasis for big game is to increase seral shrub forage and provide mature forest 
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for cover and security from disturbances such as snowmobiles during periods of deep snow. 
Management for elk involves providing thermal and hiding cover and secure areas at least 250 
acres in size. The key habitat factor for elk may be the loss/maturing of low elevation shrub 
fields, according to the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. With fire suppression, natural fires 
are not creating new elk foraging areas as they did historically. As a result, winter range 
conditions are deteriorating. 

Habitat 
effectiveness 

Elk security related to road densities and road management is considered the primary limiting 
factor on elk populations. In Montana and Idaho, management of motorized access in elk habitat 
plays a key role. Numerous studies have documented the positive correlation between increased 
road densities and increased elk mortality during hunting season (Christensen et al. 1993). 
People using highly roaded areas are the single largest threat to big game populations, making 
them vulinerable to poaching, stress, hunting loss, accidents and displacement (USDA, USDI 
1997). 

A B C E 

Improves Improves Improves the most Slightly Improves 

Direct, Iindirect, and Cumulative Effects 
Among large mammals, elk are one of the most sensitive to motorized access in their habitat. 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects may take two forms. One 
is disturbance fi-om human activities that affect how elk use their habitat (habitat effectiveness). 
The second is that the level of motorized access affects how secure elk are, especially during the 
hunting season (habitat security). The alternatives provide differing levels of habitat 
effectiveness and habitat security based on the relative amount of motorized access provided. 
Both habitat effectiveness and habitat security increase as open motorized access is reduced and 
vice versa. Table 3-17 and the paragraph following it compare the effects of the alternatives. 

Table 3-17. Elk habitat effectiveness and habitat security. 

I I Alternatives I 
I I 4 

Based on estimated miles of open road status change by alternative, Alternative E would convert 
the least amount of open roads to a more restrictive status (approximately 60 miles). 
Consequently, Alternative E would show a slight improvement in habitat security/effectiveness 
for elk. Alternatives A and B would show an increased level of improved habitat 
security/effectiveness for elk by converting about 160-1 70 miles of open roads to a more 
restrictive status. Alternative C would improve habitat security/effectiveness more than any 
other alternative by moving about 200 miles of open roads into a more restrictive status. 
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Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for elk because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. 

White-tailed Deer 
White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) occupy a variety of forest habitats and are primarily 
distributed on the lower elevations and valley bottoms. Their diet is quite varied. During the 
winter they select ranges with a dense forest canopy. The snow is not as deep in these stands 
because the canopy intercepts much of the snow. This snow intercept function is sometimes lost 
on white-tailed deer winter ranges when timber harvest opens up the forest canopy too much. 
Thermal cover, probably the most important feature of winter range, is provided by tree crowns 
that help moderate the effects of inclement weather. As winter temperatures decrease and snow 
depths increase, animals select these areas to minimize energy expenditures to maintain the most 
positive energy accumulation (Pauley, 1990). Optimum thermal cover is 60 to 80 percent of the 
critical winter landscape. Winter range for this species is very limited on the IPNF because most 
winter range is off the Forest on lower elevation private lands. On the KNF and IPNF, winter 
range is common on national forest lands. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

White-tailed deer appear less sensitive to displacement from motorized human activities than 
some other species such as elk. However, the level of motorized access can influence white- 
tailed deer’s vulnerability to illegal and legal shooting loss. Deer would benefit from road 
closures in proportion to the amount of roads closed in deer habitat, especially during the fall and 
winter season. 

All alternatives offer a relatively secure environment for white-tailed due to existing access 
management strategies for grizzly bear. This analysis and the subsequent decision would not 
identify specific roads targeted from access restrictions. Project level decisions concerning 
management of individual roads on the lower elevations and valley bottoms would benefit white- 
tailed deer. 

Moose 

Moose (Alces alces) are widely distributed within the analysis area but are an MIS only on the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Like deer and elk, moose move seasonally in response to 
weather patterns and food availability. However, because of their greater foraging ability and 
mobility, moose will use higher elevations more than deer during the winter period. Moose are 
fairly abundant and they occupy a variety of forested and riparian habitats. Critical winter ranges 
provide forage and protective cover during severe weather conditions. 

The IPNF Forest Plan emphasizes management of moose in the Kalispell basin area (Kalispell- 
Granite BMU) because it included the nucleus and winter range for Washington’s only viable 
resident moose population (USDA Forest Service 1987, Appendix 27). 
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People using highly roaded areas are the single largest threat to big game populations, making 
them vulnerable to poaching, stress, hunting, accidents and displacement (USDA Forest Service 
and USDI Bureau of Land Management 1997). High open road densities have increased moose 
vulnerability to legal and illegal hunting loss. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

While all alternatives offer a relatively secure environment for moose due to existing access 
management strategies for grizzly bear, Alternative A would provide the least protection for 
moose when compared to the other alternatives. There would be no change in security in 
Alternative A from the exiting condition. Alternatives B and C would offer moderate increases 
in securit) for moose due to projected changes in access (i.e. miles of road converted from open 
to restricted, restricted to barriered), while Alternative E would provide the highest level of 
security and reduced vulnerability to shooting loss. 

Mountain Goat 

Mountain goats (Oreamnus americanus) are creatures of alpine and subalpine habitats in 
association with very rugged terrain that provides security. They are found at the highest 
elevations during summer and move lower in winter to cliff faces and steep terrain where snow 
depths are less and security from predators is available. 

The mountain goat is an MIS only on the KNF, where populations exist in the east and west 
Cabinet Mountains. These. populations are hunted, and hunting is regulated by Montana Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks (MFWP).  Mountain goats may also be found on the LNF and IPNF portions 
of the Cabinet Mountains. Additionally, a few goats occur in the Selkirk Mountains in Idaho. 

Mountain goats are subject to human disturbance, and range abandonment can occur when 
disturbance becomes severe. They are also subject to population reductions from overhunting. 
Both these situations can be exacerbated by road and motorized trail access into their habitats. 
However, this problem is somewhat limited due to the rugged nature and high elevations of their 
habitats. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities since motorized access into mountain goat habitat may cause 
displacement. The alternatives provide differing levels of habitat security based on the relative 
amount of motorized access provided. Habitat security increases as motorized access is reduced 
and vice versa. The habitat security is provided by a combination of open and total road density 
limitations as well as grizzly bear core areas. Table 3-15 and the paragraph following it in the 
effects analysis for northern goshawk compare the effects of the alternatives on habitat security. 

Pine Marten 
The marten (Martes americana), a MIS only on the IPNF, is a solitary carnivore that inhabits 
mature stands of coniferous forest throughout North America. In the western United States, 
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marten are most abundant in mature to old growth true fir or spruce-fir forests and generally 
avoid open, dryer coniferous forests (Warren 1990). Pine martens prefer forest stands with 
greater than 40 percent tree canopy closure that protects them fiom predators and enhances the 
moist conditions favorable for prey species (Warren 1990). They require large snags, stumps and 
logs for resting sites and natal dens. Martens eat snowshoe hares and rodents, including voles 
and squirrels. Home ranges are inversely proportionate to food availability (Patton and Escano 
1990). 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

There would be no direct effects from any alternative. Indirect effects could include disturbance 
from human activities and risk of trapping. Risk of trapping is normally related to the level of 
motorized access and especially snowmobile access within suitable habitat. The alternatives 
provide differing levels of habitat security based on the relative amount of motorized access 
provided during the active grizzly bear season from April 1 to December 1. Alternatives B, C, 
and E may have a beneficial impact on marten habitat security, since motorized access would be 
reduced to varying degrees. Snowmobile use is outside the scope of this analysis and would not 
change with any alternative, but is the major factor influencing risk of trapping. Table 3-1 5 (see 
northern goshawk analysis) and the paragraph following it compare the effects of the alternatives 
on habitat security during the April 1 to December 1 period. 

Alternatives that increase core area for grizzly bears could contribute to a cumulative increase in 
habitat security for pine martens because timber sales or other ground disturbing or vegetation 
management activities would be less likely to occur in core areas. As roads become revegetated 
with trees, some areas would be difficult to travel on snowmobiles, limiting trapper access. 

Potential cumulative effects exist for the pine marten. As the National Park Service phases out 
snowmobile use in Yellowstone National Park, snowmobile activity is expected to increase on 
the national forests in western Montana and North Idaho. Increasing snowmobile use will 
provide more opportunities for winter access into backcountry areas that are not currently 
trapped, which could increase the effectiveness of trappers harvesting martens. 

Pileated Woodpecker 

Pileated woodpeckers (Dryocopus pileatus) are relatively common in both cut and uncut mid- 
elevation forests. They appear to do well in a matrix of forest types (Hutto 1995). However, 
since foraging habitat represents a wider ecological range of forest age structure, nesting habitat 
is considered the most critical and limiting feature for pileated woodpeckers. 

Pileated woodpeckers require tall, large diameter (at least 20” dbh) live or dead trees for nesting. 
Nest trees are within the canopy of the surrounding forest. Ponderosa pine, western larch, 
Douglas-fir and cottonwood are used for nesting. Mature western white pine was probably an 
important nesting habitat for pileated woodpeckers. Pileated woodpecker nest stands should be 
50 to 100 contiguous acres of suitable habitat. Heart rot appears to be an important feature of 
suitable nest trees ( h e y  and McClelland 1990). Cavities created by pileated woodpeckers for 
feeding or nesting are extremely important to dozens of other species that use them for cover, 
roosting and nesting. 
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Ths  species forages in younger stands and more open stands than it selects for nesting. 
Sheltenvood and clearcut harvests are suitable, but not preferred, foraging areas if logs and slash 
provide carpenter ants, beetles and the other insects. In Montana, carpenter ants make up the 
bulk of the pileated woodpeckers’ diet ( h e y  and McClelland 1990). Foraging habitat is 
abundant in the analysis area. 

- -  

The pileated woodpecker was selected as a MIS because its highest densities occur in old-growth 
forests and because this species needs large dead trees for nesting and dead woody material 
(standing and down) for foraging (Bull et al. 1990). They have specific requirements for nesting. 
They need large trees in relatively uncut stands for nesting purposes. Nest cavities are usually 
located more than 30 feet above the ground at a level with the canopy of the surrounding forest 
(Warren, 1990). 

Nesting habitat is dependent on the age and size of trees, which makes pileated woodpeckers a 
good indicator of older, larger-diameter trees and late-successional forests. Activities that impact 
larger diameter trees and late-successional forests are the primary threats to the pileated 
woodpecker. 

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 

Other than the rare occasion when a motorized vehicle collides with a pileated woodpecker, 
motorized access does not have a direct effect on this species. This species is known to nest 
successfiilly near open roads. An indirect effect is that open roads provide access to firewood 
cutters who remove large snags, which are feeding, roosting and nesting habitat for pileated 
woodpeckers, and logs, which this species uses as feeding sites. Many firewood cutters also 
prefer large trees that provide pileated woodpecker habitat. As rural populations and utility costs 
increase, so will the demand for firewood fiom National Forest lands. Alternatives that increase 
core habitat would result in more acres of forest where trees die and remain in the forest as 
habitat fcr woodpeckers and other snag-dependent wildlife species. 

Potential cumulative effects exist for pileated woodpeckers. If people cannot harvest firewood 
on roads due to new road closures, they will remove snags in other stands where motorized 
access is still available. This would lead to a loss of suitable nesting habitat for pileated 
woodpeclcers in areas where roads are still open to motorized use. As rural populations and 
utility costs increase, there will be an increased demand for firewood from the national forests. 
Until specific road closures are determined, it is impossible to assess whether there would be a 
net gain or net loss in pileated woodpecker habitat from changes in motorized access. 

Additional Cumulative Effects - Sensitive Species and MIS 
Several semsitive and MIS species or their habitat are impacted by levels of human activities. 
Human activities are related to the amount of motorized access available. As discussed in this 
section, some species may be displaced fiom suitable habitat by human activities along and near 
roads and other species habitat such as snags may be reduced by human activities like firewood 
cutting that occurs along roads. This grizzly bear analysis adequately addresses cumulative 
effects for sensitiveMIS species since all activities affecting roads and habitat security are 
included in the grizzly analysis. Non-Forest Service lands are included in the grizzly bear 
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analysis (road densities and core areas), so the effects from roads on habitat security on those 
lands is included in cumulative effects for sensitive and MIS species. 

Other programmatic actions that contribute to cumulative effects include the O W  Decision 
(USDA 2001) in Montana. The pending Roadless Area Conservation Rule and the Roads 
Management Policy are expected to contribute to the maintenance of habitat security since both 
have the effect of preventing new roads from being developed or built in areas where none 
currently exist. The O W  decision also is expected to contribute to the maintenance and/or 
improvement of habitat and habitat security in the Montana portion of the analysis area because 
it prohibits motorized wheeled cross-country travel to protect natural resource values such as 
native plant communities utilized by wildlife species. However, the contribution is expected to 
have minimal positive impacts due to the area's terrain and vegetation. 

Consistency with Regulatory Framework 
Alternative A is partially consistent with the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, does not meet IGBC 
direction for access management, and could be in violation of ESA by failure to use the best 
available scientific information and by jeopardizing the continued existence of grizzly bears in 
the CYRZ and SRZ. 

Alternative B is partially consistent with the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and IGBC direction for 
access management, and partially uses the best available scientific information. 

Alternatives C and E are consistent with all regulatory framework. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
There is potential that Alternative A could jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly bears in 
the CYRZ and SRZ. Therefore, this alternative could result in the irreversible and irretrievable 
loss of these grizzly bear populations. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Definition and Classification of Travel Routes 

Transportation 

1ntrod.uction 

In this transportation analysis, definitions of travel routes followed those described by the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) Task Force Report titled Gnzzly BearNotorized 
Access Management (IGBC, 1998) and the Interim Access Management Rule Set approved by 
the SelkirkKabinet-Yaak Subcommittee on December 1, 1998. It was the IGBC’s intent to 
establish definitions and procedures that would allow for consistency among the various land 
management units in describing effects of human access routes on grizzly bear habitat use. The 
following recommended definitions were adopted in this analysis: 

Road - all created or evolved routes that are greater than 500 feet long (minimum 
inventory standard for the Forest Service Route Management System), which are 
reasonably and prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

o Open Road - a road without restriction on motorized use. 

o Restricted Road - a road on which motorized vehicle use is restricted seasonally 
or yearlong. The road requires effective physical obstruction (generally gated). 
Motorized administrative use by personnel of resource management agencies is 
acceptable at low intensity levels as defined in existing cumulative effects 
analysis models. This includes contractors and permittees in addition to agency 
employees. 

Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered Road - a route which is managed with the long term 
intent for no motorized use, and has been treated in such a manner so as to no longer 
function as a road. An effective means to accomplish this is through one or a 
combination of several means including: recontouring to original slope, placement of 
logging or forest debris, planting of shrubs or trees, obliteratingharriering the entrance, 
etc. 

Trail - all created or evolved access routes that do not qualify as a “road.” They are not 
reasonably and prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

o Open Motorized Trail - a trail that receives motorized use. Trails used by 4- 
wheelers, 4-wheel drive vehicles and motorized trail bikes are examples of thw 
type of access route. 

o Restricted Motorized Trail - a trail on which motorized use is restricted 
seasonally or yearlong. Motorized use is effectively/physically restricted. 

The road classification system utilized on the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 
classifies :road into multiple subcategories as displayed in Table 3-1 8. The IGBC classification 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Definition and Classification of Travel Routes 

1 

2 

of Reclaimed/Obliterated Road would include Impassable Roads (IGBC Code 1) and Barriered 
Roads (IGBC Code 3). 

Impassable Roads: roads that are not reasonable or prudently passable by 
conventional 4-wheeled passenger vehicles, all-terrain vehicles or 
motorcycles. 
Restricted Roads: roads that are legally restricted, typically with gates. 
Administrative motorized use mav occur on these roads. 

The Lolo National Forest has classified roads in BMU 22 into two categories: open and 
restricted. The use of the term “restricted” refers to those roads and trails with limitations to 
access during the active bear season, or as a minimum between April 15* and November 15” 
annually. The miles of restricted road displayed for the Lolo National Forest data in Table 3-1 9 
include impassable, baniered, and restricted roads in BMU 22. 

Table 3-18 - Definition and Classification of Travel Routes 

1 ICBC code I Definition 1 

Barriered Roads: roads that are legally restricted with barriers, typically 1 3 /  berms or rocks. No administrative use Demitted. 
Open Roads: roads open to motorized use during any portion of the active 
bear season. 
Open Motorized Trails: trails that are passable by motorcycle or all- 
terrain vehicles and are not legally restricted. 
Open Non-Motorized Trails: trails that are not reasonable or prudently 

4 

5 

passable by motorcycles or all-terrain vehicles and are not legally 
restricted. 
Restricted Trails: trails that are legally restricted and are passable by 
motorcycles or all-terrain vehicles. 7 

Analysis Area 

To most accurately reflect the existing condition as well as the anticipated effects of the 
alternatives, the analysis area for the transportation system will consist of the area within the 
portions of the Selkirk and Cabinet -Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones occurring on the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests (see Figure 1-1). 

The decision to use the recovery zone boundaries was based on the desire to most accurately 
reflect the localized conditions and prevent a “masking” of effects from the application of a 
larger Forest-wide analysis area. To further aid in the accurate disclosure of conditions and 
effects, the roads and trails are quantified for each Bear Management Unit (BMU) within the 
recovery areas. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Definition and Classification of Travel Routes 

Affected Environment 

The Forest Plans and associated Environmental Impact Statements described the Forest-wide 
transportation systems existing in 1986 and 1987. Many changes have occurred in the road 
inventory since then. Table 3-19, on the following page, displays the existing condition as of 

’. 
1 
c December 2000. 
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Table 3-19 Existing Miles of Roads and Trails by Category by BMU 

* Lo10 MF road data is not available by IGBC classification and is therefore displayed only in restricted and open categories. The miles of impassable and barriered roads are included 
in the restricted road miles displayed for BMU 22. 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Disclosure of Transportation Effects 

I 
I 
I 
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Trends im Road Access Management: Information on changes in road access management are 
monitored on the Kootenai National Forest and were included in the 10-year Monitoring & 
Evaluation Report in 1998. Table 3-20 displays the monitoring data from 1987 to 1997 and 
indicates an increase in road restrictions. In 1987, about 27% of the Forest system roads were 
restricted either yearlong or seasonally. The Kootenai Forest Plan has goals to eventually restrict 
about 57% of the roads. Under the Forest Plan, the number of new roads needed to harvest 
timber Wi3s projected to increase significantly and would be restricted after the timber sales were 
completed. The net result would be more road restriction but about the same level of access for 
the public. The goals for additional road restrictions were to protect dispersed recreation values, 
provide fix wildlife security in big game winter and summer range, reduce road maintenance 
costs, and provide for grizzly bear recovery. 

By fiscal year 1997, enough roads had been restricted to meet the Forest Plan goal of having 
closures on approximately 57% of the forest's roads. The closed roads were both yearlong and 
seasonal closures. Although the percentage of road closures were achieved as expected, the total 
amount of road access is less than expected. This is because road construction has been less than 
anticipated due to reductions in the timber sale program. The road closures have been placed not 
only on nlew logging roads, but also on older roads, which was not anticipated for a significant 
level of closures in the Forest Plan. The reasons for closures include improving wildlife habitat 
security, savings on maintenance costs, decreasing erosion, and improving hydrological 
conditions. Revision of the Forest Plan will provide the opportunity to assess access levels and 
road restrictions. 

Although monitoring data was not available for the Lolo and Idaho Panhandle National Forests, 
similar trends have been observed in road access management on these two Forests. 

Table 3-20 Kootenai NF Road Access Restrictions -1987 to 1997 (KNF M&E Report 1998) 

7,350 4,062 55% 3,280 (1,242) 
6,460 4,275 57% 3,185 (1,345) 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Disclosure of Transportation Effects 

Disclosure of Effects 
Direct Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on the transportation system. Any direct effects would occur later at the 
project level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. Most of 
the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur later in 
time as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Indirect Effects 

The indirect effects identified in this section are the projected impacts of the project-level 
implementation of the proposed standards. The following section discloses the estimated 
mileage of road status changes expected with implementation of individual alternatives. These 
estimates are based on computer modeling utilizing Moving Windows technology. 

Since implementation of this programmatic action will be accomplished through proj ect-level 
decisions, it is impossible to predict the actual effect of each alternative. For the sake of this 
analysis, specific scenarios were input into the computer model to simulate road management 
options necessary to meet the standards of each alternative. Each scenario produces a different 
numerical result so the high and low values are presented as a range from these computer 
simulations. It is expected that actual effects of implementation will fall within or close to the 
numerical ranges displayed. 

Alternative A 

As the No Action Alternative, Alternative A displays the effects of full implementation of the 
standards and guidelines in the existing Forest Plans. Table 3-21 discloses the estimated effects 
for each BMU. It is estimated that the implementation of this alternative would change 
approximately 160 miles of roads open year round to a restricted status during the active bear 
season, or as a minimum between April 15' and November 15' annually. The majority of these 
status changes occur on the Kootenai National Forest as a result of the standard to reach open 
road densities of 0.75 miles per square mile within the smaller Bear Analysis Areas, as well as 
within the larger Bear Management Unit. (Bear Analysis Areas are subunits of BMUs.) Under 
this alternative, there would be no roads changed to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered status. 
Table 3-22 depicts the estimated road mileage changes and percentage of change &om the 
existing condition for each BMU by IGBC classification for Alternative A. 

Figure 3-4 displays a map of the spatial distribution of estimated percentage changes in open 
road status for Alternative A in each BMU across the two recovery zones. 
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Table 3-21 Estimated Miles of Road Status Change in Alternative A 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Disclosure of Transportation Effects 

Alternative B 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Alternative B implements the Interim Rule Set with the goal of increasing core habitat to 55 
percent of each BMU. It also maintains the linear open road density and habitat effectiveness 
security sfandards from the existing Forest Plans. Table 3-23 displays the estimated effects of 
full implementation of these standards and guidelines. 

It is estimated that the implementation of this alternative would change approximately 167-1 72 
miles of roads open year round to a restricted status during the active bear season, or as a 
minimum between April 15* and November 15* annually. The majority of these status changes 
occur on the Kootenai National Forest as a result of the standard to reach open road densities of 
0.75 miles per square mile within the smaller Bear Analysis Areas, as well as within the larger 
Bear Management Units. (Bear Analysis Areas are a subunit of BMUs.) 

To meet TMRD and the core habitat component of this alternative, approximately 138-190 miles 
of roads with existing seasonal restrictions would need to be reclaimed/obliterated/barriered. 
Table 3-24 depicts the estimated road mileage changes and percentage of change from the 
existing condition for each BMU by IGBC classification for Alternative B. 

Figure 3-4. displays a map of the spatial distribution of estimated percentage changes in open 
road status for Alternative B in each BMU across the two recovery zones. 
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Table 3-23 Estimated Miles of Road Status Change in Alternative B 
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Table 3-24 Estimated Miles of Roads Statu ercentage Change in Status in Alternative B 

, I G B C 1 & 3 .  IGBC 1 & 3 
1 KNF 23 13 22 58 23 13 22 0% 0% 
2 KNF 40 19 21 80 37 22 21 -8% 16% 
3 KNF 71 93 156 320 65 99 156 -8% 6% 
4 KNF 126 19 112 257 126 19 112 0% 0% 
5 KNF 71 43 86 200 60 54 86 -15% 26% 

7 KNF 53 44 15 112 48 49 15 -9% 11% 
8 KNF 72 47 95 214 71 48 95 -1% 2% 
9 KNF 121 62 165 348 80 103 165 -34% 66% 

6 KNF 95 64 73 232 85 72-73 74-75 -11% 13-14% 

Alternative B Percentage Change From Existing 

IC-RC 1 & 3 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

1-3% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

Salmo-Priest 
Sullivan- 
Hughes 
Myrtle 

Ball-Trout 
LeCIerc 

IPNF/CNF 112 43 45 200 112 43 45 0% 0% 0% 

45 161 275 69 45 161 0% 0% 0% 
IPNFICNF 69 

IPNF 75 21 123 219 75 21 123 0% 0% 0% 
IPNF 32 28 40 100 32 28 40 0% 0% 0% 

IPNFICNF 97 175 11 283 97 175 11 0% 0% 0% 
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Restricted to Open Road 
Reclaimed to Open Road 
Reclaimed to Restricted Road 

Alternative C 

78-203 42- 109 
67-94 52-1 14 
2143 12-3 6 

Alternative C would implement standards for a minimum of 55 percent core habitat as well as a 
maximum of 33 percent Open Motorized Route Density and 26 percent Total Motorized Route 
Density. BMUs that provide existing security levels in excess of the standards would not be 
allowed to decrease core habitat or increase route densities until all BMUs in the Recovery Zone 
meet prescribed standards. Alternative C would also remove the existing linear open road 
density and habitat effectiveness security standards from the Forest Plans. Table 3-26 displays 
the estimated effects of full implementation of these standards and guidelines. 

It is estimated that the implementation of this alternative would change approximately 164-23 1 
miles of roads open year round to either reclaimed/obliterated/barriered or restricted status 
during the active bear season, or as a minimum between April 15' and November 15* annually. 
To meet the core habitat and route density requirements of thrs alternative, approximately 399- 
564 miles of roads with existing seasonal restrictions would need to be 
reclaimed/obliterated/barriered. Table 3-27 depicts the estimated road mileage changes and 
percentage of change from the existing condition for each BMU by IGBC classification for 
Alternative C. 

Figure 3-5 displays a map of the spatial distribution of estimated percentage changes in open 
road status for Alternative C in each BMU across the two recovery zones. 

Once all BMUs in each recovery zone reach the designated standards of this alternative, BMUs 
with standards exceeding the new levels may be able to accommodate some reductions in habitat 
security. For example, some BMUs in the Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zone presently provide more 
habitat security than required by this alternative. When all B W s  in the Cabinet-Yaak Recovery 
Zone reach standards, there may be options in some of these BMUs to open a limited amount of 
roads while still meeting the designated level of habitat security in that BMU. In response to 
comments on the DEIS, we have reviewed each BMU and quantified the approximate extent of 
these options for each recovery zone. Table 3-25 discloses the approximate range of options for 
this alternative. Supporting documentation is in the transportation section of the project file. It 
is important to note that there may be other resource management issues which may limit or 
eliminate this option. Project-level analysis and decisions would be required prior to 
implementation of these options. 

Table 3-25: Future Options for Adjustments to Motorized Access - Alternative C 

Possible Road Access Options I Miles by Recovery Zone 
Cabinet-Y a& I Selkirk 

I 
I 
I 
I 
R 
I 

I 
t 
I 
I 
1 
I 
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From Open to 
Reclaimed/Obliterated 

And Barriered 
0 

Table 3-26 Estimated Miles of Road Status Change in Alternative C 

From Open to From Restricted to 

And Bamered 
Restricted Road RecIaimed/Obliterated 

n n 

0 0 10-30 
10-15 0 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 2-3 10-14 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 5-15 

20-30 16-26 18-28 
0 0 2-5 - -  

1 ;! 20-30 0 15-25 
0 5-8 0 
0 0 1-3 
0 0 25-38 
0 0 64-96 
0 3-4 30-40 

~ 

0 0 20-25 
0 0 20-25 
0 13-15 0 
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Myrtle IPNF 75 21 123 219 75 21 123 0% 0% 0% 
Ball-Trout IPNF 32 28 40 100 32 28 40 0% 0% 0% 

LeClerc IPNF/CNF 97 175 1 1  283 97 175 1 1  0% 0% 0% 
is not available by IGBC classification and is therefore displayed only and open categories. The miles of impassable, barriered, and 

cted road miles displayed for BMU 22. 
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- 
v b l e  Road Access Options Mines by Recovery Zone 

Cabinet-Y aak I Sellcirk 

I 
t 
1 
I 
1 
1 

to Open Road 
to ODen Road 

Alternative E 

45-142 24-72 
22-66 12-36 

Alternative E would implement individual standards for each BMU as displayed in Table 2-4 in 
Chapter i! of this document. It would also remove the existing linear open road density and 
habitat effectiveness security standards from the Forest Plans. Table 3-29 displays the estimated 
effects of full implementation of these standards and guidelines. 

Reclaimed to Restricted Road 

It is estimated that the implementation of this alternative would change approximately 5 1-70 
miles of roads open year round to either reclaimed/obliterated/barriered or restricted status 
during the active bear season, or as a minimum between April 15* and November 15* annually. 

3-12 6-1 8 

To meet the core habitat and route density requirements of this alternative, approximately 334- 
470 miles of roads with existing seasonal restrictions would need to be 
reclaime(/obliterated/barriered. Table 3-30 depicts the estimated road mileage changes and 
percentage of change from the existing condition for each BMU by IGBC classification for 
Alternative C. 

Figure 3-5 displays a map of the spatial distribution of estimated percentage changes in open 
road status for Alternative E in each BMU across the two recovery zones. 

In Alternative E, once each BMU reaches the designated standards of this alternative, BMUs 
with standards exceeding the new levels may be able to accommodate some reductions in habitat 
security. Unlike Alternative C, this alternative allows each BMU to be independent of others in 
the recovery zone and can be adjusted once all standards within the BMU are met. In response 
to comments on the DEIS, we have reviewed each BMU and quantified the approximate extent 
of these options for each recovery zone. Table 3-28 discloses the approximate range of options 
for this alternative. Supporting documentation is in the transportation section of the project file. 
It is important to note that there may be other resource management issues which may limit or 
eliminate this option. Project-level analysis and decisions would be required prior to 
implementation of these options. 

Table 3-28: Future Options for Adjustments to Motorized Access - Alternative E 
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Sullivan-Hughes 
Myrtle 
Ball-Trout 
EeClerc 

TOTAL 

Table 3-29. Estimated Miles of Road Status Change in Alternative E 

0 0 20-27 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

NIA NIA NIA 

33-44 18-26 334-470 
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Table 3-30 Estimated Miles of Roads Statu Percentage Change in Status in Alternative E 

lGBC 1 & 3 IGBC 2 IGBC 1 & 3 IGEC 1 & 3 
1 KNF 23 13 22 58 23 13 22 0% 0% 0% 
2 KNF 40 19 21 80 40 19 21 0% 0% 0% 
3 KNF 71 93 156 320 71 63-83 166-1 86 0% -32 - -1 1% 6-19% 
4 KNF 126 19 112 257 124-125 20-21 112 -2% 5-1 1% 0% 
5 KNF 71 43 86 200 71 43 86 0% 0% 0% 
6 KNF 95 64 73 232 95 63-64 73-74 0% - 2 4 %  0-1% 
7 KNF 53 44 15 112 53 44 15 0% 0% 0% 
8 KNF 72 47 95 214 72 47 95 0% 0% 0% 
9 KNF 121 62 165 348 121 47-57 170-1 80 0% 3-9% -24 - -8% 

Existing Alternative E 1 Percentage Change From Existing 1 I BMU I National 1 I FnrPot 

t 
, -"I_". , I I 

Cathet-Yaak Recovery Zone 1 

included in the restricted road miles displayed for BMU 22. 
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Alternative A 

Canada 

WA 

ID 

0% 

-1 1 - -20% 
B - 2 1 -  -30% a -31 - -40% 

-1- -5% 
I -6 - -10% 

40 Miles 

J 
I 
I Figure 3-4. Estimated Open Road Percentage 

Change by BMU Alternatives A & B 

Alternative B 

WA 

- 

ID 

1 
I 
I 

1 
I 
I 
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WA 

1 

Alternative C 

Canada 

1 7 2: 40 Miles I 
SO Plannin S.A ue 02/02 

Figure 3-5. Estimated Open Road Percentage 
Change by BMU Alternatives C & E 

Alternative E 

Canada 

. .~. . . . . . -.::::::a:.\ . . . . . . . . . .......... . . . . . . . . . \ L  . . . . . . . . . 
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Tables 3-3 1 through Table 3-34 and Figures 3-6 through Figure 3-9 display the change in road 
miles by IGBC code and alternative, combining all three Forests and then in turn each individual 
Forest. The estimated “maximum change” was used where a range in miles was shown. 

IGBC Codes Existing Miles 
of Road 

Open Roads 3,072 
(IGBC 4) 
Restricted 1,813 

Table 3-31 - Projected Road Mileage by IGBC Code by Alternative For All Forests I 
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative E 

Miles Miles Miles Miles 
2,911 2,895 2,841 3,002 

1,974 1,793 1,335 1,355 
Roads 
(IGBC 2) 
Impassable & 1 3,227 3,227 3,424 3,936 3,755 
Barriered 
Roads 
(IGBC 1 + 3) 
Total 

Table 3-32 Projected Road Mileage by IGBC Code by Alternative For Kootenai NF 

8,112 8,112 8,112 8,112 8,112 

IGBC Codes Existing Miles 
of Road 

Open Roads 1,854 

Alternative A 
Miles 
1,693 

Woads I I 

(IGBC 4) 
Restricted 1,026 1,187 

Bakiered 
Roads 

(IGBC 2) 
Impassable & 2,074 2,074 

(IGBC 1 + 3) 
Total 

1 
I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 

a 

4.954 4.954 
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IGBC Codes 

Open Roads 
(IGBC 4) 
Restricted 
Roads 
(IGBC 2) 
Impassable & 
Barriered 
Roads 
(IGBC 1 + 3) 
Total 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
m 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

Existing Miles Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative E 
of Road M i i s  Miles Miles Miles 

557 557 557 480 519 

296 296 296 138 181 

0 0 0 235 153 

853 853 853 853 853 

Table 3-33 - Projected Road Mileage by IGBC Code by Alternative For Lolo NF 

Altemative C 
Miles 
644 

44 1 

1,220 

Alternative E 
Miles 
66 1 

423 

1,221 

and open categories. Miles of impassable and barriered road are inclusive in the miles ofrestricted roads displayed 
in the table. 

IGBC Codes 

Open Roads 
(IGBC 4) 
Restricted 
Roads 

Table 3-34 - Projected Road Mileage by IGBC Code by Alternative for Idaho Panhandle 

Existing Miles Aiternative A Alternative B 
of Road Miles Miles 

66 1 66 1 644 

49 1 49 1 449 

(IGBC 2) 
Impassable & 1,153 1,153 1,212 
Barriered 
Roads 
(IGBC 1 -k 3) 
Total 2.305 2.305 2.305 
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Figure 3-6 - Projected Change in Road Status by Alternative For All Forests 
C o m p a r i s o n  o f  Effects to the Road System wlthln the  Cabinet -Ysak 8 Selkirk 

Grizzly Bear  Recovery  Z o n e s  
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Figure 3-8 Project Change in Road Status by Alternative For The Lolo National Forest 
C o m p a r i s o n  o f  E f f e c t s  t o  t h e  Lolo N F  R o a d  S y s t e m  W i t h i n  t h e  C a b i n e t - Y a k  G r i z z l y  B e a r  R e c o v e r y  Z o n e  

( E s t l m  a t e d  td a x i m  u m C h a n p e )  
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Note: The Lolo NF data i s  not available by IGBC classification and i s  therefore displayed only in restricted and open categories. Miles Of 
impassable and baniered road are inclusive in the miles of restricted roads displayed in the chart. 

Figure .3-9 - Projected Change in Road Status by Alternative For The Idaho Panhandle & Colville NFs 

Comparison of Effects to the Idaho Panhandle and Colville NF Road System within the Cabinet-Yaak 
81 Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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Disclosure of Transportation Effects 

Cumulative Effects 

Recent programmatic actions, which have contributed to cumulative effects to transportation 
systems include the Off Highway Vehicle (OW) Forest Plan Amendment to some Forest Plans 
in Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. Within the two recovery zones, this action only 
affects lands managed by the Kootenai National Forest. The OHV decision amended the 
Kootenai Forest Plan and established a new standard that restricts yearlong, wheeled motorized 
cross-country travel, where it is not already restricted. This action combines cumulatively with 
the proposed access management standards in that it further reduces opportunities for motorized 
recreation on the Kootenai National Forest. 

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule has proposed to eliminate use of existing roads as well as 
road construction and reconstruction in inventoried roadless areas. Such programmatic actions 
combine cumulatively with the effects of managing motorized access in grizzly bear recovery 
zones. Although it is not possible to quantify at the programmatic level, both of these actions 
will fiuther decrease the availability of developed and road dependent recreation uses. 

Consistency With Regulatory Framework 

The proposed actions are consistent with the existing authorities for local line officers to manage 
motorized and non-motorized access that has the potential to cause considerable adverse effects 
(36 CFR 295). The actions are also consistent with the recently approved roads rule (36 CFR 
2 12) that provides a process for resolving access management issues through interdisciplinary 
analysis and review. 
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National Forest Management Act 
(1 976) 

Clean Wltter Act 
Revised 

Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Watershed and Fisheries 

Requires that the Forest Service manage for a 
diversity of fish habitat to support viable fish 
populations (36 CFR 219.19). 

Regulations further state that the effects on these 
species and the reason for their choice as 
management indicator species be documented (36 
CFR 21 9.19(a)( 1). 

Regulates protection of water quality to protect 
beneficial uses of water bodies including aquatic 
life/fisheries uses. 

Watershed and Fisheries 

Introdiuction 
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Watershed and Fisheries 

National Environmental Policy Act 
1969 

Section 7, Endangered Species Act 
1973 

Executive Order 12962 (June 7, 
1995 

Requires analysis to insure the anticipated effects 
upon all resources within the area are considered 
prior to implementation (40 CFR 1502.16). 

Includes direction that Federal agencies, in 
consultation with the United States Fishand 
Wildlife Service, will not authorize, fund, or 
conduct actions that are likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any threatened or 
endangered species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of their critical habitat. 

States objectives "to improve the quantity, 
function, sustainable productivity, and distribution 
of U.S. aquatic resources for increased 
recreational fishing opportunities by (h) 
evaluating the effects of Federally funded, 
permitted, or authorized actions on aquatic 
systems and recreational fisheries and document 
those effects relative to the purpose of this order." 

The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) amended the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and the Lolo 
Forest Plans in 1995 (USDA Forest Service 1995). INFS establishes stream, wetland and 
landslide-prone area protection zones called Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs), 
setting standards and guidelines for managing activities that potentially affect conditions within 
the RHCAs. INFS also established Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) that provide 
guidance with respect to key habitat variables. 

Sensitive species are managed under the authority of the National Forest Management Act and 
are administratively designated by the Regional Forester (FSM 2670.5, Jolly 1994). The Forest 
Service is directed to maintain viable populations of native species and to avoid actions that may 
cause a species to become threatened or endangered. Sensitive fish species identified to exist on 
the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests include westslope cutthroat trout 
(Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi), interior redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss gairdneri), torrent 
sculpin (Cottus rhotheus), and burbot (Lota Iota). The only Sensitive species known to exist on 
the Lo10 National Forest is the westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi). 

Analysis Area 
The analysis area considered for this EIS consists of the Kootenai Subbasin within Montana and 
Idaho, the Lower Clark Fork River Subbasin in Montana and Idaho, the Pend Oreille Lake 
Subbasin within Idaho and the Priest River Subbasins within Idaho (and a portion in 
Washington) as overlapped by the Selkirk-Cabinet, Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Area (see 
Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1). 
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Watershed Analysis Methods 
The alternatives would add management direction to the Forest Plans regarding access 
management. To meet h s  direction each alternative predicts a range of road restrictions, 
reclamation/obliteration/'barriers that will be needed to meet the standards. Therefore, the 
amount and type of change in access management required to meet Total Motorized Road 
Density ('TMRD), Open Motorized Road Density (OMRD) and core area standards, were used to 
determine the potential effects and risks to aquatic resources. 

Net associated risk of sediment delivery from roads and total road densities are the trend 
indicators used to compare alternatives. Net associated risk of sediment is the anticipated change 
in sediment risk associated with stream crossings and road fill failures. 

Fisheries Analysis Methods 
Fish species distributions were overlaid with the Selkirk-Cabinet Yaak Ecosystem and compared 
with the risk assessment for each BMU, based on the above method for the affected areas of the 
three National Forests. The action alternatives were analyzed qualitatively for both short-term 
and long-term effects fiom sedimentation based on the likelihood that additional site-specific 
actions will be required to move a BMU into consistency with the alternative selected for 
implementation. BMUs that presently are consistent or exceed the conditions of an alternative 
will have a zero to low likelihood of further action regarding road densities and access. 
Conversely, BMUs that are not consistent with an alternative will have a higher likelihood of 
further action being required for that BMU to be consistent with the selected alternative. 

Affected Environment for Aqua tics 

Kootenrri River Subbasin 
Watershed Characteristics 
The Kootenai River drainage is an international watershed, with approximately two-thirds of its 
acreage within the province of British Columbia, Canada (Knudsen 1994). It is the second largest 
tributary io the Columbia River and has an average annual flow measured near the Montana- 
Idaho border of 14,150 cfs (cubic feet per second) (USGS 1995). The total drainage area is 
14,000 mi2, 27% of which is in Montana (Knudsen 1994). 

This river originates in Kootenay National Park, near Banff, British Columbia and flows south, 
entering Iake Koocanusa 42 miles north of the British Columbia-Montana border. Libby Dam, 
which forms Lake Koocanusa, is located 17 miles upstream of Libby, Montana (about 40 miles 
south of the international border). Downstream of the dam, the Kootenai River turns northwest, 
flows over Kootenai Falls and crosses the Montana-Idaho border near Troy, Montana. About 
90% of the Kootenai watershed is coniferous forest. A small amount is agricultural land used 
mainly for pasture and forage production (Marotz et al. 1988). 
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Impoundment of the Kootenai River in 1972 by Libby Dam altered the aquatic environment in 
the river downstream from the dam. Libby Dam drastically alters downriver discharge patterns 
on a seasonal and sometimes daily basis. Peak discharge rates of 64,000 cfs that formerly 
occurred during spring runoff have been replaced with regulated releases rangmg from 4,000 to 
10,000 cfs during summer, to 15,000 to 28,000 cfs during winter. During many months it is not 
uncommon for discharge rates to fluctuate widely between approximately 5,000 to 20,000 cfs 
(Knudsen 1994). 

The United States’ portion of the watershed is primarily public land administered by the Forest 
Service. Management activities include forest practices associated with timber management, 
grazing, recreation and special uses. Private land is used for similar purposes as well as 
commercial and domestic development. The major population centers in this watershed include, 
Eureka, Libby, and Troy, Montana and then Bonners Ferry, Idaho. There are several other small 
areas of suburban development distributed throughout the watershed. 

The KNF, IPNF and portion of the Lo10 National Forest included in the amendment area are 
characterized as moist forests (The Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management 
in the Interior Columbia Basin, 1996, p 1 15). These areas are transitional between drier, lower 
elevation forests and higher sub-alpine forests. Moist forest types are characterized by high soil 
moisture in spring and early summer and drought stress through the latter part of summer and the 
fall. Nutrients often limit productivity, particularly where past harvest has resulted in loss of 
both soil and site nutrients. 

In Idaho, the drainage area for the Kootenai subbasin is 1,960 square miles or 11% of the entire 
basin. The majority of the river flows through private land, including the town of Bonners Ferry. 
Its main tributary is the Moyie River, which is also a subbasin and originates in British 
Columbia. About 53 percent of the Kootenai subbasin is National Forest System (NFS) lands; of 
which, 45 percent are within grizzly bear management units. 

The Idaho Panhandle National Forests has completed individual subbasin assessments for the 
middle portion of the Kootenai River, the Moyie River, Pend Oreille Lake and Priest River 
Subbasins. The assessments assigned a watershed “Functioning” Condition rating for 
watersheds based on three categories: overall inherent sensitivity, watershed disturbance, and 
riparian disturbance. Overall sensitivity of the drainage evaluates the percentage of sensitive 
landtypes and rain-on-snow acres to the total acres of the drainage. Watershed disturbance is 
derived from evaluating the combination of upland road densities, hydrologic openings and 
percentage disturbance on sensitive landtypes. Riparian disturbance is based on miles of 
encroaching roads, riparian road density and steam crossing frequency. 

For the middle Kootenai Subbasin, the overall condition rating was determined “functioning at 
risk” due to a high overall inherent sensitivity, low riparian disturbance, and moderate watershed 
disturbance. “Functioning at risk” implies the subbasin is essentially still functioning but may 
exhibit trends or has known risks that are likely to compromise its ability to fully support 
beneficial uses in the future. Watershed disturbance activities have occurred throughout the 
basin, especially within the Boulder Creek Watershed and certain Selkirk drainages. Disturbance 
activities include past road construction, timber harvesting and mining activities. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
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Lower (Clark Fork Subbasin 
Watershed Characteristics 
The Clark Fork River is Montana’s largest river, with an average annual stream flow of 21,960 
cfs at the Montana-Idaho border. The total drainage area is 22,073 mi2 (USGS 1995). Land 
ownership within the drainage is mixed. Timber production is the primary land use activity. The 
Clark Fork River flows into Pend Oreille Lake near Clark Fork, Idaho. In Montana, its major 
tributaries include the Blackfoot River, Upper Clark Fork River, Bitterroot River, Flathead River, 
and Bull River. 

The LCFR flows through sedimentary formations (Belt rock) from the Precambrian time. 
Although. the Clark Fork valley did not contain ice-age glaciers, it did carry all of the flood flow 
from glacial Lake Missoula. The passage of this torrent left its mark on the local landscape. 

There are three hydroelectric dams within the LCFR drainage. Thompson Falls Dam, completed 
in 191 6, i s  owned and operated by PP&L Montana. This facility controls flows into the Noxon 
Reservoir reach of the LCFR. Cabinet Gorge Dam, completed in 1952, is just downstream of the 
Montana-Idaho border. It currently operates as a re-regulating facility for Noxon Rapids Dam. 
Noxon Rapids Dam, completed in 1958, inundates that portion of the Clark Fork River between 
the backwaters of Cabinet Gorge Reservoir and the tailwaters of Thompson Falls Dam (Gaffney 
1955). Avista Corporation owns and operates the Cabinet Gorge and Noxon Rapids hydroelectric 
dams. 

Almost all streams entering the Clark Fork River, or reservoirs from the Bitterroot Mountains on 
the south side of the drainage have naturally intermittent reaches. Some streams on the north 
side of the Clark Fork River are also intermittent, but there are not as many in this area. The 
amount of intermittent streams has increased due to natural and man-caused events. Historical 
natural events include major forest fires in 1889 and 19 10, subsequent high flows in 19 16, and 
intermittent drought. Human disturbance is primarily the result of events are related to mining, 
silviculture, and agricultural practices. 

The Lower Clark Fork Subbasin drains only 2 percent in Idaho, where the majority is within the 
Lightning Creek Watershed. About 67 percent of the lands within the basin are National Forest 
System kinds, of which, 50 percent is within grizzly bear management units. 
In Idaho the Clark Fork subbasin is considered “functioning at risk” due to its moderate overall 
inherent :sensitivity, low riparian disturbance and moderate watershed disturbance. The majority 
of past watershed disturbance activities within this subbasin have been road construction and 
timber harvest activities within the Lightning Creek drainage. 

Pend Olreille Lake 
Watershed Characteristics 
The Pencl Oreille Lake subbasin is 1 174 square miles in size and is entirely within the state of 
Idaho. The subbasin is composed of all the streams that drain into Pend Oreille Lake and Pend 
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Oreille River, excluding the Clark Fork. The subbasin boundary is where Albeni Falls Dam 
impounds the Pend Oreille River. The major tributaries include Pack River, Grouse Creek, 
Trestle Creek, and Gold Creek. Pend Oreille Lake is the largest and deepest natural lake in 
Idaho and is recognized throughout the Inland Northwest as an extremely valuable water 
resource. 

About 26 percent of the lands within this basin are National Forest System lands, of which, 40 
percent is within grizzly bear management units. 

The Pend Oreille Lake subbasin is also considered to be “functioning at risk” due to its moderate 
overall inherent sensitivity, and its moderate riparian and watershed disturbance. Riparian and 
watershed disturbances are the greatest in the Grouse Creek, Gold Creek and Granite Creek 
watersheds. As with other areas, road construction, timber harvesting and mining have been the 
dominant disturbance factors. 

Priest River 
Watershed Characteristics 
The Priest River Basin originates in British Columbia near the international boundary and flows 
north to south through the Selkirk Mountain Range until the river empties into the Pend Oreille 
River below Pend Oreille Lake. The Priest River basin is approximately 980 mi2 and contains 
the Priest Lake system, a unique and highly valued water resource in the region. The main 
tributaries are Granite Creek, Hughes Creek, Lamb Creek, Upper and Lower West Branch, and 
Kalispell Creek. 

Land ownership is unique within this basin, where the western portion is primarily composed of 
National Forest System Lands and the eastern portion is primarily comprised of lands 
administered by the Idaho Department of Lands. About 5 1 percent of the lands within this basin 
are National Forest System lands, of which 28 percent is within grizzly bear management units. 
The analysis area for this amendment will primarily be the watershed boundaries along National 
Forest System Lands from the Upper Priest River watershed to where it drains into Pend Oreille 
River. 

The Priest River Subbasin is considered “hnctioning-at-risk” due to its moderate overall 
inherent sensitivity, low riparian disturbance and moderate watershed disturbance. Watershed 
disturbance activities are greatest in the watersheds located in the lower portions of the subbasin: 
Lower West Branch, Upper West Branch, and Quartz Creek. 

Fisheries Characteristics 
Threatened & Endangered Species 
White Sturgeon 

The endangered white sturgeon is restricted to 168 miles of the Kootenai River from Cora Linn 
Dam, British Columbia, upstream to Kootenai Falls, Montana. The Yaak River below Yaak 
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Falls is considered to be potential habitat for white sturgeon. White sturgeon migrate fieely 
throughout the Kootenai River (Andrusak 1980) but are uncommon upstream of Bonners Ferry, 
Idaho (Graham 198 1 ; Apperson and Anders 1991). There are no published reports of sturgeon 
using lateral tributaries in Idaho or Montana (Partridge 1983); however, accounts by local 
residents suggest that sturgeon may occur, if not actually rear, in several lateral tributaries of the 
Kootenaj River. Approximately 45 percent of the known potential habitat on the Kootenai 
National Forest is under joint State/Federal management. The remainder is managed by private 
and corporate landowners. 

Bull Trout 

The threatened bull trout are native to the upper Columbia River basin in northwest Montana. 
Bull trout require clean, cold, complex and connected habitat. Bull trout have declined by 
perhaps more than 50 percent because of disruptive land management practices, expansion of 
introduced fish populations, non-sustainable recreational harvest, and loss of habitat connectivity 
(Lee et a]. 1997; MBTSG 1998). Forest management, mining and dam operations have 
adversely affected spawning and rearing habitat conditions for bull trout in the Kootenai and 
Clark Fork River meta-populations. Bull trout habitat is also inhabited by non-native brown 
trout and brook trout that threaten the persistence of bull trout by hybridization and interspecific 
competition. Bull trout are common on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and Lo10 National 
Forests. 

Sensitive Species 
Westslope Cutthroat Trout 
The distribution and abundance of westslope cutthroat trout has declined from historic levels 
across its range, which included western Montana, central and northern Idaho, a small portion of 
Wyoming, and portions of three Canadian provinces (Liknes and Graham 1988). Westslope 
cutthroat trout persist in only 27 percent of their historic range in Montana. Due to hybridization, 
genetically pure populations are present in only 2.5 percent of that range (Rieman and Apperson 
1989). Introduced species have hybridized or displaced westslope cutthroat trout populations 
across their range. Hybridization causes loss of genetic purity of the population through 
introgression. Some of these remaining genetically pure populations of westslope cutthroat trout 
are found above fish passage barriers that protect them fiom hybridization, but isolate them fiom 
other populations. Westslope cutthroat trout are common on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and 
the Lo10 National Forests. 

Brook trout are believed to have displaced many westslope cutthroat trout populations (Behnke 
1992). Where the two species co-exist, westslope cutthroat trout predominate in higher gradient 
reaches and brook trout prevail in lower gradient reaches (Griffith 1988). This isolates westslope 
cutthroat trout populations, futher increasing the risk of local extinction from genetic and 
stochastic: factors (McIntyre and Rieman 1995). 

Interior IRedband Trout 
Behnke ( 1 992) differentiates the redband-rainbow-golden-steelhead trout complex into six 
"subspecies", one of which is the Columbia/Frazier redband, including the Kootenai River 
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redband. The American Fisheries Society recognizes redbands by listing nine subspecies of 
concern, one of which is the interior redband (Williams et. al. 1989). 

The range of the interior redband trout in Montana includes the Kootenai River and its tributaries 
downstream of Kootenai Falls. There are also isolated populations in the Fisher River drainage, 
which is upstream of Kootenai Falls. The Kootenai River redband trout in Montana represent the 
furthest inland penetration of redband trout in the Columbia River Basin. 

Historically, interior redband trout occupied much of the Kootenai River system below Kootenai 
Falls, including the Yaak River. Now, only a few remnant populations exist due to habitat 
degradation and planting of non-native stocks of coastal rainbow trout. Genetic introgression 
with these non-native stocks is thought to be the principle cause of reductions in distribution and 
abundance of interior redband trout throughout its historic range (Behnke 1992). Much of the 
controversy surrounding the redband is over the genetic integrity of remaining populations and 
the imminent danger of hybridization with non-native fish. Redband distribution is limited to the 
Kootenai National Forest. 

Burbot 

The burbot, locally referred to as the "ling" or "ling cod", is the only freshwater member of the 
cod family (Gadidae). Burbot have a circumpolar distribution and are typically associated with 
larger streams or rivers and deep, cold lakes or reservoirs. Historically, they inhabited the 
mainstem Kootenai River and a few of its tributaries. Recent research below Libby Dam 
estimates the population in that area to be near 1,000 individuals (range 680 to 1,700). 

Although spawning has been confirmed below Libby dam, it is not known if burbot spawn below 
Kootenai Falls in Montana. Reduced populations of burbot inhabit the Kootenai River below 
Kootenai Falls in Idaho and British Columbia. Burbot may also occur in the Yaak River below 
Yaak Falls. Burbot do not occur in the Clark Fork River, although they have been transplanted 
to Triangle Pond (located on the KNF, Cabinet Ranger District) by Montana Fish Wildlife and 
Parks in the 1980's. Distribution of burbot is limited to the Kootenai River on the Kootenai and 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 

Torrent Sculpin 

The torrent sculpin is restricted to the Kootenai drainage in Montana and is locally abundant in 
the habitats it occupies. To date, this species has been located in abundance in 25 third order and 
larger Kootenai River tributaries (Edson 1992; Gangemi 1993). The existence of the torrent 
sculpin in the Kootenai River and downstream ends of lateral tributaries, and replacement of the 
species in pristine headwater habitats by the common slimy sculpin indicates the high tolerance 
of torrent sculpin to sediment, and cool, nutrient-laden waters. Although torrent sculpin require 
fast water, cobbly reaches in the lower ends of tributaries for spawning and nursery areas, they 
have been found in areas as far as 35 miles upstream in low gradient, warm, sedimented streams. 
Because of the conditions of habitats currently occupied by torrent sculpin, they are believed to 
have more general habitat requirements than salmonids. 
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Road Failures and Sediment Delivery 

Forest roads can cause serious degradation of streams and subsequently salmonid habitats in 
those stream systems (Furniss et al. 1991). Roads directly affect natural sediment and hydrologic 
regimes by altering streamflow, sediment loading, sediment transport and deposition, channel 
morphology, channel stability, substrate composition and water quality within a watershed (Lee 
et al. 1997). Increased sediment production is generally associated with roads, stream crossings, 
and failed road structures. Undersized stream crossings, poorly managed surface drainage and 
road failures can all negatively impact streams altering their form and function. Regular road 
maintenance helps to reduce the negative impacts of roads, but in the absence of maintenance 
even well constructed roads can be at risk of failure. Undersized crossings or those that do not 
match the stream gradient or bankhll width contribute to aggradation behind road fills and 
measurable scour downstream. In the absence of maintenance, over time this condition results in 
the structure’s failure and contributes large volumes of sediment to the stream. 

Sediment continues to be a primary concern to fish habitat as it decreases habitat diversity, 
degrades spawning and rearing habitat and consequently fish reproduction and survival. It also 
reduces aquatic insect production. The density of salmonids in rearing habitat has been shown to 
be inverslely proportional to the level of fine sediment (Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Fine sediment 
can greatly reduce the capability of winter and summer rearing habitats and when levels reach 30 
percent or more, survival to emergence is significantly reduced (Shepard et al. 1984). Fine 
sediment may have the greatest impact on winter rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. Fine 
sediments can cap or fill interstitial spaces of streambed cobbles. When interstitial rearing space 
is unavailable, juvenile salmonids migrate until suitable wintering habitat can be found (Hillman 
et al. 1987). Fine sediment has also been shown to cause alterations in macroinvertebrate 
abundance and diversity. 

Also of concern is the tendency for roads to alter natural drainage processes by intercepting 
shallow groundwater. Roads that interrupt hill-slope drainage patterns often alter the timing and 
magnitude of peak flows, changing base stream discharge and sub-surface flows. Poor road 
location or concentration of surface and sub-surface water by cross slope roads often leads to 
road-related mass soil movements. Negative direct effects to fish habitat can occur if roads are 
located in RHCAs, especially if the roads cross streams where they can intercept water and 
sediment and route it directly to streams. 

Many road failures have occurred over the last 50 years in the Selkirk and Cabinet/ Yaak 
Recovery Area (USDA-IPNF 1998, USDA-IPNF, 1999, USDA-IPNF, 2000). Most of the 
failures have occurred on unmaintained, closed roads during mid-winter rain-on-snow events. 
These failures have contributed substantial amounts of sediment to the area streams. Generally 
watersheds with higher road densities and roadstream crossing densities have higher failure 
rates, and more direct sediment delivery to the streams. 

Currently, there are approximately 1,877 miles of restricted roads, 1,255 miles of barriered and 
2,222 miles of impassable roads that pose a risk to failure within both recovery zones (Table 3- 
19). Of these roads, 1,200 miles of restricted roads, 714 miles of barriered roads and 1,610 miles 
of impassable are within bull trout watersheds. 
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BMU 

1 Cedar 

~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Table 3-36 displays the miles of restricted, baniered, impassable and open roads by BMU, where 
bull trout occur. For roads within sensitive species watersheds, primarily westslope cutthroat 
and interior redband trout, Table 3-19, in the Transportation section of Chapter 3, would 
represent these miles since they occupy all bear management units. 

Table 3-36. Existing road miles within bull trout occupied bear management units. 

EXISTING MILES OF ROAD BY CATEGORY 

Impassable Restricted Barriered Open 
6 13 16 23 

3 spar 

4 Bull 

5 StPaul 

2 Snowshoe 1 4  1 1 9 1  17 1 4 0 1  

131 93 25 71 

89 19 23 126 

54 43 32 71 

6 Wanless 

7 Silver Butte-Fisher 

56 64 17 95 

13 44 2 53 

8 Vermilion 83 47 12 72 

9 Callahan 

10 Pulpit 

99 62 66 121 

134 85 79 147 

11 Roderick 48 64 59 83 

12 Newton 

17 Big Creek 

19 Grouse 

20 North Lightning 

21 Scotchman 

22 LoloNF 
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26 54 24 21 1 

58 15 30 78 

9 13 3 108 

0 296 0 557 
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Blue Grass 124 65 21 61 

Sullivan-Hughes 

Kalispell Granite 

Long-Smith 

144 45 17 69 

236 29 128 67 

52 17 10 54 

Myrtle 

Total 

119 21 4 75 

1,610 1,200 714 2,375 
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Disclosure of Effects 

Direct rand Indirect Effects 

The proptosed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on the watershed and fisheries resources in the analysis area. Any direct 
effects would occur later at the project level when site-specific decisions are made about road 
and trail use restrictions. 

Most of the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they will occur 
later in time as a direct result of implementing this programmatic decision. 

Alternaitive A 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Implementing the No Action Alternative would not change the net associated risk of sediment 
delivery beyond what currently exists. The potential for roads to fail and cause varying levels of 
environmental harm to aquatic systems would continue to exist. Existing roads would continue 
to route water and sediment to streams at current background levels. This background sediment 
delivery imd water routing would be reduced as site specific BMPs are implemented under 
individual projects. Road maintenance would continue to occur to reduce the risk of water and 
sediment delivery and potential failures. Existing stream crossing structures would remain in 
place until projects were identified and implementation provides for upgrading structures at risk 
of failure. 

Presently the individual Forest Plans as amended by INFS (USDA 1995) contain Standards and 
Guidelines for Roads Management. Application of these measures and the implementation of 
the newly developed Roads Analysis Process (USDA 1999a) would provide for identifjmg road 
status, areas of concern and appropriate treatments as individual projects are developed. 

Statement of FindingdForest Plan Consistency 
Alternative A would continue to implement the existing access criteria for the three National 
Forests as described in Chapter 2. The No Action Alternative is consistent with current policy 
for addressing stream segments of concern in Idaho and Washington as well as water quality 
limited segments in Montana. 

The Forest Plans for the Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests were amended by 
INFS (USDA 1995) and subsequently consulted on for effects to bull trout in 1998. The 
USFWS provided a biological opinion in August 1998 that determined the implementation of the 
amended Forest Plans was Likely to Adversely Affect bull trout. There were mandatory terms 
and conditions developed by the USFWS to help the Forest Service track its implementation of 
respectivle Forest Plans and provide for recovery of the bull trout as a species across the 
Co1umbi;i River Basin. Continued implementation of the existing access criteria would be 
consistent with the results of that consultation. Implementation of the existing Forest Plans 
would continue to impact redband trout, westslope cutthroat trout, and torrent sculpin but would 
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not contribute toward loss of viability or a federal listing of those affected species under the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Effects Common to all Action Alternatives 
It is generally accepted among fishery professionals that elevated levels of sediment in stream 
gravels pose a threat to bull trout (Shepard et al. 1984, Weaver and White 1985, and Fraley and 
Shepard 1989). Roads are recognized as a long-term sediment source even after erosion control 
measures have been implemented (Furniss et al. 1991, Belt et a1 1992). Sediment can affect bull 
trout and other salmonids in several ways. One of the most likely ways is through effects on egg 
incubation and f iy  emergence. The level of impact is closely related to timing of activity and 
location of activity (adjacent or above) to spawning areas. Rearing habitat may also be affected 
by filling of interstitial spaces of stream rubble (Goetz 1994, Jakober 1995) and filling of pool 
habitat (Waters 1995). Long term, chronic sediment delivery from roads can affect channel 
structure and stability. If intensity and duration of ground disturbance is great enough in a 
limited area, it can affect channel structure and stability (Furniss et al. 1991). 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

There will be no direct effects from any of the alternatives due to the programmatic nature of the 
proposal. 

The three action alternatives would change access management within bear management units in 
the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. For the bear management units that need to 
comply with the proposed standards, road access will change from an open to restricted road, 
open to a barriered road, or from a restricted to a barriered road. Table xxxx shows the range of 
road miles per BMU that will have changes in access management. 

To meet these access changes, roads selected for treatments will be gated, bermed or 
decommissioned. Each treatment has both short term and long-term negative and beneficial 
effects. The level, or intensity of effects to aquatic resources will vary depending on the location 
of selected roads, associated aquatic resources and the level of treatment selected for the specific 
road to meet access standards. 

Gating or constructing berms across roads have the greatest long-term risk to aquatics when 
roads are closed and put into long-term storage and are not made hydrologically neutral prior to 
closure. When this occurs, maintenance is discontinued and creates a risk to aquatic resources. 
The lack of maintenance is the primary cause for road failure and sedimentation to stream 
channels (USDA-IPNF, 1998;USDA-IPNF, 1999: USDA 2000). ). Road failures include culvert 
failures, fill slope failures, ditch failures, and surface erosion. These effects are typically reduced 
and avoided through road maintenance. 

Roads identified for decommissioning pose only a short-term negative impact and a long-term 
beneficial effect to the watershed and associated fisheries habitat. Short-term effects are 
associated with implementation and consist of sediment generated in close proximity to active 
channel stream crossings. Other activities associated with decommissioning such as unstable fill 
removal, ripping road prisms, and recontouring can be done in time for revegetation to occur 
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prior to fiill rains and associated sediment generation is negligible. Under decommissioning, 
negative (effects from sediment would be reduced and eliminated as the disturbed areas are 
revegetated. 

One key factor in reducing effects from roads associated with decommissioning is culvert 
removal. Removing culverts would prevent them from plugging and the associated fill slope 
failures firom occurring. This would also prevent large increases in stream channel sediment. 
Unnatural channel widths, slope and streambed form occur upstream and downstream of stream 
crossings (Lee et al. 1997). By removing culverts and reconstructing the stream channels where 
the culverts were located, the stream channel and fish habitat would begin to be restored. 

Bull troux, westslope cutthroat and redband trout are most sensitive to changes that occur in 
headwater areas encompassing important spawning and rearing habitats for fluvial and adfluvial 
stocks as well as resident populations (Quigley et al. 1997). With many forest roads in 
headwater areas there is high potential for native fishes to be influenced by road related 
activities. Road failures would directly affect sediment delivery to streams and potentially affect 
westslopes, redbands, and bull trout and their respective habitat in the short term. Increased 
sediment production would decrease habitat diversity, degrade spawning and rearing habitat and 
reduce aquatic insect production, decommissioning would involve short-term effects to fish; 
however any effects would be isolated and of short duration. 

Monitoring of decommissioning activities on the Libby Ranger District has documented that the 
increase in turbidity and sedimentation is isolated to the project site and of very short duration 
(USDA, IKNF, 1998). Associated sediment transport is also very limited. The long-term benefits 
of reducing water routing, sediment input, the potential for road failures and restoring fish 
passage would outweigh the short-term negative effects of the work required to make proposed 
roads hydrologically neutral. 

The Action Alternatives would affect Water Quality Limited Streams and Stream Segments of 
Concern. Beneficial effects would occur where roads are decommissioned to meet access 
management criteria and would be derived from an actual reduction of road miles on the 
landscape within BMUs. Restoration of the natural drainage pattern for surface and subsurface 
flow would benefit these watersheds. 

The potential for long-term negative effects to WQLS and SSC would exist where roads were 
closed arid maintenance was not permitted. The potential for road failures and increased 
sediment would be elevated over the existing condition. 

Cumulative Effects 

’.* E 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The action alternatives will have an influence on aquatic resources throughout the Kootenai, 
Clark Fork, Pend Oreille, and Priest Lake subbasins. Decreasing road densities within any bear 
management unit would be accomplished through road restrictions and decommissioning. As 
stated earlier, access restrictions would potentially increase watershed risk through road failures 
and the associated sedimentation and would not reflect a true decrease in road density on the 
landscape. Decommissioning would create short term risk associated with implementation but 
would provide long-term benefit to the watershed and on aquatic species. 
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Effects of Reasonably Foreseeable Actions: 

Continued management activities that would affect access management would include timber 
and silviculture, minerals, grazing, watershed restoration, recreation, special uses, and fire 
suppression actions. Implementing these activities often requires the modification or change of 
the existing transportation system. Necessary changes would be developed through project 
specific NEPA dealing with site-specific details. Generally the necessary changes would require 
adjusting road densities, building new roads, either temporary or permanent, and 
decommissioning existing roads. 

Road construction, either for temporary or system roads, would contribute sediment to stream 
systems as well as altering the existing drainage pattern by either routing surface flow and 
intercepted ground water. Negative impacts of temporary road construction would be short-term 
and associated with construction and decommissioning. Construction of new system road would 
further alter the existing surface drainage pattern and would potentially intercept shallower 
groundwater. Effects of new roads would be additive to the effects of roads reclaimed or 
barriered but not decommissioned under the Action Alternatives. These effects would occur 
either on NFS lands, corporate industrial lands, or on private lands. 

Continued implementation of Forest Plans as amended by INFS (USDA 1995) would require the 
improvement of existing transportation systems to address watershed concerns. Stream crossings 
would continue to be upgraded to accommodate 1 00-year flood events. Fish passage barriers 
would be removed to accommodate historic movements except in Montana where isolated pure- 
strain westslope cutthroat populations are protected by migration barriers. This is consistent with 
the Memorandum of Agreement between the Forest Service and Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks 
for the Conservation of Westslope Cutthroat Trout (MDFWP 1999). 

Recreational Fishing 
The affected watersheds currently provide a varied degree of recreational fishing on National 
Forest lands. Opportunities range from small streams and rivers, large rivers, ponds, reservoirs 
and large natural lakes. Alternatives that change access would affect the accessibility of fishmg 
opportunities. The action alternatives would not negatively affect existing fishing opportunities 
by reducing numbers of fish. The action alternatives would change some existing opportunities 
0y limiting motorized access and reducing angler pressure. The action alternatives would not 
modify INFS. Many opportunities in the affected area do not provide a high degree of 
recreational opportunity for fishing due to their small size. All of the action alternatives would 
decrease access to some fishing areas within BMUs. There is the potential for reclaimed or 
barriered roads or their stream crossings to fail resulting in site-specific damage to fisheries 
resources. This would potentially negatively impact habitat and reduce numbers of harvestable 
fish. There are no other known potential effects to recreational fishing. 

Effects Specific to the Action Alternatives 
Alternative B 
Alternative B requires the least amount of change to motorized access and in decreasing the net 
associated risk of sediment delivery and overall road densities. The estimated change would be 
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from 1 to 7 miles of open roads to reclaimed/obliterated and barriered; 167 to 172 miles of open 
roads to restricted; and 1 3 8 to 190 miles of roads from restricted to reclaimed/obliterated or 
barriered. Out of the total 306 to 369 miles of roads proposed for treatment, 53 percent would be 
reclaimedlobliteratedibarriered. The net associated risk would only be reduced when roads are 
reclaimedobliterated, since it is these roads that would be permanently removed from the 
transportation system. 

There would also be a risk to aquatic resources from the standpoint that there is no additional 
impetus to take a hard look at roads in BMUs presently meeting TMRD and Core requirements. 
The result is that other projects or Forest level roads analysis processes would be the mechanism 
for identi:Fylng roads for treatment. Implementation of Alternative B would not provide for 
additiona I opportunity for improvement to watershed conditions over the existing access policy. 

Alternative C 
Alternative C requires the most change in motorized access and would provide the greatest 
decrease :in net associated risk of sediment delivery and road densities. The estimated change 
would be from 105 to 145 miles of open roads to reclaimedobliteratedharriered; 59 to 86 miles 
of open roads to restricted; and 399 to 564 miles of restricted roads to reclaimedobliterated or 
barriered. Out of the total 563 to 795 miles of roads proposed for treatment, 89 percent would be 
reclaimecWobliterated/barriered. The net associated risk would only be reduced when roads are 
reclaimecWobliterated, since it is these roads that will be permanently removed from the 
transportation system. 
Direct and indirect effects would be consistent with those discussed in effects common to all 
Action Alternatives. 

As percentages of Core and TMRD are addressed to be consistent with access management 
under Alternative C there would be increased opportunity to review roads for treatment to benefit 
multiple resources including aquatic species. This alternative would provide the greatest 
opportunity to address watershed concerns through access management to protect grizzly bears 
as there could be close to as much as 600 miles of road requiring future decisions regarding 
access. 

Alternative E 
Alternative E would require the second most change in access management and would provide 
the second greatest decrease in net associated risk of sediment delivery and road densities. The 
estimated change would be from 33 to 44 miles of open roads to reclaimed/obliteratedharriered; 
18 to 26 miles of open roads to restricted; and 334 to 470 miles of restricted roads to 
reclaimecVobliterated/barriered. Out of the total 385 to 540 miles of roads proposed for 
treatment, 95 percent would be reclaimed/obliterated/barriered. Even though there would be 
fewer tot,al roads treated under this alternative, reclaiming/obIiterating/barriering 95 percent of 
potential roads is the best out of the three alternatives. The net associated risk would only be 
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reduced when roads are reclaimed/obliterated, since it is these roads that would be permanently 
removed from the transportation system. 

Direct and indirect effects would be consistent with those discussed in effects common to all 
Action Alternatives. 

Implementation of Alternative E would provide additional opportunity to address watershed 
concerns through site-specific projects developed to meet TMRD and Core objectives. This 
would potentially benefit aquatic resources as needs were identified through additional analysis. 

Forest Plan Consistency for all Alternatives 

All Action Alternatives considered would be consistent with the respective Forest Plans as they 
were amended by INFS (USDA 1995) to protect riparian values and aquatic resources. The 
Action Alternatives would not affect the current direction for protecting aquatic resources as 
provided in the respective Forest Plans. 

Statement of Findings for All Action Alternatives 
Threatened Endangered and Sensitive Species 

Alternatives B, C, and E would have No Effect on white sturgeon. This conclusion is based on 
the lack of evidence linking forest management to sturgeon viability. 

Based on the analysis above, Alternatives B, C, and E May Affect, and are Likely to Adversely 
Affect bull trout. This determination for Alternatives B, C, and E is based on the 
superimposition of affected BMUs on occupied bull trout habitat. The potential for take as 
defined under ESA is further increased given the timeframe for implementing the action. 
Impacts associated with implementing the Action Alternatives would result in the potential for 
short and long-term negative impacts to habitat and the possible harm or harassment to 
individuals. A stand-alone biological assessment will be submitted to the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service. 

The action alternatives would have No Impact on torrent sculpin and burbot. This determination 
is based on their distribution and their habitat preferences. The action alternatives May Impact 
Individuals But Are Not Likely To Cause A Trend To Federal Listing Or Loss Of Viability 
for the interior redband and westslope cutthroat trout. This determination for Alternatives B, C, 
and E is based on the superimposition of BMUs affected by the alternatives on known occupied 
redband and westslope cutthroat trout habitat and the potential that individuals may be affected 
by short and long term negative impacts to habitat and individuals. This assessment constitutes 
the biological evaluation for torrent sculpin, burbot, redband, and westslope cutthroat trout. 
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Vegetation and Timber Manaeement 

Affexted Environment 

This section presents the existing condition of the forest vegetation and the timber resource 
within the Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. The section addresses the issue of is administrative 
access and potential effects on activities such as timber harvest, wildfire suppression, 
restoration activities associated with vegetation management, and other administrative 
management activities. General topics include a description of forest vegetation groups 
within the Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones; a chart displaying the timber harvest history since 
Forest Plans were approved; and a summary of suitable timberlands affected by the proposal. 

The analysis only considers acres of land identified as suitable for timber production on those 
portions of the forests identified as Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. More information on 
suitable lands can be found in the Forest Plans for the IPNF, KNF and LNF. 

Forest Vegetation Groups 

The forested lands in the proposed action consist of four vegetation groups as summarized in 
the Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia 
Basin (ICBEMP) (USDA, 1996). These are the Dry Forest Potential Vegetation Group, the 
Moist Forest Potential Vegetation Group, the Cool-Moist Forest Potential Vegetation Group 
and the Cold-Dry Potential Vegetation Group. These forest types are based mostly on their 
similarities in forest character, climate and moisture regimes, and natural disturbance 
processes (primarily fire). These groups are summarized following the discussions of 
restor(9tion work. 

Some of the restoration type work identified in the Columbia River Basin EIS that would be 
more difficult to perform with additional access limitations includes the following activities: 

. restoring one or more of the following ecosystem components and processes: 
m fire as a natural disturbance process; 

increasing ponderosa pine and western larch on its historic range on the dry forest type; 
9 maintaining the viability of and increasing western white pine on the moist forest type; 

increasing the dominance of the early successional, shade intolerant species on the moist 
forest type; 
maintaining the viability of and increasing whitebark pine on the cold forest type; 
and, watershed restoration projects. 

managing noxious weeds; 

Dry forests - These forest types consist primarily of Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, western 
larch <and grand fir and represent 10 percent of the analysis area. Historically these sites 
maintained grassy and open park-like stands of large, old ponderosa pine (Fischer 1987) with 
larch mixed in on the moister end of these sites. Prior to European settlement light 
underburns that occurred every 25 years on the average (O'hughlin, et a1 1993; Mutch, 
1993) were common and maintained these open stand structures. Mixed severity fires and 
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stand-replacing fires were relatively infrequent in pre-settlement times in these dry forest 
types. 

According to the UCRB EIS, interior ponderosa pine has decreased across its range with a 
significant decrease in old single-story structure. The primary transitions were to interior 
Douglas-fir and grand fir (also known as white fir). 

Restoration opportunities identified within this group are restoration of the ponderosa pine 
component and reducing stocking of dense stands of Douglas-fir resulting from several 
decades of fire suppression. 

Moist forests - These forests are dominated by a mixture of conifer species (western red 
cedar, western hemlock, western larch, Douglas-fir, grand fir, western white pine, lodgepole 
pine, etc) and account for 50 percent of the forests in the analysis area. These are the most 
common forest types on mid-elevation sites in the project area. Prior to the introduction of 
blister rust, when white pine was a dominant species, this was known as the "white pine 
type." 

These forests are very productive and prior to European settlement tended to accumulate 
large amounts of biomass (the collection of all the living plant in a forest) in the relatively 
long intervals (average 200+ years) between stand-replacing fires. Sometimes, low-severity 
fire occurred two to three times as often as either moderate- or high-severity fire (Smith and 
Fischer 1997). Because pre-settlement intervals between severe fires were generally long in 
these forest types, the effects of fire exclusion are subtle. However, exclusion of low- and 
mixed- severity fires over the past 70 years has reduced ecological diversity and an increased 
homogeneity (stands of similar size, age, species composition, structure, etc.) across the 
landscape (Smith and Fischer, 1997). 

According to the ICBEMP scientific assessment (USDA 1996), western larch has decreased 
across its range. The primary transitions were to interior Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, or 
grand firlwhite fir. Also, western white pine has decreased by 95 percent across its range. 
The primary transitions were to grand fir, western larch, and shrubkerbltree regeneration. 

Restoration opportunities identified within the moist forest group include restoring ecosystem 
processes by maintaining the viability and distribution of restoration opportunities identified 
within the moist forest group include restoring ecosystem processes by maintaining the 
viability and distribution of western white pine and restoring ecosystem processes by 
increasing the dominance of early successional, shade intolerant species. western white pine 
and restoring ecosystem processes by increasing the dominance of early successional, shade 
intolerant species. 

Cool-Moist forests - These forests are dominated primarily by sub-alpine fir and Engelmann 
spruce and represent 24 percent of the analysis area. These forests are characterized by cool 
and moist conditions. In pre-zettlement times, the average interval between stand-replacing 
fires in these stands was 174 years. Very wet sites are found in forested riparian areas along 
streams and wetlands. These sites are very difficult to burn except during extremely dry 
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conditions. Since the period of effective fire exclusion in these stands (1 00 years since the 
last significant event) is less than the historic fire return interval (1 74 years), fire exclusion 
has not measurably altered the structure and composition of these stands. However, variety 
in stand structure ind fuels across the landscape, created historically by mixed-severity fire 
and occasional severe fire, has probably decreased. 

A restoration goal in this group is the return of mixed severity fire and an increase in the 
dominance of early successional species 

Cold-Dry forests - Generally, these forest types are located at higher elevations and are 
characterized by harsher and more restrictive growing environments. Consequently, the 
forest canopy is partially open in many mature stands. These forests account for roughly 13 
percent of the analysis area. Older stands are dominated by sub-alpine fir. Younger stands 
are dominated by lodgepole pine or by a mixture of lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, and 
DougJas-fir. Western larch, grand fir, and western white are less prevalent. At higher 
elevations whitebark pine can dominate along with lodgepole pine. Historically, stand- 
replacing fires occurred at average intervals ranging from 52 to 200 years or more. Stand 
replacing fire occurred less frequently at high than low elevations because of slower tree 
growth and less continuous fuels at high elevations (Barrett 1982; Green 1994). Low 
severity and mixed severity fires also occurred every 30 to 50 years on average (Smith and 
Fischer 1997). Where fire has been excluded successfully over large areas, more area is in 
mature stands than prior to European settlement. Historically, low-severity fires served to 
break up fuel concentrations and increase forest diversity across the landscape in these forest 
types. Because of these changes, modem-day fires may be more likely to burn severely over 
large areas than those in pre-settlement times. 

Acco:rding to the ICBEMP scientific assessment (USDA 1996),, the whitebark pine/alpine 
larch cover type has decreased by 95 percent across its range, primarily through a transition 
into fhe whitebark pine cover type. Overall, however, the whitebark pine cover type has also 
decreased, with compensating increases in Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir. 

An iniportant restoration goal in this group is returning ecosystem processes by maintaining 
the viability and increasing the presence of whitebark pine on the cold dry forest type.. 

Below is a summary of the forest types that could be affected by implementation of any 
action alternative. 

Table 3-37. Acres in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones by Forest Type I Forest Type I Idaho-Panhandle NF I Kootenai NF I Lolo NF I 
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National Forest 

Idaho Panhandle 

Suitable Timber Production Lands 

Suitable lands in Suitable lands in recovery Net area potentially 
grizzly recovery zones that are also in affected by project 
zones Roadless areas alternatives * 

385,447 acres I 59,459 acres 325,988 acres 

Individual Forest Plans identify lands as suitable or not suitable for timber production. 
Roadless areas within the suitable base are presently not accessed, and under current rules, 
are unlikely to be accessed for management. The future of these roadless lands is uncertain at 
present. 

I Lolo 

o The Idaho Panhandle NF: roughly 2,478,500 acres within three states and ten 
counties. The Forest Plan designates about 64 percent or 1,584,000 acres as suitable 
for commercial timber production. About 708,700 acres are identified as being in 
grizzly bear recovery areas. 

o The Kootenai NF: roughly 2,245,000 acres within two states and four counties. The 
Forest Plan designates about 56 percent or 1,263,000 acres as suitable for commercial 
timber production. About 1,232,100 acres are identified as being in the Cabinet-Yaak 
and Northern Continental Divide grizzly bear recovery areas on the Kootenai NF. 
The Lolo NF: roughly 2,112,300 acres within Montana and nine counties. The Forest 
Plan designates about 48 percent or .1,003,900 acres as suitable for commercial timber 
production. About 144,900 acres are identified as being in grizzly bear recovery 
areas. 

o 

89,038 acres I 66,366 acres I 22,672 acres 

The following table displays the amounts of lands considered suitable for timber production 
on each National Forest. 

I Kootenai I 515,960 acres I 91,200 acres I 424,760 acres I 

Historical Harvest of Timber 

Forest Plans for the IPNF, KNF, and LNF were approved in the late 1980s. Timber 
management goals, objectives, and standards were identified for each forest along with a 
numerical upper limit for timber harvest, or allowable sale quantity (ASQ). Timber 
quantities were expressed either by board feet or by acres treated. The IPNF determined that 
an ASQ (allowable sale quantity) of 280 million board feet (280 MMBF) from 18,688 acres 
was appropriate for the forest. The Kootenai NF determined that an ASQ of 227 million 
board feet from 16,500 acres was appropriate. The Lolo NF arrived at an ASQ from 1986 
through 1995 of 107 million (107 MMBF) fi-om 17,113 acres; from 1996 through 2005 the 
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ASQ is set at 13 1 million board feet (1 3 1 MMBF) fkom 20,677 acres (1 996-2005). This 
number is considered a “ceiling” of the maximum timber to be harvested. 

Since the Forest Plans were approved, the ASQ has never been reached. The number of 
acres annually treated with timber harvest has shown a lot of variability in recent years, but 
the trend has been slightly downward. The volume harvested has declined more rapidly over 
the same period, because of changes in management direction and silvicultural regimes, fi-om 
prim4arily regeneration harvest early in the period to primarily intermediate and salvage 
harvest in more recent years (KNF TSPIRS Report, 1998). 

Figure 3-10 displays acres harvested from 1987 to 2000 for all suitable timberlands, followed 
by a display of acres harvested within the grizzly bear recovery areas. 

Figure 3-10. Timber Harvest Acres since 1987 
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Vegetation and Timber Management - Disclosure of Effects 

The trend of timber harvest in grizzly bear recovery zones has shown a similar trend, as 
displayed in the following chart. 

Figure 3-1 1 Acres of Timber Harvest in Recovery Zones since 
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As a result of regeneration harvest activities and reforestation, there are many areas of young 
even-aged stands that are meeting land management objectives. However many of these 
young stands will require stand tending in the form of thinning or stocking control to 
maintain desired growth and species composition. Managers wanting to maintain the 
dominance of seral, shade intolerant species must evaluate these stands as they develop and 
consider the need for some stand tending. The following Table 3-39 displays acres of 
potential stand tending needs by Bear Management Unit. 

I 
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KNFAPNF 
KNF/IPNF 

Table 3-39. Potential Stand Tending Need (based on past regeneration harvest) 

6347 
12761 

KNF 1 1324 
KNF 1 3161 

KNF 24629 
KNF 15923 

I 3 

IPNF 
IPNF 

KNF 1850 
KNF 243 

11801 
11471 

KNF 3204 
KNF 9319 
KNF 15169 

P2: 

KNF 703 5 
KNF 8964 

IPNF 3921 
LNF 

I 15 I KNF I 26276 I 

Disclosure of Effects 

This section discloses the environmental effects of implementing the alternatives described in 
Chapter 2 on forest vegetation and the timber resource. Chapter 3’s discussion of the 
affected environment and description of anticipated effects forms the scientific and analytical 
basis for the comparison of alternatives. Impacts to the vegetative and timber resource are 
linked to the alternative driving issues listed in Chapter 1. Effects are disclosed in terms of 
direct, indirect, and cumulative; and are analyzed in terms of differences from the No Action 
Alternative. 

Each alternative would have varying effects on land managers’ ability to treat forest 
vegetation. As stated elsewhere in this document, this is a programmatic decision that does 
not identify site-specific actions (particular road and trail access decisions). Therefore the 
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comparison of alternatives described here is based on generalized effects associated with loss 
of access and additional road closures. 

As described in the public involvement discussion in Chapter 4 and in the Social and 
Economic portion of Chapter 3, the public expressed concerns about reductions in access 
affecting management of vegetation (timber) on public lands. Restrictions on motorized 
access could limit administrative access and could change the ways in which land managers 
respond to fire, windthrow, and insect and disease outbreaks and infestation. Changes in 
access could affect motorized travel to/fi-om private inholdings; but these situations are likely 
to be limited and occur in case-by-case circumstances. See the Social - Economic section of 
Chapter 3 for a discussion of the potential impacts to the communities within the analysis 
area and zone of influence. 

Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin 
(ICBEMP) (USDA, 1996) discussed the need for restoration and maintenance of long-term 
ecosystem health and ecological integrity. Future vegetation management could include efforts 
to meet the following objectives: 

o Increasing ponderosa pine and western larch on its historic range on the dry forest type. 
o Maintaining the viability of and increasing western white pine on the moist forest type. 
o Increasing the dominance of the early-successional, shade-intolerant species on the 

moist forest type. 
o Maintaining the viability of and increasing whitebark pine on the cold forest type. 

Effects of Alternatives 

Effects Common to All Action Alternatives 

Direct effects 

There would be no direct effects on vegetation or the timber resources in the project area. 
Decisions about particular road or trail access would be made later at the site-specific project 
level. 

Indirect Effects 

Effects on vegetation and the timber resource were measured as a loss of administrative 
access to suitable acres. 

The scope of the proposal (management of access provided by roads and trail systems) limits 
potential effects to vegetative manipulation. The ability of the land and resource managers’ 
to respond to needs created by fire, windthrow, and insect and disease, and provide timber or 
other commodities will be affected. Each of the alternatives would have indirect effects on 
vegetation and the timber resource in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Areas. Access is necessary 
to respond to forest health needs, to manage vegetation to achieve restoration goals, and to 
provide commodity outputs. 

I 
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Each alternative, as described in Chapter 2 would provide varying amounts of core habitat, 
administrative use trips, Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD), and Open Motorized 
Route Density (OMRD) that would have effects on land managers' ability to access suitable 
timberlands. Below are short summaries of effects by alternatives. 

The Comparison of Effects Table, shown below, used Total Motorized Route Density and 
Open Motorized Route Density to indicate the degree of change in access available for 
vegetation and timber management. Routes taken out of OMRD may not be used for 
motorized access, but would be available for year round foot, bicycle, horseback or other 
non-motorized use and during the winter are potentially available for non-motorized access. 

Alterinative A This alternative represents access management on each Forest prior to the 
Interim Access Rule Set of December 1, 1998. (See Chapter 2 for more details of the 
alternatives.) This alternative provides more flexibility than Alternative C, but less than 
Alternatives B and E, for management access and activities. It allows for administrative use, 
which varies by Forest (1 4 days for the Lolo NF, 15 days for the Idaho Panhandle NF, 12 1 
trips per road on the Kootenai NF). This alternative does not provide an increase in Open 
Motorized Route Densities. It also calls for no net increase in Total Motorized Route 
Density on the Kootenai and Lolo National Forests (Forests that have route density 
standards). 

Alternative B This alternative would implement the Interim Access Rule issued on 
December 1, 1998. It provides for some flexibility for management access and would allow 
administrative use of 1 15 round tips on each individual road. The effect of Alternative B on 
TMRII, and thus on management access, is relatively low compared to the other alternatives. 

Alternative B would have the least reduction in suitable acres accessed (see Figure 3-12, 
Suitable Acres Accessed by BMU by Alternative), and would provide the most opportunity 
of the action alternatives to access stands with stand tending needs (see Figure 3-13, Access 
to Acxes with Stand Tending Needs). In four of the BMUs (East Fork Yaak, Garver, Blue 
Grass., and Kalispell-lakeshore) core would increase significantly over the existing 
condition. The total net change in core area would be an increase of 13,877 acres within the 
CabinetlYaak Recovery Zone and an increase of 18,011 acres in the Selkirk Recovery Zone. 
This change is based on the 2000 status. 

Alternative C This alternative would set the same numeric standards for Core Habitat, Open 
Motorized Route Density (OMRD) and Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) for all 
BMUs within the analysis area. It provides less flexibility than Alternatives B and E for 
management access and would allow administrative use of 57 round trips on each individual 
road. Alternative C will have the largest reduction in TMRD, and thus the most impact on 
management access. 

Alternative C would have the highest reduction in suitable acres accessed (see Figure 3-12, 
Suitable Acres Accessed by BMU by Alternative), and would provide the least opportunity to 
access stands with stand tending needs (see Figure 3-13, Access to Acres with Stand Tending 
Needs). Although core habitat can potentially be reduced in alternative C, thus providing 
more flexibility for management activities, this reduction can only occur when all BMUs are 
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Administrative 
Trips* 

121 KNF, 
14 LNF, 
15 IPNF 
115 (all) 

57 (all) 

brought up to the standard. BMUs requiring significant increases in core area are Pulpit, East 
Fork Yaak, Garver, Big Creek, Boulder, Grouse, Lolo, Blue Grass and Kalispell-lakeshore. 
The overall net change in acres of core area would be a decrease of 20,037 acres within the 
CabinetlYaak Recovery Zone and a decrease of 9,019 acres in the Selkirk Recovery Zone. 
This change is based on the 2000 status. 

Reduction in Total Road BMUs with reduced 
Access (miles) road access Suitable Lands with 

Effect on Access to 

Regeneration Harvest 
No Change from Forest NIA N/A 
Plans prior to 12/1/98 

139 to 197 6 Low impact on 
management access 

504 to 709 16 Very high impact on 

Alternative E This alternative would set road densities and core areas individually for each 
BMU based on the presence of uncontrollable factors such as highways, county roads, 
settlements, etc. It provides for some flexibility for management access and would allow 
administrative use at 57 round trips on each road. The effect of Alternative E on TMRD, and 
thus on management access, is higher than Alternatives A and B, but lower than the effect of 
Alternative C. 

E l  57 (all) 

Alternative E would have a high reduction in suitable acres accessed (see Figure 3-12, 
Suitable Acres Accessed by BMU by Alternative), and would provide very reduced 
opportunities to access stands with stand tending needs (see Figure 3-13, Access to Acres 
with Stand Tending Needs). Although core habitat requirements are more flexible in 
Alternative E, in the short term, existing core must stay in place for 10 years. This 
requirement will greatly restrict management activities in some BMUs. BMUs requiring 
significant increases on core area are East Fork Yaak, Garver, Big Creek, Boulder, Grouse, 
Lolo, Blue Grass, Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore. The overall net change in acres of core 
area would be an increase of 22,655 acres within the Cabineflaak Recovery Zone and an 
increase of 9,572 acres in the Selkirk Recovery Zone. This change is based on the 2000 
status. 

367 to 514 16 High impact on 

Table 3-40 Reduction in Total Road Access and Effects on Selected Suitable Lands 

I 

Alt 

A# 

B 

I management access 

C 
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IPNF 
IPNF 

Table 3-41 Suitable Acres Accessed by BMU by Alternative 

41,000 38,000 38,000 38,000 
2 1.000 2 1 -000 2 1.000 2 1.000 

I BMU I National I Suitable Acres Accessed I 

IPNF 
IPNF/CNF 

Forest (rounded to the nearest 1,000 acres) 
AltA I AltB I AItc I AltE 

90,000 75,000 75,000 65,000 
0 0 0 0 

KNF 44,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 
KNF 66,000 44,000 44,000 44,000 

IPNF/CNF 
IPNF 
IPNF 

IPNF/CNF 

17 KNF 58,000 58,000 46,000 46,000 
18 IPNF 52,000 52,000 44,000 46,000 
19 IPNF 30,000 30,000 23,000 23,000 
20 IPNF 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 

22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 
33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 
25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 
5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

IPNF 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 
LNF 125,000 125,000 94,000 104,000 

I s e l k i r k  Recoverv Zone I AltA I AltB I A l t c  I AltE I 

Table 3-41 displays access to suitable acres in each BMU by alternative. Actual access to 
these stands will be affected by site-specific decisions made through project level analysis 
and decision-making. The acreages shown in the following bar chart represent only relative 
estimates to use in comparing effects of the alternatives. 
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Figure 3-12. Total Suitable Acres Accessed by Alternative 
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Figure 3-12 displays access to suitable acres needing treatment in each BMU by alternative. 
The same assumptions were used in both of these charts. 

Figure 3-13. Access to Acres with Stand Tending Needs 

Access to Acres with Stand Tending Needs 

,,Q~Qu Alt A Alt 6 Alt C Alt E 

Assumptions used in this chart: 
1) A percentage reduction in 

total road miles (open or 
restricted) would correspond 
to the same percentage 
reduction in suitable acres 
accessed. 

distributed over the land, 
and, 

3) Road removals would 
also occur uniformly, 

4) and acres with past 
regeneration harvest will 
require some stand tending. 

2) Roads are uniformly 
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Vegetation and Timber Management - Disclosure of Effects - 
C umiila tive Effects 

Most recently, the National Fire Plan and the Upper Columbia River Basin Ecosystem 
Management (UCRE3) Project EIS have proposed more active management of the vegetation 
on pu'blic lands. Some of the vegetation restoration work identified in the UCRB EIS could 
be more difficult to perform with changed or increased access management standards. In the 
case of the National Fire Plan, funding for active vegetation and fuels management projects 
has been passed along to land managers. See the Fire, Fuels and Air Quality section of 
Chapter 3 for more information on the alternatives' potential effects on implementing the 
National Fire Plan. 

The Lynx Forest Plan Amendment would amend 18 Forest Plans, including the Kootenai, 
Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests to provide management direction for the 
conservation of lynx. The proposed action in the lynx amendment would limit 
precommercial thinning activities in lynx habitat. These limitations would combine 
cumulatively with the reduced access to stand tending disclosed as indirect effects of this 
amendment. The effects from this reduced access likely include many of the same areas 
affected by lynx limitations so the extent of cumulative effects may be similar to the indirect 
effects disclosed in this amendment. 

With the loss of access and further access restrictions comes a higher economic cost to access 
public; lands, or in some cases, an inability to manage these lands for certain uses. At the 
same time, however, changes in road status can bring about lower costs for road 
maintenance. See the Social Economic discussion of Economic Efficiency for more 
infomation and comparison of the costs of the various alternatives. 
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Recreation 

Introduction 

The Forest Plans for the Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, and Lolo National Forests identify four 
primary recreation goals and objectives. They are: 

To provide for developed recreation with expansion or development of new sites as 
demand and budget dictates, 

8 To provide for a variety of dispersed motorized and non-motorized recreation 
opportunities, 
To pursue opportunities to increase and improve the recreation trail system, including snow 
trails, and 
To continue to increase cooperative recreational programs with organizations, clubs and 
other public agencies. 

Determination of the existing conditions and demands for recreation activities, facilities and 
opportunities are derived from facility inventories, facility maintenance work, observation by 
recreation specialists and technical personnel and contact with recreation user groups and 
individuals. Guidance for management of recreation resources is provided in various National 
Forest manuals and handbooks as well as professional publications and documents. 

Regulatory Framework 

Federal and state laws guide this analysis. In overview, the following regulations govern 
recreation on National Forest System lands. 

1960 - The Multiple-Use Sustained-yield Act states “. . . that the National Forests are 
established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation . . .” as one of the five 
purposes for management of the National Forests. 
1964 - The Wilderness Act was passed to establish wilderness lands for the “. . . use and 
enjoyment of the American people . . .”. 
1964 - The National Forest Roads and Trails Act declared that an adequate system of 
roads and trails be constructed and maintained to meet the increasing demand for 
recreation and other uses. 
1968 - The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 establishes three classes of river systems: 
wild, scenic and recreation. The purpose of the act was to protect the river “. . . for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations”. 
1976 - The Federal Land Policy Act declares that “. . . the public lands be managed in a 
manner that . . . will provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use.” 
1976 - The National Forest Management Act, in part, directed that in developing, 
maintaining, and revising plans, that such plans would provide for coordination of 
outdoor recreation and wilderness. 
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These laws, as well as Forest Plan goals and Forest Service Manual (FSM) guidance, provide 
substantial direction to consider the recreation resource in land use planning and to provide 
for outdoor recreational opportunities for the American public. 

Analysis Area 

The analysis area consists of the Selkirk and Cabinetmaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests, Kootenai National Forest, and Lo10 National Forest. Please 
see Figures 1-1 and 1-2 for the Vicinity Area and the Recovery Zones and Bear Management 
Units. These two bear recovery zones cover almost 2 million acres of the three national forests. 
Temporal limits for the recreation analysis area are 20 years with 2000 as the base year. Data 
from use records, surveys, and studies have been converted to the base year for analytical 
purposes. Projections of future recreational use are provided in two ten-year intervals, 20 10 and 
2020. 

Affected Environment and Recreation Trends 

The splendid beauty of the analysis area, and the chance to relax from busy daily commitments, 
draws over 100,000 visitors to partake of the limitless variety of outdoor recreational 
opportunities available each year. Majestic mountains, carpeted with dense, dark green 
coniferous trees, are often snowcapped much of the year. Hidden in the basins between the peaks 
are scores of deep, blue lakes that feed clear, cold streams as the water tumbles through 
cascading rapids to the rivers below. Impressive Priest Lake and the awesome panoramic scenes 
from the magnificent Cabinet Mountains provide breathtaking wews. A host of wildlife species 
inhabits the forest and streams. Seasonal color transforms from the lush green of spring and the 
vibrant multicolored mixture of summer wildflowers, to the golden and exhilarating hues of 
autumn, and into the white, enveloping pillow of winter. 

Recreational use within all Bear Management Units (BMUs) of the Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Zones has been well established and is an integral part of the management and use of the land. 
Opportunities provided range from semi-primitive non-motorized to motorized summer and 
winter tra.ve1 on a well developed transportation system; from remote backpack and horse 
camping to developed campgrounds with tables, toilets, and other amenities; from a feeling of 
remoteness and solitude to one associated with the presence of other users. 

Established recreational use on the three Forests has been classified into five broad recreational 
opportunity classes based on mode of access (motorized or non-motorized) and amount of 
development (developed or dispersed) to provide an analytical base to evaluate the alternatives. 
The five opportunity classes are: 

0 

0 

0 

Motorized, Developed Recreation - includes recreating at campgrounds, picnic areas, 
beaches, overlooks, and other developed sites. 
Motorized, Dispersed, Summer Recreation - includes driving on roads, motorbike riding 
ori trails, dispersed camping, boating, hunting, and fishing. 
Motorized, Dispersed, Winter Recreation - primarily snowmobile riding. 
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Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer Recreation- includes hiking, horseback riding, 
hunting, floating, and fishing. 
Non-motorized, Dispersed, Winter Recreation - includes cross-country skiing, downhill 
skiing, and snowshoeing. 

Recreation is only one of the many uses of the National Forests. But, demand for recreational 
opportunities by the public - the owners of the land - seems to be increasing faster than the 
demands for other uses. Outdoor Recreation in American Life: A National Assessment of 
Demand and Supply Trends, (Cordell, 1999) documents the growth trend of outdoor recreation 
use between surveys in 1982-83 and 1994-95. This book also provides a review of other studies 
and writings covering the trends of outdoor recreation. Nationally, of the 13 basic types of 
outdoor recreation surveyed, 1 1 increased. Some of these activities increased by more than 50 
percent in the 12 years between surveys (Cordell, 1999; p.239) 

Results from the survey were broken down into four assessment regions. Idaho and Montana are 
included with ten other states in the Rocky Mountains/Great Plains (RIWGP) Assessment Region 
(Cordell, 1999; pgs. 271 -273). The survey was based on the area where participants lived, not 
where they recreated. For instance, a resident of the RM/GP region who participated in an 
activity in California, was included in the M G P  count, not the Pacific Coast results. Overall, 
participation by residents 16 years and older within this region was about the same, or slightly 
higher, percentage rate when compared to the other regions, with some notable exceptions. 
Camping, hunting, and outdoor adventure were significantly higher than the national average 
while boating, floating, and swimming were the lowest of any region. 

When comparing the total number of residents 16 years and older that participated in the thirteen 
outdoor activities, this region was the lowest region. Most activities showed ten percent or less of 
the total outdoor recreating population resided in the Rocky MountaidGreat Plains Region. This 
is primarily due to the sparse population of the states within this region. 

Finally, the authors of the book provided projections of outdoor recreation participation changes 
in future ten-year increments. Two models were used to project the changes, based on current 
use and trends. Not surprisingly, the two factors that will influence recreational behavior the 
most in the next half-century are increases in population and real income (Cordell, 1999; pgs. 
3 2 3 -3 50). 

The following two tables summarize the survey results and anticipated trend projections for 2010 
and 2020. 

1 
1 
i) 

I 
i 
I 

1 
I 
1 
I 
B 
8 
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Table 3-42. Percentage of Participation and Number of Participants 16 Years and 
Older within the Rocky Mountain Great Plains (RM/GP) Assessment Region and 
Nationally, Participating in 13 Outdoor Activity Types 

31.0 
49.8 

Percent Participation (%) I Number Persons Participating I 

28.9 4.6 57.9 
54.2 7.4 108.6 

Individual sport 22.5 22.0 3.3 44.1 

I Snowlice I I I I I 

Outdoor spectator t Social activities 
117.6 59.8 58.7 8.9 

71.3 67.8 10.6 135.9 

I Other I I I I I 
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Table 3-43. -Projected Percent Change in the Participation Rate of Outdoor 
Recreation Activities for Participants 16 Years and Older within the Rocky 
Mountain /Great Plains (RM/GP) Assessment Region and Nationally* 

*Percent change from 1995 
NOTE: 1.16 means 1 16% of existing use, or 16% increase. 

Results of the national survey and the projected trends in outdoor recreation participation were 
applied to the five broad recreational opportunity classes developed to evaluate the alternatives 
of the current analysis. Expected trends in recreational use within the analysis area are described 
in the following table. Projected percent of change was adjusted to a 2000 base year. In some 
instances the expected change of use has been modified when local use or trends vary from those 
found in the assessment region. 

When an opportunity class contained more than one activity, the percent change was weighted 
by the number of participants. It is recognized that individual IBMUs have unique characteristics 
that affect current and future recreational activities and use. This resulted in the projected percent 
change becoming a range on the "use scale" rather than a single percentage point. 
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Table 3-44. Projected Percent Change in Recreation Use for the 
Opportunity Classes within the Analysis Area 

Opportunity 
Classes 

Motorized, 
Developed 

Motorized, 
Dispersed, 
Summer 

Motorized, 
Dispersed, 
Winter 

Projected Percent 
Change 
2010 
1.33-1.40 

1.12-1.15 

1.3 1-1.41 

2020 
1 SO-1.75 

1.21 -1.27 

1.40-1.50 

Discussion 

Increases in use at developed campgrounds, picnic 
areas, and other developed sites are expected to 
occur at a faster rate as the assessment regon. In 
the past decade, five selected campgrounds (Yaak 
River, Bull River, Don Skeels, Sam Owen, and 
Rexford Bench) increased 52% in use. 

While there is an unutilized capacity at most 
developed sites within the analysis area 
(individual units not occupied), the more popular 
sites are usually filled to capacity on weekends. 
Weather and external hazardous conditions (such 
as forest fires) are the two factors that most 
influence users. 
Driving and sightseeing are popular activities in 
the analysis area and increase in use over the next 
decade is expected to keep pace with the last 
decade, which was estimated at 25%. These 
activities are controlled primarily by the 
availability and price of fuel. Off-road driving is 
limited due to the steep terrain and dense 
vegetation of the area. An analysis completed in 
Montana in 2001, restricted O W  travel to open 
roads and trails. Boating will remain popular on 
the lakes, increasing at regional rates. In NW 
Montana, hunting and fishing license sales have 
been static for the last 10- 15 years. Expected 
increase would be 1 % per decade for hunting and 
1.5% for fishing and are below the regjonal rates. 
Snow related recreation is expected to increase 
faster than other recreational opportunities. In 
northern Idaho and northwestern Montana, 
snowmobiling increased 36% in the last 10 years. 
New technology has provided more powerful 
equipment that allows users to reach areas 
consider inaccessible in the past. This activity is 
expected to continue to be popular and very likely 
increase faster in the analysis area than the 
assessment region. 
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Classes 
Opportunity 1 Projected Percent 

Change 
2010 

Non- 
motorized, 
Dispersed, 
Winter 

Continued 
Non- 
motorized, 
Dispersed, 
Winter 

Non- 
motorized, 
Dispersed, 
Summer 

1 1.50-1.65 

1.07-1.10 
2020 
1 .I 5-1.20 

1.90-2.10 

* O W  = Off Highway Vehicle 

Discussion 

Hiking, backpacking, and horseback riding will 
remain popular, increasing at the same rate as the 
assessment region. Floating is mostly associated 
with streams and smaller lakes. Expected increase 
in use will also match the regional increase. As 
stated above, hunting and fishing are fairly static 
and are not projected to increase significantly. 
Cross-country skiing showed the single largest 
increase in recreation use for the assessment 
region with use almost doubling in the next 20 
years. In the analysis area the estimated increase 
in the last decade was 70% indicating the increase 
for the analysis area will be higher than the 
assessment region. The only downhill ski area 
located in the analysis area is Turner Mountain. 
From 1990 to 2000, skiing increased 76% at this 
site. This is considerably higher than the 
projections for the assessment region. This facility 
just replaced the towrope with a double chair and 
use could easily double in 20 years. 

NOTE: 1.33 means 133% of existing use, or 33% increase. 

Recreational use of the area has steadily increased over the past decade, as have all National 
Forests throughout the United States. In 1924, when recreational use records were first collected, 
4.7 million visits were made to the entire National Forest System. This number increased to 18.0 
million visits in 1941,27.4 million in 1950, and 45.7 million in 1955. In the late 1950s there was 
a tremendous increase in use as people began to discover the National Forests. Visits had reached 
92.6 million in 1960 and 133.8 million in 1964. 

In 1965 the Forest Service began using the Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) to measure recreation. 
A Recreational Visitor Day (RVD) is the equivalent to one person recreating for 12 hours. So 
one RVD equals one person for 12 hours, two persons for six hours, three persons for four hours, 
and so forth. Between 1965 and 1992 visits increased from 160.3 million RVDs to 287.7 million 
RVDs (Zinser, 1995; pg. 301). This equates to an 80% increase in use in less than three decades 
or about 22% increase per decade. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Recreation Resources 

Within the Analysis Area, an estimated 836,000 Recreational Visitor Days (RVDs) were 
utilized in 2000. This is up 25 percent from the recreational use estimated in 1990. 

'Annually the Forest Service estimates recreation use by District for more than 50 different 
recreational activities. The estimates are based on limited use records at developed recreation 
sites., use noted at dispersed sites by maintenance personnel, cursory field observations in 
general forested areas, and fiom communication with users and local residents. Estimated 
recreation use within the analysis area was derived fiom the annual report requiring some 
interpretation and adjustment of the available data. This was necessary because the analysis 
area does not correspond to the District boundaries where the data was originally generated. 
While derived data is less reliable, the numbers present here are based on the best available 

Recreation use surveys scheduled for 2002 and 2003 will provide more reliable data. 

A review of ten recreational activities within the analysis area will give a perspective of the use 
for the five recreational categories. The ten selected activities represent approximately 88 percent 
of the total recreational use. 

Motorize:d, Developed: Forty-two developed sites have been identified. All of these sites are 
accessible by motorized vehicles. An estimated 144,000 RVDs are used at these sites. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: Dispersed camping sites are scattered throughout the analysis 
area. Because people have such a wide variety of conditions they use in selecting an acceptable 
camping site, it is impossible to determine an exact number of sites. However, there are about 
341 known sites that are used. Fourteen boat ramps as well as other river or lake access points 
have also been recognized. The estimated RVDs for these two activities are 148,000 and 10,000 
respectively. Driving and sightseeing form the largest single activity that recreationists 
participate in each year. An estimated 257,000 RVDs are spent in driving for pleasure and 
sightseeing. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Winter: There are 472 miles of groomed snowmobile trails within the 
analysis area. RVDs on both groomed and non-groomed trails are estimated at 25,000. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer: Over twelve hundred miles of trail provide hiking, 
backpacking, and mountain bilung opportunities. It is estimated there are 88,000 RVDs of use 
associated with these trail opportunities. Game and upland bird hunting accounts for about 
149,000 RVDs. There are 45 outfitters permitted to provide services within the area with an 
estimated 3551 service days for about 2,000 RVDs. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Winter: There are 10 miles of groomed cross-country ski trails 
located in the area. An estimated 10,000 RVDs occur on both groomed and non-groomed trails. 
Turner M.ountain Ski Area has the only downhill skiing located (on National Forest System 
lands) within the analysis area. Last season 3571 skiers skied at this site; equal to approximately 
2,000 RVDs. 
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Recreation Resources 

Disclosure of Effects 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on the recreations resources in the analysis area. Any direct effects would 
occur later at the project level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use 
restrictions. 

Most of the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur 
later in time as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Cumulative Effects Common to all Alternatives 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: Occasional roads and trails are closed or restricted to vehicle 
traffic to provide wildlife security areas, to protect the environment from adverse impacts, such 
as erosion, or to provide for public safety, such as in active logging operations. Such restrictions 
reduce the mileage available for this activity. 

One cumulative effect common to all alternatives is the recent Off-Highway Vehicle 
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision (ROD) and Plan Amendment (USDA, 
January, 2001). The ROD eliminates wheeled motorized cross-country travel on certain National 
Forests, with some specific exceptions listed in the ROD. The EIS and ROD cover National 
Forest system lands within Montana, North Dakota and portions of South Dakota. In relation to 
this access management EIS, cumulative effects could occur on the Kootenai National Forest 
lands within the State of Montana. The Lolo National Forest would not be affected by the O W  
decision. 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Indirect Effects 

Motorized, Developed: Developed sites in this category are located along major travel routes, 
most which are paved, although some are along graveled roads. Access to and use of developed 
sites would be maintained with the possible exception of Kilbrennan Lake Campground. To meet 
open road density standards within BMU 10, all roads under Forest Service jurisdiction would be 
closed to public travel. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: On the Kootenai NF, approximately 160 miles of roads 
currently open year round would receive some yearly restriction. For BMU 9, 10 and 12, all or 
almost all open roads under Forest Service jurisdiction would be restricted, thereby eliminating 
participation in ths  activity in those BMUs. In BMUs 3,5,6,7, 15, and 16 fewer roads would be 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Recreation Resources 

restricted. This may occur to provide security habitat in response to land management activity in 
other areas and maybe a temporary restriction. Such changes in access would follow current 
direction under the Forest Plan for the KNF. However, any time travel is restricted on a 
previously unrestricted road, there is a net loss in area available for dispersed motorized travel. 

There would be no indirect effects on either the IPNF or LNF under this alternative. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Winter: There would be no indirect effects under this alternative. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer: There would be no indirect effects under this alternative. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Winter: No indirect effects under this alternative. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the discussion of Cumulative Effects Common to all Alternatives (above). 

Alternative B 

Indirect Effects 

Motorized, Developed: Developed sites in this category are located along major travel routes, 
most which are paved, although some are along graveled roads. Access to and use of developed 
sites would be maintained with the possible exception of Kilbrennan Lake Campground. To meet 
open road density standards within BMU 10, all roads under Forest Service jurisdiction would 
be closed to public travel. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: While approximately 139 to 197 miles of road would be 
reclaimed under this alternative, the majority of roads are currently non-drivable due to brush, 
down trees, or other obstacles. Therefore, the closures would not directly affect this activity. 
Reclaimed roads would no longer be available, but due to the amount of roads remaining open, 
use woulcl not be reduced. Within the Interim Rule Set, additional trails could be closed to 
motorizecl wheeled vehicles to provide grizzly core area and habitat effectiveness (security). No 
specific trails are identified and the number of trails closed is highly dependent on other resource 
and land management activities. 

Approximately 167-172 miles of open road would be restricted under this alternative, with over 
160 miles of the total occurring on the Kootenai National Forest. To meet standards, basically all 
open roads under Forest Service jurisdiction would be restricted in BMU 9, 10, and 12 resulting 
in this activity being unavailable to recreationists. The effects are the same as Alternative A. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Winter: Same effect as summer except there are often less restrictions 
for winter activities because the potential for impacts to bears is less when they are denned. No 
winter travel restrictions are proposed. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer: There would be no indirect effects under this alternative 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetlYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National Forests 

Page 3 - 115 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Recreation Resources 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Winter: No indirect effects under this alternative. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the discussion above, Cumulative Effects of all Alternatives. 

Alternative C 

Indirect Effects 

Motorized, Developed: Developed sites in this category are located along major travel routes, 
most which are paved, although some are along graveled roads. Access to and use of most 
developed sites will be maintained. 
To meet the requirements of this alternative, there is the potential that access may be closed or 
restricted to some developed sites. This is more likely in BMU 10 but is possible in BMU 12 and 
20. These sites are relatively small and are mostly utilized by the local public. Although it would 
have little effect on total use at developed sites, some public would likely find such restrictions 
unacceptable. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: The following changes in access would take place. 
Restricted Road to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Baniered would QCCW on between 399 and 564 

miles. The majority of these roads are currently not available for motorized travel due to brush, 
down trees and other obstacles. Therefore this change in access would not affect this activity. 

Open Road to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Baniered on-between 105 and 145 miles 
Open Road to Restricted between 59 and 86 miles 

The changes in Open Roads will occur mostly in BMUs 4, 10, 12,13,20, and 22. 

A total, ranging between 504 and 709 miles of road would be reclaimed, obliterated or barriered. 
This amounts to between ten and fourteen percent of the total miles of motorized routes in the 
analysis area. Restrictinglplacing barriers/obliterating/reclaiming roads will limit the mileage 
available for motorized dispersed summer recreation; however, the actual impact will depend on 
the miles of roads still available and the amount they are currently used. Roads only used lightly 
at the present can receive some increased use; roads already under heavy use will generally only 
receive minor increases. For instance, BMU 22 should not experience a drop in use, but a 
decrease from current levels is likely in BMUs 10 and 12. 

Motorized wheeled vehicle use could be restricted on some trails to provide grizzly core area and 
habitat effectiveness (security). No specific trails are identified and the number of trails that 
would be affected is highly dependent on other resource and land management activities. 

This alternative does provide future options for 239 to 520 miles of restricted or reclaimed roads 
to be reopened for motorized access when habitat security standards have been met in all BMUs 
within each recovery zone (see transportation section). However, due to the requirement that all 
BMUs within each recovery zone must meet standards before roads are reopened, the likelihood 
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Alternative E 

that roads would reopen in the next 5-10 years is low. Additional project-level analysis and 
decisions would be required prior to implementation of these options. It is also important to note 
that there may be other resource management issues which may limit or eliminate some of these 
road management options. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Winter: Same effect as summer except there are often less restrictions 
for winter activities because the potential for impacts to bears is less when they are denned. 
Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative C would result in the most impact to the available 
mileage and will likely reduce current use in some BMUs. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer: The grizzly core area can be affected by high use on 
some trai Is. However, there are no proposals to close or restrict this activity. Thus, there would 
be no effkct under this alternative. 

Non-motcorized, Dispersed, Winter: Loss of motorized access routes into the high country 
could reduce cross-country skiing along major ridges. However, it will not reduce the overall 
activity. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the discussion above for Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternatives. 

- -  
Indirect Effects 

Motorized, Developed: Developed sites in this category are located along major travel routes, 
most which are paved. Access to and use of developed sites will be maintained. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Summer: The following changes in access would take place: 

miles. These majority of these roads are currently not available for motorized travel due to 
brush, down trees, and other obstacles. Therefore, this change in access would not affect 
motorized dispersed summer activities. 

22 and the effects would be similar to Alternative B. 

reducing some opportunities in BMUs 4,12, 13, 17, and 20. 

Restricted Roads to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered would occur on between 334 and 470 

Open Roads to Reclaimed - between 33 and 44 miles. The majority of these miles are in BMU 

Open Road to Restricted - between 18 and 26 miles likely will have seasonal restrictions 

A total, ranging between 367 and 514 miles of road would be reclaimed, obliterated or barriered. 
This amounts to between seven and ten percent of the mileage of total motorized routes in the 
analysis area. Restrictinglplacing barriers/obliterating/reclaiming roads will limit the mileage 
available for motorized dispersed summer recreation; however, the actual impact will depend on 
the miles of roads still available and the amount they are currently used. Roads only used lightly 
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at the present can receive some increased use; roads already under heavy use will generally only 
receive minor increases. 

Trail restrictions will be the same as discussed under Alternative C. 

This alternative does provide future options for 103 to 3 16 miles of restricted or reclaimed roads 
to be reopened for motorized access when habitat security standards have been met in each 
individual BMU (see transportation section). While there are fewer miles that could be reopened 
than in Alternative C, some BMUs would meet standards immediately and allow consideration 
of these options. Additional project-level analysis and decisions would be required prior to 
implementation of these options. It is also important to note that there may be other resource 
management issues which may limit or eliminate some of these road management options. 

Motorized, Dispersed, Winter: Same effect as summer except there are often less restrictions 
for winter activities because the potential for impacts to bears is less when they are denned. 
Non-motorized, Dispersed, Summer: No indirect effects under this alternative. 

Non-motorized, Dispersed, Winter: No indirect effects under this alternative. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the above discussion on Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternatives. 
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Heritage Resources 

Introduction 

Heritage Resource objectives are outlined in the Forest Plans for the Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests, Kootenai National Forest, and Lolo National Forest. All of the Forests’ heritage 
programs; are committed to the identification and protection of cultural and historic resources. 
Objectives outlined in the Forest Plans have been designed to increase the understanding of 
cultural resources into Forest management through consultation with State and federal agencies 
and Tribrtl governments. 

Regulatory Framework 

If an action alternative is selected for implementation following completion of this programmatic 
EIS , ground-disturbing activities related to road decommissioning and closures would require 
site-specific cultural surveys or inventories to locate and identify sites with heritage values. 
Such sunreys would be conducted during the NEPA analyses for site-specific projects. The 
Forest Service is required to protect and manage identified sites in the United States under 
several statutes, which are listed below. A complete discussion of these statutes is located in the 
project file. 

0 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

Tribal Consultation 

Federal agencies have trust responsibilities to tribes under treaty and under law. Guidance on 
tribal consultation directs the Forest Service to increase and improve the involvement of tribes in 
the decision-making process in the areas where our decisions affect tribes and their treaty rights 
and interests. There is a trust responsibility in regard to managing the resources that the treaties 
depend 011. The Forests are required by law to consult with all federally recognized tribes that 
had or continue to have traditional uses withm the Forests’ boundaries. Consultation with the 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, the Kalispel Tribe, and 
the Coeur d’ Alene Tribe has been initiated and is ongoing. A complete record of consultation 
efforts is in the project file. 

The following laws and treaties provide direction to all federal agencies and were considered 
during project development. Further information on tribal consultation efforts related to this EIS 
is found i n  the project file. 

0 Hellgate Treaty of 1855 
0 National Historic Preservation Act 
0 National Environmental Policy Act 
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0 

0 National Forest Management Act 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

0 Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
0 Interior Secretarial Order 3175 

Executive Orders 12866,13007,13084 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act 

Analysis Area 

The analysis area consists of those portions of the Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zone and Selkirk 
Recovery Zone lying within the boundaries of the KNF, LNF and IPNF (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2 
in Chapter 1). 

Analysis Methods 

Acres in which material evidence of prehistoric and historic land use is observed or recovered 
are referred to as “heritage sites.” There are myriad standard data gathering and analytical 
techniques that may be employed in the discovery and understanding of a particular site; 
however, all methods begin by focusing the search for heritage properties in areas of high to 
medium probability for site occurrence. Prehistoric overviews for each Forest define such areas. 

Disclosure of Effects 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on heritage resources. Any direct effects would occur later at the project 
level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. Most of the 
effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur later in time 
as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Indirect Effects Common to All Action Alternatives 

Natural weathering, management practices, looting, and vandalism can impact heritage sites. 
Access plays a major role in the looting and vandalism of sites. Limited access provides a 
measure of site protection and unlimited access can exacerbate problems if they exist. 

Any further restrictions to road access provide an additional measure of protection for heritage 
sites. However, restricted road access may complicate administrative access to sites for the 
purpose of site management. Additionally, road access restrictions impact tribal members who 
use roads for gathering, hunting and for visiting traditional sites. 

FEE for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 3-120 



E 

I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 

b 
Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Heritage Resources 

Cumulative Effects Common to All Action Alternatives 

A requirement of the Roads Management Policy (USDA, January 2001) is to decommission 
unneeded roads. A reduction in roads is expected to reduce access to sites; thereby, reduce 
vandalism of sites. Decommissioning will limit access for Tribal use and site management (see 
direct and indirect effects above). Alternatives of this EIS may result in road decommissioning; 
therefore, cumulatively, a reduction in roads and corresponding impacts are expected. 

The Off Highway Vehicle decision (USDA, January 2001) prohibits motorized wheeled cross- 
country travel to protect natural resource values such as cultural sites (this decision is only 
applicable on federal lands in Montana). Therefore, as O W  use is restricted to designated 
routes, additional site protection is expected. 

Forest Plan Consistency 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Forest Plans require 
integration of cultural resource management into the overall multiple resource management 
effort. In addition, National Forests must work closely with the appropriate scientific 
community and American Indian Tribes concerning cultural resources. Heritage inventories 
must be completed prior to ground-disturbing activities. 

The guidelines of the Forest Plans for the IPNF, KNF, and LNF and of other jurisdictions were 
recognized in the development of the action alternatives. In addition, the laws and policies that 
govern cultural resource protection on Federal lands are coordinated with the State Historic 
Preservation Officers (SHPO) of Montana and Idaho, who serve in an advisory capacity. The 
policies of the Forest Service and SHPO are consistent. 
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Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants 

Introduction 

Affected Environment 

Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis) is a federally listed plant species suspected of occurring on 
the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, Kootenai National Forest and Lo10 National Forest. Water 
howellia is a plant of glacial ponds and river oxbows that dry in late summer. The nearest known 
location of this species, in relation to the analysis area, is on the Flathead National Forest 
(USDA, 1997a). This species has not been found in the IPNF, KNF or LNF, to date. 

On Dec. 3, 1999, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) gave notice of the Proposed Rule 
to list the Spalding’s Catchfly (Silene spaldingii) as Threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act (Fed. Reg. 64[232]: 67814-67821). Spalding’s Catchfly is a plant of open palouse prairie and 
fescue grassland habitats at low elevations. Neither the Spalding’s Catchfly nor these dry 
grassland habitats occur in the analysis area. There is no known direct or indirect connection 
between Spalding’s Catchfly, its habitat and the analysis area. 

On June 6,2001, the USFWS gave notice (Federal Register 66[109]: 30368-30372) of a twelve- 
month petition finding for the slender moonwort (Botrychium lineare). The USFWS concluded 
that listing of this species is warranted but precluded by higher priority actions. Slender 
moonwort has been found at two locations in Montana but has not been found on Forest Service 
lands in Montana (despite several years of intensive moonwort surveys). It has not been found 
recently in Idaho. Slender moonwort habitat varies from compact asphalt roadsides to meadows 
over 3000 meters in elevation (in the Colorado Rocky Mountains) and has so far been very 
difficult to characterize as it occurs over a wide area of the North American continent (cf. Rey- 
Vizgirdas and Behan, in Federal Register 66 [109]: 30368-30372,2001). 

A sensitive plant species is a species, subspecies or variety of plant for which the Regional 
Forester has determined a concern for population viability, due to current or predicted downward 
habitat or population trends. The Region One list of sensitive plants was last updated on March 
12, 1999 (project file). Region One encompasses Montana and portions of North Dakota, South 
Dakota and Idaho. Provisions for sensitive plant protection are contained in the Forest Service 
Manual (FSM 2670) and in the three respective Forest Plans. Sensitive plants occur throughout 
the analysis area and habitats are identified and avoided on a site-by-site basis. 

Analysis Area 

The analysis area consists of those portions of the Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone (CYRZ) and 
Selkirk Recovery Zone (SRZ) lying within the boundaries of the KNF, LNF and IPNF (see 
Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in Chapter 1). 
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Disclosure of Effects 

Direct arid Indirect Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no dlirect effects on TES plant species. Any direct effects would occur later at the project 
level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. Most of the 
effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur later in time 
as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Indirect Effects 

None of the alternatives would alter current Forest Plan direction for threatened, endangered or 
sensitive (TES) plant species. Because populations of these plants are infrequent and generally 
have a localized distribution and current Forest Plan standards require site-specific analyses prior 
to implementing site-specific projects, none of the alternatives will have any direct or indirect 
effect on these plant species. 
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I Cumulative Effects 

Because TES plant species habitats and populations are consistently identified through site- 
specific surveys and protected through avoidance and/or site-specific design criteria 
ancUmitigation from impact by ground-disturbing activities, the present project would not 
contribute to any cumulative negative effects on TES plant species or their habitats. However, 
along with other restrictive measures such as existing closures and management area direction, it 
may contribute to a positive cumulative effect in limiting development and disturbance in close 
proximity to TES plant populations and habitats. 

r. 
Forest Plan Consistency 

No alternatives propose any changes in' the current programmatic direction to manage for viable 
populations of TES plants, and are therefore consistent with Forest Plans. 

I 
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Invasive Plant Species 

Introduction 

Noxious weeds are defined as “...plants designated as noxious weeds by the Secretary of 
Agriculture or by the responsible State official. Noxious weeds generally possess one or more of 
the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage, poisonous, toxic, parasitic, a 
carrier or host of serious insects or disease, and being not native or new to or not comrnon to the 
United States or parts thereof.. .” (FSM 2080.5). 

Affected Envirqnment 

Direction for management of noxious weeds is provided in the Forest Service Manual (FSM 
2080), tiered to by the three Forest Plans. For the Kootenai National Forest lands within the 
analysis area, additional direction is provided in the Kootenai National Forest Environmental 
Assessment for Herbicide Weed Control (USDA, 199%) and as design features in project-level 
environmental assessments and impact statements. 

On the IPNF portion of the analysis area, three EISs have been prepared to address invasive 
plants. They are as follows: Final Environmental Impact Statement: Priest Lake Noxious Weeds 
Control Project (USDA Forest Service, 1997a), Sandpoint Noxious Weeds Control Project FEIS 
(USDA Forest Service, 1998) and the Noxious Weed FEIS, Bonners Ferry Ranger District 
(USDA Forest Service, 1995). Project-level environmental analyses include design features 
tiered to these EISs. 

Disclosure of Effects 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on invasive plant species. Any direct effects would occur later at the 
project level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. Most of 
the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur later in 
time as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Current direction in the Forest Plans and the weed control documents described earlier for the 
site-specific application of weed management guidelines would not be changed under any 
alternative. 

Implementation of any one of the alternatives could result in changes in noxious weed 
management approaches on a case-by-case basis. Depending on the site, effects could be 
o Positive (closing areas without noxious weeds would slow the advance of vehicle-spread seed), 
o Negative (areas presently infested could become more difficult to access and treat) 

FEE3 for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabineWaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 3-124 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

0’ I 



Alternative A F Alternative B 

I 

- negligible change in potential for chance of weed spread, 
- maintains existing access for treatment of weed infestations 
- access management would change on 150 to 200 miles of roads 

Alternative C 

Alternative E 

Cumulative Effects 

with proportionate potential for changes in weed spread and 
treatment of infestations. 

- access management would change on 500 to 700 miles of roads 
with proportionate potential for changes in weed spread and 
treatment of infestations. 

- access management would change on 360 to 5 10 miles of roads 
with proportionate potential for changes in weed spread and 
treatment of infestations. 

None of the alternatives would alter current programmatic direction for noxious weeds. 
Alternatives that would reduce traffic on travel routes could work cumulatively with recent 
access restrictions for OHVs (Off-Highway Vehicle decision, USDA January 2001), towards an 
improvement in the noxious weed situation by reducing spread of weeds in the Montana portion 
of the analysis area ( O W  decision is only applicable in the Montana portion of the Kootenai 
National Forest). 

Costs of monitoring and treating existing weed infestations along roads and trails could increase 
if the areas are no longer accessible by motorized vehicles. For example, if smaller spray rigs or 
backpack sprayers have to be used in an area that was formerly accessible by larger spray rigs on 
pickup trucks, efficiency will be reduced. Either the overall cost of treating the infestation would 
be higher, or fewer acres would be treated, depending upon availability of funding. 

Conversely, restricting motorized access would reduce the potential for spreading weed seeds 
and expanding existing infestations or for bringing seeds into areas that have been relatively 
weed fiee.. 

Forest Plan Consistency 

No alternatives propose any changes in the current programmatic direction to identifl, treat and 
monitor noxious weed populations and are therefore consistent with Forest Plan direction. 
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Social and Economic Environment 

Introduction 

Social and economic analyses are conducted by the Forest Service to determine what effect the 
agency’s management decisions have on local communities, economies and the people using the 
natural resources. Rural areas surrounding forests are often dependent upon forest resources for 
much of their social and economic well being. This dependency can affect local economies, life- 
styles, population, and quality of life of the area. 

Public scoping identified two issues pertaining to the social and economic environment. More 
detailed descriptions of the issues are located in Chapter 2, Significant Issues. The social and 
economic analysis addresses the following issues: 

I. Public Access for Recreation and Social Uses 
111. Local Economic Conditions 

Social Environment: This analysis of the social environment focuses on several “indicator” 
activities affected by public motorized access to National Forest lands. These include hunting, 
fishing, huckleberry picking, and firewood cutting. These outdoor social activities are 
contributors to defining the culture and quality of life for many local residents and, therefore, are 
used to discuss relative changes in the social environment by alternative. Changes in these 
activities are assumed to coincide closely with changes in the amount of open roads and to a 
lesser degree changes in restricted roads. Impacts to other outdoor recreation activities are 
discussed in the Recreation Resource section. 

Economic Environment: The analysis area’s economy is heavily dependent upon natural 
resources of the national forests. This study considers potential effects of the alternatives on 
employment, income, economic diversity, federal payments to the counties, and cost efficiency. 

Regulatory Framework 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires disclosure of effects on the human 
environment. The human environment includes the natural and physical environment and the 
relationship of people to that environment (40 CFR 1508.14). 

Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) requires identifylng and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of the 
agency’s programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. 
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Analysis Area 

The majority of the Selkirk and CabineVYaak Recovery Zone Bear Management Units (BMUs) I 
I’ 
I 

encompass parts of four counties in two states and on two Forests: Boundary and Bonner 
counties in Idaho, and Lincoln and Sanders counties in Montana (see Figure 3-14). These four 
counties make up the zone of influence for this EIS. Management of the BMUs would 
potentially affect the social and economic environment of these four counties. The following 
table shows the acres and percentage of BMUs within each county. 

county 
Bonner. ID 

Total County Acres BMU Acres Percent of County in BMU 
1.226.800 288.500 24Yo 

L 
- -  , I  7 -  

Boundary, ID 8 12,000 467,000 57% 
Lincoln, MT 2,353,600 9 10,500 39% 
Sanders, MT 1,782,900 422,800 24% 

Source: Acres were calculated from GIs coverage 

A small amount (approximately 70,000 acres) of BMU acreage administered by the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests is found in Pend Oreille County, Washington. However, the size and 
extent is not sinnificant and management decisions as a result of this EIS are not expected to - 
impact this county. 

- 

Social Environment 

Population 1 
The population of all four counties increased between 1970 and 2000 (see the following table 
and figure). Lincoln County experienced a slight decline in population during 1970 to 1990 but 
increased fiom 1990 to 2000. The population in Sanders County declined during 1980 to 1990 
but increased fiom 1990 to 2000. The growth rates in Bonner and Sanders counties exceed those 
of their respective states, while Boundary and Lincoln counties are growing at a slower rate. 

Source: US. Bureau of the Census 
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Total American 
Population White Indian Asian Black Other11 

36,835 96.6% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 2.1% 
9,871 95.2% 2.0% 0.6% 0.2% 2.1% 

I Figure 3-15. Population by County 

18,837 
10.227 

40,000 
35,000 
30,000 

.e 8 25,000 
20,000 

8 15,000 
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2 

96.1 % 1.2% 0.3% 0.1% 2.3% 
91.9% 4.7% 0.3% 0.1% 2.9% 

10,000 1 

5,000 
- .  

1970 1980 1990 2000 

Decade 

Bonner, ID 
Boundary, ID 
Lincoln, MT 

~ ~~ ~ _ _  ~~ ~~ 

Source: US. Bureau of the Census 

The growth in Bonner County is reflective of the increasing development and economic 
diversification in Sandpoint, Idaho and its close proximity to major trade centers of Coeur 
d’Alene, [daho and Spokane, Washington. Growth in the remaining counties has been much 
slower, reflective of the dependency of these counties on timber harvest and mining, and the lack 
of growth in these industries. In Boundary, Lincoln, and Sanders counties, more new residents 
are migrating in, while the adult children of families living in the region are increasingly moving 
out of the area to find employment (Harp, 1996 and USFS, 1995). 

All counties have seen an increase in median age from 1990 to 2000. The median age for 
Bonner is 40.8, Boundary 38.3, Lincoln 42.1 and Sanders 44.2. This is consistent with the 
overall aging of the population in the United States, with a median age of 35.3. All counties 
have a higher median age than the national average. 

The counties within the zone of influence are fairly homogenous with few minority populations. 
The following table shows the composition of minorities within the population for each county. 

I -  I I I I I I 
~. 

1/ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, other race, or person reporting two or more races 
Source: US. Bureau of the Census 

The 2000 Census had a separate question that asked people to identi@ themselves as either 
Hispanic or non-Hispanic. Lincoln County had 1.4% responding as of Hispanic or Latino origin, 
Bonner and Sanders counties 1.6%, and Boundary County 3.4%. 
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Land Ownership and Use 

Many counties in the western United States contain a large amount of federal land and are 
influenced by management actions on these public lands. Within the zone of influence or the 
analysis area, Lincoln County has the largest percentage of land under federal ownership at 73 
percent. Boundary County has the next largest at 58 percent. Sanders County is 51 percent 
federally owned with an additional 14 percent under Tribal ownership. Bonner County has the 
least amount of federally owned land, at 41 percent. For all counties, most of the federal 
ownership is National Forest System lands. 

Figure 3-16 displays land ownership for each county. 

Figure 3-16 County Land Ownership 

Percent of Total Land Ownership 
Bonner County, ID 

Private 
37% Federal - 

40% 

~ 

Percent of Total Land Ownership 
Boundary County, ID 

Federal - 
Other Private 
I O,!! 28% 

57% 
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Percent of Total Land Ownership 
Lincoln County, MT 

Private - Private - Other 
Federal - Other Corporate / 8% 

Federal - FS 2% 
73% 

Percent of Total Land Ownership 
Sanders County, MT 

Private - Other Private - 
[ 20% 

Federal - FS [Water 
50% 1 Yo 

The four counties in the zone of influence are noted for their natural resources. The counties are 
heavily forested, ranging from 80 percent (Bonner County) to 95 percent (Lincoln County) as 
forestland!. Timber harvest has been an important land use for all four counties. 

The water resources of the area have had a significant influence, carving the river valleys that 
provide the major areas for settlement. The many rivers, lakes, reservoirs and streams also 
provide fishing and recreation opportunities to local residents and draw visitors to the area. 

In addition, the area has a wide array of wildlife, including moose, elk, white-tail deer, caribou, 
black bears, grizzly bears, wolves, lynx, coyotes, bird life, and a variety of fish species (please 
see the wildlife and watershed - fisheries sections for additional information). Therefore, hunting 
has had a large influence on settlement of the area and remains a major activity for local 
residents and visitors to the area. 
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Lincoln and Sanders counties have mineral deposits that have been mined since the early days of 
settlement. The most important of these mining resources are gold, silver, and vermiculite. 
Currently there are no major mining operations in the counties, although two companies are in 
the planning phase of developing mining sites. 

Historically, miners heading to the gold fields in The Kootensay Country of British Columbia 
influenced Boundary County. In the mid-1 860s a ferry was established across the Kootenai 
River in response to the rush of miners from Washington State into British Columbia’s Wild 
Horse Creek. Mr. E.I. Bonner owned the ferry for a time, giving his name to the community that 
grew up around this important river crossing. The County operated the ferry from 1902 to 1905. 
(cultural resource documents, project file). 

In the late 1800s discovery of rich lead-silver deposits in northernmost Boundary County led to 
development of the Idaho Continental Mining Company in 1902. The Continental Mine 
operated off and on, depending on the price of silver, fiom 191 4 until 1980. It produced 344,000 
tons of ore during its peak years (1 9 15 to 1922) and the town at the mine grew to over 100 
people. Although most of the mine’s structures are now gone, socialhistorical effects of 
Continental Mine continue to be recognized in Boundary County. (Heritage resource 
documents, project file). 

Ranching and agriculture have traditionally been important uses of land. Recently, however, 
land has been taken out of agricultural and corporate forest use and put into subdivision and 
housing developments. As a result of this trend, the demand for land and land prices increase, 
assessed value and taxes increase, and agricultural and private forestry lands become more 
expensive to maintain and more tempting to sell for profit (USFS, 1995). 

Lifestyle, Attitude, Values and Beliefs 

Several studies have been completed to determine the social composition of several counties 
within the zone of influence (Lyle 1990, Harp 1996, USDA Forest Service 1995). Studies 
included information on lifestyles, and values and issues regarding forest management. In 
comparing the studies, it is apparent there are many similarities across the zone of influence, 
particularly for Boundary, Lincoln and Sanders counties. Bonner County has somewhat different 
economic and social composition and isn’t facing the same economic issues as the other three 
counties. 

Following is a summary of findings fiom the social studies for Boundary, Lincoln and Sanders 
counties. For these counties, the value of the landscape and its resources is highly important to 
the residents and constitute a major reason why they live in North Idaho and Northwest Montana. 
The communities within these counties embrace the following ideals: 

o Individuals can pursue self-reliance and independence. 
o Neighbors support one another in times of need. 
o There is a high degree of personal safety. 
o Fear of crime is minimal. 
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The residents’ historic reliance on logging has produced a social attachment to forestry and 
various occupations it has created. A number of local residents identified strongly with the 
timber industry, though many had never worked in timber, wood products, or related sectors. 
Residents often expressed a sentiment of ownership about natural resources and public lands in 
general. 

o High moral values exist and support an environment that is good for raising children. 
o Government in general and government regulation in particular should be minimized. 

An outdoor lifestyle is a major integrating force because people share sentiments about the value 
and meaning of outdoor activities for recreation, work or other purposes. Working out-of-doors 
is preferred and constitutes a reason for residing in the region. In addition, hunting is of major 
importance as a recreational activity, a social means to reinforce bonds with others, and an 
expression of the values of the outdoor lifestyle. Hunting is also an important contributor to the 
food supply of many residents. 

To support this outdoor lifestyle, access to the Forests is an issue. People do not want any 
restrictions placed on the Forests. The ability to access areas they have frequented in the past is 
very important. Many citizens see wilderness and similar designations as reducing their access 
to lands for a variety of uses. Others feel road closures are necessary in order to provide 
protection to wildlife. 

The social assessment for the Kootenai National Forest found there is no strong pattern of either 
support or opposition to road closures by stakeholder groups in Lincoln and Sanders counties. 
There is public support for road closure in order to protect wildlife. There is sentiment that if 
publics were better informed and had more input into the nature of road closures, the Forest 
Service would have less opposition to its road management practices. Other stakeholders oppose 
road closures, stating that they restrict access to areas that are important to hunters, huckleberry 
gatherers., wood cutters, and those who like to just drive along forest roads for viewing purposes. 
Limiting ,access to lands that people perceive they have a right to access is one of the strongest 
sentiments regarding road closures. Road closures become synonymous with being “locked out 
of the forest” and this connotation is perceived to be threatening to the persistence of a timber 
lifestyle. See the Social Assessment for the Kootenai National Forest, pages 165-166 and 265- 
267. 

There is increasing concern over the area’s dependency on wood products manufacturing. 
Declining employment in resource harvest and extraction is resulting in concern about the 
economic future of communities in the region. Diversifylng the economic base is necessary for 
the long-term sustainability of the economy. Local residents want this diversification to be a 
priority fix upcoming development efforts. 

Recent discovery of asbestos contamination from the vermiculite mine that had operated north of 
Libby is adding to that community’s concerns over economic vitality. 

Population composition is changing. More new residents are migrating in, while the adult 
children of families living in the region are increasingly moving out of the area to find 
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employment. There is concern that new residents are changing the nature of the communities. 
There are different values about the use of natural resources in general and the harvesting of 
timber in particular. The in-migration to the region is increasing diversity of the population. 

The 1987 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Forest Plan for the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests described the social environment of Bonner County. The EIS recognized the 
following elements: 

o desire for a stable economic base for the county and, 
o the importance of a balance between timber industry and trade and tourism. 

Recreational preferences and lifestyles are closely linked for Bonner County social groups. It 
appears that a large portion of the population live in the area because of the abundance of 
recreational opportunities available, the beauty of the area, and the relaxed lifestyle. Lake 
recreation offering a variety of water sports is by far the most popular recreational preference of 
the county. Winter sports follow lake usage as a popular pastime, particularly in the Sandpoint 
area. Hunting and fishing, developed camping and hiking are the next most popular uses. 

Important values to Bonner County residents include the following elements: 
o living and working in an area that has retained its natural quality without excessive 

manmade changes, 
o having resources for future generations, and 
o feeling as part of their community with close ties to their neighbors. 

As was found for Lincoln, Sanders, and Boundary counties, the protection of threatened and 
endangered species and added wilderness areas is considered an important issue between 
different social groups who are forest users. Those who want the Forest preserved in a natural 
state are at odds with those who feel the Forest is a place to earn a living and a retreat to pursue 
recreational preferences. 

Bonner County is growing faster than the other three counties. With this growth comes 
development. There is disagreement over the amount of development to have in Bonner County. 
Some social groups would like to see a great deal of development while others would like to see 
Bonner County remain less developed. 
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Perceptions on Grizzly Bear Management 

For all counties in the zone of influence, the opportunity for participation in federal, state and 
local government is readily available. However, residents expressed the feeling that the local 
federal authorities are willing to hear the concerns of the citizens, but that the decisions have 
already been made at a higher level. Residents feel that public participation does not appear to 
be effective at influencing federal policy. 

The social assessment completed for the Kootenai National Forest identified public perceptions 
regarding; grizzly bear management (USFS, 1995). Although this study encompassed only 
Lincoln and Sanders counties, these findings may be relevant for the Idaho counties as well. 
Findings suggest that wildlife is an important attribute of Lincoln and Sanders counties. There is 
a strong perception among residents that there is more game now than ever before. However, 
residents perceive that biological diversity takes a back seat to game issues when wildlife issues 
are discussed. A strongly expressed concern is that wildlife management has taken precedence 
in management decisions. The consequence is that people and the communities of Lincoln and 
Sanders counties are suffering for it. This perception of adverse consequences is rooted in a 
worldview that perceives the forest as a resource to be managed for mankind’s benefit and when 
it is not, liumans suffer. 

Following are specific public concerns regarding bear management found in the social 
assessment completed for the Kootenai National Forest: 

Bear management is a problem because the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(IJSFWS) is telling the Forest Service how to manage lands within the KNF and this 
lessens the agency’s ability to effectively manage for timber harvesting and “true 
multiple use.” 

Bear management is resulting in reduced timber harvests. However, many feel that 
m.echanization, worldwide timber markets, and other market factors are affecting the 
timber industry and blaming bear management for reduced timber harvests is misplaced. 

Bear management is a pawn by environmental interests to control the Forest. Residents 
fkel the environmental groups want to “create a park in northwest Montana for grizzly 
bears.” Introducing bears into areas where they have not traditionally been located is 
abusing the Endangered Species Act. The perception is that this is to “lock up” the 
Forest. This point of view is refuted by other sentiment suggesting that other factors are 
alyecting timber harvest levels. 

Bears and humans can coexist without problems. Ranchers, loggers, and other Forest 
users have and can coexist with them if the “bears are not forced down our throats.’’ The 
sentiment appears to be that people can coexist with the bears but not as bears are 
cimently managed (1 995). As one study participant observed, “they are not really 
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managing bears, they are managing people.” Yet, there is also a strong feeling that bears 
and humans can coexist if management seriously considers local needs. 

0 There is also the feeling that the “proper management” of grizzly bears consisted of “The 
Three S’s: Shoot, Shovel, and Shut Up.” There are understandable reasons why the bears 
were no longer found in the area and attempts to import such predators back into the area 
were ill advised, at best. Reasons provided included an explanation that conditions had 
changed with extensive human habitation in the area, and these changes will cause 
inevitable conflicts between bears and humans. 

Area Economy 

Employment and Income 

Figure 3-17 displays the Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) for the years 1989 and 1999. All 

Figure 3-17. Per Capita Personal Income 
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four counties were below state 
averages for PCPI. 

Sanders County has the lowest 
PCPI, with $16,090 in 1999 and 
$1 1,3 13 in 1989. The average 
annual growth rate was 3.6 
percent. 

Lincoln County has the second 
lowest PCPI and the lowest 
average annual growth rate. Its 
PCPI was $16,711 in 1999 and 
$12,391 in 1989, with an average 
annual growth rate of 3 .O percent. 

Boundary County had the lowest 
PCPI in 1989, but experienced the 
highest growth rate. The PCPI in 
Boundary County in 1989 was 
$1 1,090 and grew to $17,410 in 
1999. The average annual growth 
was 4.6 percent, which was higher 
than the growth rate for Idaho, at 
4.4 percent. 

Bonner County has the highest PCPI of the four counties. The PCPI in Bonner County was 
$22,871 in 1999 and $14,802 in 1989, with an average annual growth rate of 4.2 percent. 

Table 3-49 displays the percentage of income generated by major industries in 1989 and 1999. 
The industries listed in the table are composed of many sectors. The timber processing sectors 
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Retail trade 
Durable goods manufacturing 

are found within the durable goods manufacturing industry. Recreation activities are generally 
found in the services industry. 

13.3% 16.6% 
28.8% 14.4% 

Major employment and income industries vary by county but there are some similarities. The 
following table displays the percentage of income generated by major industries in 1989 and 
1999. Durable goods manufacturing generated the largest amount of income in Boundary and 
Lincoln c:ounties in both 1989 and 1999. However, the percentage of personal income generated 
by manufacturing has decreased substantially during this time period. 

Services 
State and local government 

The services industry provided the largest amount of income to Bonner and Sanders counties in 
1999. This was a shift fiom 1989, when durable goods manufacturing generated the largest 
percentage of income. All four counties show a decrease in the percentage of income being 
generated by the durable goods manufacturing industry, as displayed below. 

20.4% 
14.3% 15.4% 

I /  i 

Lincoln 

Table 3-49. Percent Income Generation by Major Industry 
county 1 Industry I 1989 I 1999 

Durable goods manufacturing 1/ 30.8%+ 24.6% 
Services 10.6% 16.3% 
Federal civilian government 13.5% 
Mining 11.8% 

Bonner I Services I 16.2% I 19.3% 1 

Sanders Services 14.8%+ 27.1% 
State and local government 15.6% 17.2% 
Durable goods manufacturing 20.2% 12.0% 

I I I 

Boundary I Durable goods manufacturing: 1/ I 31.1%+ I 20.5%+ I 

I Retail trade 1 11.8% 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, BEARFACTS and Regional Accounts Data 

The following table lists the unemployment rate from the years 1990 to 2000 for each county. 
Unemployment rates in all four counties are substantially higher than their respective state 
averages. Unemployment rates have been especially high in Lincoln County, peaking in 1991 at 
16.5 percent. Unemployment rates are now decreasing in Lincoln County, reaching their low 
point in 2000. Sanders County had higher unemployment rates earlier in the decade and is now 
at the lowest point they have been in ten years. Bonner and Boundary counties unemployment 
rates have fluctuated slightly over the past 10 years but have generally been at a lower level than 
those in Lincoln and Sanders counties. 
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Year 
1990 
1991 
1992 

Idaho Bonner Boundary Montana Lincoln Sanders 
5.9% 9.7% 9.3% 6.0% 12.3% 11.0% 
6.2% 10.6% 10.2% 7.1% 16.5% 15.4% 
6.5% 10.2% 9.6% 6.9% 14.5% 13.2% 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor (http://www. labowtate. id. us/lmi/lf9099countyrates. htm) 
and Montana Department of Labor (http://rad.dli.state.mt.us/employ/aa~htm) 

Idaho 
Bonner. ID 

Economic Diversity 

0.58302 0.65692 0.701 19 
0.49097 0.54665 0.63652 

Economic diversity is the strength of the economy, providing resilience in the face of sudden 
changes. The Shannon-Weaver entropy function (Shannon and Weaver, 1949) has been used to 
calculate indices of economic diversity (Attaran, 1986). 

Boundary, ID 
Montana 
Sanders, MT 
Lincoln, MT 

The entropy method measures diversity of a region against a uniform distribution of 
employment. The index ranges between 0 (no diversity) and 1 .O (perfect diversity). 

0.52459 0.59380 0.42191 
0.55208 0.63523 0.68074 
0.41 726 0.54098 0.61046 
0.43461 0.48085 0.57972 

The following table displays the Shannon-Weaver index for each county and state for several 
years. The states are listed for comparison. A state economy would be more economically 
diverse than any single county. In Table 3-5 1 below, all counties show an increase in economic 
diversity fiom 1977 to 1993. The most economically diverse county is Bonner for all years. The 
least diverse county in 1977 was Sanders. Lincoln County was the least diverse in 1985 and 
1993. 

Table 3-51. Economic Diversity Index by Year 
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4,518 5,413 6,721 6,128 4,521 4,010 3,388 3,651 2,319 2,856 5,659 

1,054 1,594 1,452 1,868 1,290 1,175 946 1,251 960 1,06 1,628 

Payments to Counties 

Lincoln,MT 

Sanders, MT 

Counties containing National Forest System lands receive payments from the federal government 
to compensate for critical services they provide to both county residents and visitors to these 
federal lands. Congress enacted in 1908 and subsequently amended a law that requires that 25% 
of the revenues derived from National Forest System lands be paid to States for use by the 
counties in which the lands are situated for the benefit of public schools and roads. Since 1908, 
the affected counties have received these payments. Table 3-52 shows the payments received by 
each county for the last 10 years. 

4,518 5,413 6,721 6,128 4,521 4,010 3,388 3,651 2,319 2,856 5,659 

1,054 1,594 1,452 1,868 1,290 1,175 946 1,251 960 1,06 1,628 

Source: P.L. 106-393, Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Detemination Act for 1991-1999 and the 
I6Payments to States from National Forest Receipts ’’ report for 2000 and 2001. 

As table 3-52 indicates, the payments have fluctuated fkom year to year. This fluctuation is 
primarily due to the fluctuation in volume and revenues generated by timber sales. 

The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act was enacted in October 2000. 
The purpose of this act was to stabilize payments to counties. Under this law, for fiscal years 
2001 through 2006, counties have the choice of receiving either (1) the 25-percent payment as 
under the Act of 1908 or (2) an amount equal to their proportion of the average of the State’s 
three highest 25-percent payments fiom fiscal year 1986 through fiscal year 1999. 

All the counties in study area have chosen the stabilized payment available through the Secure 
Rural School and Community Self-Determination Act. Thus, for the next five years, timber 
harvest levels will not affect the payments to counties. 

Disc1oa;ure of Effects 

Direct and Indirect Effects Common to all Alternatives 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on the social and economic environment. Any direct effects would occur 
later at the project level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use 
restrictions. Most of the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they 
would occur later in time as a result of this programmatic decision. 
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No alternative would affect the demographic or major social trends within the analysis area. 
Since all alternatives would close or restrict existing open roads to some extent, some individuals 
may sense a loss of freedom to use portions of the national forests in ways they have become 
accustomed to in recent years. 

None of the alternatives would have an impact on development of the two large proposed mine 
sites (Montanore and Rock Creek) within the analysis area. These sites have been or are going 
through their own project-specific NEPA planning process and consultation with USFWS for 
grizzly bears and other listed species has been completed. 

Payments to Counties: As described previously, a reduction in timber harvest volume under 
any of the alternatives will not have an effect on the 25-percent payments to counties. All 
counties in the study area have chosen to receive payment under the Secure Rural School and 
Community Self-Determination Act of 2000, which has locked in these payments for six years. 

Cumulative Effects Common to all Alternatives 

Many factors influence and affect the local social and economic environment. Population 
growth, economic growth, and economic diversity of individual counties and communities all 
affect local economies. Management of national forest lands within the counties also affects 
local economies, lifestyles and values. 

Several management decisions have been made or are being developed that resulted in (or may 
result in) restricted forest access and timber management, including the following: 

Lynx Forest Plan Amendment - undergoing development; has the potential to affect access 
and timber management. 

Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) Amendment and Record of Decision released July 1995 - 
amended the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and the Lolo Forest Plans, setting standards and 
guidelines for managing activities that potentially affect conditions within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas (RHCA). This amendment reduced the amount of timber harvest within 
RHCAs. 

Montana O W  Forest Plan Amendment & Record of Decision (ROD) released January 2001 
- eliminates wheeled motorized cross-country travel on certain National Forests, with some 
specific exceptions listed in the ROD. The EIS and ROD cover National Forest system lands 
within North Dakota and portions of South Dakota and Montana. In relation to this access 
management EIS, cumulative effects could occur on the Kootenai National Forest lands 
within the State of Montana. 

Roadless Area Conservation Final Rule released November 2000 (Federal Register, Vol. 66, 
No. 9, pp. 3244-3273 and Forest Service interim directives July 27,2001 regarding FSM 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinenaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lolo National Forests 

Page 3-140 



Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Social and Economic Effects 

2400 ‘Timber Management and FSM 7700 Transportation System) - limits road construction 
and re:construction within inventoried roadless areas. 

These decisions limit or add to the restricted access found under Action Alternatives, causing 
decreased timber harvest and recreation opportunities. These decisions further constrain the 
outdoor lifestyle of county residents and add to the perception that local publics have little 
influence over management decisions on the National Forests. 

The National Fire Plan increases the amount of fuels management of the Forests, which affects 
local economies through reduced fire risk and, possibly, improved job opportunities fiom timber 
harvest and restoration activities. Management of State and Corporate lands also provide access 
and timber harvest, benefiting local economies. 

Forest Plan Monitoring 

Monitoring and evaluation of forest plan implementation tracks how timber harvest levels and 
road access (on the Kootenai), as well as many other items, have changed over time. Annual 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Reports summarize activity and output levels and outcomes 
and document the reasons for changes and trends. It also states when a change is needed to the 
Forest Plim. 

Timber Harvest Levels: Monitoring and evaluation of the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle 
Forest Plans indicates that levels of timber volume sold have declined substantially over the past 
14 years of implementation. The timber sale levels have been well below those projected in the 
Plans. Many factors have influenced the timber sales program. The most significant was 
additional streamside protection measures as required by the Inland Native Fish (INFS) Decision 
of July 1995. Also, the USFWS amended the biological opinions for grizzly bear recovery on 
the Kootenai and the Lolo in July 1994 and changed how recovery processes would take place on 
the Forest. (The biological opinion was issued in April 2001 on the Idaho Panhandle) In general, 
it has become more difficult to plan and execute sales due to public controversy, protection of 
threatened and endangered species habitat, inability to enter inventoried roadless areas, and water 
quality concerns (see the fiscal year 2000 M&E Reports for the Kootenai and for the Idaho 
Panhandle). 

The Kootenai Forest Plan projected a total maximum timber sell volume for the decade from 
suitable management areas at 2,270 million board feet (mmbf), which is an average of 227 mmbf 
per year. In addition, timber sell volume from unsuitable management areas was estimated at 60 
mmbf, averaging 6 mmbf per year. M&E Reports indicate that sell volumes have declined from 
200 mmbf per year to about 41 mmbf per year between fiscal years 1988 and 2000. The average 
annual amount sold has been 106.1 mmbf from suitable lands and 1.5 mmbf from unsuitable 
lands. The 1997 M&E Report for the Kootenai National Forest states “timber sale volumes and 
acres of timber sold for harvest have declined substantially. Revision of the Forest Plan will 
provide the opportunity to assess appropriate levels of harvest volume and acreage including 
review o F the land base designated as suitable for timber management.” 
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The Idaho Panhandle Forest Plan projected a total maximum timber sell volume of 2,800 mmbf 
over the first decade, or 280 mmbf annually. M&E Reports indicate that timber sell volumes 
have decreased from 246.4 mmbf in 1988 to 78.2 mmbf in 2UOO. The average annual amount 
sold over this 13-year period was 1 15 mmbf. As with the Kootenai, revision of the IPNF Forest 
Plan will provide the opportunity to assess appropriate levels of timber harvest volume. 

Road Access: Monitoring and evaluation of the Kootenai Forest Plan includes information on 
road access management. The 1 0-year M&E Report indicates an increase in road restrictions. In 
1987, about 27% of the Forest system roads were restricted either yearlong or seasonally. The 
Plan has goals to eventually restrict about 57% of the roads. Under the Forest Plan, the number 
of new roads needed to harvest timber was projected to increase significantly and would be 
restricted after the timber sales were completed. The net result would be more road restriction 
but about the same level of access for the public. The goals for additional road restrictions were 
to protect dispersed recreation values, provide for wildlife security in big game winter and 
summer range, reduce road maintenance costs, and provide for grizzly bear recovery. 

By fiscal year 1997, enough roads had been restricted to meet the Forest Plan goal of having 
closures on approximately 57% of the forest’s roads. The closed roads were both yearlong and 
seasonal closures. Although the percentage of road closures were achieved as expected, the total 
amount of road access is less than expected. This is because road construction has been less than 
anticipated due to reductions in the timber sale program. The road closures have been placed not 
only on new logging roads, but also on older roads, which was not anticipated for a significant 
level of closures in the Forest Plan. The reasons for closures include improving wildlife habitat 
security, savings on maintenance costs, decreasing erosion, and improving hydrological 
conditions. Revision of the Forest Plan will provide the opportunity to assess access levels and 
road restrictions. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Indirect Effects 

Social Environment: There would be no impacts on either the IPNF or the LNF under this 
a1 t ernati ve. 

On the Kootenai NF, we estimate approximately 161 miles of roads currently open year round 
could receive some yearly restriction. The changes in motorized access follow current direction 
under the Kootenai Forest Plan. This reduction in motorized access would affect people’s ability 
to hunt, fish, pick huckleberries, and collect firewood in those affected BMUs (primarily BMUs 
9, 10 and 12). For the affected BMUs, there would be a shifting of uses (hunting, fishing, 
huckleberry picking, etc.) to another part of the forest. This has the potential to concentrate these 
displaced users into a slightly smaller area, increasing competition for hunting, fishing, 
huckleberries, firewood, and other uses and products. This increased competition may cause 
slightly more difficulty for some people to obtain firewood or huckleberries or have a high 
quality, successful hunting experience. Either they will not be able to obtain the quantity or 
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quality of products they have in the past or they may have to walk further from an open road to 
obtain these products. They may have a sense of being more crowded when engaging in these 
activities. These effects may generate a feeling that an aspect of their quality of life has been 
diminished. This effect is similar in nature to the effects of a slowly increasing population where 
new inhabitants would also participate in these outdoor activities. This potential effect is 
expected to be minor and is not quantifiable. 

Refer to the tables, maps and graphs in the Transportation section for more detailed information 
on the estimated amount and location of changes in motorized access. Also, see the Recreation 
Resource section for more information about impacts to recreation activities. 

Area Economy: There would be no change from current levels in the ability to manage the 
lands within the recovery zone (see the Vegetation Resource effects section). Timber harvest 
levels would remain the same as current. Because of the availability of alternative areas on and 
near the National Forests, recreation levels would remain at current levels. Timber and 
recreation jobs and income would remain unchanged under this alternative. In addition, there 
would be a temporary increase in jobs and income associated with the increase in road 
reclamation work over the next two to six years. 

Curnulahive Effects 

See the discussion above, Cumulative Effects of all Alternatives. 

Alternative B 

Indirect ]Effects 

Social Enivironment: About 167 to 172 miles of currently open road would be restricted under 
this alternative, with the majority of these located on the Kootenai NF in BMUs 9, 10, and 12 
(similar to Alternative A). Only about 1 to 7 miles of currently open road in the grizzly bear 
recovery :zones would need to be reclaimed (in BMU 1 1 and Kalispell-Lakeshore). 

As stated in the recreation resource effects section, the majority of the currently restricted roads 
to be reclaimed under this alternative (138 to 190 miles) are currently non-drivable due to brush, 
down trees, or other obstacles. Therefore, these road management changes will not directly 
reduce motorized public access to hunt, fish, pick huckleberries, or collect firewood within the 
affected EMUS. However, reclaiming/obliterating/barriering currently restricted roads that are 
open and driveable during a portion of the year would displace individuals to other areas of the 
forest, causing indirect effects similar to those described in Alternative A. 

Alternative B would reduce the amount of open roads to a slightly higher degree than under 
Alternative A (No Action). This would cause a small and probably immeasurable effect on the 
social environment. The impact to those using the Kootenai NF would be approximately the 
same as Alternative A. Those using the Kalispell-Lakeshore BMU on the Idaho Panhandle NF 
would be affected. 
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Of the three action alternatives, Alternative B offers the least impact on the social environment 
when totaled across all three forests. Refer to the tables, maps and graphs in the Transportation 
section for more detailed information on the estimated amount and location of changes in 
motorized access. 

Area Economy: Access to the suitable timberland base is potentially reduced by approximately 
50,000 acres (see the vegetation resource effects section). The largest reductions occur in BMUs 
15 and 16 on the KNF and Kalispell-Lakeshore on the IPNF. This alternative allows 
administrative use at 1 15 rounds trips on each individual road. Because of this increased 
allowance, the effect of Alternative B on future timber harvest is the lowest of all action 
alternatives. 

Because of the availability of alternative motorized access areas on and near the National 
Forests, recreation levels would remain at current levels. Because of the potential reduction in 
access to the suitable timberland base, timber harvest levels may be slightly reduced compared to 
the No Action alternative. Timber and recreation jobs and income would remain close to current 
levels under this alternative. In addition, there would be a temporary increase in jobs and income 
associated with the increase in road reclamation work over the next three to seven years. 

Of the three action alternatives, Alternative B offers the least impact on the area economy. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the discussion above, Cumulative Effects of all Alternatives. 

Alternative C 

Indirect Effects 

Social Environment: To meet the requirements of this alternative, there is the potential that 
access may be closed or restricted for some developed recreation sites (such as campgrounds). 
This is more likely in BMU 10, but is possible in BMU 12 and 20. It would have little effect on 
total use at developed sites, where many alternative sites are available. However, some members 
of the public would likely find such restrictions unacceptable. 

Under this alternative, between 105 and 145 miles of currently open roads would be 
reclaimeUobliterated or barriered. An additional 59 to 86 miles of open roads would be 
restricted. Restricting, reclaiming or placing barriers on these roads would reduce public 
motorized access in the affected BMUs. This would affect some people’s ability to hunt, fish, 
pick huckleberries, or collect firewood in these areas and would likely cause a shifting of use to 
other areas on the forests. 

As stated in the recreation resource effects section, a large portion of the currently restricted 
roads to be reclaimed/obliterated or barriered under this alternative (399 to 564 miles) are 
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currently non-drivable due to brush, down trees, or other obstacles. Therefore, these road 
management actions would not directly affect people’s ability to hunt, fish, pick huckleberries, or 
collect firewood using those roads. However, reclaiming/obliteratin@arriering currently 
restricted roads that are open and driveable during a portion of the year would displace 
individuals to other areas of the forest, causing indirect effects similar to those described in 
Alternative A. 

Of the action alternatives, Alternative C has the potential for the largest negative impact on the 
social environment. Refer to the tables, maps and graphs in the Transportation section for more 
detailed iinformation on the estimated amount and location of changes in motorized access. 

Area Economy: Access to the suitable timberland base is potentially reduced by approximately 
138,000 acres (see the vegetation resource effects section). The largest reductions occur in 
BMUs 10, 12, 15, 16 and 17 on the KNF; 22 on the LNF; and 18, 19 and Kalispell-Lakeshore on 
the IPNF. This alternative would set the same numeric standards for Core Habitat, Open 
Motorize:d Road Density (OMRD), and Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) for all BMUs 
within the analysis area. Alternative C has the largest reduction in TMRD. This alternative sets 
administrative use at 57 rounds trips on each individual road. Because of the reduced allowance 
and the diecrease in TMRD, Alternative C has the highest potential for reducing future timber 
harvest of all the alternatives. 

Because of the availability of alternative areas on and near the National Forests, recreation levels 
would remain at current levels. Because of the reduction in access to the suitable timberland 
base, there is a high potential that timber harvest levels will be reduced. Recreation-related jobs 
and income would remain close to current levels, while timber-related jobs and income would be 
reduced. However, there would be a temporary increase in jobs and income associated with the 
increase in road reclamation work over the next six to ten years. 

Of the action alternatives, Alternative C has the largest negative impact on the area economy. 

Cumulaitive Effects 

See the discussion above, Cumulative Effects of all Alternatives. 

Alternative E 

Indirect Effects 

Social Environment: Under this alternative, between 33 and 44 miles of currently open roads 
would be reclaimedobliterated or barriered. An additional 18 to 26 miles of open roads would 
be restricted. This alternative wound have a net effect of leaving more roads open than any other 
alternative, including Alternative A (No Action). 

Alternative E would require more roads to be reclaimedobliterated than with Alternatives A or 
B, but less than Alternative C. As stated in the Recreation Resource effects section, a large 
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portion of the currently restricted roads to be reclaimed under this alternative (334 to 470 miles) 
are currently non-drivable due to brush, down trees, or other obstacles. Therefore, there would 
be no change in motorized access and no social effect from reclaiming these non-drivable roads. 

Reclaiming or obliterating currently restricted roads that are open and drivable during a portion 
of the year would displace some individuals to other areas of the forest for hunting, fishing, 
huckleberry picking, or firewood gathering. This displacement would likely cause social effects 
similar to those described for Alternative A. 

Of the action alternatives, Alternative E has a larger negative impact on the social environment 
than Alternative B, but a lower negative impact than Alternative C. Refer to the tables, maps and 
graphs in the Transportation section for more detailed information on the estimated amount and 
location of changes in motorized access. 

Area Economy: Existing access to the suitable timberland base is potentially reduced on 
approximately 1 13,000 acres (see the vegetation resource effects section). The largest reductions 
occur in BMUs 15-1 7 on the KNF; 22 on the LNF; and 18, 19, and Kalispell-Granite on the 
IPNF. This alternative would set road densities and core areas individually for each BMU 
within the analysis area. Alternative E has a larger reduction in TMRD than Alternatives A and 
B, but a lower reduction than Alternative C. Alternative E sets administrative use at 57 round 
trips per year on each individual road. Because of the reduced allowance and the decrease in 
TMRD, Alternative E has a higher potential for reducing future timber harvest than Alternatives 
A and B, but a lower potential than Alternative C. 

Because of the availability of alternative areas on and near the National Forests, recreation levels 
would remain at current levels. Because of the reduction in access to the suitable timberland 
base, there is potential that timber harvest levels would be reduced. Recreation-related jobs and 
income would remain close to current levels, while timber-related jobs and income would be 
reduced. However, there would be a temporary increase in jobs and income associated with the 
increase in road reclamation work over the next five to nine years. 

Of the action alternatives, Alternative E has a larger negative impact on the area economy than 
Alternative B and a smaller negative impact than Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects 

See the discussion above, Cumulative Effects of all Alternatives. 
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$615 

Cost Efficiency 

$1,937 $4,715 $3,392 

The cost of implementing the alternatives was analyzed by alternative. Costs were developed for 
the following road status changes: 

Currently Open Roads changed to Restricted - to meet INFISH and other standards, 
roads would need to be brought up to BMPs before gates are installed. Average costs are 
approximately $5,000 per mile. 
Cimently Open Roads changed to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered - the average cost is 
$6,000 per mile. 
Ciirrently Restricted Roads changed to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered - the average 
cast is $7,250 per mile. These costs are the highest, since many of these roads have 
begun to vegetate in and are beginning to fail from lack of maintenance. 

Gating a road costs far less then reclaiming or obliterating. The cost of a gate is approximately 
$800. (However, it is not the intent of this EIS to determine which roads would be gated. That 
decision will be made after site-specific analysis at the local project level.) The economic 
analysis considered the higher costs of reclaimed/obliterated/barriered . 

To calculate the cost of implementing the change in road status, the highest number of miles in 
the range estimated for each alternative was used (see Tables 3-21 through 3-30 in the 
transportaiion section). The activities required by the changes in road status were assumed to 
occur over the next eight years. 

In addition, road maintenance costs were reduced ($50/mile) for the open roads that were having 
a change in status. Road maintenance cost savings were included for the next 20 years. 

Table 3-5.3 displays the miles of change in road status, miles of roads no longer requiring 
maintenance, and the present value (discounted) cost for each alternative. A four percent 
discount rate was used over a 20-year period. The table also indicates that Alternative A has the 
lowest and Alternative C the highest cost of implementing. 
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Open Road: A road without restriction on motorized vehicle use. 

Restricted Road: A road on which motorized vehicle use is restricted seasonally or yearlong. 
The road requires effective physical obstruction (generally gated). Motorized administrative use 
by personnel of resource management agencies is acceptable at low intensity levels as defined in 
existing cumulative effects analysis models. This includes contractors and permittees in addition 
to agency employees. 

Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered: - A route which is managed with the long term intent for no 
motorized use, and has been treated in such a manner so as to no longer function as a road. An 
effective means to accomplish this is through one or a combination of several means including: 
recontouring to original slope, placement of logging or forest debris, planting of shrubs or trees, 
obliteratingharriering the entrance, etc. 

Civil Rights and Environmental Justice 

No civil rights effects associated with age, race, creed, color, national origin or sex have been 
identified. 

During the course of this analysis, no alternative considered resulted in any identifiable effects or 
issues specific to any minority or low-income population or ~~mmUnity. The Forest Service 
considered all input from persons or groups regardless of age, race, income status, or other social 
and economic characteristics. 
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Fire, ]Fuels and Air Oualiw 

Introduction 

Fire and Fuels 

The Kootenai Forest Plan states that the objective of forest fire management programs is to 
minimize the number of acres lost to damaging wildfires. Specifically, the program's aim is to 
minimize cost plus net value change while providing for the safety of the public, and personnel 
engaged in fire management activities. 

Air Quality 

Under the 1977 Clean Air Act amendments (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq), areas of the country were 
designated as belonging in Class I, 11, or I11 Airsheds for Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
purposes. Class I areas are all international parks, national parks greater than 6000 acres, and 
national wilderness lands greater than 5,000 acres which existed on August 7, 1977. This class 
provides i:he most protection to pristine lands by severely limiting the amount of additional, 
human-induced air pollution that can be added to these areas. Class I1 areas are currently all 
other areas of the country that are not Class I. To date, there are no Class I11 airsheds. 

Although there is no known historical air quality data for the natural ecosystems in the Kootenai, 
Idaho Panhandle and Lolo National Forests, it is known that fire historically played a major part 
in the vegetative conditions of the area. Journals fiom early-day explorers and newspaper 
articles fiom the late 1800s often mention the smoky conditions fiom fires burning in western 
Montana and northern Idaho (Losensky, 1993). 

The annu(a1 amount of smoke generated fiom forest and range fires has generally decreased since 
the early 1900s, even with today's use of prescribed fire. 

Settlement and subsequent fire protection reduced the amount of area burned and reduced the 
duration of smoke emissions fiom wildland fires. 

Analyslis Area 

The analysis area consists of the Selkirk and Cabineaaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the 
Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, and Lolo National Forests. Please see Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map with 
Recovery Zones and National Forests in Chapter 1. 

Fire Risk 

Affected Environment 
Before this century, most vegetation types had evolved with fires of natural or human-caused 
origin. Fire history shows that these types of vegetation were periodically disturbed by fire. The 
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pattern of disturbance is referred to as fire frequency, and the effect of the disturbance is referred 
to as fire regime or intensity. The frequency and intensity of fires varied greatly because of 
variation in fuel, topography, and weather. This resulted in a mosaic of vegetation. 

Fire suppression in this century has created unexpected effects. Successll fire suppression, 
insect and disease mortality, and windstorms causing blowdown have resulted in a buildup of 
fuels. This has led to increasing rates of fire spread and intensity, and ultimately has increased 
the probability of larger high-intensityfires. Such fires potentially could occur on a repeated basis 
due to an increase in the frequency of large fires. 

Management activities that change species composition, age distribution and structure of the 
vegetation across the landscape affect fire regimes. The structural factors, which determine 
crown fire potential, include canopy closure, fuel ladders, and canopy height. The species that 
are selected for a site, through active management or through the indirect effects of fire 
suppression, can affect fire intensity. 

Management action that changes roaded access, may affect human-caused fire ignitions, initial 
attack fire suppression success and have significant effects on large-fire suppression capability. 
Delayed response time for initial attack and reinforcements for emerging fires is the critical 
limiting factor for most fire starts. Extended response times due to reduced surface access 
increases the possibility of an escaped fire. The cost of suppression increases due to needs for 
aviation support and firefighter support in remote areas. Conversely, reduced access may 
decrease the number of human-caused fires. 

Management ignited prescribed fires can be an effective tool to reduce fbel accumulations and 
thus reduce the severity of wildfires. However, reduced road access can limit the opportunities 
for such prescribed fires, thereby lessening fbel management capabilities. 

The area within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones, for the three 
Forests, averaged 106 fires per year from 1985 to 2000 (1986 to 2000 on the IPNF), with an 
average of 5293 acres burned per year. Lightning accounted for 72 percent of the number of 
fires and 76 percent of the acres. Human-caused fires accounted for 29 percent of the number of 
fires and 24 percent of the acres. The year of greatest fire occurrence was 1994 with 375 fires 
and the lowest in 1997 with 32 fires (Forest fire occurrence records, KNF, IPNF, LNF 
Supervisor offices). 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Fire, Fuels, and Air Quality 

Disclosure of Effects 

Introduction 

Fires burning relatively small areas, on the order of tens to hundreds of acres with varying 
intensities, could provide a mosaic of cover and forage for wildlife. Fire-killed trees would 
provide snags and rotting logs which harbor larvae and grubs that provide a food base for a 
number of wildlife species. A low intensity fire would stimulate rapid regrowth of forbs, 
grasses, and shrubs that provide food for species such as deer, elk, and grizzly bears. Large 
stand-replacement crown fires burning over thousands of acres with high intensity will remove 
cover for a period of time. Loss of cover in areas that have human access increases the risk of 
human-caused mortality on big game. 

Vegetation management to treat insect and disease mortality, blowdown, and undesirable tree 
species compositions are restricted to varying degrees in each alternative. Fire history suggests 
that those: alternatives with the least vegetation management would have the most potential for 
large fires in vegetative types with low fire frequency. When a wildfire begins under the right 
weather and fuel conditions in these types, wildlife security habitat could be adversely impacted. 

Decreased motorized access may also decrease the number of human-caused fires. Assuming the 
total amount of motorized recreation doesn’t decrease and is simply relocated in different areas, 
the resultls may only be that human-caused ignitions are more concentrated into those areas with 
access, with fewer ignitions in the areas with motorized access restrictions. 

Additional road restrictions may have the potential of impacting fire suppression efforts. In 
general, decreases in access can result in larger fires due to delays in getting firefighters to the 
site. Any alternatives’ actual impact cannot be completely assessed until the project-level site- 
specific implementation decisions occur. 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions, and therefore, they will 
have no direct effects on the resources in the analysis area. Any direct effects would occur later 
at the pro-ject level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail use restrictions. 
Most of the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur 
later in time as a result of this programmatic decision. 

Indirect ]Effects of the Alternatives 
The consequences of each alternative would be proportional to the decrease in access by road 
and the subsequent changes in timber harvest and fuels management. 

Alternative A - Fire risk is lowest in this alternative. The allowable harvest would treat the 
highest number of acres of vegetation that pose a fire risk. Roaded access is the highest in this 
alternative, aiding the potential success of road-based fire suppression efforts. This would also 
allow the best opportunities in prescribed fire due to road access and vegetative treatment, 
reducing the potential for large wildfires. 
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Alternative B - The fire risk may increase as fewer acres are treated. Roaded access is 
maintained at a moderate level making road-based fire suppression efforts highly successful. 
Fuel treatment through prescribed fire would be available, reducing the potential for wildfires. 

Alternative C - Miles of roaded access is the least in this alternative, which restricts access with 
engines for fire suppression. This may increase the fire risk in portions of BMUs under this 
alternative. Fewer acres of vegetation are treated with a lesser amount of roaded access. 
Additional reliance on air supported fire suppression would be needed to compensate for reduced 
ground-based response time. The cost of fire suppression would likely increase. It must be noted 
that reduced initial attack time due to limited surface access potentially equates to increased 
escaped fires and more and larger high-intensity fires in many vegetative types. When fires start 
in this described alternative, in grizzly bear habitat, the risk of fire escaping fiom the security 
core areas on a large front is increased. This poses an increased risk to resources located 
downwind of large stand-replacement fires. The reduction in access and fewer acres of 
vegetation treated will limit prescribed fire, which in turn also allows for a potential increase in 
wildfire size and severity. 

Alternative E - The fire risk may increase in portions of some BMUs under this alternative. 
Fewer acres of vegetation are treated with a lesser amount of roaded access. Additional reliance 
on air supported fire suppression would be needed to compensate for reduced ground-based 
response time. The cost of fire suppression would likely increase. It must be noted that reduced 
initial attack time due to limited surface access potentially equates to increased escaped fires and 
more and larger high-intensity fires in many vegetative types. When fires start in this described 
alternative, in grizzly bear habitat, the risk of fire escaping fiom the security core areas on a large 
fiont is increased. This poses an increased risk to resources located downwind of large stand- 
replacement fires. The reduction in access and fewer acres of vegetation treated will limit 
prescribed fire, which in turn, also allows for a potential increase in wildfire size and severity. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects of the National Fire Plan include the use of prescribed fire and increased 
fire suppression within the designated BMU’s discussed in this document. 

The National Fire Plan emphasizes two components of land management. 
o Prescribed fire use to reduce natural fuels to a historic level focusing on the warm, dry 

sites with short fire return intervals of less than 35 years. Several areas within the 
BMU’s fall into this category and should be treated over the next decade to bring the 
natural fuels back to historic levels. 

o Increased funding for fire suppression, which allows an increase of hiring of 
suppression resources. The increase of suppression resources provides more available 
resources for suppression due to more engines and hand crew personnel. 

Decreased access through more roads being permanently restricted or decommissioned may 
allow fires to become larger due to increased response time, thus allowing an increased impact 
on air quality due to an increased addition of particulates into the air. 
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Reduction of vegetative management reduces the management of natural fuels and increases the 
risk of larger fires, again allowing an increased impact on air quality due to an increased addition 
of particulates into the air. 

Increasedl prescribed fire as outlined in the National Fire Plan, emphasizes use of fire in the 
warmer, dryer sites, which are present in varying amounts in the analyzed BMUs. A limit on 
prescribed fire use as a result of access restrictions will reduce the amount of natural fuel 
treatment accomplished, continuing the fuel build up and possibility of larger wildfires. This may 
allow an increased impact on air quality when wildfires occur due to increased fire intensities 
and increased addition of particulates into the air. 

The cumulative impacts of decreasing road access by restricting and decommissioning roads and 
the reduction of vegetative management will increase the possibility of larger wildland fires 
because of a slower response time and an increase in hazardous fuels. If the road access is 
restricted by gated and barriered roads, then access would be possible, but with a slower 
response time. This increase in the size of wildland fires allows for more particulates to be 
released into the air, degrading air quality. Use of prescribed fire to bring the natural fuels back 
to historic levels will increase particulates in the air, however the controlled burning of the 
natural firels releases significantly fewer particulates than a wildfire. 
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Soils Resources 

Soils - 
Introduction 

Soil is critical for maintaining the productivity potential of a site. Various natural and 
management related factors influence soil productivity. Management does not affect factors such 
as climate and soil parent material; however, management activities can affect soil nutrients and 
structure. Maintenance of soil productivity is dependent on organic material inputs and the 
protection of surface layers from erosion, displacement, and compaction. 

Regulatory Framework 

Within the Forest Plans for the Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, and Lo10 National Forests there are 
specific goals developed to enhance and protect resources. Specific reference to soil and aquatic 
resource goals are found in the Forest Plans. The focus of these goals is to ensure that activities 
on Forest Service lands do not impair soil and water quality and that each activity will adhere to 
state and federal Best Management Practices (BMPs). See the aquatic section for additional 
information related to BMPs. 

The regulatory fiamework providing direction for minimizing erosion and sedimentation comes 
from the following principal sources: 

Forest Plans for the IPNF, KNF, and LNF 
Clean Water Act 
Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) 

0 Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act (MUSY) 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 

Section 6 of the National Forest Management Act of 197, charges the Secretary of Agriculture 
with ensuring research and continuous monitoring of each management system to safeguard the 
Band's productivity. MUSY directs the Forest Service to achieve and maintain outputs of various 
renewable resources without permanent impairment of the land's productivity. (See the aquatic 
section of this EIS and the project file for additional information related to the regulatory 
framework.) 

Analysis Area 

The analysis area consists of those portions of the Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone and Selkirk 
Recovery Zone lying within the boundaries of the KNF, LNF, and IPNF (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2 
in Chapter 1). 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
Soils Resources - Disclosure of Effects 

Affected Environment 

When forest conditions are undisturbed within the analysis area, surface erosion is generally low 
to non-existent on most upland landtypes. In most cases, landtypes have considerable materials 
available on the forest floor to protect the soil surface. Landtype information is on file at the 
IPNF, KNF, and LNF Supervisor's Offices. Most landtypes have seven inches or more of 
surface Mt. Mazama volcanic ash (deposited approximately 6800 years ago), which has high 
water infiltration rates and generally negates erosion-causing overland flows. A situation occurs 
within numerous landtypes withm the analysis area where a very dense till layer occurs close to 
the soil surface. These compacted till layers will perch water during major water events. The 
perched soil water can reach the soil surface and erosion-causing overland flow can occur. 
Generally, minor surface erosion in undeveloped forested areas tends to occur only after severe, 
natural fire events. 

Geological creep is the dominant mass erosional process in most of the undeveloped portions of 
the analysis area. This creep is the minor shifting and downslope gravitational movement of the 
surface mantle material. The rate of geologic creep is higher on the steep, dissected landtypes 
and least on ridgetop landtypes. 

Surface erosion tends to become a dominant player when activities remove protective ground 
cover and the surface volcanic ash material. Roads and skid trails account for most of the 
surface erosion that occurs, with a minor amount associated with most fires and timber harvest. 
The amount of surface erosion that occurs varies depending on road design features and site 
characteristics. The inherent erodibility of subsoils and substratum materials ranges from low to 
high, with the surface volcanic ash being low. The soils in the area, that tend to be weakly 
weathered with high amounts of rock fragments in the soil profile, are better armored against 
erosion. Lacustrine, glacio-fluvial, and weathered residual areas that have low rock fkagment 
contents and finer textured soils have higher, inherent erodibility ratings. 

Roads greatly extend the stream network and the speed and efficiency of water delivery to 
stream ch(me1s. Road systems, also, substantially increase the potential for mass failures and 
cutslope slumps, particularly in steep, dissected landtypes where the road prism exposes dense, 
compacted till layers or other restrictive layers, which perch surface ground water. 

Soils within the Analysis Area 

Soils are EL mixture of glacial till, glacial-fluvial, fluvial, and residual materials. Glacial activity 
had a considerable influence on the location and character of the soil materials within the 
analysis area. The ridge tops were scoured, creating areas of shallow soil depths or exposed 
bedrock. The side slopes and valley bottoms contain extensive deposits of gravel, glacial till, 
and glacial lake silts. These deposits include materials of various sizes as follows: 

Silts, fine sands, and gravels in the glacial tills; 
Silts and clays in the lacustrine (lake) deposits; 
Sands and gravels in the stream and melt-water deposits; 
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Sands, silts, and gravels in the residual soils. 

The shape of the gravel in the residual soils is angular. Gravels, in all the other deposits, have 
been rounded. The amount of rounding is dependent on the distance of movement of the 
material. 

Volcanic eruptions in the Cascade Mountains have left an ash-influenced loess layer on most of 
the landscape (over most of the analysis area). This layer forms the upper-most soil layer and is 
present on the northerly aspects and higher southerly and westerly aspects. Topsoils derived fiom 
ash are highly productive. 

Geology of the Analysis Area 

Almost all of the bedrock in the vicinity of the analysis area is argillite (clays), siltite (silts), and 
quartzite (sands) metamorphosed from sediments of Precambrian Age, referred to as the Belt 
Supergroup. Granitic soil material is located in the Selkirk Mountains and isolated areas of the 
Cabinet Mountains. 

The landscape within the analysis area is part of the Rocky Mountain Uplift. As such, the terrain 
is very mountainous. It is an erosional landscape, part of which has been strongly modified by 
glaciation. The portion that has been continentally glaciated has a subdued appearance -- the 
ridges have been scraped and scoured off while the valleys have been filled in. Alpine glaciation 
creates “sharp, dramatic” features -- horns, aretes, trough walls, and cirques. 

Climatic Conditions of the Analysis Area 

Climatic conditions are dominated by Pacific maritime weather. Winters are generally cloudy, 
warm, and wet. Summer days are typically dry and warm with much cooler nighttime 
temperatures. Annual precipitation ranges from 13 inches in the Eureka Valley along the 
Canadian Border to over 100 inches in the highest elevations of the Cabinet Mountains in Idaho 
and Montana and the Selkirk Mountains in Idaho. 

Disclosure of Effects 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The proposed action and alternatives represent programmatic decisions; therefore, they will have 
no direct effects on the soil resources in the analysis area. Any direct effects would occur later at 
the project level when site-specific decisions are made about road and trail access management 

Most of the effects identified in this analysis would be indirect effects in that they would occur 
later in time as a result of this programmatic decision. 
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Effects Common to All Action Alternatives 

Implementation of the action alternatives, analyzed in detailed study, would result in soil 
disturbance associated with roadwork such as obliterating or installing barriers. Various forms 
of roadwork are expected to produce some short-term sediment but are expected to result in 
positive long-term effects as a result of the restoration of hydrological function along roads and 
reducing the potential for road-related mass failures. The types of road decommissioning 
treatments are as follows. Terminologies sometimes vary by district and Forest, however for the 
purposes of this EIS, the following definitions are used: 

Open (without restriction on motorized use) to Restricted - a road on which motorized 
vehicle use is restricted seasonally or yearlong. The road requires effective physical 
obstruction (generally gated). . 

Open or Restricted to Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered - a route which is managed with 
the long term intent for no motorized use, and has been treated in such a manner so as to no 
longer function as a road. An effective means to accomplish this is through one or a 
combination of several means including: recontouring to original slope, placement of logging 
or forgest debris, planting of shrubs or trees, obliteratingharriering the entrance, etc. 

Aspects of these treatment types can be further defined, using the following terms: 
Recontouring - pulling the excavated road back as near as possible to its original condition. 
Outsloping - pulling some of the fill-slope material back onto the roadbed to create 

Removing culverts - removing most or all the cross-drain culverts. 
an out-slope. 

Indirect ]Effects 

Impacts associated with road closure treatments are discussed below: 

Recontoured roads- There is potential for short-term, minor increases in erosion and 
sedimentation. In the long-term, these activities are expected to almost fully restore lateral soil- 
water movement and reduce the potential for road-related mass failures. 

Outsloping -There is potential for short-term, minor increases in erosion and sedimentation. In 
the long-tlerm, these activities are expected to partially restore lateral soil-water movement and 
eliminate water concentration, which will reduce the potential for road-related mass failures. 

Removing culverts and all associated fill material -There is potential for short-term, minor 
increases in erosion and sedimentation. In the long-term these treatments are expected to 
eliminate the “washing-out” of culverts that are too small for a high flow. 

Weeds - Road closures will most likely limit surveys for weeds along roadsides; therefore, even 
a decomrriissioned road can still act as a vector for weed transmission. However, standard BMPs 
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on all Forests require revegetation with Forest Service approved grass mixtures. See Chapter 3 
Invasive Plants for more information regarding the potential effects on weed treatments. 

Cumulative Effects 

The Roads Management Policy (USDA, January 2001) requires that the Forest Service examine 
the road network and give priority to reconstructing and maintaining needed roads, and 
decommission unneeded roads, or to make maintenance less costly or more environmentally 
friendly. Therefore, as additional emphasis is given to road management, it is expected that 
road-related mass failures will be further reduced, road design will be improved, and restoration 
of the hydrological fhction along roads will be improved or restored. 

Additionally, the O W  decision (USDA, January 2001), which restricts off-highway vehicle use 
in Montana, is expected to reduce the spread of noxious weeds; therefore, improving the 
productivity of native plants and shrubs, which results in healthy soil conditions. 

Stable and healthy soil conditions are expected to result in a positive trend where erosion and 
mass failure or road-cut failure is reduced. 

Forest Plan Consistency 

Alternatives would meet all Forest Plan soil and water quality standards. The overall effect of 
any action alternative selected is expected to be beneficial, in the long-term, because restoration 
of the hydrological fhction along roads would be improved or restored and the potential for 
road-related mass failures would be reduced. 
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I 

- Consistencly with Regulatory Framework 
Consistency with regulatory framework is discussed below for each resource as described 
in Chiapter 3. 

Wildlife -- Alternative A is partially consistent with the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, 
does not meet IGBC direction for access management, and could be in violation of ESA 
by fdu re  to use the best available scientific information and by jeopardizing the 
continued existence of grizzly bears in the CYRZ and SRZ. Alternative B is partially 
consistent with the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and IGBC direction for access 
management, and partially uses the best available scientific information. Alternatives C 
and 15 are consistent with all regulatory framework. 

Transportation The proposed actions are consistent with the existing authorities for 
local line officers to manage motorized and non-motorized access that has the potential to 
cause considerable adverse effects (36 CFR 295). The actions are also consistent with 
the recently approved roads rule (36 CFR 2 12) that provides a process for resolving 
access management issues through interdisciplinary analysis and review. 

Watershed and Fisheries All action alternatives considered would be consistent with 
the respective Forest Plans as they were amended by the Inland Native Fish Strategy 
(USDlA 1995) to protect riparian values and aquatic resources. The Action Alternatives 
would not affect the current direction for protecting aquatic resources as provided in the 
respective Forest Plans. 

Vegetation Management and Timber Harvest The proposed actions are consistent 
with the existing authorities for local line officers to manage motorized and non- 
motorized access for vegetation management and timber harvest. 

Recreation The proposed actions are consistent with the existing authorities for local 
line officers to manage motorized and non-motorized dispersed recreation as well as 
other types of recreation on National Forest system lands. 

Heritage Resources Applicable laws, regulations and Treaties with several Tribal 
Nations were considered during this programmatic analysis (see Chapter 3 discussion of 
Heritage Resources). During any site-specific project analyses and implementation, the 
Forest Service would be required to be in compliance with these regulations. 

Social1 and Economic / Civil Rights No civil rights effects associated with age, race, 
creed, color, national origin or sex have been identified. None of the alternatives 
considered in detail resulted in any identifiable effects or issues specific to any minority 
or low-income population or community. The Forest Service considered all input from 
persons or groups regardless of age, race, income status, or other social and economic 
characteristics. 

Fire, ]Fuels, and Air Quality Future site-specific management activities, such as 
prescribed burning, would be required to comply with applicable Air Quality standards. 
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Soils Resources All alternatives would meet all Forest Plan soil standards. 
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Irreversible effects describe the loss of hture options; these apply primarily to effects of 
using nonrenewable resources such as minerals or cultural resources, or to factors such as 
soil productivity that are renewable only over long periods. Irretrievable effects apply to 
loss of production, harvest or use of natural resources. The production loss is 
irretrievable, but the action is not irreversible. If the use changes, it is possible to resume 
production (from FSH 1909.15-92-1, Definitions section OS). 

Wildlife There is potential that Alternative A could jeopardize the continued existence 
of grizzly bears in the CYRZ and SRZ. Therefore, this alternative could result in the 
irreversible and irretrievable loss of these grizzly bear populations. 

Vegetation Management and Timber Harvest The proposed action and alternatives 
will have no direct effects on the vegetation management and timber harvest in the 
analysis area. Potential changes in access management would not result in irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments regarding vegetation and timber management. 

Soil Productivity There are no anticipated effects on the soil productivity within the 
analysis area; therefore there would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of this 
resource. 

Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided 

Implementation of any action alternative would inevitably result in some adverse 
environmental effects. Many adverse effects can be reduced, mitigated or avoided by 
limiting the extent or duration of effects. The application of Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines, Best Management Practices, project-specific mitigation measures, and 
monitoring are all intended to further limit the extent, severity, and duration of potential 
effects. Such measures are discussed in Chapter 2. Regardless of the use of these 
measures, some adverse effects will occur. This section focuses on unavoidable adverse 
effects. 

Water and Fisheries Watershed decommissioning/obliteration activities, as well as 
decisions to restrict motorized access to roads, could result in sediment that would reach 
some stream systems during the short-term, but Best Management Practices and use of 
stream buffers would reduce the effects to a minimal level. However, these site-specific 
decisions will be evaluated and reached at the project-specific level; they would be an 
indirect effect of this programmatic EIS. 

Recreation Some of the alternatives could result in reduced mileage of roads or trails 
available for motorized, dispersed summer recreation activities. However, these 
decisions will be evaluated and reached at the project-specific level; they would be an 
indirect effect of this programmatic EIS. 
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- Rela tionship Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivitv 

Short-term uses are generally those that determine the present quality of life for the 
public. Current activities must not impair long-term productivity. Long-term 
productivity of the land refers to its capability to provide resources such as forage, timber 
and high quality water. 

Vegetation and Timber Management, Fire, Fuels and Air Quality The capability of 
the land to produce forage, timber and high quality water would not be impaired by the 
action alternatives. Any direct effects would occur later at the project level when site- 
specific decisions are made about motorized use of roads. Such effects could include 
increased costs of activities in areas without road access, such as treatment of fuels and 
wildfire suppression, reforestation, response to insect and disease outbreaks, and other 
silvicultural needs. Changes in motorized access for wildfire suppression could result in 
increased impacts on air quality. 

Watershed and Fisheries The level or intensity of effects to aquatic resources will 
vary depending on the location of selected roads, associated aquatic resources and the 
level of treatment selected for the specific road to meet access standards. Continued 
imp1e:mentation of Forest Plans as amended by INFS (USDA 1995) would require the 
improvement of existing transportation systems to address watershed and fisheries 
concerns. 

- Possible Conflicts with other Federal, State or local policies, plans or 
regulations 

There would be no conflicts with any Federal, State or local policies, plans or regulations. 
Compliance with such laws and regulations are discussed in Chapter 2 and where 
appropriate in applicable resource effects discussions in this chapter. 

- Other Required Disclosures 

Environmental Justice Act No effects on Civil Rights or Environmental Justice are 
anticipated; see the Social and Economics portion of this chapter for additional 
information. 

economic or subsistence rights are anticipated; see the Heritage Resources section 
of this chapter for additional information. 

adversely affect prime farmland or rangeland. National Forest System lands are 
not considered prime forestland. 

Effects to Floodplains and Wetlands The Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS) standards 
and guidelines, as amended to the Forest Plans for the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle 
and Lo10 National Forests, would protect floodplains and wetlands. 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act No effects on American Indian social, 

Prime Farmland, Rangeland or Forestland None of the proposed activities would 
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II Introduction 

This chapter provides detailed information on the public involvement activities that occurred 
during thle preparation of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), as well as public 
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and the Forest Service 
responses to those comments. It also provides details on the public participation throughout the 
process and lists names of organizations and individuals receiving the documents. A list of the 
individuals who analyzed the proposal and prepared this document is included at the end of the I 
chapter. 

A complete record of communication, collaboration and public involvement related to this 
project is on file at the Kootenai National Forest Supervisor’s Office in Libby, Montana. 1 
Scoping and Public Comments Prior to the DEIS 

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on May 1 1, 
2001. A legal advertisement was placed in the three newspapers of record (Kalispell, Montana, 
DuiIy Inter Lake; Missoula, Montana, Missouliun; Spokane, Washington, Spokesman-Review) as 
well as several local and regional publications. A project update and request for comments was I 
mailed to approximately 1300 individuals, agencies, organizations, and Tribal entities on May 
10,2001. I 
Open house public meetings were held in the communities of Libby, Eureka, and Thompson 
Falls, Montana as well as Sandpoint and Bonners Ferry, Idaho between May 24 and June 5, 
200 1. Approximately 50-60 individuals attended each meeting and asked questions of the 
Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) biologists, and 
grizzly bear research biologists. 

Several members of the ID Team and specialists from the Priest Lake Ranger District presented 
information at a panel discussion sponsored by the Priest Lake Outdoor Recreation and Trails 
Association at Coolin, Idaho on June 15,2001. Approximately 60 individuals, including Idaho 
congressional aides and local community leaders attended this public forum. 

Other presentations were provided to organizations conducting meetings in the communities of 
Bonners F;erry and Post Falls, Idaho and Spokane, Washington. The given meetings were 
organized by the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, Backcountry Horseman of Spokane, Kootenai Valley 
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Sportsmen, Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation, the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Committee, and the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee. 

Audiences who attended these meetings included local government officials, county 
commissioners, Tribal representatives, Idaho congressional aides, the Deputy Secretary of the 
Department of the Interior, IGBC members, and over 200 private individuals. 

Written notice of the proposed project was included in the LAO, Kootenai, and Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests Schedules of Proposed Actions and mailed to over 900 individuals every three 
months during 2001. Scoping, project updates, and open house schedules were posted on the 
intranet sites for all three Forests and internet sites for the IGBC and Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests. 

Approximately 200 letters were received during the public scoping period as a result of the NOI, 
newspaper advertisements, mailers, and open houses. These letters were reviewed by the ID 
Team, Advisory Committee and Deciding Officials, and used to identify significant issues for the 
development of alternatives. 

On July 3 1,200 1, a project update newsletter including, a preview of the proposed alternatives 
was mailed to approximately 550 individuals, agencies, organizations, and Tribal entities. The 
preview also invited the public to indicate their preference in receiving a Summary of the DEIS 
or the entire DEIS. A distribution list of more than 500 individuals, agencies, organizations, and 
Tribal entities receiving this Final EIS is included at the end of this chapter. 

Public Involvement Following Release of the DEIS 

The DEIS and Summary were released in early November 2001 with approximately 500 copies 
mailed to individuals, agencies, organizations, and Tribal entities on the distribution list. 

The Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal 
Register on November 15,2001. A legal advertisement was placed in the three Newspapers of 
Record (Daily Inter Lake, Spokesman-Review, and the Missoulian) as well as several local and 
regional publications. 

Open Houses were held in the communities of Libby, Thompson Falls, and Eureka, Montana as 
well as Sandpoint, Bonners Ferry, Coolin, and Coeur d’Alene, Idaho between November 26 and 
December 19,2001. Approximately 60-70 individuals attended each meeting and asked 
questions of the ID Team, USFWS biologists and grizzly bear research biologists. 

The Priest Lake Outdoor Recreation and Trails Association again sponsored an additional open 
house meeting in Coolin, Idaho on December 6,200 1. A panel discussion was held following a 
project briefing and was staffed by several members of the ID team and specialists from the 
Priest Lake Ranger District. Approximately 50-60 individuals attended, including Idaho 
congressional aides, media representatives and community leaders. 
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Scoping information, project updates, and open house schedules were posted on the intranet sites 
for all three Forests and internet sites for the Lolo and Idaho Panhandle National Forests. The 
IGBC internet site posted all scoping information, project updates, open house schedules, and the 
entire DEIS and summary documents. Numerous newspaper articles, radio station interviews, 
and news articles were released throughout the local communities during the public scoping and 
DEIS cornment periods. The project file contains documentation of local media coverage of the 
project. 

Land Ownership and Use 

The 45-day public comment period closed on December 3 1,2001. Approximately 500 members 
of the public (including agencies, organizations and Tribal entities) received either the DEIS or 
its Summary. 

8 

Over 330 letters, containing a total of 53 1 substantive comments, were received during the DEIS 
comment period. A content analysis process was utilized to identify and code substantive and 
non-substantive comments. Substantive comments are those that address the adequacy of the 
EIS, or the merits of the alternatives, or both. In some cases similar comments were grouped 
together to facilitate and track responses. The following table (Table 4-1) displays the number of 
substantive comments by category and quantity (number of comments received). 

Perceptions on Grizzly Bear 

Table 4-1 Summary of Substantive Comments 

24 

Grizzl Bear 170 
Canadian L 
Moose 

Fire 

Administrative Access 

7 

Timber 
Recreational Use of Roads and 

Increased Security Habitat 11 

No Action Alternative A 
Interim Access Rule Set 

Security Standards Applied 
Across All BMU’s Alternative C 
Security Standards for Individual 24 

Alternative D 
Maintain Current Levels of I 7 
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Forest Plan 18 

Public Involvement Summary 

Miscellaneous Comments 

Following is a summary of primary communication, collaboration and public involvement efforts 
whch are discussed in more detail in this chapter and in the project record. 

12 

May 10,200 1 - Project Update and Request for Public Comments distributed to about 
1 300 individuals, agencies, organizations, and Tribal entities. 
May 11,2001- Notice of Intent (formal project initiation) published in the Federal 
Register. 
May 24,2001 to June 5,2001- Series of public meetings held in various communities. 
June 2001 to August 2001- Information presented at Public Forums and/or 
Organizational Meetings in various Communities 
July 3 1,2001 - Project Update Newsletter distributed to about 550 Individuals, Agencies, 
Organizations, and Tribal Entities. 
November 15,200 1 - DEIS Notice of Availability Published in the Federal Register, 
corresponding with the associated mailing and/or availability of the DEIS andor DEIS 
Summary to about 500 Individuals, Agencies, Organizations, and Tribal Entities. 
November 26,2001 to December 19,2001- Open Houses associated with the release of 
the DEIS were held in/ various communities. 
December 6,200 1 - Information presented at a locally sponsored Public Forum. 
December 3 1,2001 - End of the 45-day comment period on the DEIS. 

Synopsis of Content Analysis 

Following is a summary discussion of substantive DEIS comments which corresponds to Table 
4-1, above. This discussion also corresponds to the DEIS Comment Letters and Responses 
section below which provides supporting information concerning the content analysis process 
(process used to identifjr and sort comments). 

Some comments received on the DEIS questioned the science that was used in this document and 
by the IGBC. Specifically, comments were received concerning the 55% Core, 33% OMRD and 
26% TMRD standards as not being biologically defensible. Comments also expressed concern 
that the DEIS failed to analyze the access standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet- 
Yaak and Selkirk Recovery Zones and other recovery zones. 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabineWaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 4 

I 

I 
8 
i 
3 
n 
8 
c 
a# 

4 
I 
II 
8 
I 
1 

J 

0' e 
E 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Comments concerning public access reflected the sentiment of the respondents on access 
management, with 20% supporting road closures and 80% opposed to more road closures. The 
science supporting road closures and habitat security was questioned as well as the determination 
of which roads to close. Several respondents requested site-specific information on road closures 
and obliterations. Comments were also received related to road obliteration and the associated 
lack of access to control forest fires and the added cost to taxpayers (cost for road being built; 
cost to obliterate; and cost to reopen if needed for access for a variety of management needs). I 
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Concerns; prompting the third largest number of comments were related to the topic of 
employment/income. Specifically, the respondents expressed sentiments that further analysis 
concerning economic impacts was needed in the DEIS. 

Comments expressed concerns regarding administrative access and how the Forest Service will 
manage lands with only 57 trips allowed per road system per year. 

Other comments were related to access of private land inholdings. Comments questioned the 
legality of restricting access to private lands and expressed the associated concern that if 
motorized access to these private lands is restricted or denied, property values would decrease. 

Comments were also received regarding access for fire suppression. Specifically, concerns 
questioned the impacts, costs, and risks associated with reduced motorized access for wildland 
fire suppression and prescribed burning. 

Other comments related to the NEPA process, range of alternatives, and miscellaneous topics 
identified the following concerns: an inadequate range of alternatives, alternatives not based on 
the best available science, the omission of a “true” No-Action alternative in the DEIS, the 
request fix a Supplemental EIS, inadequacy of a 45-day comment period, and the need for 
Alternative D (maximum security alternative) to be given detailed study. 

A few respondents submitted comments relating to the “pros” and “cons” of changing the three 
Forest Plans. The question was also asked why the Colville National Forest is not amending its 
Forest Plim. 

comments received in all categories generally reflected confusion concerning programmatic 
planning. Many individuals wanted more details as to effects to specific roads or areas (Le. what 
roads would be closed). There was limited understanding that site-specific proposals (Le. timber 
sales) and effects analysis will be examined in the project-level planning following the 
amendment of the Forest Plans. 

DEIS Comment Letters and Responses 

This section contains public comments on the DEIS and responses to those comments. Please 
review the following example tables for using this section. 
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Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

187 
25 

DEIS Comment Letters 

Aceves, Alfred F7 
Aguirre, Vince & Janice F1, 11400, 13-1004 

The following table corresponds to Table 4-2 and shows how Cultural Resources, coded as 
CULT, was divided into Categories 800 for Cultural Resources and 801 for American Indian 
comments. 

The table below corresponds to Table 4-3 and displays communications numbers and comment 
codes related to the various form letters that were received. For example, if you submitted a 
form letter, you will find an '"'F" code used to indicate all of the letters which were copies of a 
particular form letter. The comment codes list the location of that form letter's comments. 
Additionally, this table displays that communications 22,24,25, and so forth, were all copies of 
the Form Letter coded F1. The particular comments in letter F1 can be located as comment 6 in 
category 100, comment 8 in category 400, etc. 

The following table corresponds to Table 4-4 and displays the contact names in alphabetical 
order, a communication number, and the comment codes. For example, letter number 187 was 
from Alfred Aceves and is a copy of Form Letter 7. Communication number 25, from the 
Aguirres, is a copy of Form Letter 1 and contained additional comments identified as comment 
1 1 in category 400 and comment 13 in category 1004. 

A contact is anyone who submitted comments on the DEIS. An individual or organization can 
identify their particular comments by using the communication and comment codes. The 
alphabetical listing in the Contact Name column of Table 4-4 can be used to locate your 
communication number in the Communication column. The Comment Codes column shows 
comment numbers within the category code. For example, Comment Codes column 1 15-1 00 
means the 1 15* comment in the category TE- 100, Grizzly Bear. Table 4-4 also identifies all 
comments submitted by each contact. 
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Response to DEIS Comments 

Where possible, similar comments are grouped together. Some grouped comments may list two 
or more pages of related comments from numerous contacts before the response is provided. 
Unique and detailed comments usually have their own responses. Often there are overlaps 
between Isategories for some comments; therefore, each comment was placed in the most 
appropriate category or split between several categories. 

Each comment we received is valuable whether it was considered “substantive” or not. 
Opinions, feelings, suggestions and observations were all carefully read and considered by the 
ID Team. Each comment was weighed on its own merit against legal, technical, and resource 
capability considerations. 

The comments were responded to by making factual corrections, explaining why rationale, 
authorities, and sources were used, or by acknowledgmg that the given comment was noted. 
Responses are included in Chapter Four, following the content analysis tables. 
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P Woodpecker 

Table 4-2 Master Content Analysis Code List 

ALL OTHER INFO: See Standardized Values for COCA Tables 

I 305 

s m m  
T&E SPECIES 

.y 

SENSITIVE 
SPECIES 

MANAGEMENT 
INDICATOR 
SPECIES 

TRANS- 
PORTATION 

WATERSHED/ 
FISHERIES 

VEGETATION/ 
TIMBER 
RECREATION 

CATEGORY I SUB TCAT 
I CD I,= 

Grizzly Bear I TE I 100 
Bald Eagle 
Canadian Lynx 
Woodland Caribou 
Gray Wolf 

Common Loon 
Harlequin Duck 
B-b Woodpecker 
W-h Woodpecker 
T Big-eared Bat 
Flammulated Owl 
Northern Goshawk 
Peregrine Falcon 
N Bog Lemming 
Fisher 

101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
200 
20 1 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 

Wolverine I I210  
Elk I MIS I 300 
White-tailed Deer 
Moose 
Mountain Goat 
Pine Marten 

30 1 
302 
303 
304 

I I 401 
Administrative 
Access 
Private Access I I 402 
Watershed I WSFS I 500 
Fisheries I I 501 

I I 

DEFIPIITIOIY 
M 

Grizzly bear 
Bald Eagle 
Canadian Lynx 
Woodland Caribou 
Gray Wolf 

Common Loon 
Harlequin Duck 
Black-backed Woodpecker 
White-headed Woodpecker 
Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
Flammulated Owl 
Northern Goshawk 
Peregrine Falcon 
Northern Bog Lemming 
Fisher 
Wolverine 
Elk 
Whitetailed Deer 
Moose 
Mountain Goat 
Pine Marten 
Pileated Woodpecker 
Public Access 
Administrative Access 

Access to private inholdings 
Watershed 
Fisheries 
Sensitive Species 
Vegetation 
Timber 
Recreational Use of Roads 
and Trails 

APPROVED BY 

SUBJECT 
CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 
PLANTS 

SOCIO- 
ECONMOICS 

FIRE, FUELS, 
AIR QUALTIY 

SOILS 
ALTER- 
NATIVES 

NEPA 

FOREST PLAN 
MISC 
COMMENT 

CA-RY 

Cultural Resources 
American Indian 
T & E Plants 
Sensitive Plants 
Invasive Plants 
Employ/Income 
Economic Diversity 
Land Owner/ Use 
Lifestyle, Attitude, 
Values, and Beliefs 
Perceptions on 
Grizzly Mgmt 
Civil Rights and 
Enviro Justice 
Fire 
Fuels 
Air Quality 
Soils 
Alt A 
Alt B 

Alt C 

Alt E 

Alt D 
Alt F 

Alt G 

- 
SUB 
CD 

CULT 

PLNT 

- 

- 
ECON 

FFA 

SOIL 
ALTS 

Other Alts 
NEPA Process I NEPA 
Cumulative Effects 
Forest Plan 
Misc Comments 
Thank your for 

Cumulative Effects 
Forest Plan 
Misc Comments 
Thank your for 

FP 
MISC 
THY 

your comment I 

___II 

CAT a 
800 
80 1 
900 
90 1 
902 
1000 
1001 
I002 
1003 

1004 

1005 

1100 
1101 
1102 
1200 
1300 
1301 

1302 

1303 

1304 
1305 

1306 
1307 
1400 
1401 
1500 
1600 
1700 

DEPf NlTION 

Cultural Resources 
American Indian 
T & E Plants 
Sensitive Plants 
Invasive Plants 
Employmenthcome 
Economic Diversity 
Land Ownership and Use 
Lifestyle, Attitude, Values, 
and Beliefs 
Perceptions on Grizzly Bear 
Management 
Civil Rights and 
Environmental Justice 
Fire 
Fuels 
Air Quality 
Soils 
No action 
Interim a m s  rule set 
(Proposed Action) 
alternative 
Security standards applied 
across all BMU’s 
Security standards for 
individual BMU’s 
(Preferred Alternative) 
Increased Security Habitat 
Maintain Current Levels of 
Access 
Maximum Access 
Other Alternatives 
NEPA Process 
Cumulative Effects 
Forest Plan 
Misc Comments 
Thank your for your 
comment (Not substantive) 
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Table 4-3 Form letter of Contacts and Comments 

Aguirre, Vince & Janice 
Alliance for the Wild 

259,325,326 401,2-1002, 1-1400 
32,52, 56, 133, 135, 139, 157, F2 7-100,9-100, 14-400, 1-1303,6-1303, 
175,222,224,273,276,314 1-1304, 1-1307,2-1307 
101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 148, F3 6- 100,26- 100,27- 100,28-100,25400, 

F1,11-400,13-1004 
8-100,9-100,74-100,75-100,76-100, 130-100, 

174,179,180,260 26-400,27-400,2-1002, 1-1400 
141, 142, 143, 176, 177, 186, F4 2-400,s-1002 
315,316,318 
231,232,233,234,235,286, F5 11 1-100, 127-100, 128-100,36-400,5- 
288,289,290,291,292,329 501,24-1000,25-1000,2-1100,2- 

244 
246 
220 

1300,5-1305, 13-1500 
166, 167, 173,207,216, 319, F6 5 1 - 100,36-400,37-400,39-400,8-40 1, 
321,333 12-1000,2-1300, 11-1307, 12-1400 
187, 188,190,215,316,318 F7 7-1 600 

1302, 17-1303,8-1304,2-1307,21-1307,25-1400 
Anderlik, Robert 28-100, 1-400 
Anderlik, Robert & Barbara 1-400 
Anderson, Jim 38-100 
Anderson, Lucia 2-400 
Anson, Michael 
Associated Logging 

136-1 00, 18-1 303 
115-100, 116-100, 117-100, 118-100, 119-100,7- 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

ContractorsKeough, Shawn 
Axtell, Jim 

1002 
2-400 

I Rockies/Sedler, Liz 

Baggett, Lawrence & Barbara 
Bankert, Frani 
Barr, Phillip 
Barry, Raymond 
Barry, Rick 
Barta, Ila May 

131-100, 132-100, 133-100, 134-100, 135-100,70- 
400,71-400,9-401,26-1000,S-1300,7-1301,7- 

9-1303 
14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2-1307 
2-400,23-400 
9-100,2-1301,2-1302, 1-1303, 1-1307,2-1307 
F1 
F5 
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Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

270 
323 

Bass, Rick Thank you for your comment 
Beacham, Randy 7-100,8-100,9-100, 1-401,7-1100, 1-1303, 15- 

127 
175 
6 

235 
78 

~ 

Beal, Bob 18-1004 
Bergdahl, James F2,3-1301,3-1302, 12-1303, 1-1307 
Berjgnan,Donald 1-302,2400 
Bertino, Phil F5 
Bertelsen, Steve 2-400,2 1-400,23-400 

I 227 I Big Sky Health CareNan-, I 2400,l-1307 I 
80 
172 
163 
207 . 

3 12 

Thomas 
Bissell, Mike 
Blankenship, Perry 6-100, 1 1-700 
Blend, Becky 1-400,2-1307 

2-400,23400,24- 100,6- 1000, 16-1 004 

Bohn,Doug F6 
Bonneville Power 78-400 
AdministratiodMurphy, 

267 
75 
29 
43 
46 

GroupMetzgar, Lee 1307 
Campbell, Mary 1-1304,22-1307 
CheneyBhores 9-100, 1-400, 1-1304,2-1600 
Clark, E.R. 2400,13400 
Clarrk, Ronald F1 
Clayton, Carrie 7-100, 1-1303, 1-1304,2-1307 
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322 
157 
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Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

Clemenson, Vern & Judy 1-700,2-1000, 10-1004 
Clitherow, Peter Thank you for your comment 
Codding, Elaine 1-1304 
Colavito, Dave 9-100, 163-100,2-1307 
Coleman, Susan F2 
Committee for Idaho’s High 
Desert/Fite, Katie 

7-100,9-100, 1-1303, 1-1304,2-1307 

Communities for a Great 
Northwest/ Vincent. Bruce 1000.6-1 100 

140-100, 141-100,32-400,74-400, 11-401,30- 

28 1 

179 
330 
14 

279 
183 
132 
113 
11 

Concerned About 16-1 500 
GrizzliesBverett, Richard 
Coykendall, Russ F3 
Cragg Kabush, Kay 1-400,79-400 
Cripe, Marie 28- 1400 
Cronenwett, David 149-100, 14-400,2-1307 
Crown Pacific/Roady Chuck 4- 1 30 1 
Curie, Cris 19-1004,2-1307 
Davidson, Lois 2-400,7-1000 
Davis. Stanley 1 - 1000.34-1 000.5- 1004.6- 1004 

76 

326 
112 

Deane, J.F. 

Deife. Dalles F1 

Thank you for your comment 
Dedic, Raymond 2-400 

31 I Ellenberger, David I F2,8-100,9-100, 1-401, 1-1303, 1-1307,2-1307, I 

307 
61 
48 
47 
121 
216 
328 
83 
49 
170 
24 

Denison, Mr & Mrs 
Derussenu, Sabrina 1-1302 
Deutsch, Dan 1-1307,2-1307 
Deutsch, Donna 1-1307,2-1307 
Drobish, Lois 9-100, 1-1307 

23-1 303, 10-1 304 

Duff, Millie F6 
Durnell, Tim 1-400, 1-1303 
Eade, William 13-400 
Edwards, Paul 3-1307 
Erhard, John Thank you for your comment 
Ekler. Robert Fl. 12-1004 

33 
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1-1500 
Elliott. Nathan 15-400. 16-400. 3-700 

192 
115 

186 
116 

Ellis, Carol 9-100, 1-1307, 16-1307 
Epperson, Robert 

Erhard, James F4 

Thank you for your comment 
Epperson, Zachary 2-400,2 1-400,23-400,28-400,7-1000 
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Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

24 1 Erickson, John 
37 Evas, Sally 
214 F.H. Stoltze Land & 

Lumbermuentemeier, Ronald 
240 Fish, James 
4 Forsman, Janet 

318 French, Ken 
I I lg5 I Fugua,Pam 

Galassi, Kari 
Gerhart, Bill & Doris 

295 Gill, Kathleen 
228 Glenn. Havden 
232 Glover, Keith 
257 Gordon. James 
152 Go tshalk/Fisher 
324 Grathwohl, Marya 

I 206 I Great Bear FoundationReck, 
Brain; Sierra Club Grizzly 
Bear Ecosystem 
ProjectNillcox, Louisa; 
Boundary 
BackpacckersPavia, Jerri; 
Cabinet Resource 
Group/Hutchins, Judy; 
Montana Wilderness 
Associatiofiernandez, 
Cesar; Montana Chapter 
Sierra ClubLBroberg, Len 

I 292 Greene. Deb 
35 Gutkoski, Joe 

293 Haarstick, Steven 
297 Hall, Margaret 
88 Halvorson, Gary 
105 Hanson, Keith 
258 Hayes, Tim 
102 Hill, Craig 
124 Hinkins, Susan 
23 1 Hinkle, Jack 

2-400.24- 1400 
7-100, 13-100, 17-400, 1-1304,2-1307 
11 1-100, 112-100, 113-100, 114-100,65-400,2- 
60 1,22- 1000,23- 1000,22- 1400, 1 1 - 1500 
2-400.2-1306 
1-1004 

F4 
7-100,9-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2- 

F5 
1-1303 
2-400 
6-1301, 16-1303 
c c  
2-400 
9-100, 1-1303, 1-1304 
7-100,9-100, 12-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1307,2- 
1307 
82-100,83-100,84-100,85-100,86-100,87-100, 
88-100, 89-100,90-100,91-100,92-100,93-100, 
94-100, 54-400,55-400,56-400,57-400,58-400,5- 
401,6-401,7-401,4-1302,5-1302, 13-1303,14- 
1303,7-1304, 18-1307, 18-1400,2-1401 

F5 

1307 
Thank YOU for vour comment 

9-100, 11-100, 1-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2- 

13-401,21-1303 
23-400,4- 1002 
F3,2-400 
1-400 
F3.4-700 
2- 1307 ~~ _ _  . . 

F5 
FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabineWaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 

Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

I 
E 
I 
I 
3 
@ 

Page 4 - 12 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

k% 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

Johnson, Ruthie 2-400 
Johnson. Tonv 1-1304 

Mitchell. Sandra 

Jones, Stanley 
Jones, Thomas 
Joron, Leo 
Journey, Alfred 

7-100, 8-100,9-100,4-401, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307 
F2 

40- 100, 13-400 
52-100,53-100,24-1004 
1-1303 
6- 1302 

250 
300 
93 

119 
120 
237 
255 

Thank your for your comment 
2- 1307 

Judkins, Darryl 
Kabush, Mark 38-400, 1-1303 
Keele/S avory 

2 1-1 00,2-400,2 1-400,23-400,28-1000 

9-100, 17-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2- 
1307 
Thank you for your comment 
Thank you for your comment 

Keiffer, Michele 
Keiffer, Richard 
Keith, Gene 1-1304, 1-1307, 19-1307 
Kerman. Neal 2-400.2 1-400.6- 1300.6- 1305 

184 
272 

Kiver, Eugene 9-100, 1-1307 
Klamath Alliance for 96- 100 
Resources & Environment/ I Ingalsbee. Nancv 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

289 
306 

Klempel, Ron F5 
Kootenai Environmental 1-502,9-1304,26-1307 

I I AllianceMihelich. Mike I I 
60 

265 
285 

Kreck, Loren 9-100, 19-100,2-1307 
Kuhns, Howard Thank you for your comment 
Kuntzhalts, Valerie 7-100,9-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2- 

135 
269 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinenaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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1307 
Lambert, Jeff F2 
Lance, Robert 7-100,9-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2- 
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Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

4-1306,26-1400,6-1401 
McLeod, Pat 1-102,22-1303, 12-1600 
Mead Family F6 
Men, Larry 
Miller, Kenneth 19-400,3-1300 

2 1 - 100,2-400,2 1-400,23-400,7-1000 

Mire, Jeralyn 2-400 
Mire, Martin 2-700 

320 Mogstad, Joni 51-100, 108-100,36-400, 8-401,s-501,7-1000,2- 
1 100,2- 1300, 16-1 500 

Momb, Marchette 2-400 
Montana Environmental 7-100,9-100,2-1307 
Information CenterBorst, 
Brad 

284 Montana State Representative 2-400, 32-1000,7-1401 
Aubyn Curtiss 

230 Montana Wilderness 124-1 00, 125-1 00, 126- 100,6-50 1, 12-700, 13-700, 
Association/Hernandez, 1-1304, 12-1500 
Cesar 

Use/Taber, Clarence 
167 Montanans For Multiple F6 

57 Mudgett, Alexa 7-100,9-100, 18-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1- 
1307,2-1307 

264 Murdock, Joseph 139- 100, 13-400,72-400, 10-40 1,3-402,4-402, 19- 
1303 

26 Murphy, Patrick 1-400,12-400 
101 Myers, Brian F3 

82 Nixon, Jesse Thank you for your comment 
53 Nixon, Ray Thank you for your comment 

209 

17 Nielsen, Mike 7-400,7-1004 

18 Njirich, Gary 4-100,s-100, 1-1002,8-1004,9-1004 
North West Montana Gold 95- 100,96-100,97- 100,98- 100,99-100, 100- 100, 
Prospectors/Toren, Harm 101 -100, 102-100, 103-100, 104-1 00, 105-100, 

106-1 00, 107-1 00,59-400,60-400,6 1-400,62-400, 
63-400, 17-1000, 18-1000,2-1300,3-1305,4-1305, 
19- 1400 

205 Northwest Ecosystem 9-100,74-100,75-100,76-100,77-100,78-100,79- 
Alliance/Scott, Joe 100,80-100,81-100,4-401,6-1304, 17-1307 

153 Novosel, Jack 1-1307 
218 O’Connor, Susanne 9- 100 
59 O’Halloran, Mr & Mrs J.E. 9-100,2-1307 
182 Obermeyer, Robert 44-400, 13-1000,4-1300, 1-1307 
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Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

Thank vou for vour comment I 

I 
1 
I 
I 
8 
51 

32 1 Ondracek, Ronald 
315 On. Judith F4 

F4 316 I Orr,R. 
2 12 1 Owens & Hursminch, 110-100,21-1O(DO, 3-1 100,4-1100,21-1400 I I Wayne 
38 I Palmer. Shirlev 2-1307 

2-400.4- 1000 71 Parker, Jerry 
72 Parker. Marie 19-400,5- 1000 

27-1400. 18-1500 305 I Paulson, Barbara 
309 I Paulson. Joshua 9-1301,27-1400, 18-15800 

9-1301.27-1400. 18-1500 308 Paulson, Steve 
69 Peck. Kevin Thank you for your comment 

24-1303 327 Pell, Thomas 
310 Pend Oreille Environmental 

TedStuart .  John 
Thank you for your comment 

275 People for Wyoming/ 
Bartholomew, Dorothy 

51-100, 108-100,36-400,8-401,5-501,9-1000,2- 
1100.2-1300. 16-1500 

99 Peterman, Brian 
196 Peterson, Don 

9-100, 1-400, 1-1307,5-1600,6-1600 
2- 1307 

21 1 I Peterson. Sue 1-1307 
Thank vou for vour comment 197 I Petterson. L.M. 

r38 1 Pettit, 7 & Kristy 

160 Pierce, Del 
Phinne ,Duane 

57-100,58-100,59-100,21-400,47-400,48-400, 
49-400,50-400,5 1-400,52-400, 15- 1000,33- 1000, 
15-1400.9-1600 
9-100,20-400, 1-1304, 1-1307 
1-400. 1-600 

213 Pitblado, Nancy 
25 1 Place, Chad 
252 Place. Dannv 

9-100, 1-1307 
F1.2-400 
2-400.7-1 000 I 

- 7  - - - - -  - . -  

2-400,15-400,19-400 253 Place, Diane 
274 Platt. John 9-100, 1-1303, 1-1307 

145- 100, 146-1 00, 147- 100, 148- 100,2 1-400,23- 
1307 

277 I Predator Conservation 
AllianceRegnerus, Shawn 

190 Price. Candace F7 I 
Price, Donnie 
Price, Gre 
Price, Joshuah 
Price, Martin 

F7 
7-100,9-100, 1-1307 
F4 
F4 I 

142 I Price. Shirlev 
- 

F4,2-400,28-400 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 16 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Rostorfer, James 

Rotter, John 
223 Ryan, Clarice 

b a 

1500 
13-100, 142-100, 143-100, 144-100, 19-400,21- 
400,75-400,76-400,31-1000,7-1300, 15-1500 
1-1306 
1-1307 

e 1 
I 

Ryan, Scott 
Samuelson, Chuck 

Sand, Andy 
Schlaefer. Lois 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

~ 

23-400,8-1000 
32-100,33-100, 19-400, 1-402,20-1004,2-1300,2- 
1305,5-1500,6-1500 
7- 1 000 
2-400 

Priest Lake Trails & Outdoor 
Recreation Association/ 
Sudnikovich, Mike 

2-1 002 

Quammen, David 6-1303 
20 1 uinn, Marcus 2-400,2- 1306 
178 Rana. Paul 9-100. 54-100.2-1307. 12-1307 

Schnackenberg, Steven 
Schofield, Duane 

I 147 I Rathbun, James 

~ -~ 

2-400, 18-400, 19-400 
29-100, 1-1305 

34-1 00,35-100,29-400,30-400,3 1-400,32-400, 9- 
1000,3-1400,4-1400,5-1400,6-1400,7-1500,8- 

Schroeter, Franklin 
Schwantes, Jerry 
Sheeler, Jay 
Sheeley, Jette 
Sherfey, Karen 
Sherman, Michael 
Sherman, Roger - 

1500,9-1500,8-1600 
Rauch, Robert 5-1 100,24-1400 
Residents of Plains/Olfert, 63-100,64-100,65-100,66-100,67-100,68-100, 
Ron 69-100,70-100,71-100,72-100,73-100, 16-1000, 

3-1306, 16-1400, 17-1400 
Reynolds, Karrie 56-100,2400 
Richards, Belle 14-100 

202 Robertson. Sissel Thank vou for vour comment 

9-100, 1-1304 
F6 
2-400 
2-400 
1-400,3-400 

7-100,9-100, 1-1304, 1-1307,2-1307,4-1307 
7-100,9-100, 1-1304, 1-1307,2-1307,4-1307 

Ronan, George 2-400, 13-400 
Rose, Alison 21-100,4-1307 1 210 1 Rosenau, Mitchell 108-100, 109-100,36-400,64-400,8-401,5-501, 

19-1000,20-1000,2-1100,2-1300,20-1400, 10- 
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Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

~ 333 Shoulders, Robert F6 
87 Sikes, Cindy 2 1 - 100,2-400,2 1-400,23-400,7-1000,3- 1600,4- 

44 
217 
263 
325 
70 
151 

1600 
Simpson, Herva 7-100, 1-1303,2-1307 
Smith, Don F1 
Smith, Eileen 7-100, 1-1307,41307 
Smith, Mark 2-400 
Snyder, Larry 2-400 
Spearmint Springs/Simonson, 13-400, 19-400,35-400, 10- 1000, 1-1 000,22- 1004 
I Steve 

Stachowski, Kathleen 

pi- 

9-100, 1-400, 1-1304,2-1307 

ps 
Steinberg, Jefiey & Sherry 
Sterling/Hamilton 

I 287 

2- 1307 
1-1303, 1-1304 

Stewart, John 

Company/Opp, Dwight 
Stimpson Lumber 

F2 

1600 
120-100, 121-100,2-402,23-1400,3-1401, 11- 

Struck, Wilf 
Sudnikovich, Mike 

2-400, 1-1307 
6-100,27-100,28-100,26-400,27-400,2-1O02,2- 

Sverdsten, Dee 
Sverdsten, Paul 

1400,3-1500 
2-400 
Thank you for your comment 

Sverdsten, Terry 
Swan View Coalition/ 

19-400 
9-100,40-400,41-400,42-400,43-400,6-1002,5- 

Hammer, Keith 
Swennes, Jay 

1304,2-1307, 13-1307, 14-1307 
2 1 - 100,2-400,28-1000 

Switzer, Sidney 
Szybnski, Mike & Tracie 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
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2-400,35-1000 
F3 

8 
4 
I 
I 
I 

Tarbert, Ernest & Helen 
Thayer, June 
The Ecology 

~ CenterBamford, Sherman 

0' I 

1 0- 1600 
9-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1307,2-1307 
150-100, 151-1 00, 152-1 00, 153-100, 154-100, 
155-100, 156-100,77-400, 12-401,3-601, 1-1307, 
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149 
24-1307 

The Lands 7-100,9-100,36-100,37-100, 14-400,33-400,34- 

23 8 

81 

Council/Attemann, Rein 400,7-700, 1-1303, 10-1303, 1-1304,3-1304, 1- 
1307,2- 1307, 1 - 1500 
7-100, 129-100,68-400,69400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1- The Selkirk Conservation 

Alliance/Sprengel, Mark 1307,20-1307,4-1401,5-1401, 14-1500 
Thom, Jane 2-400,21-400,23-400,36-1000 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-4 Alphabetical Index of Contacts and Comments (Comm) 

303 
30 

248 
313 
32 
92 

278 
118 
91 
158 
298 

Thraen, Susan 
Uithof, Rob 2 1-400,22-400,15- 1004 
Ulrich, Robert 11-1303, 1-1304,2-1307 
US EPMardell ,  John 

9-100, 17-100, 1-1303, 1-1304,2-1307 

15-100, 1-501,2-501,3-501,4-501, 1-1301,2- 
1303,3-1303,2-1500, 1-1600 

Vandeberg, Todd 2-400 

Wagner, Stuart & Pat 
Wagner, Thom F1,3-1000 
Walker, Lynn 9- 100,2400 
Webb, Grant 2-400 
Webster, Family F2, 1-1303, 1-1304 
Weimer, Sherm 17-1004,2-1307 
Weisbecker, Alfred 2-1307 
Weller, Susan 1-1304 
Welles, Jo 1-400, 1-1304 
Weltzien, Alan 
Western Environmental 8-1301,9-1302,251307 

160- 100, 1-400 

9-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307 

Vig, David F3 
F2 

283 

30 1 
129 
27 
180 
259 
45 
164 

162 

165 

Forest AssociatiodMatinson, 
Roger 
Western Montana Chapter of 
WifeNeuman, Rosemarie 
Whitefield, Bobby 

16-1 500 

Thank your for your comment 
Wideuer, George 7-100,9-100, 1-400 
Wigginton, Jim F1,3-1002 
Wigginton, Jim F3 

Wisniewski, Bill 
Williams, Anthony 2-400 

Thank you for your comment 
Wooten, George 44-100,45-100,46-100,47-100,48-100,49-100, 

50-100, 14-400, 1-1303, 1-1304, 1-1307,2-1307,7- 
1400,8-1400,9-1400, 10-1400, 11-1400 
28- 100,2-400 Yaak Rod and Gun 

ClubBreithaurt, Kurt 
Yaak Valley Forest 1-400,23-1004,4-1304 
CouncilKing, Robyn 

F2 
*All comments made by the Alliance for the Wild Rockies in communication 239 are to be associated with the Ecologv Center - 
communication 287 p& Sherman Bamford 
**All comments made by Lee Metzgar in communication 100 are to be associated with Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
communication 239 per Liz Sedler. 
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43 
44 

Clank, Ronald 
Simpson, Herva 2 

3 
Masters, Kerry 
Sherfev. Karen 

- 

45 Wisniewski, Bill 
46 Clayton, Carrie 
47 Deutsch, Donna 
48 Deutsch, Dan 

4 
5 

Forsman, Janet 
Howell. John 

- 

6 Bergman,Donald 
7 Rotter. John 

~ 

49 Edwards, Paul 
50 Thraen, Susan 

~~ 

8 Howell, Donald 
9 Holman, Tom 

__ 
51 Stachowski, Kathleen 
52 Manley, Jim 
53 Nixon, Ray 

10 
11 

Holman, Tom 
Davis. Stanlev 

12 
13 

Switzer, Sidney 
Lewis. Pat 

54 
55 

Sherman, Roger 
Hodgeboom, Fred 

14 
15 

Cripe, Marie 
Momb. Marchette 

16 
17 

Lewis, Gerald 
Nielsen. Mike 

18 
19 

Njirich, Gary 
Clemenson. Vem & Judv 

22 
23 

Hoorer, Ronald 
Anderlik. Robert & Barbara 

25 
26 

Aguirre, Vince & Janice 
Muruhv. Patrick 

~ 

67 

68 

Committee for Idaho’s High 
Deseflite, Katie 
Banked. Frani 27 

28 
29 

Wigginton, Jim 
Barry, Rick 
Clark. E.R. 

69 
70 

Peck, Kevin 
Snvder. Larrv 

71 
72 

Parker, Jerry 
Parker. Marie 

73 
74 

Sterling/Hamilton 
Gerhart. Bill & Doris 

7 

75 Cheney/Shores 
76 Deane, J.F. 

40 
41 

Jones, Cedron 
USEPAlWardell. John 

~ 

81 
82 

Thom, Jane 
Nixon. Jesse 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Table 4-5 Contacts Listed by Communication (Co 

42 I Brown, Gary 
I 1 I Bowers. Chris I 

e 
1 
1 
1 
c 
5 

20 I Mire, Jeralyn 
21 I Mire. Martin 

1 
1 
1 
8 
1 
1 

I 24 I Ekler-Robert I I 66 I Rocers.Brian 1 

30- I Wagner, Thom 
31 I Ellenberger. David 

I 32 I Webster, Family 
I 33 I Elliott-Nathan I 

Uithof, Rob 
Bertelsen, Steve 
Olsen, David 
Bissell. Mike 

38 Palmer, Shirley 
39 Richards. Belle 
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125 
126 

Price, Greg 
Boyd, Michael 

127 
128 

Beal, Bob 
Sudnikovich. Mike 

129 
130 

Wideuer, George 
Bradv. ELizabeth 

I ;J Keele/Savory 
Struck. Wilf 

135 
136 

Lambert, Jeff 
Bullock. Robert 

137 
138 

Lindholt, Paul 
Bracv. William 

139 
140 

Lyman, Mike 
Samuelson. Chuck 

141 
142 

Booth, George 
Price. Shirlev 

143 
144 

Price, Martin 
Joron. Leo 

145 Priest Lake Trails & Outdoor 
Recreation Association/ 
Sudnikovich. Mike 1 Holmes, Floyd & Judy 

Brown. Larrv 
146 
147 
148 
149 

150 
151 

W o n ,  John 
Rathbun, James 
Vig, David 
The Lands 
Council/Attemann, Rein 
Anderson, Jim 
Spearmint Springs/Simonson, 
Steve 

152 
153 

GotshalWisher 
Novosel. Jack 

154 
155 

Ulrich, Robert 
Schroeter. Franklin 

Association/ 

157 
Mitchell, Sandra 
Coleman. Susan 

158 
159 

Weltzien, Alan 
Bulk. Gerald 

160 
161 

Pierce, Del 
Breithaurt, P.J. 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

I 83 I Eade, William 
84 I Rose,Alison 

I 91 I Welles. Jo I 
I ~~~ 92 I Weimer. Sherm I 

I! I 

Peterman, Brian 
Cabinet Resource 

I 4 I 

Myers, Brian 
Hill, Craig 

Hanson, Keith 
Schofield, Duane 

107 Sheelev. Jette 
I 

Sverdsten, Terry 
Baggett, Lawrence & Barbara 

I' I 

McDonald. Bruce 
Weller, Susan 
Keiffer, Michele 

120 Keiffer, Richard 
Drobish, Lois 
Schlaefer, Lois 
Landini, Rich 
Hinkins, Susan 
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162 

163 

Yaak Rod and Gun 
ClubBreithaurt, Kurt 
Blend. Beckv 

165 

166 
167 

168 
169 

Yaak Valley Forest 
CouncilKing, Robyn 
Mead Family 
Montanans For Multiple 
Usemaber, Clarence 
Jones, Thomas 
Codding. Elaine 

170 
171 

Erhard, John 
Miller. Kenneth 

177 
178 

Price, Joshuah 
Rana. Paul 

180 
181 

Wiggmton, Jim 
Swan View Coalition/ 
Hammer. Keith 

186 
187 

~ ~~ 

Erhard, James 
Aceves. Alfred 

188 
189 

~ 

Booth, Konnie 
Reynolds, Karrie 

195 
196 

Fugua, Pam 
Peterson, Don 

197 
198 

~ 

Petterson, L.M. 
Pettit, Don & Kristy 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Steinberg. Jeffrev & Sherrv 200 
20 1 
202 

@inn, Marcus 
Robertson. Sissel 

I 164 I Wooten, George ~~~ ~ -1 203 
204 

205 

Tarbert, Ernest & Helen 
Residents of Plains/Olfert, 
Ron 
Northwest Ecosystem 
Alliance/scott, Joe 
Great Bear FoundationPeck, 
Brain; Sierra Club Grizzly 
Bear Ecosystem 
Project/Willcox, Louisa; 
Boundary 
BackpacckersPavia, Jerri; 
Cabinet Resource 
Groupklutchins, Judy; 
Montana Wilderness 
AssociationkIernandez, 
Cesar; Montana Chapter 

206 

Sierra ClubBroberg,- Len 
Bohn. Doug I z ~ ~ - -  ~ 

179 I Coykendall, Russ 207 
208 
209 

Janssen, Sue 
North West Montana Gold 
Prospectors/Toren, Harm 
Rosenau. Mitchell 210 

21 1 
1 iii 1Obermey;Robex-t 1 

Crown PacificRoad Chuck 
Kiver,Eu ene 
Lincoln County 
Commissioners 

Peterson. Sue 
212 Owens & Hurst/Finch, 

Wavne 
213 
214 

Pitblado, Nancy 
F.H. Stoltze Land & 
LumberBuentemeier, Ronald 

~~ ~ 

Price, Donnie 
Duff. Millie 

215 
216 
217 
218 
219 

Smith, Don 
O'Connor. Susanne 

Price, Candace 

Johnson, Tony 
Associated Logging 
ContractorsKeough, Shawn 
Stimpson Lumber 
Company/Opp, Dwight 
WaadHolt 

220 

22 1 

222 " 
Ryan, Clarice 
Zulligar, Laura 

223 
224 199 I Sheroke, Charles 
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26 1 
262 
263 
264 
265 
266 
267 

Clitherow, Peter 
Holovloek. Jet 
Smith, Eileen 
Murdock, Joseph 
Kuhns, Howard 
McKnight, Mike 
CamDbell. Marv 

268 

269 

Communities for a Great 
Northwest/ Vincent, Bruce 
Lance. Robert 

b :;e. Jack 
270 
27 1 

Bass, Rick 
Rostorfer. James 

1 239 
Alliance/Sprengel, Mark 
Alliance for the Wild 

276 
277 

Romano, Craig 
Predator Conservation 

1 240 
Rockies/Sedler, Liz 
Fish. James 

k%k- Maple, Bill 
Anderson. Lucia 

1 i;: Walker, Lynn 
Swennes. Jav 

289 
290 

Klempel, Ron 
HolloDeter. Jovce 

29 1 
292 

Hollopeter, James 
Greene, Deb 

1 ii: Williams,Anthony 
Thomas, Charles 

293 
294 

Haarstick, Steven 
Madden, Christephor 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
Public Participation, Comments and Responses, Distribution List, and List of Preparers 

Howell, Donald 
Montana Environmental 
Information Center/Borst, 
Brad 
Big Sky Health Care/Warr, 

I I Thomas I 

Montana Wilderness 1 230 I AssociatiodHernandez, 

Klamath Alliance for 
Resources & Environment/ 
In alsbee, Nanc 
Stewart, John 

274 Platt. John 
People for Wyoming/ I 275 I Bartholomew. Dorothv 1 238 I The Selkirk Conservation 1 

p Lloyd, Merle 
Concerned About 
GrizzliesEverett, Richard 
Marbetto, Charles 
Western Montana Chapter of 
Wife/Neuman, Rosemarie 
Montana State Representative 

1245 i Vandeberg, Todd 

I 284 Aubyn Curtiss 
Kuntzhalts, Valerie 

1 252 I Place,Danny 
Place, Diane 

Kerzman, Neal 
I 256 I Sheeler, Jay 
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332 

333 

Cabinet Resource Group/ 
Horejsi, Brain 
Shoulders, Robert 

295 
296 

McKahan, Scott 
Kabush, Mark 
Whitefield, Bobby 

Gill, JSathleen 
Johnson, Wayne 

302 I McLeod, Pat 
303 I Warner. Stuart & Pat 

297 
298 

Hall, Margaret 
Western Environmental 
Forest Associatiodhlatinson, 

304 
305 

I I I 

Axtell, Jim 
Paulson. Barbara 

306 

307 

Kootenai Environmental 
AllianceMhelich, Mike 
Denison. Mr & Mrs 

308 
309 

Paulson, Steve 
Paulson. Joshua 

310 

31 1 

326 1 Deife, Dalles 
327 I Pell, Thomas 

Pend Oreille Envrionmental 
TedStuart ,  John 
Jones. Stanlev 

I 328 I Durnell, Tim 

312 Bonneville Power 
AdministrationMurphy, 
Thomas 

I 33 1 I Johnson, Ruthie 

3 13 
314 
315 
316 
317 
318 

I 

Webb, Grant .. 

Jobe, Cindie 
Orr, Judith 
Om, R. 
Lindsey, Travis 
French, Ken 
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Smith. Mark 

329 
330 

Klempel, Lisa 
Cragg Kabush, Kay 
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Responses To Comments 
Draft EIS 

Threatened & Endangered 
(T & E Species) 

1 GrizzlyBear TE-100 I 



ChaDter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments TE-100 

TE-100 Grizzly Bear 

1. The boundaries of the Bear Mgmt. Unit must be adjusted to exclude those areas that are 
highly populated - thereby closures could be lessened. (8/l) 

Response: Making changes to Bear Unit/recovery area boundaries is beyond the 
scope of this amendment. It is not uncommon, especially along perimeters and at lower 
elevations, that recovery areas interface with non-Federal properties. In these areas, 
regardless of ownership, important contributions to the needs of grizzly bears can be 
realized (e.g. spring habitat). However, in some of these areas, demographics have changed 
(developments and other high human uses) over time, resulting in conditions that are high 
risk to bears. The intent of management would be to discourage activities that would 
aggravate this situation. 

2. The “Roving Habitat ” must be incorporated into the habitat core area to help address public 
concerns for access. (8/3) 

Response: We assume “roving habitat” refers to core habitat that moves by season. 
Alternatives B, C and E include provisions for incorporating seasonally based habitat 
quality when techniques are developed to do so. 

3. Management 3 should be used whenever any private land orpopulation exists. (9/1) 
Response: see response to #1 comment. 

4. Would like to see the law that allows theseprograms. (18/4) 

the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205 as amended). In addition, the 
implementing regulations for the National Forest Management Act (36CFR219.19) 
requires wildlife habitat be managed to maintain viable populations of native vertebrate 
species, including grizzly bear. 

Response: The law that requires programs for the recovery of threatened species is 

5. Are theseprogram (sic) be instituted by law or treaty (sic)? (18/5) 

law. 
Response: Programs for the recovery of threatened species are required by federal 

6. I support the combining of the KalispeWGranite and Lakeshore Grizzly Units. PI) (F3) 

The combining of the Granite/Granite and Lakeshore Grizzly Units is a good decision. (128/6) 

Combine Kalispell and Lakeshore Units. (I 72/2) 

I strongly support the combining of the KalispelUGranite and Lakeshore Grizzly Units. (225/1) 
Response: The (IGBC) management situation 3 designation is used in situations 

when developments such as campgrounds, resorts, or other high use human associated 
facilities, and human presence results in condition which make grizzly bear presence 
untenable for humans and or grizzly bears. The Lakeshore grizzly bear management unit 
has been designated as a combination of management situation 2 and 3. Within this bear 
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manageiment unit, the area mapped as management situation 3 totals approximately 5,900 
acres and is located along the eastern edge of the units, while the remainder of the bear 
manageiment units is designated as management situation 2. Management direction for the 
different situation designations is summarized as follows. 

MS1 areas are to be managed for grizzly bear habitat maintenance, improvement, and 
minimization of grizzly bear-human conflict. Management decisions will favor the needs of 
the grizxly bear when grizzly habitat and other lands use values compete. 

In MS2 ;areas, the grizzly bear is an important, but not necessarily the primary, use of the 
area. In some cases, habitat maintenance and improvement may be important 
management considerations. Minimization of grizzly bear-human conflict potential is a 
high management priority. 

In MS3 areas, grizzly bear conflict minimization is a high priority management 
consideration. Grizzly bear presence and factors contributing to their presence will be 
actively discouraged. 

A full description of the management situations guidelines and conflict resolution 
standardls may be found in the Interagency Grizzly Bear guidelines (Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Coimmittee 1986) 

The combining of the Kalispell- Granite and the Lakeshore Bear Management Units is 
being considered in Alternatives IB and C as a means of resolving the difficulties in 
managing the smaller size of the Lakeshore bear management unit. Combining these 
BMUs would not change the way roads on other ownerships are analyzed. 

7. The 55% core, 33% O M m ,  26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Scientijk 
evidence indicates that in order to survive, grizzly bears require large areas of secure core 
habitat that are permanent and cannot be shifted and that even low densities of open and closed 
roads cause them to avoid preferred habitat. (F2) (208/1)(263/2)(285/3)(323/4) 

The 55% core, the 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Scientijk 
evidence indicates that in order to survive, grizzly bears require larger areas of secure core 
habitat that are permanent and cannot be shifted and that even lower densities of open and 
closed roads cause them to avoid preferred habitat. (44/2) 

Scientific evidence indicates that in order to survive, grizzly bears require larger areas of secure 
core habitat that are permanent and cannot be shifted and that even lower densities of open and 
closed roa& cause them to avoidpreferred habitat. The 55% core, the 33% OMRD, 26% 
TMRD are NOT biologically defensible. (4612) 

The 55% core, 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Empirical 
research shows that in order to survive, grizzly bears require a habitat with large areas that that 
(sic) are permanent. (54/2) (58/2) 
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The 55% core, 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. (57/2) 

The core, OMRD, and TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Scientzjk evidence 
shows that bears require larger areas of core habitat to survive. (67/2) (226/3) 

The 55%, 33%, and 26% numbers have no scientfzc validity in terms of bear habitat 
requirements. (3 7/3) 

Roads are a huge problem, as most grizzly mortalities occur near roads and other human 
activity. I urge you to adopt better density standards for roads than the 55%,, 33%, 26% 
proposals. (I 2512) 

NEPA requires that best science is used. Recent studies indicate that using roads is what moves 
grizzlies out of roaded areas - it’s human activity. 55% core, 33% OMRD and 26% TMRD 
doesn’t seem adequate. BMUs must have ewer open motorized roads. (129/2) 

The 55% core, 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Scientific 
evidence indicates that in order to survive, grizzly bears require larger areas of secure core 
habitat that arepemanent and cannot be shifted and that even lower densities of open and 
closed roads cause them to avoid preferred habitat. These standards (55-33-26) were derived 
ji-om a 1997 (unpublished mind you) research paper by Wakkinen, Kasworm, “Grizzly Bear and 
Road Density Relationships in the CIZ and SE ”, which became the adopted criteria for core and 
road densities in the recent Amended BOLncidental Take Statement for the Idaho Panhandle 
Forest Plan. Wakkinen and Kasworm had data on only 4 females, one of whom was a sub-adult 
female. Their criteria, 55-33-26, were an average of the four females home ranges. Wakkinen 
and Kasworm research is basically a copycat study of the Mace, Manley SF Flathead National 
Forest research that provided the basis for Amendment 19 on the Flathead National Forest. 
Amendment 19 requires a minimum of 68% core, standards for OMRD and TMRD are both 
19%. The population was declining where the female home range data was collected that led to 
these criteria. 

The preponderance of scientijic evidence indicates that in order to survive, grizzly bears require 
large areas of secure core habitat that are permanent and cannot be shifted. The I998 Rule Set 
has a ‘koa1 ” of only 55% core in each Bear Management Unit (BM) and allows core 
boundaries to be shiped to accommodate timber sales and other activities. Shifting core areas 
ji-om year to year will create immense obstacles for the grizzly to survive. Imagine ifyour home 
and lot was rezoned and manipulated every year or two! Your survival too would be severely 
impaired. 

In fact, the only substantial grizzly bearpopulations in the lower 48 (n 200) are associated with 
large blocks ( 6000 mi. sq.) ofpermanent, unshifting core reserves in Wilderness and National 
Park status. The Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk populations occur at densities approximately 25% of 
other populations in similar habitat productiviv, the most reasonable explanation being the 
absence of large permanent core areas and high road densities. 
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We hightv recommend that an alternative be created that would set high, achievable standards, 
such as A’mendment 19; 19-19-68, with administrative use restrictions to 28 trips, and no 30 day 
public day use. Amendment 19 on the Flathead National Forest appears to be working 
successfilly, with 250 grizzly bears. Granted the landscape area is much larger and 
encompa.wes a National Park (which is already a secured area forprotection), but these high 
standard:? are essential for the recovery and viability of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak grizzly 
population. why set the standard any lower? (1 49/4) 

The 55% core, 33%0MRD, 26% TMXD do not provide permanent, secure unshifting habitat. 
Expecting bears to move into or out of an area depending on whether or not a gate is locked is 
ridiculou,s. (I 992)  

Furthemiore, SCA believes the existing standards (55% core, 33%0MRD, 26% TMRL?) lack a 
sound biological basis. These standards are based on highly tenuous presumptions derivedji-om 
unpublished and un-peer reviewed research which (among other faults), arrives at conclusions 
wholly unjustified considering the study’s small sample size, the already seriously degraded 
condition of the recovery area and the extremely tenuous condition of the population in question. 
(Similar research (on a decliningpopulation) on the SF Flathead led to higher standards than 
those proposed by Wakkinen and Kasworm for the Selkirk Cabinet-Yaak.) SCA believes that it 
is scientiJ%cally invalid to develop management criteria based on average conditions for  an 
extreme4 small population that is (at best) holding steady or in decline. Lacking solid 
information indicating a healthv population increase, standards should strive to provide the 
greatest margin of security possible for bears. (238/3) 

As propohred in the preferred alternative, the 55% core, 33%0MRD, 26% TMRD standards are 
simply not biologically defensible and are sadly inadequate. Much scientijic evidence shows that 
for grizztv populations to survive, the bears require larger areas of secure core habitat that are 
permanent and cannot be shifted and that even lower densities of open and closed roads cause 
them to avoid preferred habitat. (269/3) 

The 55% core, 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Please don ’t 
create these standards. (324/2) 

Response: Six radio collared female grizzly bears monitored during 1989-94 
represent the basis for the open road, total road and core standards (Wakkinen and 
Kaswormu 1997). These animals were radio collared within the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
recovery zones. All animals produced young either during or prior to this monitoring 
period. 1:ndividual home ranges for these animals were evaluated for percent of area over1 
mile per square mile of open road density, percent of area over 2 miles per square mile of 
total road density, and percent of area in core. Previous analyses showed less than 
expected use when these road densities were exceeded. The methods used followed those 
described by previous research (Mace and Manley 1993) and by guidelines from the 
Interageincy Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC 1994). These 6 bears were chosen because 
they were females that had survived long enough to provide sufficient data for analysis and 
had reproduced within the study area. Values for these 6 radio collared bears were 
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averaged to produce these results: 33 percent of the home range had an open road density 
of 1 mile per square mile or greater, 26 percent of the home range had a total road density 
of 2 miles per square mile or greater, and 55 percent of the home range was core. Once 
core is established, it must remain in place for 10 years, roughly the generational time for a 
grizzly bear. This is a widely accepted standard. No other ecosystem requires permanent 
core. The exceptions are areas that are in a permanently protected status, such as 
wilderness designation. The IGBC directed each ecosystem to develop ecosystem-specific 
guidelines using local data where possible. The 33/26/55 numbers were generated with 
such data. The amendment thus incorporates the best available local information. 

8. The DEIS fails to consider ways to reduce grizzly bear mortalities due to black bear hunting. 
A large percent of grizzly bear mortalities are hunting related. (31/6) (208/6)(323/9) 

The DEIS fails to consider ways to reduce grizzly bear mortalities due to black bear hunting. A 
large percent of grizzly bear mortalities are due to mis-identijication by hunters. This issue is 
related to access management insofar as the Forest Service has the authority to limit access into 
grizzly bear habitat during the black bear hunting seasons. (239/23) 

Regulation of hunting is beyond the scope of the proposed action and is not within the 
authority of USDA Forest Service. However, the States of Idaho and Montana have 
implemented measures to help reduce grizzly bear mortalities during black bear hunting 
seasons. Contact those States for details. 

Response: The scope of the proposed action is described on page 1-7 of the DEIS. 

9. The DEIS fails to provide linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Recovery 
Areas and other Recovery zones. Grizzly bears are one of the most wide-ranging species in the 
N Rockies. Corridors provide avenues for connectivity between populations for dispersal and 
genetic interchange, necessities for long term survival. (31/7) (208/7)(285/6)(323/10) 

The DEIS fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and 
Selkirk Recove y Areas and other Recovery zones Grizzly bears are one of the most wide- 
ranging species in the N. Rockies. Corridors provide avenues fio connectivity between 
populations for dispersal and genetic interchange, necessities for long term survival. (F2) 

It fails to analyze access to linkage corridors between recove y areas and recovery zones to 
provide connectivity between gr+z populations for long term survival of genetic interchange. 
(35/7) 

The DEIS fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the recovery areas and 
other recovery areas. ?%is failure within the DEIS is so blatant it appears willfil. Grizzly bears 
are one of the most wide-ranging species in the Northern Rockies and require these com'dors for 
genetic interchange. (50/5) 

I'm also concerned about the critical corridors linking this with other recove y zones. (51/2) 
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The DEIS also has ignored access standards in linkage corridors between Cabinet-Yaak and 
Selkirk Recovery Areas and other zones. (54/5) (58/5) 

The DEI,!: fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and 
Selkirk Recovery Areas and other Recovery Zones. (57/9) (67/5) (226/2) 

The Forest Service under NEPA must explore all reasonable alternatives that would ensure 
linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk and other recovery zones in the N 
Rockies. This must be done to make possible the genetic interchange necessary for long term 
survival. (59/2) 

Linkage corridors have be (sic) inadequately (sic) considered, left or, rather these must be 
included iin the Final E.I..S. to expect theJirture survival of the grizzly bear. (60/3) 

Access standards in corridors linking the Cabinet/Yaak and Selkirk areas and other recovery 
zones muxt be considered and analyzed and maximum linkage sought. (63/.5) 

It is also important that the DEIS insure that linkage corridors are maintained between the two 
areas under study and other recovery zones. (66/3) 

Corridors must be provided between populations for long term survival. (7.513) 

The DEIS has failed to take into account the passage way between the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
Recovery Area, as well as other recovery areas, that would allow the Grizzlies to proliferate 
amongst other populations. (85/5) 

The DEIS fails to consider access standards linkage corridors or ecosystems between the 
Cabinet- Yaak, Selkirk and other recove ry zones. Grizzly bears are one of the most wide ranging 
species in the Northern Rockies. Corridors provide avenues for connections between 
populations for genetic value and continuation of the species. (8614) 

The DEIS does not analyze linkage corridors between the 2 recovery zones. Certainly long term 
survivability necessitates genetic interchange through these corridors. (93/6) 

The DEIS,fails to set standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and the Selkirk 
recovery areas, and other recovery zones. Corridors provide avenues for dispersal and genetic 
interchange, necessary for long term survival. (97/2) (98/2) 

The DEIS.fails to look at standards that would allow linkage corridors between other grizzly 
populations; the corridors are absolutely necessary to provide the genetic diversity for long term 
survival ojf the bears. (99/3) 

Grizzly survival requires larger, permanent, primary habitat areas with fewer roads of any king 
and with little or no tra$c (human) to promote more grizzly “trafic ’’ in corridors which link the 
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various populations and provide for genetic diversity and populations and provide for genetic 
diversity and population "health ". (I 21/2) 

Grizzly bears need lots of room and linkage corridors! (I  23/2) 

Where are the linkage zones? (I25/4) 

Undisturbed space is paramount, as are travel corridors. It 's reasonable to assume that 
recovery will be sooner ifcore areas are made larger and motorized travel is limited in all 
BA4U's. (129/1) 

Please effect migration corridors that will really work by analyzing access standards in other 
recovery zones. Grizzly bears are one of the most wide-ranging species in the h? Rockies. 
Corridors provide avenues for population dispersal and genetic interchange, which are 
necessities for long-term survival. (1 3 7/2) 

The D E B  fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet-Yaak and 
Selkirk Recovery Areas and other Recovery zones. Grizzly bears are one of the most wide- 
ranging species in the h? Rockies. Corridors provide avenues for connectivity between 
populations for dispersal and genetic interchange, necessities for long term survival. (1 49/10) 

The I998 Rule Set, or the Proposed Alternative fails to provide linkage corridors between the 
Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Recovery Areas and other Recovery zones. Grizzly bears are one of 
the most wide-ranging species in the Northern Rockies. Corridors provide avenues for 
connectivity between populations for dispersal and genetic interchange, necessities for long term 
survival. Furthermore, Kiester and Slatkin (1974) predict that, for species that use conspecijk 
cuing for movement strategies and habitat selection (likely most vertebrates), a spatially 
localized source of mortality in an area of otherwise suitable habitat can act as an active sink, 
drawing individuals in as residents die, making it likely that the new individuals will die as well 
(Roads Report 51). (I 49/14) 

We also expect the Forest Plan Amendments to include grizzly bear access management 
standards in linkage corridors between recovery areas. Populations unable to move naturally 
fiom one area to another are not likely to be sustainable I the long term. (152/3) 

Although it probably is beyond the scope of this DEIS, why do you not consider the corridors 
between the various grizzly Recovery Zones throughout the west? It would seem that ifthere 
were adequate connectivity of BMUs on a mega scale, the road densities and core areas within 
each individual BMU would not be so critical. (I 55/2) 

I hope a rewritten DEIS fully addresses the issue of linkage corridors between Recovery Zones. 
(1 58/4)' 
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Insure linkage corridors can actually be traversed by grizzly bears in practice, and not just in 
theory. Traversing a corridor carries with it the implication that the bears face no increase in 
unnatural threats. (I  78/4) 

The DEIS fails to identifi areas needed for linkages between the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
grizzly bear ecosystems that would allow for adequate exchange of bears between the 
ecosystenrs. It then fails to describe road management standards that would adequately protect 
thefinction of these linkages. Moreover, the DEIS fails to include standards for the Colville 
National Forest, a necessarypartner in this eflort as managers of apart of the Selkirk 
Ecosystem. (I 81/8) 

The Kootenai area is critical for the corridor connections with other areas to promote the 
migration and genetic interchange of bears and other species. These connections need to be 
established or maintained aspart of any forest plan. (I 84/2) 

Grizzlies need corridors between the two areas, Selkirks and Cabinets. why don 't you look at 
that? (19l?/I) 

What about linkage corridors between populations. (I  9516) 

,Your analysis fails to address access standards for linkage corridors between the Cabinet- Yaak 
and Selkiipk Recovery Areas and other Recovery Zones. This is particularly detrimental to the 
Cabinet-I'aakgrizzly bearpopulation since an overall lack of secure habitat and a decline in 
population makes augmentation by outside populations absolutely essential if extinction is to be 
avoided. (I 99/2) 

" K E A  isprimarily focused on the recovery of the greater north cascades ecosystem (Defenders 
works on conservation issues across North American and the world). As one of the few 
ecosystem with an existing grizzly bear population (granted a small number in dire need of an 
active recovery program) the north cascades provide a secure habitat with the potential to house 
a stable grizzly bear population. If this population is to ever recover the population is going to 
have to increase, and the bears are going to have to come form somewhere. 

One potential source is bears in the Selkirks and other recovery zones. Grizzly bears are one of 
the most wide-ranging species in the Northern Rockies, and we therefore believe that it is critical 
for all grizzly bear management plans to include an analysis andplan to facilitate this process. 
Specijkally, we are concerned that the Colville National Forest has not been included in this 
analysis and that travel corridors between recovery zones have not been included. Corridors 
provide avenues for connectivity between populations for dispersal and genetic interchange, 
necessities for long term survival. (2054 3) 

Provision of more roadless areas and linkages to corridors is essential to recovery. (21 3/2) 

I urge a strong commitment of the Forest Service personnel to restoring grizzly bears and their 
habitat by preventing Jirrther degradation of habitat, enhancing existing habitat by prohibiting 
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new road construction and other motorized incursions, closing existing roads and minimizing 
logging, and allowing for natural wildlife corridors between and among existing grizzly habitats. 
(2 I 811) 

The DEIS fails to identi& potential linkage zones between the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly 
bear ecosystems and to describe road management standards that would adequately protect the 
function of these linkages. The USFWS has lately recognized the importance of establishing 
linkage zones with conditions that allow interaction between population segments. Linkage 
within and between RZs are critical to recovery and long tern survival of grizzly bear 
populations. (USFWS, 2001b) The DEIS fails to address this important aspect of grizzly 
recoveg,. (239h 4) 

The DEIS fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors to provide the bears with the 
ability to movefiom one area to another. (24812) 

The DEIS fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the Cabinet- Yaak and 
Selkirk Recoveg, Areas and other Recovery Zones. . . . Corridors are absolutely essential for 
long term survival we must address this need now! (269/8) 

It is also important to analyze access standards within corridors linking recovery zones, given 
the need for bear populations to have access to a large geographical range both for feeding 
purposes and to ensure greater genetic diversity. (2 74/4) 

What about access standards in linkage corridors? (282/3) 

Ofparticular concern is the lack of analysis of access standards as they relate to linkage 
corridors among these and other recovery zones. (322/2) 
The DEIS does not provide for adequate linkage corridors so critical to grizzly bear populations. 
(324/5) 

Designation or management of linkage corridors between recovery zones, while important, 
is beyond the scope of the proposed action, 

Response: The scope of the proposed action is described on page 1-7 of the DEIS. 

10. Since this EIS is relative to the Endangered Species Act how does it relate to a “threatened” 
species. (34/2) 

Endangered Species Act. 
Response: Both endangered and threatened species are protected by the 

11. The standards are not biologically defensible. G. bears require large areas of secure cover 
that are permanent and cannot be shifted. (35/2) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 
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12. I want the Forest Service to work toward 72% core, 17% OMRD, and 14% TMRD in 
BMU’s. (36/3) (324/7) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. See response to comment #7. 
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13. This proposal does not represent compliance with the ESA regarding the use of best 
available science. (3 7/1) 

It was stated in the management areas section of Chapter 3 that we should use the best science. 
We should use the right science not just the best we can come up with at the time. (2 7114) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted See response to comment #7. 

14. Re-write the EIS using sound scientijk standards. (39/1) 
R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. See response to comment #7. 

15. Some weaknesses of the preferred alternative are noted in Table 3-8 @.e., would not allow 
the minimm recommended standard for OMRD to be met in 8 BMUs; minimal standard for 
TMRD would not be met in 5 BMUs: and minimum standard would not be met for Core area in 2 
BMUS). m i l e  the EPA realizes that there are trade-08s associated with land management 
decisions, we believe it would assist public understanding iffirther discussion was provided to 
discuss the sign$cance of these weaknesses and the various trade-08s that are involved. It 
would alm help to elaborate on the stated consistency of Alternative E with Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Committee (IGBC) recommendations, and the ESA Section 7(a)(2) required to avoid 
jeopardizing continued existence of listed species, given these weaknesses of the prefewed 
alternative. (4113) 

presents the best scenario for bear recovery of the alternatives studied (refer to Table 3-7 
of the DIZIS). Alternative E is consistent with IGBC direction in that it contains standards 
for OMMD, TMRD and Core. Given that it is the best alternative overall for bears, it best 
meets the requirements of ESA Section 7(a)(2). Informal consultation with USFWS has 
given no indication that Alternative E would jeopardize the continued existence of grizzly 
bears. 

Response: All alternatives have strengths and weaknesses. Alternative E, overall, 

16. Please help to re-evaluate the current proposals of DEB. By ensuring the safety of grizzly 
bear habitat. (421’2) 

Response: The DEIS is being re-evalated, including an analysis of public comments. 
The results appear in the FEIS. 

17. Grizi:ly bears require larger areas of secure core habitat that are permanent and can not be 
shgted. (‘501’2) 

Grizzlies need larger tracts of secure land than is suggested in the Alternatives B, C, and E. 
(93/2) 

Response: Alternatives B, C and E provide for large core areas of secure habitat. 
Alternatives C and E require core habitat to remain in place for a minimum of 10 years. 

I8. Thene is scientijk evidence indicating that in order to survive, grizzlv bears require larger 
areas of secure core habitat that are permanent and cannot be shifted and even lower densities 
of open and closed roads cause them to avoidpreferred habitat. (5713) 
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Response: See response to comment #7. 

19. The DEIS does not give adequate (sic) support to prevent even firrther decline in the already 
critically low bear populations. (60/2) 

Response: Alternatives B, C and E provide additional management direction to 
Forest Plans in order to provide for the habitat needs of grizzly bears. 

20. Some individuals are proposing to change the boundaries (sic) of the Grizzly recovery area 
to suite what they think are their own best self-interests. Don't let them do it! (64/3) 

the scope of this project. Regardless of ownership, access routes (roads and trails) are used 
in def-g habitat parameters and road densities for grizzly bear management. 

Response: Proposing changes to Grizzly Bear recovery area boundaries is beyond 

21. Isn't there a (sic) existinggrizzly bear habitat? Could the government look into improving 
that instead of taking more land. (81/4) 

Why doesn 't the Government improve the existing Grizzly Bear habitat instead of taking more 
out ofproduction? (8714) (108/4) 

Why don't you improve on the habitat you had in the 1971 and stop closing any roadr we live 
here to use them as they were. (249/3) 

Why doesn 't the government improve the existing grizzly bear habitat that they have instead of 
taking more area ofproduction. (250/4) 

not propose to expand recovery zones to include more land. Actions such as prescribed 
burning are often taken to improve existing grizzly bear habitat; however, these activities 
are not described in the EIS because they are beyond the scope of the proposed action. This 
amendment is designed to improve grizzly bear habitat by ensuring adequate habitat 
security for bears. 

Response: Grizzly bear recovery zones are designated by USFWS, and this EIS does 

22. In addition to closing roads and protecting roadless habitat, please prohibit grizzly hunting. 
We cannot accept an alternative that fails to provide adequate habitat security and protection for 
grizzly bear. (96/1) 

Response: See response to comment #8. 

23. Standards for road densities and core [roadless] habitat that appear in DEIS derive largely 
from the results of Wakkinen and Kasworm [1997]. Those authors reported that the areas 
occupied by six female grizzlies [4 Selkirk and 2 Yaak bears] studiedfiom 1989-94 were 
characterized by the following mean percentages of home range area: 

26% of the average home range area contained total road densities 2 mi./sq.mi. 
33% of the average home range area contained open road densities I mi./sq.mi. 
55% of the average home was roadless [core] habitat. 

These values constitute three standards proposed in Alternative C andplay central roles in the 
comparisons of Alternatives C and E [see pp. I -4,5; 2-1 4,161. Below, I examine the derivation of 
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those standards and contrast them with more appropriate conclusions that might be drawn from 
the relevant research. 

Habitat standards cannot be establishedfiom the mean results of Wakkinen and Kasworm 
[I9971 as proposed in DEIS for at least the following four reasons: 

In the absence of compelling evidence that populations are increasing in the Cabinet-Yaak and 
the Selkirk Ecosystems, we cannot presume that managing for conditions occupied by the studied 
females would allow population recovery. In fact, as shown below, we have reason to believe 
that these ecosystems are not suflciently secure to sustain grizzly bearpopulations and that 
habitats like these are population sinks. 
Cabinet- Kaak Population. As shown by Metzgar and Patterson [2001, attached as Appendix A], 
managers should conclude that the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem grizzly bear population declined 
through the period 1983-2000 and that the decline has recently accelerated. 
Selkirk Population. Using data fiom 1983-1998, USFWS [I9991 estimated a 2.3% average 
annual rote of increase and this estimate diminished to 1.3 and 1.5% in 1999 and 2000 
[Wakkinen and Johnson, 1999, 2001J. At the time of the highest estimate, [USFWS, 19991, 
researchers observed that only one additional subadult female death would result in an 
estimated‘ 2.6% rate of decline for the Selkirkpopulation. Two facts lead to the conclusion that 
the Selkirkpopulation is likely in decline: First, researchers trapped and studied bears in areas 
“...believed to hold the highest densities of bears .... ”[USFWS, 19991. Because those high 
densities would be associated with higher reproductive and/or survival rates than would pertain 
to the whole population, we should interpret the reported values as overestimations of 
population trend. Second, since the 1999 report, at least one collared female has been killed 
[Wakkinen, 2001J. This adult would have at least as much “reproductive value ” as a subadult 
and, even in the absence of the bias noted above, reanalyses that incorporate her death will 
reveal a high probability ofpopulation decline. 
Both Populations. In all of the estimates ofpopulation trend noted above, the 95% confidence 
limits range from about 9% decline to about I I % increase. Given that level of uncertainty, a 
precautionary approach would rule out any management decisions based on the presumption of 
demograIphic health of these populations. 

Wakkinen! and Kasworm [1997, p.24-51 recognized that, at the time of their study, the Cabinet- 
Yaak and Selkirk Ecosystems may have been so heavily roaded that the bears were unable to 
express through selection the habitat qualities that they require. As they state, a ‘ffirst order 
selection ” study would be required to investigate that issue and that analysis was not done. In 
the absence of such a study, we must conclude that the animals may well have been forced into 
unacceptiible habitats by virtue of the heavy exploitation and development ofpreferred habitats. 

The inclusion of at least one bear in the analyses of Wakkinen and Kasworm [I9971 constitutes 
an error that lea& to overestimation of allowable road densities. As recognized by those 
authors hv.231, “...much of the data ... ” for Yaak female 206 comefiom her immature period of 
home range establishment and her home range size and use would have changed with maturity. 
Those data do not come from a stable home range of a productive female, do not provide insight 
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into environments that can support grizzlies and inflate the bears ’ apparent toleration of areas 
near roads. 

The home ranges offive of the six grizzly bears used in the analyses of Wakkinen and Kasworm 
[I9971 lay partly in Canada [bears 206, and all four of the Selkirk bears as shown in Kasworm 
et al., 2000, p.27 and in Wakkinen maps provided to Sedler, Dec., 20011. In those Canada data, 
closed and open roads were treated equivalently due to lack of data [Wakkinen and Kasworm, 
1997, p.91. Consequently, bear use of closed roads appears in the analyses as use of ‘P-oaded” 
areas and inflates apparent activity near roads. 

The four factors discussed above all lead to overestimation by Wakkinen and Kasworm [1997, 
Tables 5, 11,13] of the levels of roading and disturbance that characterize suitable grizzly bear 
habitat. That may explain why, as those authors recognized rp.24, Table 161, the mean levels of 
security in the home ranges of their females were lower [i.e. higher road densities and lower 
core values] than in the South Fork of the Flathead River Study [mean percentages of 1 9 1 9  and 
68 compared with 33, 26 and 551. Ake et al. [I  998’ and Wittinger et al. [2001] attempted to 
derive road density standards from the lower road densities in home ranges reportedfiom the 
South Fork Study [Mace and Manley, 1993; Mace and Waller, 19971 but even those 
recommendations should not be accepted as suficient security for grizzly bear recovery 
[Metzgar, 1998, 2001; McLellan et al., 2OOOJ. Clearly, the selective use by DEIS of Wakkinen 
and Kasworm [1997, an unpublished report never subjected to peer review] and the disregard 
by DEIS of extensive literature regarding grizzly bear habitat and security needs has led to 
serious errors, inappropriate conclusions and damaging recommendations. 

The results reported in Wakkinen and Kasworm [I 9971 do provide some suggestions regarding 
appropriate levels of road densities in grizzly bear habitat. A precautionary approach might 
start with the levels of security that appeared acceptable to all bears studied: the lowest 
observed levels of road densities, the largest observed level of core and the characteristics of 
roadless areas for which the animals showed positive selection. Under that approach, managers 
would begin formulating security standards with the following values: 

No more than 17% of each BMU with OMRD Imi./sq.mi. [“Table 11, p. 191. 
No more than 14% of each BMUwith TMRD 2mi.hq.mi. [*Table 9, p.181. 
At least 72% of each BMU in secure “core” [*Table 13, p.211. 
Blocks of “core ” at least 8 sq.mi. [*Table 15, p.221. 
Core areas deJned as farther than I .9 km. fiom open roab and 0.6 km. fiom trails. ** 

Because of the four biases in Wakkinen and Kasworm (19971 noted earlier, even these levels of 
security should not be accepted as sufficient for grizzly bear recovery; scientiJically responsible 
standards will be lower. 

*Tables and pages in Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997fiom which these numbers derive. 
**Value derivespom Kasworm e.t al. [1994; Tables 3, 4; pp.16, 171. 

DEIS examined a plan with three of these standards [I 7, 14, 72%] as Alternative D. The review 
team dismissed that plan [p.2-18] after “...discovering that it was not feasible to meet these 
standards within several BMUs. ” That statement is the precise equivalent of discovering that 
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our national forests do not find it ‘ffeQsible” to meet their statutory obligations to recover grizzly 
bears in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Recovery Zones. (I  00/3) 

Response: 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. 

No information on road status was available with the road location data files obtained from 
the British Columbia Ministry of Environment. All roads were treated as open with no 
restriction on use. Though not stated in the report, later field checks on road status within 
these areas found no road closure devices. There were no restrictions on the use of all 
terrain vehicles which were frequently observed on roads within the British Columbia 
portion a)f the study area. Therefore classifying these roads as open reflected the correct 
classificaition and was consistent with methods utilized withim the U.S. portion of the study 
area. 

The draft report was peer reviewed by 9 biologists and comments received were 
incorpor:ated in the final report. Names of those biologists are listed in the report. 

24. Grizzly bear spring habitat is critical, rare and limited. This fact has been recognized 
repeatedly for the Cabinet portion of these recovey zones by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and Fore2rt Service [see, for example: USFWS 1993a, pp.8,9,24; USFWS 1998, pp.24,34; 
USFWS 2000, pp.3430; USFS 2000, p. lo]. Given agency recognition of the rarity of spring 
habitat, the omission of standards for this critical habitat type is incomprehensible. In these 
recovery zones, responsible landscape design will insure adequate access to secure spring range 
for recovered populations of bears. 

Young grizzly bears learn home range use @om their mothers and daughters often establish 
home ranges near their mothers’ [USFWS, 2000, pp.58,60]. To accommodate those behaviors, 
BMUs [designed to approximate the size of an adult female home range] must each contain 
sufJicient ,Feecure spring range to support an adult female, at least one mature daughter with an 
overlapping home range and the several males that might reasonable be expected to occur. 
m i l e  the required amount of such habitat will va y among BMUs, any acceptable standards will 
include BIMU-specijk analyses of secure spring range and its spatial relationships to other 
seasonal habitats. (1 004) 

Response: An analysis of the amount of spring habitat in each BMU is outside the 
scope of this decision on access management. However, we point out that administrative 
access is partitioned by season, including spring, and alternatives B, C and E include 
provisions for pursuing habitat-based access management direction when the information 
becomes aivailable to do so. 

25. DEIS correctly recognizes the importance of secure, roadless core in grizzly bear recovery. 
Unfortunately, it leaves major issues regarding the nature of that security unresolved and 
presents no standards for core habitat type, core size or method of calculating its size. 
SpeciJeally, I note that: 
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Inclusion in “core” of unsuitable habitats inflates the apparent habitat quality of some 
BMUs, [e.g. high elevation “rocks and ice ’’ in CYE BMUs 1,2,5,6]. 
Alternatives C and E [pp.2-12,15] allow “57 round trips” for administrative use into 
otherwise secure areas. DEIS presents no justijkation for this level of intrusion. 
Alternatives C and E require [pp.2-12,15] “...consideration of seasonal needs .... ’’ but 
provide no assurances that those “considerations ” would be adequate in any sense or 
even appropriate. 
Alternatives C and E allow use of core areas, so long as core remains [pp.2-12,15] 
“...$xed in place for IO years minimum. DEISprovides no justijkation for this time 
span, no evidence of its suficiency and no assurance that spatial distribution of core 
would maintain adequate security, 
Alternatives C and E fail to deal with or even acknowledge road closure violations that 
lower security values. 

Below, I explore these issues in more detail and show that any efective management plan for 
grizzly bear habitat in these recovery zones will require; 

Maintenance of adequate core areas in functional block sizes with appropriate buffer 
widths. 
Suflcient secure seasonal habitats that remain stable on a time scale of decades. 
Restriction of administrative use to very low levels. 
Demonstration of road closure effectiveness. 

Core Size Appropriate designations of secure core areas will insure adequate size and usability 
by bears and will be designated using scientifically sound buffer widths. Grizzly bears select 
strongly for larger secure areas; roadless areas had to exceed 8 sq.mi. before the females 
studied by Wakkinen and Kasworm [I 99 71 showed positive selection. DEIS provides no 
standards for core block size and, under its proposals, the national forests could reduce roadless 
cores to small, unusable, dangerous isolates. DEIS also fails to spec& the “bufler ” width 
around disturbances that are excluded from calculations of core areas. Wakkinen and Kasworm 
[1997] used, and IGBC, 1998 recommended, a buffer of 0.31 mi. However, displacement 
distances can extend much further. Habitats may need to be as far as 2 milesji-om trails and 
roads before bears express preference for them [USFWS 2000, p.59 citing Kasworm and 
Manley, 19901 and displacement porn suitable habitat due to major developments may occur 
“...for several miles into the drainage andji-om ridge to ridge .... ’’ [USFWS, 2000,pp.60,63]. 

Temporal Stability Core areas must remain secure suflciently long for effective bear use 
[expressed in survival and eflective reproduction] and, in the case of new core, long enough for 
recolonization and subsequent effective use. Ten years of stability is too short for these 
processes to occur. Grizzly bears learn to utilize habitatspom their mothers and displacements 
may persist beyond habitat restoration for unknown lengths of time, perhaps longer than 35 
years [USFWS, 2000, pp.58, 601. Similarly, USFWS [I 998, p.331 states: “...Long-term 
displacement. ... may persist for several generations of bears before grizzly bears again utilize 
habitat associated with closed roads. ’’ Because grizzly bear generation time approximates IO 
years [Harris and Allendo6 19891, eflective core must remain secure on a time scale of several 
decades. 
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Administrative Use In Core Roads with trafic levels of 57 round trips per year into grizzly bear 
habitats 11s proposed by DEIS [pp.2-12,15/ will displace grizzly bears and expose them to 
mortality risks. Mace and Waller, [1997/ found less displacement of bearsporn “Class I ”  roads 
for which the median level of vehicular use was very close to zero [R.Mace, pers.comm. and data 
provided,! but trafic on the order of 57 round trips per year should have effects more similar to 
SFGBS Class 2 roads from which bears showed greater displacement [Mace and Waller, 1997, 
Table 7.1.5, p .  721. 

Use Of Earth Barriers And Gates; Violations Of Road Closures Managers cannot assume that 
closed gates and earth barriers effectively restrict motorized access in secure habitats. An 
extensive literature documents high failure rates [35 to 55%J of road closures in the national 
forests that administer these recovery areas [Bertram, 1992; Hammer, 1986,2001; Lobdell, 
1994; Platt. 19931. Additionally, the Grizzly Bear Compendium [IGBC, 19871 as well as Fish 
and Wildlife Service evaluations [USFWS 1993a, b] recognize the relative ineffectiveness of road 
closures compared with road obliteration. The persistent violations of road closures will 
require protection of secure areas by road obliteration. (I 004) 

data to give us any guidance on actual levels of use on closed roads that correspond to bear 
use. Mace et a1 (1999) did not have road counters on closed roads, but categorized closed 
roads as having traffic levels of 4 vehicle pass per day. This category was based on study 
team observations and perceptions of vehicular use. Allowable levels have little biological 
guidance, but several factors should be considered: 1) Mace’s perception that authorized 
levels of vehicular traffic on Class 1 roads was well below 1.0 vehicle pass per day and 
having a median of zero, 2) unauthorized or illegal vehicular use will probably occur at 
some unlmown level, and 3) bear populations in these recovery zones are warranted for 
endangered status and should be managed conservatively. 

Response: To our knowledge there is no quantitative bear use and road counter 

Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) could not identify a minimum core polygon size. They 
suggested that if a minimum size occurs, it is likely between 2 mi2 and 8 mi2. Furthermore 
they suggested that narrow strips of core habitat that may fit some minimum size criteria 
likely willl not provide effective core habitat for bears, though bears did use core polygon’s 
less than 2 square miles in size. 

Open or restricted roads are not allowed in Core. There will be no administrative use of 
roads in (core areas. 

26. Why is the USF& WS increasing restrictions before the Forest Plans have been amended 
when the law suit settlement makes no mention of increasing restrictions? (F3) 

Forest Plians to incorporate management direction for grizzly bear habitat. That is what 
the DEIS proposes to da 

Response: The lawsuit settlement agreement requires the Forest Service to amend 

2 7. Why is the USF& WS increasing restrictions when the grizzly population in the Selkirks is 
moving towards recovely under existing conditions and restrictions? The Selkirks have 2 
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females with cubs, this is 1/3 of the way to recovery. We have 5 of our IO units occupied with 
family groups, this is about 2/3 of the way to recovery, we have not had any human caused 
mortalities in several season. (F3) (128/1) 

Columbia, grizzly bear management efforts in the province play an important role in the 
status of grizzly bears in the Ecosystem. The British Columbia portion is subject to the 
same pressures that exist in the U.S., all of which affect recovery. Therefore, in its recent 
finding regarding reclassification of the Selkirk grizzly bear population to endangered 
status, the USF&FS found that the lack of current habitat protection stemming from 
cumulative impacts related to access, mining, recreation and forestry, both in the U.S. and 
Canada, poses a significant threat to the grizzly bear population. In the amended 
Biological Opinion for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests Resource Management Plan 
(2001) the USF&WS concludes that the population trend analyses in the Selkirk Ecosystem 
is inconclusive. Also, new information has lead to habitat standards that are different from 
the original Forest Plan standards, needed to support the conservation and recovery of the 
grizzly bear. Although the illegal mortality of grizzly bear has been reduced over the last 
several years it does s t i l l  remain a significant managemenu concern. 

Response: Because a substantial portion of the Selkirk Ecosystem lies within British 

28. Grizzly recovely is dependent on maintaining a low level of bear mortality. Bears are killed 
when they have con.icts with humans, hunters make a mistaken identity or the very rare 
poaching situation. n e  keys to reducing bear mortality are education, sanitation, habitat 
identification and improvement and law enforcement. why is there so little attention being paid 
to these issues which will help bear recovery? Why are all the effort beingput towards policies 
that render ourpublic lands unusable by the public? (273) 

The most effective elements to reducing bear mortality are education, sanitation, habitat 
identification and improvement and law enforcement. Why is there so little attention being paid 
to these issues? m y  are all the polices directed toward restricting human access rather than 
the above mentioned policies? (I 28/3) 

We need to educate the hunters andpeople who are moving to historic bear ranges. (I 61/2) 

Education is the answer - more people are moving to traditional bear areas. . (I  62/2) 

Further restrktions on our National Forests to satisfi some ulterior agenda are not what the 
grizzly bear recovery program requires. Educating the public forest users and landowners 
within grizzly habitat) nee& to become our focus - as well as more finding forpopulation 
monitoring by our local biologists. (1 91/2) 

Law enforcement must be expanded and public education increased. (1 941'2) 
Response: Education, sanitation, habitat identification and improvement, and law 

enforcement are important elements of a grizzly bear recovery program, and much is being 
done in these areas. However, since these activities are beyond the scope of the proposed 
action, they are not described in detail in the EIS. 
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29. Concern grizzly bears separated and in insuflcient numbers to maintain necessary 
propagation (sic) in Kalispell- Granite even ifAlternative G closed all roads without 
coordination with the largerpicture in Canada ... the Selkirkgrizzly is doomed as to habitat in 
WA/ID. (1 06/I) 

Response: Past and ongoing radio tracking of radio-collared grizzly bears have 
found th<at bears are found within all portions of the Selkirks and commonly move between 
these areas. Cooperation with adjacent British Columbia is essential to achieve recovery of 
bear populations within the Selkirk Ecosystem Members from British Columbia currently 
serve as part of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee, which oversees the management 
and rese:arch for this species within both the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystems. 
Grizzly bear population status has recently become an emerging concern within British 
Columbia, which has generated hunting season restrictions and the development of a 
Conservation Strategy for this species. 

30. The grizzly is not native to the NWwhy insert them into a foreign habitat? (109/3) 

Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems (USFWS 1993). 
Response: The historical evidence indicates that grizzly bears are native to the 

31. We fie1 that it is signijkant to update the standards for access management within the 
grizzly bear recovery areas. It is also very important to follow the guidelines under the 
Endangered Species Act so that it does contribute to the recovery of the grizzly bears. (131/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

32. From all reports, the grizzly bear is leaving the Northern Continental Divide Recovery Area. 
This is no doubt due to an increase in population of the bear and a decrease of sustainable bear 
habitat that is subjected to non-management. why does more area have to be offlimits to 
humans? (1 40/2) 

does not lpropose to make any areas off limits to humans. 
Response: The DEIS pertains to the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak recovery zone. The DEIS 

33. The LIEIS repeatedly refers to increased human caused bear mortality as a perceived reason 
for the "need "for the proposed action. In retrospect, there has been no study or documentation 
of why beiars are leaving the NCDRA area. Is it due to an increase in population? How can 
Jirrther travel restrictions be based on thin air and no study of the populations and the apparent 
spread info new areas of the grizzly bear. There will always be grizzly mortality. How many 
bars have died due to research? (140/4) 

Response: The grizzly bear recovery plan establishes an allowable human caused 
mortality rate of 4 percent of the population. When mortality exceeds this level, 
populations are expected to experience decline. Because populations in the Cabinet-Yaak 
and Selkirk Mountains recovery zones are quite small (30-40 for the Cabinet-Yaak and 45- 
50 for the Selkirk Mountains), the interim goal for human caused mortality is zero. We 
fully expect that some human caused mortality may occur, but our goal is to minimize that 
mortality. 
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There has been one grizzly bear mortality associated with research in the Cabinet-Yaak 
recovery zone. This incident occurred in 1989 when a young female bear was captured in a 
foot snare and killed by another grizzly bear. There have been no research mortalities in 
the Selkirk Mountains. 

34. When were the Amended Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statements on the 
Kootenai and Lolo Land and Resource Management Plans completed? Were they implemented 
in any way whatsoever? (147/4) 

completed in 1995. They were implemented immediately upon completion. 
Response: The amended BO and ITS on the Kootenrai and Lolo Forest Plans were 

35. Where is the grizzly bear “science” used to just13 firrther measures to protect the bear in 
the DEIS? I don ’t believe there is any real science that requires these extreme measures to be 
implemented. Recently, throughout the United States, some real questions have been raised 
regarding the professionalism and character of so-called ‘‘scientists ’’ and “experts ” with in the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. The poor science used in the listing of the Oregon Coastal Coho 
Salmon, two species of suckerfish in the Klamath Basin, the Klamath River white sturgeon, and 
other species, as well as the management of the Columbia River salmon, calls into question the 
real competency, goals, and objectives of the “scientists” that have been placed in decision- 
making positions, as well as the agencies. Most recently, “scientists ” doing research on the 
Canadian Lynx were caught planting evidence to prove the existence of Canadian Lynx 
population, which is, essentially, falsijjing oficial documents. Nothing will be done to them, 
probably. 

Grizzly bear research has been in progress for well over three decades in Northwest Montana. 
And grizzly bear recoveiy has been ‘‘studied” and “managed, ” intensively, since 1982, nearly 
two decades, but still the “scientists” aren’t sure just how many grizzly bears exist in the 
recovery areas, what may limit their populations, or whether or not recovery measures have 
been successJiC1. There just doesn ’t seem to be any credible facts other than opinions. (147/15) 

Response: Six radio collared female grizzly bears monitored during 1989-94 
represent the basis for the open road, total road and core standards (Wakkinen and 
Kasworm 1997). These animals were radio collared within the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
recovery zones. All animals produced young either during or prior to this monitoring 
period. Individual home ranges for these animals were evaluated for percent of area over1 
mile per square mile of open road density, percent of area over 2 miles per square mile of 
total road density, and percent of area in core. Previous analyses showed less than 
expected use when these road densities were exceeded. The methods used followed those 
described by previous research (Mace and Manley 1993) and by guidelines from the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC 1994). These 6 bears were chosen because 
they were females that had survived long enough to provide sufficient data for analysis and 
had reproduced within the study area. Values for these 6 radio collared bears were 
averaged to produce these results: 33 percent of the home range had an open road density 
of 1 mile per square mile or greater, 26 percent of the home range had a total road density 
of 2 miles per square mile or greater, and 55 percent of the home range was core. The 
amendment thus incorporates the best available local information. 
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36 Mace and Manley conclude in their research of grizzlies in the South Fork of the Flathead 
River that unless a road has completely revegetated, managers should assume that some level of 
human use is occurring along closed roads, and grizzly bears will respond to that use (Mace and 
Manley 1993). (1 49/9) 

R.esponse: Humans may use closed roads for foot, horseback, or bicycle travel. 
These roads are considered in the standards for total road density. Closed road or trails 
that have more use than 20 parties per week may not occur in core habitat. 

3 7. Another result of A WR 's lawsuit was the re-initiation of consultation on the IPNF Forest 
Plan which was lacking an Incidental Take Statement. The new Biological Opinion (issued April 
11, 2001) contains Terms and Conditions for grizzly management. The non-discretionary T&Cs 
will likely provide the basis for standards in the amendment. Unfortunately the T&Cs are also 
inadequate, shifting of core and entry into it for logging is still allowed. Each block of core 
within each BMU can be entered every 10 years, thereby eliminating the security supposedly 
provided by designated core. Also, like the Rule Set, there is no minimum size requirement for 
blocks ojcore, in spite of scientijk evidence that bears avoid smallfiagments of security that are 
surrounded by open roads. (1 49/16) 

entered every 10 years. In reality, this would not be the case. There is not the network of 
available opedrestricted roads in most, if not all BMUs to replace all core areas when they 
become eligible. A more reasonable and likely scenario would be limited opportunities to 
shift some core areas, while most blocks of core remain relatively static for a much longer 
period of time. 

Response: In a worst-case scenario assessment, each block of core is eligible to be 

38. Progress has been made and there have been no set backs in the program as it is now, so 
why makc changes? (1 50/1) 

Response: The need for changes is due to new information and additional 
management direction as described in the Purpose and Need on pages 1-4 to 1-5 of the 
DEIS. 

39. Grizzlies have been carefully managed in the Selkirks for over 20 years, yet the populations 
have remained relatively stable. Have you considered the possibility, and perhaps likelihood, 
that the bearpopulation is in balance with its habitat, that the population is as recovered as it 
will ever be? Also, this population, being relatively small, is likely inbreeding. That might 
account for its lack of expansion. Might it not be wise to consider introducing some bears @om 
other areas to jump-start the gene pool? (1 W 1 )  

Response: Information suggests the grizzly bear population in the Selkirks is limited 
by mortality, not habitat. Litter size averages over 2, an indication that high quality 
habitat exists. A significant portion of the known mortality in the ecosystem is human- 
caused. [f this mortality was reduced, the population would expand into habitat that is 
currently unoccupied despite appearing to be high quality habitat. Recent analysis 
indicates a low level of genetic diversity relative to surrounding grizzly bear populations. 
This may be due to isolation over the last 30 years or so. Recent movements by marked 
grizzly bears out of the ecosystem into adjacent grizzly bear areas indicate the possibility of 
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genetic interchange. If the population expands and movement corridors are maintained, 
genetic interchange will likely occur. Right now there is not indication that genetics are 
influencing the potential for population recovery. 

40. The recent disclosure of faIsiJied data fiom over-zealous employees conducting lynx 
population studies is devastating to the agency 's credibility and legitimate species recovery 
eflorts. while we see no evidence of this sort of thing with the grizzly recoveryprogram, you 
would be well advised to carefully scrutinize the data upon which this DEIS is based and assure 
the public that it is indeed reliable. (156/6) 

How do we even know ifthere are any Grizzly bears in these areas after the recent falsification 
of studies by biologist studying lynx? (31 U.2) 

Response: The data used in this amendment is based on actual radio-collared bears 
that reside in the recovery zones. Access management standards for the various 
alternatives were derived from home range data for these bears. 

41. The FEIS must include monitoring and measures of success or failure. What is the target 
population level at which the bears will be considered to be at habitat capacity andfilly 
recovered? (1 56/7) 

Response: The grizzly bear recovery plan indicates a target population of 100 bears 
for the Cabinet-Yaak recovery zone and 90 bears for the Selkirk Mountains recovery zone. 

42. The DEIS seems to focus on motorized access management and complex transportation 
density indices as a panacea for grizzle recovery. This is based on limited research that may or 
may not be definitive. The recovery effort might betterplace more emphasis on other avenues, 
including habitat improvement for forage and prey. The obsession with complex mathematically 
derived OMRD 3, TMRD 's, Om's, etc. needs to be seriously questioned. Can you eflectively 
manage grizzly recovery by formula? Some of the access you are working so diligently to limit 
might actually contribute to the bears' well-being if wisely used. (1 56/8) 

recovery, but it is the focus of this EIS. Other ongoing aspects of recovery, such as habitat 
improvement, are outside the scope of this analysis. 

Response: Motorized access management is only one component of grizzly bear 

43. In summary, we ask you to carefilly examine the data and science used to support your 
decision to be sure it is reliable and unbiased. Too often as of late we have seen resource 
decisions based on poor science. (1 56/9) 

Response: We've taken a hard look at the available scientific information and have 
determined that the information based on the research of Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) 
is the best scientific information available for the CYRZ and SRZ. 

44. A key component of grizzly bear recovery should include moratorium on hunting black bears 
for sport, since even experts have diflculty telling grizzly bears fiom black bears. a i s  
moratorium should include a ban on bear baiting. Huntingpressure continues to be a major 
factor contributing to bear mortality. The National Forests contribute to hunting pressure by 
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providing hunter access to grizzly bears. The moratorium should include a ban on hound 
hunting, which is Similarly non-specific. (I 64/2) 

Response: See response to comment #8. 

45. In v,iew of the past human-caused mortality to grizzly bears, the EIS needs to be proactive in 
the reduction of grizzly bear habitat incursions, primarily through reductions in open road 
density. (I 6 4 4  

is an imlportant objective of the alternatives. 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. Management of open road densities 

46. The xtandards listing BMU minimums of 55% core habitat, 33% open road density, and 26% 
total road density are not biologically defensible, and should be discarded. ScientiJic evidence 
indicate:: that in order to survive, grizzly bears require up to 750 square miles ofpemanent 
home range that must have signijkant areasfiee of open and closed roads. Even ifroad 
standara's were used as a basis for this plan, it requires a higher ratio of roadless area core 
protection, i f  management is not going to incrementally, cumulatively nibble away at these 
standards. A suggested goal from other biologists is 72% core, 17% OMRD, 14% TMRD in 
BMUs with federal road jurisdiction. In all other BMUs the Forest Sewice should set 
standartis that work towards the greatest amount of security possible given decreased federal 
road jurisdiction. (I 64/I 3) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

47. Protection of core areas, rather than blind use of BMU road density minimums, should be 
the most signifcant part of the plan. Mere percentages are only guidelines, and without core and 
secure area designation, such plans are unsupportable. The blind use of BMU minimums will 
inevitabtv have the result of timber and recreational interests perverting the original intent, to an 
intelprettztion that areas below the minimum should be developed. We have seen this scenario 
over and over, and I hope you appreciate that by opening this Pandora's box, you will not solve 
the problem. Please take this proposal to heart and consider using roadless area blocks as core 
minimums, rather than density targets. (I  64/I 4) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

48 . It is not merely the amount, but the arrangement of habitat areas in space that should be 
given more weight. The "habitat effectiveness", needs to protect corridor linkages. Grizzly bears 
are one of the most wide-ranging species in the Northern Rockies. Corridors provide avenues 
for connectivity between populations for dispersal and genetic interchange, necessities for long 
term survival. Yet the DEIS fails to analyze access standards in linkage corridors between the 
Cabinet- Kaak and SelkirkRecovery Areas and other Recovery zones. Before taking a job with the 
Forest and Rivers Program at Kettle Range Conservation Group, I worked with grizzly bear 
biologist <Jon Almack in determining the habitat capability of the North Cascades Grizzly Bear 
Ecosystem. We used a composite of limiting factors to determine areas most likely to maintain 
viable populations, and preeminent among these were roadless areas. The Cabinet- Yaak has 
such areas, and these could be identified without much dif$cul@. These are the areas that Kettle 
Range Ccmervation Group would like to see protected. (I 64/15) 
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Response: The scope of the proposed action is described on page 1-7 of the DEIS. 
Designation or management of linkage corridors between recovery zones, and management 
of roadless areas, are beyond the scope of the proposed action. 

49. The arrangement of habitat areas in time should be given more consideration. Another 
limiting factor for grizzly bear survival is the availability of sources of spring forage. Habitats 
should be weighted in favor of low elevation areas where snowmelt and spring green-up occurs 
earlier. Yet these are traditionally the areas most heavily roaded and logged. The EIS needs to 
take this into account. (1 64/16) 

Response: Please refer to Table 2-5 on page 2-17 of the DEIS. Seasonal habitats are 
taken into account in several different ways. An attempt is made to designate core areas in 
such a way as to include representation of all seasonal habitats where possible. 
Administrative use of restricted roads is limited by season. Some alternatives emphasize 
development of habitat-based analyses techniques as data to do so becomes available. 

50. The public will not accept standards that fail to provide adequate security andprotection of 
habitat for these bears. Although the current proposal is a step forward, it fails to protect the 
viability of grizzly bears. The imperiled grizzly populations are barely stable in the Selkirks and 
are declining in the Cabinet-Yaak. Unless corrected, the deficiencies in this EIS shouldJirrther 
warrant up-listing these populations to Endangered status. (1 6411 8) 

reproducing females, thus indicating that such management would allow for a viable 
population. The preferred alternative results in increased security in many Bear 
Management Units over the current conditions and represents a significant increase over 
the conditions when the data was collected (1989-1994). 

Response: The data used to develop the alternatives were based on successfully 

51. Close scrutiny of the ‘(Final Report: Grizzly Bear Ecology in the Swan Mountains”, 1997, R. 
D. Mace and J. S. Waller, used as the scientific bedrock to justifi closure of forest access to 
motorized vehicles, reveals insuflcient data collection, unsubstantiated and contradicted 
telemetric sessions and resulting analysis anomalies, potential inflation of core area data, no 
recommendation for road rip (destruction) at all, and unproved “hypothesizes” such as 
increasing road traffic tends to lead to decreasing bear use. Current science is uncertain about 
how grizzlies react to roads in their neighborhood, and an actual number count of grizzlies in 
the wild is still “speculative ”, even after nearly two decades of grizzly bear study and 
management. How do we know whether current recovery methods have been successfil, or that 
Jirrther restrictions of human access to valuable forest resources is appropriate? How do we 
b o w  that “increased human caused bear mortality ” - cited numerous times in the DEIS as 
justijkation for proposed action - has any basis other than a flourishing bear population? The 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee recovery specialist (Servheen) has stated that higher 
mortalities would be a product of a larger bear population: “If there are more bears out there, 
you would expect more mortalities. ’’ (Jim Mann, “The Daily Inter Lake”, 12/02/01.) (F6) 
(275/3) (320/3) 

Response: The grizzly bear recovery plan establishes an allowable human caused 
mortality rate of 4 percent of the population. When mortality exceeds this level, 
populations are expected to experience decline. Because populations in the Cabinet-Yaak 
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and Sekirk Mountains recovery zones are quite small (30-40 for the Cabinet-Yaak and 45- 
50 for the Selkirk Mountains), the interim goal for human caused mortality is zero. We 
fully expect that some human caused mortality may occur, but our goal is to minimize that 
mortality. 

52. The grizzly population has increased over the past 2-30 years under the present and best 
restrictions so why do we need more restrictions to forest users? (I 68/1) 

This decision is necessary in order to be responsive to new information and the legal 
mandate to use the best scientific information available. 

Response: Please refer to the Purpose and Need section on page 1-4 of the DEIS. 

53. We need a better population study so we know how many bears we actually have. With this 
information we ca make better decisions concerning the bears. (I 68/2) 

Response: Determining the actual number of bears in a population is a difficult 
task, and we agree that managers should constantly strive to improve information. The 
amendment is based on the best scientific information currently available, as required by 
law. 

I 
1 
c 

I 
1. 

54. Standards I think should be held. . . To provide security for long term viability of the 
populations. Insure core habitat areas, meet scientijkally verijiable minimums. (I 78/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. That is our intent. 

55. The number of bears in the Cabinetnaak Recovery area in 1988 was approximately 12-15. 
In 2000 ir is estimated that there were 30-40. We believe that the grizzly is revering under the 
existing necovery plan. When the number of bears increases the mortality is bound to increase 
as well. How many bears can this limited ecosystem maintain? Quality of habitat really is the 
true control over sustainable bearpopulations, not the quantity of area. (185/7) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. Information on the exact number of 
bears the ecosystem can contain is unavailable at the present time. The grizzly bear 
recovery plan (USFWS 1993) estimates populations of 100 and 90 bears in the CYRZ and 
SRZ, reslpectively, after recovery is achieved. 

56. why do you thin closing roads will help the bear? (189/1) 
Response: Research has consistently shown that grizzly bears can be adversely 

affected by human use of roads (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, Wakkinen 
and Kasvvorm 1997, among others). 

57. Can you prove that snowmobiling will harm the grizzly? (198/1) 

vehicles. There is no proposal to limit snowmobiling. 
Response: The scope of the decision is limited to motorized access by passenger 

58. Can you prove that logging will harm the grizzly? (I 9812) 

vehicles. There is no proposal to limit logging. 
Response: The scope of the decision is limited to motorized access by passenger 
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59. How are the bears doing? How many are there? How many bears must there be to open the 
roads backup? (I 98/6) 

Cabinet-Yaak and 45-50 for the Selkirk Mountains. We do not know how many bears 
existed prior to the development of the forest plan. We do not have statistically conclusive 
estimates of population trend for either recovery zone. Attempts to gain that information 
are constrained by sample sizes and the behavioral habits of bears. Numerous studies of 
grizzly bears have described increased displacement and mortality of bears in habitat with 
high levels of human access (Mattson et al. 1987, McLellan and Shackleton 1988, Aune and 
Kasworm 1989, Kasworm and Manley 1990, Mace et al. 1996). These studies indicate the 
value of access management systems for grizzly bears. 

Response: Current grizzly bear populations have been estimated at 30-40 for the 

Secure habitat is critical to the long term survival of grizzly bears. It is unlikely that a 
significant number of roads will be opened again, even after delisting of the bear occurs. 

60. Increased motorized access into grizzly bear habitat will undeniably result in increased 
human-grizzly bear confrontations, resulting in displacement or additional grizzly bear 
mortalities&rther exasperating recovery efforts. Your lack of discussion regarding human 
access (motorized) and its direct correlation to increased grizzly bear mortality or displacement 
is legally inexcusable. (199/1) 

expanded in the FEIS. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. The mortality discussion has been 

61. Wakkinen and Kasworm, I99 7 suggested values OMRD 5 I 7percent, TMRD 5 I4 percent, 
and Core Area 2 72percent rather than the average values (33-26-55). These values (I 7-14-72) 
if implemented would better provide for the overall survival of grizzly bear. (1 99/3) 

appeared to be most sensitive to human access. The average values represent an average of 
6 bears and is the level proposed for adoption by Wakkinen and Kasworm. 

Response: The higher values represent the home range conditions of one bear that 

62. Studies conducted by Knight and Eberhardt (1 985) and McLellan (1 989b) indicated that 
female survival rates were the most important variable for grizzly bear population growth. 
Because population recovery and growth are contingent upon survival of female bears, the 
prognosis for increased growth of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirkpopulations is not good. Your 
proposal to increase access and insistence on maintaining current habitat values (33-26-55) in 
recovery zones experiencing declining populations would Jirrther jeopardize the very existence of 
the grizzly bear. Moreover, you analysis fails to address how the proposed alternatives would 
impact female grizzly bars ’ survival rates. (I 99/4) 

Response: We are not proposing to increase access. We are proposing to implement 
standards for limiting access. Since motorized access is one factor influencing grizzly bear 
mortality, alternatives which limit access the most would tend to affect female survival 
rates the most positively. 

63. A majority of their (grizzly bear) diet is composed of vegetation forbs, sedges, grassed, 
roots, bevies, pine nuts) but also includes fish, rodents, ungulates (hoofed animals) and insects. 
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(DEISp.3-5) It is a will know fact that at certain times of the year, theirpreferred diet is 
ungulates. The above quote makes it seem as if this part of the diet is secondary. The grizzly 
would never obtain the amount of fat needed to hibernate over the winterporn forbs, roots, 
berries, and pine nuts. (204/4) 

R,esponse: Berries and pine nuts are two of the most abundant calorie sources for 
bears without access to fish during summer and fall. Ungulates are important sources of 
food for bears at certain times of the year such as early spring in the form of winter kills 
and late spring in the form of young animals. However, the availability of ungulates is 
limited and most of the fat accumulated by bears in this area is the result of berries, largely 
huckleberries. 

64. Habitat security is influenced by the motorized use of forest roads and trails (DEISp.3-5). 
There is no support given for this opinion. (204/5) 

affected by human use of roads (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, Wakkhen 
and Kasiworm 1997, among others). 

Response: Research has consistently shown that grizzly bears can be adversely 

65. Thefie exists a threat to grizzly bear recovery under the current conditions? PEISp.3-5, 
p.3-46). This cannot be true since there is a “‘slowly increasing population ’’ of grizzly bears. 
(204/6) 

the CYRZ is now on a downward trend due to mortalities during the past 3 years. 
Response: The population may be slowly increasing in the SRZ. The population in 

66. All alternatives promote healthy ungulate population that provide prey for wolves. (DEIS p.  
3-27) By increasing the populations of ungulate predators, you are creating a negative eflect on 
ungulate populations. If we want a reduction in ungulate populations, we can easily 
accomplished that using hunting regulations. The alternatives that call for an increase in grizzly 
bear populations do not promote healthy ungulate populations. Therefore this conclusion is 
invalid. (‘204/7) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. We disagree. 

67. The DEIS contains a new proposal: “to combine the Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore 
BMUs into a new BMU” (DEISp.3-5) The EIS should not be creating a new proposal but 
should only analyze the impacts of a proposal which has already been put forth. (204/8) 

proposed action and a range of alternatives. In the FEIS, the BMUs would not be combined 
in Alternative E. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act requires the EIS to analyze a 

68. OMRD and TMRD: “security in grizzly bear habitat include (is indicated by) Open 
Motorized Route Density (OMRD) and Total Motorized Route Density (TMRS): DEISp. 3-6 
These are recently developed methods, by the verypeople who are developing the Forest 
Plans/EISs, with no scientific proof of validity or proven track record. In fact, these methods 
were so recently developed that they are not incorporated in the current Forest Plans. These 
measurement methods therefore have no independent confirmation as would be required to be 
considered scientific. (204/9) 
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Response: See response to comment #7. 

69. Linear Open Road Density (DEISp 3-8) This older method currently used in Forest Plans is 
suspect and not proven to be scientific for the same reasons QS in above. (204/10) 

and E. 
Response: Linear open road density would no longer be used under Alternatives C 

70. The numerical measures presented are based on subjective criteria, and are therefore 
meaningless. This is a common tactic to make an opinion or idea seem scient@, since it assigns 
numbers (weighted or unweighted) to various factors, the lists these numbers on charts and . 
graphs. (204A 1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

71. Human use or roads “may ”produce adverse effects on Grizzly Bear habitat. Several 
speczjic examples of actions are listed which may have the efect, some of which are illegal 
actions by individuals. (DIESp.3-I1) The above argument is equivalent to saying that since 
there are poachers, we should take away everyone’s guns and eliminate hunting. I f  the above 
argument is valid, then it would also be logical to conclude that all human access to public lands 
should beprohibited. Therefore it is not the roads but illegal human activity that is the 
“problem ” and the reasoning should not be include din the EIS. (204/12) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted 

72. No map or exact description ofproposed Core Areas is given. It is only stated that a certain 
percentage of the BMU will be assigned as “core area’’. It is left open to the Forest Service to 
decide exactly what portions of land within the BMUwill be designated as core. This could lead 
to “core-locked ” non-core areas. %for example, the core area happens to be set all around the 
perimeter of the BMU, then the entire BMU will be inaccessible, and you will in eflect produce 
100% core are in the BMU, while pretending to be at 5.5%’ or whatever percent you want In 
other words, there is no statement that the Core Area must be contiguous land area and that all 
‘non-core area must be kept accessible to motorized trafic. (204/13) 

Response: Due to the programmatic nature of the decision, it is not possible to 
provide site-specific maps of Core. Core will be established site-specifically at a later time 
through project level analyses, which will include public involvement. We have never 
observed a situation where non-core areas have become “core-locked” and believe it is 
unlikely that would happen. It would be an undesirable situation that we would seek to 
avoid 

73. Abiding by the “ O W  Decision of 2001 ” would have only minimal influence on security (the 
main reason for OHVrestrictions). (DEISp.3-28) We do not see a good reason to prohibit 
O m s  ifthey only have minimal efect, and yetprovide a second use for the area. (204/15) 

Response: O W  use is outside the scope of this decision. 

74. NWEA and Defenders believe that the access management standards for the Selkirk and 
Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones needs to be based on the best available science and is concerned 
that the DEIS fails to live up to this standard. Specifically we are concerned that the 55% core, 
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33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards are not biologically defensible. Scientific evidence indicates 
that in order to survive, grizzly bears require large areas of secure core habitat that are 
permanent and cannot be shifted and that even low densities of open and closed roads cause 
them to avoidpreferred habitat. In order for the access standards that are ultimately adopted to 
lead to rt?covery and comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), they must be based on the 
‘best available science ”. (205/1) (239/1) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

75. Unfortunately the alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS fail to meet this requirement 
and, ifadopted will fail to recover the S/CYgrizzly populations orprovide for their long term 
viability, in violation of ESA and the National Forest Management Act (“NFMA ’7. The access 
management standards (OMRD, TMRD and core) on which the alternatives are based were 
derivedfiom Wakkinen and Kasworm, (1997). Scientijkally based habitat standards cannot be 
derivedpom the recommendations resulting porn the S/CY access study for the following 
reasons: 

In the absence of irrefutable evidence that the WYgrizzly populations are increasing it cannot 
be concluded that management criteria derivedfiom average conditions in the female home 
ranges studied will lead to recovery. In fact a recent population trend analysis for the CYRZ and 
new information that has not yet been incorporated into existing analyses for both recovely 
zones, indicate that the rate ofpopulation change is negative for both populations. 

Trend Analysis for the Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Population 
The most recentpopulation trend estimate for the CYpopulations indicates that it is in decline. 
Appendix A of Attachment I to these comments (Metzgar, 2001) states in part, “[c]urrent 
research .indicates a high probability that the grizzly bear population in the Cabinet- Yaak 
Ecosystem has declined for some period and that this decline is now increasing. By even the 
most optimistic interpretation of the data, this population is far below recovery targets, has a 
high probability of further decline and a low chance of long-term persistence. Management uses 
of earlier:, more optimistic estimates ofpopulation change continue to allow over exploitation of 
grizzly bear habitat. ’’ 

Indeed, as a result of the high number of mortalities in 1999 and 2000 (a total of 9) the 
population trend analysis has been revised downwardpom 10% annual increase [L (lambda) = 
1.101 to a’ecline [L = 0.9921; the addition of one hypothetical yearling mortality lowered the rate 
of change further to 0.983. (Metzgar, 2001, Appendix A) 

Ehree additional bears were killed duriag 2001 in the CYRZ, bringing the total to twelve for the 
three yearperiod. One of those killed was a yearling female (black bear hunter mis- 
identijkation) the other 2 were cubs killed in BC (unknown cause). These deaths will decrease 
the rate qf change even further. 

It is important to note that at least 4 females (cub gender is unknown) and seven cubs of year 
were included in the 12 grizzly bear mortalities. The known female deaths include: bear 106, for 
many years the only reproducing female in the Yaak and #596 a sub-adult female in 1999; # 592 
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a 3 year old sub-adult female in 2000; and the uncollared yearling female in 2001. The known 
deaths of seven cubs over a three year period, no matter what the cause, should send a clear 
signal that the CYpopulation is in immanent danger of extinction due to extremely low 
reproductive success. Moreover, the loss of four females clearly reduces the likelihood that 
reproduction rates over the next several generations will lead to recovery. 

Metzgar states that based on his and Patterson’s review of the S/CYpopulation trend analyses, it 
is reasonable to conclude that “the population has not shown substantial increase during the 
population trend study period [1983-19991 and that the rate ofpopulation change has recently 
become more negative. ”And that ‘‘... based on data through 1999, this population mav well have 
been in decline for over a decade. ” (Metzgar, 2001) (Emphasis added) Thus the S/CY 
populations were likely in decline during the timefiame of the 1997 access study. Clearly the 
access criteria derivedfiom Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997 cannot be expected to increase these 
populations or lead to recovery. 

Near constant disturbance JFom timber sale activities in both recovery zones have undoubtedly 
displaced grizzly bears from preferred habitat for the last thirty years, particularly in the Yaak. 
During the ‘70 S, ‘80’s and early ‘90’s timber sale activities resulted in increasingly high road 
densities and a reduction in available long term stable secure (core) areas in both recovely 
zones. As a result females and their young have been displacedfiom formerly safe and familiar 
habitats and forced into habitats that are unfamiliar and therefore dangerous where harm is 
more likely to occur, both fiom human and natural causes. Likewise, displaced males move into 
new tewitoly where they may present a threat to females who cannot defend their cubs, or 
themselves (in the case of bear 106, whose cubs and own death has been attributed topredation 
by a male grizz1y)fiom aggressive male interlopers. A direct link between displacement due to 
high road densities, inadequate core and human intrusion, and high mortality and lowered 
reproduction rates has been established. (See USFWS, 1995a; USFWS, 1995b; USFWS, 1998; 
USFWS, 2001) 

Trend Analvsis for the Selkirk Grizzlv Bear Povulation 
The most recent population trend analysis available for the Selkirk population was conducted in 
1998. The results of the analysis are presented in the 12 Month Finding on petitions to reclassi5 
as endangered the S/CYpopulations (“Finding’?. (USFWS, 1999) According to the Finding the 
estimatedjhite rate of increasefiom 1983 - 1998 for the Selkirkpopulation was 1.023, or 
slightly increasing (95% confidence interval = 0.91 7-1.124). The Finding also states that 
researchers were “unable to conclude that these rates statistically reflect an increasing 
population. Furthermore, sensitivity modeling of the modeling results suggest that the addition of 
one additional subadult female mortality in the Selkirk radio collar sample couldpush these 
rates into decline with a projected 0.974. ’’ (Finding at 18) 

In 2001 a collared adult female (with no cubs) was killed in British Columbia. Another adult 
female with 2 cubs was wounded in B.C. in October, 2001, and though Canadian oflcials 
indicated that she <‘likely did not die”fiom the wound, her fate is unknown. In any case, as a 
result of the known adult female mortality the Selkirkpopulation trend is currently negative. 
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As stated above, in the absence of irrefutable evidence that the SKYgrizzly populations are 
increasing it cannot be concluded that management criteria based on average conditions in the 
areas studied in Wakkinen, Kasworm, 1997 will lead to recovery. Conditions in the 6 female 
home rafitges studied were averaged to arrive at the recommended criteria for open motorized 
road density (“OMXLI ’3 = 33%per BMU > I  mi/sqmi, total motorized road density (“TMRD’,) 
= 26%per BMU 2mi/sqmi, and minimum core = 55%per BMU (hereafter “33-26-55 ’3. 

The fact that these populations were likely in decline at the time of the study and are certainly in 
decline today must lead to the conclusion that maintaining the recommended level of security in 
Wakkinen and Kasworm, 1997 will result in extinction, not recovery. Moreover, other scientific 
research indicates that lower road densities and larger core areas are necessary to achieve a 
positive t,rend in grizzly populations. 

In the Selkirk BMUs (not including LeClerc or the Stateland BMU), the average year 2000 
conditions according to the DEIS were: OMRD = 26%, TMRD = 20.5%, core = 60%. The 
Selkirkpopulation is declining at this level of security which is higher than that recommended by 
Wakkinen and Kasworm. (20512) (239/2) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

76. Wakkinen and Kasworm acknowledged that they did not do a ‘Prst order selection ” 
analysis and that the S K Y  recovery zones may have been may be so heavily roaded that the 
bears were unable to find areas with lower road densities and larger unroaded core. 

This was clearly the case in the Yaakportion of the study. Based on the 2000 moving windows 
data in th(e DEIS, the average available conditions in Yaak BMUs 10-1 7 are: OMRD = 34%, 
TMRD = 30%, core = 51.9% (DEIS Table 2-4) This isprobably close to the average during 
the timefiame (1991-1994) of the Yaakportion of the Wakkinen and Kasworm study. Ifanything 
it may rejv-esent a slight improvement; since 1995 the KNF has been operating under the Terms 
and Conditions in the 1995 amended Biological Opinion for the KNF, which prohibited a net 
increase in road densities and a net loss of core. Therefore road densities were likely higher and 
there was less core available during the study timefiame. The fact that the bears selected an 
average of 33-26-55 only indicates that they were not selecting for less security. ..... 

The sampie size (6 female home ranges, including one sub-adult) was too small to conclude that 
the average conditions in those home ranges would lead to recovery of these populations. 
Furthermore, the sub-adult female (206) in the Yaak whose data was included in the average, 
was in the process of establishing a home range and likely would have selected a home range 
with more security as she matured. Her data, which did not come JFom a productive female with 
a stable home range, should not have been included. (See Metzgar, 2001) 

Data was available for onlyfive adultfemales in the S/CK%T.Y, whereas the South Fork Flathead 
study utili.zed I697 telemeby locationsj-om 31 grizzly bears, of which 10 were adult females. 
The small sample size in the S/CYstudy is indicative of the low population numbers in those 
recovery zones, as well as being an inadequate data set from which to extract access standards, 
especially when combined with other deficiencies inherent in the study. 
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In recent, non-peer reviewed documents, FWS has claimed a scientijically questionable 30-40 
grizzlies for the Cabinet- Yaak, and 45-55 for the Selkirks. Both independent scientists and 
USFWS court testimony suggest the numbers may be closer to 20-25 bears in the Cabinet-Yaak 
and 26-36 in the Selkirks. There is ample scientific literature regarding the increased risk of 
extinction in smallpopulations. On October 28, 1998 Judge Friedman, for the second time in 
Carlton v. Babbitt, ruled against the USFWS for failure to reclassifi the Selkirk grizzly bear 
population as endangered, stating, “it appears on the basis of the scientijk evidence presented 
that the Selkirkpopulation is simply too small to justifi the agency’s decision not to reclassifi it 
as endangered .... A population of 26 to 36 grizzlies seems to be endangered almost by 
definition. ’’ (US District Court D.D. C. 1998) The USFWS subsequently reclassiFed the Selkirk 
population as “warranted ”for endangered status. The Cabinet- Yaak population is also 
oficially warranted for endangered status. (205/3) (239/3) 

outside the scope of the amendment and is the responsibility of U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Response: See response to comment #7. Reclassification to endangered status is 

77. As is well known and documented by the scientijic community, roadless core habitat is 
among the most critical factors that will guarantee the recovery of the grizzly bear. 
Unfortunately, the vast majority of the historic range of the grizzly bear has been divided and 
degraded to a point where it provides little core habitat value. This fact makes the protection of 
core habitat in the grizzly bear’s remaining range all the more critical. 

Unfortunately the DEIS fails to provide a scientijkally defensible position that alternative E, or 
any of the alternatives for that matter, would provide for the creation and protection of suflcient 
core habitat to ensure the long term viability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear 
populations. In fact a1ternative.E would increase secure core habitat by less than I % in the 
Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. This is inadequate. (205/4) 

security requirements that would afford increased security for the grizzly bear. 
Response Most alternatives in the amendment would apply additional access and 

78. The DEIS fails to consider ways to reduce grizzly bear mortalities due to black bear hunting. 
A large percent of grizzly bear mortalities are due to mis-identijication by hunters. This issue is 
related to access management insofar as the Forest Service has the authority to limit access into 
grizzly bear habitat during the black bear hunting seasons. (205/8) 

Response Hunting regulations are beyond the scope of this decision. 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. 

79. The DEIS fails to address the seasonal needs of the bears. The definition of core says merely 
that the Forest Service will identi3 and aggregate “the full range of seasonal habitats that are 
available in the BMU’9 There is no assurance that the core areas will be delineated to contain 
an adequate amount of specijic seasonal habitats to meet grizzly bear needs. Spring range in 
particular is extremely important and it is in short supply, given the development and high road 
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densities in lower elevation habitat. It is the most critical seasonal habitat as the bears have 
high nutritional needs in the spring when they exit their dens. (2054 0) 

Response Thank you, your comment is noted. As you point out, it is our intent to 
incorporate all seasonal habitats within core where possible. Alternatives B, C and E also 
include intent to pursue habitat-based access management when information becomes 
available to do so. 

80. The small size of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones requires that adequate 
security standards be set and met and that habitat security be maximized. when compared with 
the sheer size and high security available in the Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide 
Recovery Zones, and the higher numbers of bears supported in those habitats, it becomes crystal 
clear that the inability of the Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk populations to increase and self-sustain 
is a result of low security, high road densities and the relatively small size of the SKY recovery 
zones. In order to achieve recovery these Recovery Zones will need to be expanded. (205/1 I )  

Response Thank you, your comment is noted. Changing recovery zone boundaries is 
outside the scope of this decision. 

81. MIA and Defenders are engaged in supporting conservation efforts on both sides of the 
U.S. border with Canada. As has been acknowledged by the USFWS, the survival of the grizzly 
bear in the United States is linked to, ifnot dependent on, its survival in Canada. Unfortunately 
Canada has no endangered species act and requires little, ifany, habitat protection for the 
grizzly bear North of the border. As the attached maps show, road densities in southern British 
Columbia exceed the grizzly bear threshold level. This fact is of great concern to us, and we are 
concerned that the DEIS fails to account for the management trends north of the border. 

It should (also be noted that the British Columbia continues to allow the sport hunting of the 
grizzly bear. This hunt includes regions of BC stretching south to the US border. Thus, a grizzly 
bearprotected in the US. can stroll north across the border and be legally killed. 

The continued failure of Canada to pass meaningfid species protections combined with 
continued assault of logging roads and clearcuts into the most remote portions of BC needs to be 
accounted for in our managementplans in the US. (205/12) 

hunting in Canada. 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. 

Response USDA Forest Service has no authority concerning access management or 

82. . . . both of these ecosystems now exhibit a declining trend with Lambda 's (L) of less than 
1.0. Since current road densities and the Interim Access Rule standards have done nothing to 
stem that (decline, and may well have increased it, more stringent standards than those 
contemplated in this DEIS are a necessity. (206/3) 

Response Thank you, your comment is noted 
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83. Given the smallpopulations in these ecosystems and the factors noted in (e) above, the only 
alternative that would serve as a startingpoint for sound science is Alternative D. Yet the 
Interdisciplinary Team summarily dismissed it because “it was not feasible to meet these 
standards within several BMU’s. ” Under this totally subjective guideline, Amendment I 9  on 
access would never have been initiated in the Flathead National Forest despite strong biological 
support. Federal agencies do not have the discretion to ignore bear based standards because 
they’re inconvenient in 10% of the BMU’s. The requirement is “best available science”, not 
“easiest available science. ” (206/5) 

response to comment #7. 
Response: Best available science was used in developing the alternatives. See 

84. On P: 2-4, the USFS attempts to arbitrarily redefine the bufler around roads and other 
activities as one quarter mile (440 yards). The currently accepted standard in these and all other 
ecosystems in the US. Northern Rockies is 500m (542 yards). (206/6) 

Response: The % mile buffer discussed on page 2-4 is in reference to habitat 
effectiveness. This is the standard buffer width used for open roads in habitat effectiveness 
calculations since 1982. For Core calculations, we use a buffer width of 500111. 

85. None of the alternatives contain any minimum Core size, despite the fact that Kasworm ’s 
1997 research showed a clearpreference for Cores beginning at 4 sq.mi. (2560 acres) and 
peaking at 8 sq.mi. or larger (5120 acres +). (206/8) 

Response: Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) could not identifi a minimum core 
polygon size. They suggested that if a minimum size occurs, it is likely between 2 mi2 and 8 
mi2. 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 polygon’s less than 2 square miles in size. 

86. On P: 2-15, second bullet, we see “No standard for habitat eflectiveness on any of the three 
National Forests ” listed as a “major habitat security component of Alt. E. ” In fact, it’s the exact 
opposite. Unless access management standards are clearly tied to Habitat Quality & 
Eflectiveness, road closures will take place to benefit the Forest Service, not to recover grizzly 
habitat security. (206/9) 

Core are duplicative of habitat effectiveness, and represent more current science. 
Response: Agencies are required to use best available science. OMRD, TMRD, and 

87. Page 3-4, next to lastparagraph says that “A Biological Assessment @A) for Endangered 
Species Act compliance will be prepared for the preferred alternative and will be reviewed by 
USFWS. ”Any EIS covering three National Forests, two Grizzly Recovery Ecosystems and 
determining access route densities for the next 15-20 years, constitutes a “major federal action ” 
requiring a Biological Opinion. We further re f r  USFS to the Recovery Plan statement on the 
importance of road management under ‘Background #I  ”, above. (206/12) 

Response A Biological Opinion will be prepared by USFWS. 
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88. Page 3-8, Table 3-3, Current Measures of Habitat Security. Every one of these standards is 
without scientific merit. There’s no evidence that any grizzly population in North America can 
survive the Linear ORD shown here in every single square mile of every B W .  The Habitat 
Eflectiveness numbers are based on nothing more than being 70 sq.mi. and more than being 500 
m @om G! road, regardless of whether that’s a lake, c l g  orpermanent snowfield. Needs to be 
completely redone based on real Habitat Quality & Effectiveness values. (206/13) 

Response Alternatives C and E propose to eliminate the linear open road density 
and habitat effectiveness standards. 

89. Page 3-12, Table 3-5. Rating ofAlternatives by Numerical E’ects Indicators. Here we see 
system which isn ’t even based on the Preferred Alternative numbers, but on the scientifically 
questionable nurnbers@orn Alternative C (33%l26%65%). Having set up invalid indicators to 
measure against, the USFS, not surprisingly, arrives at invalid ratings of the four alternatives - 
all with no scientijkally sound relationship to grizzly bear needs. This will continue to be a 
problem until USFS demonstrably and scientiJically develops access standards based on the 
viability requirements of grizzlies. (206/I 5) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

90. The “Non-numerical Indicators” from page 3-12 through 3-I 7 are at best totally subjective, 
and at worst totally false. Number 4 on page 3-1 5 is typical, since NONE of the alternatives are 
even in the ballpark of “best available science. ’’ The agencies then compound these errors in 
Table 3-6 & 3- 7 by providing a Faulty Composite Rating of all the Individual Faulty Ratings. As 
USFS well knows, standards bearing on recoveiy are required to employ not only sound science, 
but also “objective measurable criteria. ’’ These indicators do neither. (206/16) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

91. No fideral agency can hope to recover grizzlies in isolation @om the good and bad land use 
decisions made on adjacent State orprivate lands. The recognition of that reality by USFS, and 
the fact that it may require “compensatory protection ” on federal lands is a major step forward 
for true grizzly recovery. We suggest that USFS more clearly spell out in the FEIS exactly how 
be accomplished (206/18) 

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 kinds. Grizzly bears benefit most when all land owners cooperate in recovery 
efforts. 

Response: The Forest Service has no authority to impose standards on State or 

92. P: 3-47, the definition of “Restricted Road ’’ allows closure to be accomplished by gates 
despite the fact that both agency and independent analysis shows conclusively that gates fail to 
restrict access on 50percent or more of the roads. As long as restriction by gate only is 
permitted, USFSfigures on Open and Total Route Density and Core will be suspect. (206/21) 

Response: Gates are not the only access control measure used. Many roads will be 
barriered or reclaimed. Since all roads count in Total Motorized Route Density and gated 
roads are: not allowed in Core, the effectiveness of gates is not an issue in these calculations. 
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93. All BMU 3 currently exceeding Alternative D standards would not be allowed to increase 
route density or decrease Core until all BMU’s (where it was physically possible) had met those 
standards. At that point, any such changes would be clearly tied to the best available science on 
grizzly bear habitat requirements. (206/23) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

94. Minimum core sizes of 8 sq.mi. (5120Ac.) should be established immediately and based on 
habitat quality and effectiveness values. Core shape and connectedness should be determined to 
maximize grizzly security. All cores must remain in place for a minimum of IO years. (206127) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. Shape and connectedness of core is a 
consideration whenever core is designated. Alternatives B, C and E require core to remain 
in place a minimum of 10 years. 

95. None of the alternatives are adequate because the biological information used in this EIS is 
not necessarily the best and much of it is suspect. (209/1) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

96. Part of the “science” used to determine that grizzlies require roadless areas is suspect. One 
of the main contn’butors, Mr. Wayne Kasworm waspresident of the Montana Chapter of Wildlife 
Society before, during and a$er much of the original research was being done. The 
philosophical bias of this organization towards limiting human access to forest areas is well 
known. Is Mr. Kasworm ’s science biased? (209/6) 

BY using a person, Wayne Kasworm, who has a personal bias, as a contributor to the scient@ 
eflorts of the DEIS, clearly shows that a preconceived result was desired. One that had nothing 
to do with truth or fairness. It is neverpossible to make the right decision when the entire 
decision making proceed is flawed by biased information. When government agencies allow 
their process to be compromised by such a conflict, then it is time for the public to demand 
changes in the people who make these ten-ible decisions. (27211) 

Response: Mr. Kasworm was elected President of the Montana Chapter of the 
Wildlife Society in 1992. He has been a member of the parent society since 1978. The 
Wildlife Society is the professional society for practicing wildlife biologists in the same 
manner as the Society of American Foresters is the professional society for practicing 
foresters. The Wildlife Society, founded in 1937, is an international non-profit scientific 
and educational association dedicated to excellence in wildlife stewardship through science 
and education. Their mission is to enhance the ability of wildlife professionals to conserve 
diversity, sustain productivity, and ensure responsible use of wildlife resources for the 
benefit of society. The Wildlife Society publishes the Journal of Wildlife Management, 
Wildlife Society Bulletin, and Wildlife Monographs. 

97. Additionally, the science for this proposal is based on two studies, one of which is “research 
@-om the South Fork of the Flathead River regarding how road access aflects grizzly bears 
(Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997). Ch 3a pp14. The title of the research is Final 
Report: Grizzlv Bear Ecolom in the Swan Mountains. We examined this research and found 
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some inadequacies with it that suggest this study is in an unsuitable basis for a forest plan 
amendment. (209/7) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. In addition to the study you cite, 
research on local bear populations was used for the amendment. 

98. Not enough data “...it is clear that bi-weekly aerial telemetry flights were insuflcient to 
accumulate the telemetry sample sizes necessaly to analyze the fine scale patterns of habitat 
selection. ’’ Mace, R.D. and J.S. Waller. 1997. Final Revort: Grizzlv Bear Ecology in the Swan 
Mountain2 pp 27 How then can something as fine& scaled as a road habitat selection be 
analyzed? This lack of data affected several areas of the study. (209/8) 

in the Swan Mountains study as it did in the Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) study in the 
Cabinet-eYaak and Selkirk Mountains study areas. However there was sufficient data for 
the reseairchers to conclude that high road densities displaced bears. 

Response: The sample size of radio telemetry data limited the ability of researchers 

99. The telemetry was limited to I session/wk in 1988 and 1989 and 2 session/wk from 1990- 
1994. They only gathered data in the morning between 7am and I lam ibid. pp13. The 
statement that bears “moved little at night” is unsubstantiated and contradicted by data ?om 
movement collars. According to charts on page 100, bears are active fiom 5am to I Ipm. 

The data is biased because it was collected only in daylight for 4 hours in the morning while the 
bears were active for1 6 hours/day. If these bears are clever enough to recognize a threat fiom 
humans, they also must be clever enough to figure out that humans are not very active or 
dangerous in the dark. One could expect to find different resultsj-om data that took the 
nocturnai wanderings of the bears into account. 

A new study in the Middle Fork of the Flathead that is now in progress uses GPS collars that 
sends satellite location data every hour, 24 houdday. Although this study is not intended to 
investigate bear reactions to roads, perhaps the study could be adapted to shed light on this 
subject. (‘209/9) 

Response: Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) recognized that “If bears made use of 
roaded areas during the hours of darkness, our samples could be biased.” Twenty-four 
hour monitoring of bears has been conducted in both study areas. In the Selkirks, 2 peak 
activity times occurred from 0600 till 1000 and from 1700 till 2100. In the Cabinet 
Mountains, 8 of 14 monitoring sessions were classified as diurnal (active during the day), 3 
were active during dusk and dawn, and 3 were more active at night. Two of the nocturnal 
sessions aiccurred following the start of the hunting season, suggesting an avoidance of 
humans. Data from the Middle Fork of the Flathead study should be integrated into 
management decisions when that data is available. The monitoring schedule in the 
Selkirks sind Cabinet Mountains appeared to cover the time when bears were the most 
active. 

100. Seasonal home ranges were determined with dataj-om on& 19 bears. Ibid. pp13 

combined the summer and autumn season into Iperiod (late season) to obtain a minimum 
‘ I  We were unable to estimate core home ranges for each individual annually and therefore 
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sample ... ” 
pp20 Because of this a multi-year core area was used for study. This potentially caused an 
inflation of observed core areas - a data bias that reverberates throughout the science. More 
sessions and more collared bears would have increased data reliability (209/1 I )  

Response: 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. More sessions and more data will always increase data reliability. 
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 
reported. As more data becomes available, seasonal home ranges may show different 
results. This should be incorporated into management decisions when available. 

ibid. pp19 “...therefore we could not investigate annual shifts in core areas. ” Ibid. 

101. The study discovered that bears actually favored some cutting units during Summer. ibid. 
pp27 High succulent forage which is valued by bears was “due in part to past timber 
harvest ... ” ibid. pp92 “We found that cutting units can provide preferred habitat during 
summer, ... ” ibid. ppl20 Since logging has a beneficial eflect on bears and roads are necessaPy 
for logging, some roads would be indirectly beneficial. (209/1 I) 

bear habitat if properly done. Logging would continue within grizzly bear habitat under all 
the alternatives that were analyzed. 

Response: We agree that logging can have a long term beneficial effect on grizzly 

102. Table 7.1.5 indicates that bears were neutral or only slightly negative in their reaction to 
low use roads (<=I 0 car tripdday) in their home ranges. ibid. pp72 “Conversely, no strong 
relationships were observed for closed road density and bear density. ’’ ibid. pp33 “Most 
grizzly bears exhibited either neutral or positive selection for buflers surrounding closed roads 
and roads receiving <I 0 vehicles/day. ’’ Ibid. pp64 “Neutral use ox or positive selection 
towards habitats near roads implies that important habitats occur near roads. *’ ibid. pp73 
The reverse must also be true. Negative selection implies that important habitats are not at that 
time occurring near roads. Bears make seasonal habitat selection based on foods of choice for 
that season - whether near roads or not. Hungry bears go to where the food is. (20942) 

Response: Food does drive bear behavior. Unfortunately, human-caused mortalities 
appear to drive population recovery in both the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones 
and many of these mortalities occur near roads. Access management is an attempt to 
reduce such deaths. It is important to consider the habitat quality when making decisions 
on road management. 

103. Since authors believe bears avoid roads and since most roads occur at lower elevations 
which is also where a lot of early spring forage is found, the authors think that detrimental road 
impacts are highest during spring. Ibid. pp91 This hypothesis could be tested by carefilly 
studying bear use in a low temperate forage area that is heavily roaded and then restudy after a 
few years of spring closures or do the reverse and open a closed road and s tu4 .  Year round 
closures and road rip are not necessary to provide a benefit to bears if indeed there is a benefit. 
“Motorized restrictions should be most pronounced during spring, and could be relaxed 
somewhat in non-core areas during other seasons. ’’ Ibid. pp121 (209/14) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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104. Mace et a1 postulated that bears avoided lower elevations because of greater human 
presence. Ibid. ppl6 However they overcame there fear in spring when they were hungry, if 
indeed they really were fearjiul, to feed on new green plants at lower elevations. The question is 
did they irnderuse lower elevations during summer and fall because of fear of humans or because 
ofprefertmtial food sources higher up later in the year? Table 7.1.4 shows thatfiom a sampling 
of 15 bears there was almost an equal preference for or against selecting roaded habitat in the 
spring. lbid. pp71 “Under certain habitat conditions and seasons, the positive attraction to 
specijic cover types were stronger than the negative impacts of roads. ” ibid. pp120 
Both this study and the Grizzly Recovery EIS assume that bears avoid roads to their detriment. 
This is definitely not the case with closed or low use roads and may not be the case with 
moderate use roads. Are they avoiding roads or following their nose to habitat not commonly 
found neur the more heavily roaded areas. ? (2090 5) 

Response: At times, bears use a roaded environment because of food sources. This 
is particularly evident in the spring when bears are forced into lower elevations because of 
snow cover and lack of food at higher elevations. Unfortunately, many of the human- 
caused grizzly bear deaths are associated with roads. The EIS does not assume that bears 
avoid roaids to their detriment, but it does acknowledge that bears using areas with high 
road densities are more at risk than bears using areas with few open roads. 

105. In the Swan, “There was a .59%probability that the population was stable to increasing. ” 
“...area was at or near capacity under present landscape conditions. ’’ ibid. pp I02 
Experience in NCDE indicates that population estimates made by radio collar techniques are 
low. “But in 1998, US.  Geological Survey researcher Kate Kendall embarked on an elaborate 
study to develop a population estimate for the greater Glacier area. The study involved scent- 
baited sites surrounded by barbed wire that snagged bear hair. The hair samples were analyzed 
for genetic information that led to a count of individual grizzlies within the study area. 
Through LI mark-recapture statistical analysis, Kendall developed a population estimate of 332 
bears in Glacier National Park and 43 7 bears within the 2-million-acre greater Glacier study 
area. The unprecedented count surprised many because it was higher than expected. And it 
raised the possibility of counting bears throughout the ecosystem. ” Jim Mann The Daily 
Interlake 12/02/0IIn this grizzly recovery area: “Until 1999 the population had been slowly 
increasing; however, mortalities during 1999 and 2000 apparently put the population on a 
slightly declining trend, though the confidence interval makes this conclusion statistically 
uncertain. “, EIS Ch 3a-pp6 

Repeatedly this DEIS refers to increased human caused bear mortality as a perceived reason for 
the Needjor the proposed action. lfpopulation is at maximum carrying capacity then the 
mortality rate, both natural and human caused, WOULD increase.. Increased mortalities may 
indicate population growth pushing bears out into human zones. “But Servheen sees the 
higher mortalities as a product of a larger bearpopulation: ‘If there are more bears out there, 
you would expect more mortalities. ’ ” Jim Mann, The Daily Interlake, 12/02/01 If the increase 
in mortality is a result of a flourishing bear population then there is no Need for this action to 
protect them. We need something more than population estimates that are several years old and 
are based on outdated methods and questionable assumptions. The authors of the Swan study 
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document 3 cases of “malicious killings” - unreported outside of hunting season. Ibid. pp 105- 
106 Malicious killings may be the result of anger directed at bears for loss of road access. 
Thus road closures and other FSpolicies designed to protect bears might also cause increased 
mortality. Law of Unintended Consequences._lf the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan requires 0 
mortality, Ch3a-ppI4, it is an unreasonable plan because the nature of this animal would bring 
it into increasing conflict with humans as the population recovered. Since the plan is flawed, it 
cannot be used as an impelling need for this EIS or as a basis for the standards for this EIS, 
particularly for the drastic measure of decommissioning 598 miles of road. (209A 6) 

Response: The Recovery Plan does not require zero mortality, but states that 
because of the low populations in both the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk recovery zones, the 
goal is to have no human-caused mortalities. The Recovery Plan allows for a 4% mortality 
rate. We have incorporated the genetic sampling technique that Kate Kendall used in 
Glacier National Park, but only in portions of both ecosystems. This technique does hold 
promise for statistically-based population estimates. However, manpower and budget 
limitations have limited out ability to create an ecosystem-wide sampling effort. 

106. CONCLUSION to CRITIQUE OF Final Report: Grizzly Bear Recovery in Swan Mountains 
This study only shows that, for some reason and to some degree, bears use roaded areas less 
than unroaded areas. It hypothesizes that increasing road traflc tends to lead to decreasing bear 
use. The hypothesis is unproven. There were occasions when at least one class of bear used 
roaded areas greater than expected. The more heavily roaded areas tend to be at lower 
elevations with diferent vegetation types which may not be preferred by the bears during some 
seasons. More study is needed to determine the cause of underuse of roaded areas by grizzlies. 
The study does not quanti& harmfil road densities. That is left to forest managers who are often 
too eager to close roads to the public. The study also shows that year round road closures and 
road rip are not necessary for grizzly survival even if avoidance behavior is accepted as fact. 
The study does not support the need for the extreme road proscriptions proposed by Alternatives 
C & E. Nor does it support the proscriptions proposed in A & B, to the extent proposed. 
(209/17) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

107. Current science is uncertain about how grizzlies react to roads in their neighborhood. The 
fact that some bears ignore the presence of roads and others avoid them can be interpreted in 
contrasting ways. “Some bears may become conditioned to the presence of vehicles and humans 
on roads and thus become more vulnerable to direct mortality through the means identified 
above. Other bears may be displacedfiom preferred habitat by the human disturbance 
associated with road use, with a resultant reduction in habitat availabiliw and quality and 
potential effects on nutrition and reproduction. 
unscientijk justification for closing roads. You could just as easily say that some bears will 
become comfortable with roads and thus able to cross highway barriers and enrich the gene 
pool of a grizzly recovery area other than their own while other bears learn to stay awayfiom 
human developments thus protecting the core population fiom human caused mortality. The 
position one takes on this issue often depends on pre-conceived opinion rather than scientifically 
discovered fact. Until an up to date population study and a carefilly crafted study to determine 
the real afect of roads on grizzlies can be done to verifL the Need for more restrictive habitat 
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controls, the irretrievable loss of 598 miles of taxpayerfirnded roads must not take place. Nor 
should the public be discomfited by road closures that are based on conjecture and outdated 
studies. (2094 8) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

108. The science used in the DEIS is outdated and suspect. Two premises are being used to 
justijj road closures and road rip (destruction). One is that grizzlies avoid roads thus denying 
themselses the survival benefits of roaded habitat, and two, that roads contribute to the untimely 
deaths of the bears (this is false since most forest roads are not traveled at speeds which would 
endanger a bear). Part of the science used to determine that grizzlies require roadless areas is 
suspect. One of the main contributors, Mr. Wayne Kasworm waspresident of the Montana 
Chapter of Wildlfe Society, before, during and after much of the original research was being 
done. The philosophical bias of this organization towards limiting all human access to forest 
areas is well known. Is Mr. Kasworm’s science biased? Is this conflict of interest too much like 
the scientists recently caught planting evidence to prove the existence of Canadian Lynx 
population in Washington state, which also would have denied human access to those forests 
being studied? (21 0/2) (2 75/2) (320/2) 

Response: See response to comment #96. 

109. Current science is uncertain about how grizzlies react to roads in their neighborhood, and 
an actual number count of grizzlies in the wild is still speculative , even after nearly two decades 
of grizzly bear study and management. How do we know whether current recovery methods have 
been successful, or that firrther restrictions of human access to valuable forest resources is 
appropriate? How do we know that increased human caused bear mortality - cited numerous 
times in lhe DEIS as justijication for proposed action - has any basis other than ajlourishing 
bear population? The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee recovery specialist (Servheen) has 
stated that higher mortalities would be aproduct of a larger bear population: Ifthere are more 
bears oui there, you would expect more mortalities. (Jim Mann, The Daily Inter Lake , 12/02/01.) 
(21 0/3) 

Response: See response to comment #51. 

I IO. An issue which was conveniently omittedfiom analysis in this area was the efects these 
largerjkes have had, and will continue to have on wildlife habitat. Fires of this magnitude do 
not direKentiate between T & E species or our other “normal ’’ wildlfe prevalent on the 
Kootenai Forest. Contrary to what some researchers would lead the public to believe, these 
$res will not be “normal ’’ in intensity or the resulting damage to resources; asjibel 
accumulations far exceed normal levels due to many years offwe suppression. (212/4) 

severity of the fire year, fires occurring in the analysis area will affect the wildlife habitat 
as they have done in recent years. Use of aerial fire suppression capabilities due to closed 
and obliterated roads will be used to minimize these effects along with the possibility of 
reopening closed areas for use of ground forces. Also, as described in the NFP, use of 
prescribed fire to reduce fuel buildups will be used where available and appropriate. 

Response: The author agrees that the fires may not be “normal“. Depending on the 
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I I I .  This proposal as well as past actions has only addressed the management ofpeople and not 
the management of the bear. We do not have scientific documentation of the numbers of bears 
we currently have in the recovery zones. What scientific evidence do you have that there is a 
need for more habitat restrictions, less access to the forest and less timber harvest? In the late 
70’s and early 80’s bear research showed that there was a need for manipulation of the 
vegetation i.e. timber harvest ifyou were to improve habitat and bear numbers. Was this 
research used? (21 4/5) 

Very little weight has been given to habitat manipulation options that will be foregone in the 
future. (FS) (266/6) 

Response: Research has consistently shown that grizzly bears can be adversely 
affected by human use of roads (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, Wakkinen 
and Kasworm 1997, among others). The proposed action does not include restrictions on 
timber harvest. Habitat manipulation can be a useful tool ffor grizzly bear habitat 
management; however, it is outside the scope of this decision. Habitat manipulation can 
s t i l l  occur, but any manipulation requiring motorized access cannot occur on a frequency 
of less than each 10 years within Core. 

112. The use of bear fatalities as in (sic) indicator of habitat conditions and access management 
has become meaningless. A large # of the losses have occurred in areas where man has been 
present since the early 1920’s and before. There must be more valid research done to justifi 
Jirrther restrictions on National Forest Management. (21 4/6) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted 

113. On pages 3-102 and 3-109 you show that the populations have increased and more access 
to the forest is desired. How do you plan on providing for the demands of the population on less 
acres? Private lands are beyond capacity at the present time and they cannot provide a larger 
share. (21 4/7) 

Response: The effects .of the alternatives on recreation and the social and economic 
environment are documented in the EIS. The social and economic effects will be 
considered in choosing the preferred.alternative and making the decision. The decision 
maker must take into account a variety of resource effects, including the effect on the social 
and economic environment. The Record of Decision will document this consideration. 

114. All access eflorts center around limiting vehicle traffic except for an occasional trail. Do 
you have research that shows that vehicles cause more stress io the bear than foot trafic? 
Research done on elk in the Blue Mountains of Washington showed that foot traflc caused 
considerable more stress on the elk than vehicle traffic. Are we really using the bear to manage 
people? Ifthis is true, then your analysis must have a section on the cause and eflect to humans. 
(21 4/9) 

travel. However, we do have research that shows us that road density affects bear 
distribution. Both methods of travel likely have some affect on bear behavior and 
distribution. High levels of foot traffic may affect bear habitat use. The definition of core 
habitat does not allow foot trails with use levels that exceed 20 parties per week We can 

Response: We do not have research that shows vehicles cause more stress than foot 
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only deaLl with the data that we have. As more information becomes available it should be 
incorporated into management decisions. 

115. Why was the work of the SelkirkKabinet -Yaak Ecosystem Grizzly Bear subcommittee 
ignored ,in this proposal and in settlement of the lawsuit? This committee is comprised of 
professional land managers and biologists that are working every day o the ground in these 
areas and are extremely familiar with the bear populations and the area. To ignore their work is 
unconscionable. (22 O / l )  

the interim access management direction that was developed by the Subcommittee. 
R!esponse: The work of the Subcommittee was not ignored. The proposed action is 

I 16. The “core areas ’’ seem to be a thinly veiled attempt to lock more of the forest behind gates. 
Some of these core areas may not be suitable grizzly bear habitat. Please address this in the 
DEIS. (22 0/2) 

the glossary. Core areas will contain a representative mix of suitable seasonal habitats to 
the extent possible. 

R.esponse: Gated roads are not permitted in core areas. Please refer to definitions in 

I 17. The work of the subcommittee called forflexibility in managing the core areas. Although 
we are generally opposed to the core area concept as currently presented, the suggestions of the 
local prg fessionals allowed for flexibility in managing core areas that would allow for access 
dependin<g upon the bears actual usage and seasonal; habitat needs. Please address in the DEIS 
why this type ofjlexibility it not possible. (2201’3) 

Response: Please refer to Table 2-5 in the DEIS. Alternatives A and B include 
provisions for flexible core. Alternatives C and E, which address the issue of increased 
secure habitat for grizzly bears, do not. 

I 18. Pletzse address why the proposal moves away *om the current 70% security management 
scheme. .It appears that the 70% security management scheme is working. The grizzly bear 
population is increasing in the Selkirk unit and losses in the Cabinet- Yaak system are primarily 
due to na,tural causes. (220/4) 

Response: The 70 percent habitat effectiveness standalrd was developed in the early 
1980s and has now been made obsolete by more current science. Federal law requires the 
use of the best available science. Approximately 69 percent of grizzly bear mortalities in the 
CYRZ and SRZ over the past 20 years has been human caused. Please refer to the FEIS for 
additionad information on grizzly bear mortalities. 

119. m a t  scientijk evidence has been used to substantiate this.proposal? It is our 
understanding that work of biologists in other grizzly bear management units, which are 
substantially diferent than these, is being used as the basis for this proposal. Iftrue, this is 
particularly disturbing, as at least one author of that work has stated that it would be 
inappropriate to apply their work to the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak system. (220/6) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 
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120. The definition for Habitat Effectiveness found in the Glossary of Terms is somewhat vague 
in that there is no detailed description on precisely how this will be measured. It would be 
helpful to include known or estimated buffer widths for the various activities made reference to 
in the current definition, as well as outlining those activities that will be allowed within these 
buflers. No details were provided on how the efective habitat target goal of 70% @er BA4U in 
all three forests was derived. (221/1) 

roads and human activities. The area remaining outside the buffers is the effective habitat. 
As the defdtion states, the buffer is ?4 mile for most activities. Buffer widths are specified 
in CEM- A Model for Assessing Effects on Grizzly Bears (USFS 1990). The 70 percent 
habitat effectiveness goal originates from Cumulative Effects Analysis Process, Grizzly 
Habitat Component Mapping (Christensen and Made1 1982). The Kootenai Forest Plan 
requires use of a cumulative effects analysis process and references this document. 

Response: Habitat effectiveness is measured by drawing a buffer around open 

121. There is no definition provided in the Glossary of Terms for Point Source Disturbance, as 
referenced in Table 2-5. (221/2) 

Response: Thank you. A defrnition has been added in the FEIS glossary. 

122. A most important protection tool best state as “moving seasonal habitat” could be an . 
excellent method for protection. Is this concept being incorporated into any of the alternatives? 
(225/4) 

Response: We agree that this may be a valid concept; however, data are not 
currently available in the CYRZ and SRZ to utilize the technique. Alternatives B, C and E 
incorporate intent to utilize the technique when it becomes available. 

123. Why are increased restrictions being proposed for SeIkirk recovery areas when the bear is 
on the road to recovery? (225/5) 

Response: see comment #27. 

124. Pg. 2-13. Alt. C. “These recommendations represent average security values documented 
through the latest available science and results of grizzly bear research and monitoring within 
the recovery zone. ’’ Average is precisely the problem with this alternative and this entire 
document. The C m  and grizzly bear recovery have suflered through 25 years of “average” 
goals, average monitoring and average implementation of standards. This population of bears is 
at the brink because the science andpolitical will are lacking to adequatelyprotect themfiom 
human intrusion. (230/3) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

125. Pg. 2-18. Alt. D. “OMRD 17%, TMRD 14%, Core 72% rather than the average 
values (33-26-55) identi3ed in the research report and used in Alt. C. It’s too bad the USFS 
and USFWS do not recognize that their selective use of “average values ’’ have failed to increase 
grizzly bearpopulations in the CYE by even one bear over a quarter of a century. Unfortunately, 
another 25 years of average protection will ensure there are NO BEARS to worry about in the 
CE. (230/4) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 
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126. Pg. 3-12. Table 3-5 Rating ofAlternatives by Numerical Effects Indicators. Looking at the 
CYE portion of the table why is it that Alt. C scores higher respectively in all categories yet has a 
lower average core for all BMU’s? Given the above, how was a higher Core value of 58 
achieved, for Alt. E vs the core value of 54 assigned to Alt. C? (230/6) 

minimum levels of 33 percent OMRD, 26 percent TMRD and 55 percent Core for all but 
one BMU. Alternative E scores highest for average Core value because many of the BMUs 
exceed 5!5 percent Core. 

Response: Alternative C scores highest for most indicators because it meets the 

127. The Science used, while “best Available ’’ is outdated and suspect. What research exists 
was conclentrated in the Swan Range I the early 1990’s, and there has been no follow up to see if 
the road closures undertaken since that time have had any positive efect on bear populations, or 
even if other factors are in play. To clone the Flathead S Amendment 19 standards to other 
forests is arbitrary and capricious. (F5) (266/4) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

128. The DEIS repeatedly refers to increased human caused bear mortality as a perceived 
reason for  the Need for the proposed action. But there has been no research to determine if the 
increase is a result of a flourishing bear population. An IAGBC bear recovery specialist says. 
“lfthere are more bears out there, you would expect more mortalities. ” The implementation of 
hunter training should reduce some human caused mortality. Never mind that the bears outside 
the recovmy zones were noted as fat and healthy, in a drought year. This action should be 
deferred or canceled until a more accurate delineation of bear populations and bear responses 
can be made. (275) 

Response: See response to comment #51. 

129. Land management agencies have a legal obligation to employ accurate up-to-date 
information in NEPA analysis ... lacking such information, planners are mandated to take steps to 
acquire it. 

SCA maintains that until accurate information on state lands is incorporated into a biologically 
defensible? cumulative eflects analysis, the basis for development of a comprehensive access plan 
for the Selkirk Recovqy Area as a whole is scientijkally invalid. (238/13) 

State lanth as well as several BMUs. Please refer to Table 3-18 in the Final EIS. 
Response: We have corrected the existing road and trail information for the Idaho . 

130. The DEIS fails to address the seasonal needs of the bears. The definition of core says 
merely that the Forest Service will identih and aggregate “the f i l l  range of seasonal habitats 
that are available in the BMU. ’’ There is no assurance that the core areas will be delineated to 
contain an adequate amount of specijic seasonal habitats to meet grizzly bear needs. Spring 
range in particular is extremely important and it is in short supply, given the development and 
high road densities in lower elevation habitat. It is the most critical seasonal habitat as the 
bears have high nutritional needs in the spring when they exit their dens. (See Metzgar, 2001) 
(239/13) 
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Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. As you point out, it is our intent to 
incorporate all seasonal habitats within core where possible. Alternatives B, C and E also 
include intent to pursue habitat-based access management when information becomes 
available to do so. 

131. The DEIS definition of core fails to address the following critical components of core: 
Buffer Width: The DEIS fails to spec15 the distance, i.e., “buffer” width @om roads and other 
disturbances that defines core. The scientijk literature varies regarding bear avoidance of 
areas adjacent to roads. However the imperiled status of these populations should prompt the 
adoption of the most protective huger width. (See Metzgar, 2001) In any case, scientifically 
sound buffer widths must be adopted. 

Core Block Size: The DEIS fails to set a minimum block size for core within BMUs. Wakkinen 
and Kasworm, 1997 and other studies indicate that grizzlies showed a signifcant preference for 
larger secure habitats: 

‘Appropriate designations of secure core areas will insure adequate size and usability by bears 
and will be designated using scientifically sound buffer widths. Grizzly bears select strongly for 
larger secure areas; roadless areas had to exceed 8 sq.mi. before the females studied by 
Wakkinen and Kasworm [I 9971 showedpositive selection. DEISprovides no standards for core 
block size and, under its proposals, the national forests could reduce roadless cores to small, 
unusable, dangerous isolates. ” (Metzgar, 2001) 

The minimum requirement for core block size is set at 4 sqmi. in Amendment 19 to the Flathead 
NF Forest Plan. According to the scient@ literature on grizzly bear selection of security areas, 
any core blocks that are less than 2600 acres are not likely to be utilized by adult females and 
even less likely to be used by males. nepreponderance of evidence indicates that an ample 
minimum core block size must be established in order for core to perjorm its intendedfinction as 
security for bears. Failure to do so would be arbitrary and capricious. 

Timeline for Core Stability: According to the DEIS core (Alternatives C and E) must “remain 
fixed” in place for IO years (DEIS at 2-1 7, Table 2-5). There is scient@ evidence that 10 years 
is not enough time for multiple generations of bears to take advantage of secure areas and 
therefore, survive long term. (See Metzgar, 2001) 

Furthermore, ‘Ifixed in place for IO years’’ needs to be more clearly defined in the EIS. f i e  
IPNF amended BO/ITS, for example, de$ned ‘ffixed in place *’ as applying to blocks of core that 
make up the total core within a BMU. Thus individual blocks of core within BMUs can be 
entered for timber sale or other activities every ten years. Under this definition, there is 
potential for timber sales to be active in several blocks of core within a BMU at any given time, 
given the multi-year duration of timber sales and associated road reconstruction, construction 
and decommissioning. 
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This definition of ‘ffixed in place” would obviously negate the security value of core. Bears 
would be constantly displaced @om secure habitat due to activities within core. As stated above 
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there is a direct link between displacement fiom preferred, secure habitat and a high mortality 
rate and lowered reproduction. 

In order to achieve recovery of these populations, the ‘?xed in place ’’ timeline for core stability 
should be extended to accommodate multiple generations and no activities should be permitted 
within core during that timeline. (239/15) 

Response: The road buffer was set at 0.31 miles, consistent with recommendations 
from the IGBC (1994). Wakkinen and Kasworm (1997) did not find a preference for large 
patches of core habitat but acknowledged that small sample sizes hampered the ability to 
identify a\ useful minimum core polygon size. Use was found to be as expected for all size 
polygons in the Selkirks and as expected in 5 of 6 categories for females in the Yaak study 
area. 

132. In addition, there is not one BMUmap in the entire document. It would help the public 
understand the conditions in grizzly bear habitat and the proposed changes if maps of the BMUs 
were included. “Before and after” maps should be included in the FEIS for each BMU. The 
“before” set should of course include current conditions, e.g., all roads (open, restricted and 
barriered,), core blocks, overlayed on previous and proposed harvest units. The “after ” maps 
should include the proposed changes. Both should indicate the OMXD, TMRD and core figures 
for each BMU. (23911 9) 

programmatic nature of the document, it is not possible to show “before” and “after” maps 
because the changes in road status in each BMU have not been site-specifically determined. 

Response: The map on page 1-6 of the DEIS (Figure 1-2) shows BMUs. Due to the 

133. The Forest Service Should Take a Multi-Species, Integrated Approach 
The DEIS fails to take a multi-species, integrated approach to road management in these 
ecosystems. If it were to do so, it would be demonstrated thatproviding increased levels of 
security for grizzly bear via road decommissioning also provides substantial benefits for 
elk, water quality, fish, and many other aquatic and terrestrial species. 

The DEIS does acknowledge, on page 3-40, that alternatives providing more security for grizzly 
bear also improve security for elk. On page 3- 71, the DEIS notes that Alternative C ‘@-ovides 
the greatest opportunity to address watershed concerns through management to protect grizzly 
bears as there could be close to as much as 700 miles of road requiringfiture decisions 
regarding access.” 

The DEIS fails, however, to clearly develop and assess alternatives that would require more 
road decommissioning than Alternative C and to clearly describe the increase in benefits to 
water quality and other species that arise as grizzly bear security is increased. As a result, the 
grizzly bear is left to bear the brunt of the responsibility for road decommissioning when other 
species arid resources equally deserve to bear the responsibility and credit. 

Taking a multi-species, integrated approach in the FEIS is perhaps the single most important 
step the F,orest Service can take to educate the public and soften the resistance to road closures 
and decommissioning. This can be bolstered by demonstrating the 
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simultaneous benefits to big game species and the environmental benefits to fish and water 
quality by making roads hydrologically stable via road decommissioning and culvert removal. 
(239/20) 

necessarily limited to access direction for grizzly bears, However, the effects analysis does 
show many positive effects to other species resulting from increased security for grizzly 
bears. 

Response: As a result of a court settlement agreement, the scope of this decision was 

134. The Proposal for Combining the Lakeshore and Kalispell-Granite BMUs should be 
Droppedji-om Consideration. The DEISproposes to combine the Lakeshore BMU with the 
Kalispell-Granite BMU to form one BMU Given the local public outcry regarding this proposal 
one hopes that the Forest Service will reconsider this proposal. There is a large percent of 
private land and high density of roads in the Lakeshore BMU: OMRD = 82%,TMRD = 56%, 
core = 16% Combining these BMUs is I )  not likely to contribute to grizzly bear security or 
recovery; 2) will simply degrade the Kalispell-Granite BMU; and 3) will slant public opinion 
against whatever the FElS proposes and give the anti-road closure/ anti-bear contingent more 
fodder in their campaign against increasing security for bears. As has been suggested by 
opponents to this proposal, at the very least the private land and areas of high density roads in 
the Lakeshore BMU should be designated Situation 3, or better yet, removedfiom the Recovery 
Zone. (239/22) 

Lakeshore BMUs in the Selkirk Recovery Zone were addressed as a combined unit and 
titled Kalispell-Lakeshore. In response to your concerns and other internal and external 
issues, Alternative E has been modified from the DEIS and the two BMUs have been 
displayed as separate units with individual habitat security standards. The combination of 
the two BMUs will remain in Alternatives A, B, and C. This difference in design of the 
alternatives will provide the deciding officials with information as to the effects of 
combining or separating these two management units. It will also provide options for 
consideration in the decision process. 

Response: Throughout all alternatives in the DEIS, the Kalispell-Granite and 

The Kalispell-Granite and Lakeshore BMUs are distinctly different in their relative sizes, 
seasonal bear habitat, and levels of human presence and facilities. These differences were 
recognized in the designation of these BMUs and are reflected in their dissimilar 
management direction for grizzly bears. The Lakeshore BMU is small (approximately 30 
square miles) and has been designated as a combination of management situation 2 and 3 
habitats. Approximately 5,900 acres along the eastern edge of the unit has been mapped as 
management situation 3 where high use human facilities or human presence results in 
conditions which make grizzly bear presence untenable for humans and/or grizzly bears. 
The Kalispell-Granite BMU covers over 132 square miles and is designated entirely as 
management situation 1 where grizzly habitat maintenance and improvement, and grizzly- 
human minimization, will receive the highest management priority. 

Both BMUs provide high quality early season habitat. However, the Kalispell-Granite unit 
supports extensive late season foraging habitat evenly distributed throughout the BMU. 
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This BMU also provides 46 percent of the area as core security habitat contrasted with 16 
percent core in the Lakeshore BMU. 

Changes to the current delineation of the grizzly bear recovery area would require either a 
revision or amendment to the current grizzly bear recovery plan. Any changes would 
require a.n assessment of overall habitat conditions and bear distributions within the 
recovery area and would be based on the best scientific information available. 

b 
I 

135. The small size of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones requires that adequate 
security standards be set and met and that habitat security be maximized. When compared with 
the sheer size and high security available in the Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide 
Recovery Zones, and the higher numbers of bears supported in those habitats, it becomes crystal 
clear that the inability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk populations to increase and self-sustain 
is a result of low security, high road densities and the relatively small size of the S/CYrecovery 
zones. In order to achieve recovery these Recovery Zones will need to be expanded. (Bader, 
2000a, 2000b) (239/24) 

beyond the scope of this decision. 

136. Has there been any discussion as to the criteria (ie bearpopulation) needed in order to lift 
these restrictions? (246/2) 

B 
1 
I 
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Response: Expansion of recovery zones is the responsibility of USFWS and is 

Response: Secure habitat is critical to the long-term survival of grizzly bears. It is 
unlikely that a significant number of roads will be opened again, even after delisting of the 
bear occurs. 

I 3  7. In May of 2001 the I dh Circuit Court of Appeals, in a 3-0 decision, ruled that federal 
agencies must consider the economic effects of the designation of critical habitat as well as the 
economic eflects of the listing itselJ: Additionally the Court found that adverse modicfication of 
habitat does not necessarily equate to harm of a species as the USFWS has claimed for logging 
and road use in the SCYGBE. The court found that harm must be proven and that all agencies 
must prove their points. (247/3) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. Critical habitat as not been 
designated for grizzly bears. 

I 
I 

138. Our major problem still seems to be public relations; ie support and confidence of the 
people who live in or near grizzly habitat. Check out the article, front page of Tobacco Valley 
News, Thursday Dec 6, 2001. Headline “Trego woman jned  for killing grizzly. Last sentence of 
the last paragraph pg 8. is especially interesting. . . will these more common occurrences 
become reason for more road and trial closures over a wider and ever increasing area? (254/1) 

I 
I 
I 

R1:sponse: Thank you, your comment is noted 

139. It is my understanding that the US Forest Service does not intend to transport additional 
Grizzly bears into the BMU areas. The plan, as I understand it, is to manage the existing Grizzly 
bear populations within their natural habitat. Is my understanding correct? (26412) 
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Response: You are correct. There currently is no proposal to augment existing 
grizzly bear populations. It is unknown if such a proposal will be made at a future date. 

140. What is the impact ofprevious closures and restrictions on the population of grizzly bears 
in the region? What is the population of grizzly bears in the region? What is the grizzly bear 
population in the CabinetRaak ecosystem? m a t  was the population of grizzly bears in the 
region prior to implementing existing restrictions? m a t  are the trends of this population? If 
each of these questions cannot be answered substantively, then how are further restrictive 
actions justiJied? (268/6) 

Response: See response to comment #59. 

141. Recently, scientists doing research on the Canadian Lynx were caught planting evidence in 
the forest to confirm their agenda driven research. What assurances do we have that these same 
methods are not being used with the grizzly bear? (26843) 

results. The incident you refer to regarding lynx was detected. Any such incidents with 
grizzly bears would also be detected. 

Response: Agencies continually review their scientific protocols and research 

142. The request made by the US. Fish and Wildlife agency should be required topresent 
actual empirical evidence and not theoiyfiom an accumulation of specialists that have made 
decision on limited parameter data. (2 71/3) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

143. At the open house meeting held in Libby on Nov 26, 2001, Wayne Kasworm the US. F&WS 
grizzly bear biologist was in attendance and answered question. He commented that at present 
there care 30 grizzly bears in the Cabinetmaak recoveiy zone. He also said they are trying for 
IO0 grizzly bears as a goal for the area. There are 22 BMU’s in this area selected for recovery. 
Each BMU is approximating the home range of a female grizzly. This would indicate 22 females 
or there will be congestion. Mr. Kasworm was estimating all his theory because he had only bits 
andpieces of actual data. All of the theories are made form a few radio collared bears with 
sparse data @om them. He was asked about records of mortality. He said he had good record 
for the area. What he has was 14 deaths in the last 2 years. At this rate they will be gone 
shortly, or the data is very inaccurate. Using inaccurate data to determine this grand a plan is 
insane. Before (sic) any action is taken there should be requirements for accuracy. (271/5) 

Response: Since 1982 there have been 45 known human caused grizzly bear 
mortalities and 20 known mortalities not related to humans for grizzly bears associated 
with the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Mountains recovery areas (See Table 3-2 in the FEIS). 

144. Anotherproblem is the “moving windows technology ”. This is an inaccurate tool that is 
only usefil to a programmer that is using a flat computer screen. The forest is three 
dimensional. A ridge is not the same as one mile down slope. Any association with roads and 
windows of elevation needs to have an accurate depiction of the area. By someone who knows 
the difference. (271/7) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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145. Molrorized route standards -Each BMUshould have a set BMUwide standard for linear 
open road density, TMRD and OMRD. It is unacceptable to allow the IPNF to have no linear 
open road standard. Without hard and fast standards there is nothing to ensure that the agency 
will impnove its transportation management. Likewise, “no net increase ’’ is not an acceptable 
substitute for a hard and fast standard: The status quo is obviously not sufJicient to protect a 
declining bear population. The proposed standards unacceptably allow 33 % of any BMU to 
exceed this I mu/mi2 and 26% to exceed 2 mi/mi2 while only protecting 55% as core habitat. 
The Agency uses the high percentages of state and private land ownership in some BMUS as an 
excuse to not study any alternative which would have set higher standards on the grounds that 
not all BMU’s could meet them. Out of the 30 BMUS aflected by this action only 4 have less 
than 85% federal ownership. m i l e  it may not be possible to meet higher standards in these few 
BMUs, the DEIS should include an alternative with standards based on the best available 
science for the other BMUs. 

Riesponse: Linear open road density has been replaced by newer science that 
considers OMRD, TMRD and Core. Alternative C and E set specific standards rather than 
a “no net increase” standard. Alternative E sets higher standards than 33-26-55 for most 
BMUs. We believe alternatives C and E use the best available science. 

(277/2) 

146. Habitat quality/Season of use. The DEISfiequently refers to tying access management to 
seasonal movement patterns and habitat quality without adequately defining what this concept 
means and how it will affect motorized access. Presumably it is an attempt to institute some type 
of rolling closure regime where roads will be closed or open depending grizzly bears estimated 
usage of different types of habitat during different times of the year. This concept seems to be 
nothing more than an attempt to increase the number of roads open to the public in grizzly bear 
habitat while doing nothing to improve grizzly security. 

The most signijkantproblem with this concept is that it is based on the unproven assumption 
that the habitat usage patterns of grizzly bears can be accurately predicted. It also ignores the 
high like& hood that open roads may themselves determine grizzly bear usepatterns. Grizzly 
bears need habitat that is secureji-om human use on apredictable and long term basis which 
cannot be accomplished under a rolling closure system. 

Just as Grizzly bears needpredictably secure habitat, human forest users want access that is 
regular and understandable. A rolling closure system would oniy&rther complicate an already 
complicaled access management regime for forest users. Our monitoring work on BMU’sGin the 
SCY has shown that even with the current simpler road closure program, the Forest Service does 
not ensure that all closed roadr are adequately closed. Ourjled monitoring fiequently found 
gates unlocked or simply missing on roads that were supposed to be closed. This problem would 
only get worse under a rolling closure system. (277/3) 

Response: None of the alternatives incorporate a system of moving closures 
seasonaQy to accommodate seasonal habitat needs. Alternatives B, C and E incorporate 
direction to pursue consideration of such an approach as new information becomes 
available. However, a new decision and additional public involvement would be required 
before doing so. 
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147. Habitat Security/Core Areas. These two concepts are at the heart of managing motorized 
access to ensure healthy grizzly bear populations. The proposed action speci3es that all BMU’s 
will provide 70% habitat security and that priority 1 BMUS will contain 55% core area. (the 
Interim strategy stated that 55% core area would be achieved in three years which would have 
been in 2000) Secure habitat is defned as any habitat outside of a 1/4 mile buffer around human 
open roads or active projects and core habitat is defne as all habitat outside of a 500 meter 
bufler surrounding open motorized roads and trails and high use non-motorized trails. The 
55% standard seems to be based on political expediency and the status quo rather than the best 
available science which suggest that at least 72% of a BMU should be core area. (see Wakkinen 
and Kasworm 1997) 

Nothing in either of these definitions insures large contiguous blocks of quality grizzly habitat. 
A BMU could meet these requirements with scattered, unconnected small segments of land and 
not containing a single area large enough for one bears home range that wasn ’tji-agmented by 
roads. In order to ensure bear recovery, any transportation plan must ensure that core habitat is 
actually effective, high quality bear habitat: “Techniques for calculating road densities that 
average over large blocks of land (e.g. a BMA), inclusive of both high and low elevations, result 
in inadequate assessments of grizzly bear response to road densities. ” Mace, Richard Timothy 
Manley and Shawn Riley. 1992. Grizzly Bear Response to Forest Road Densities and Timber 
Management in a Multiple Use Environment Research Update. Montana Dept of Fish, Wildlge 
and Parks. 

In order for core habitat to be effective it must be available to grizzly bears over a period of 
years. This requirement is defeated by the concept of no net loss. Ifthe core area in a bears 
home range isfiagmented by a temporary road and the bear is forced to abandon the area, this 
problem is not solved because an area is newly designated as core somewhere else or because 
the road is only temporary. The bear will still be forced to move, subjecting it to a increased risk 
of conflict with humans and a decreased ability to efficiently forage for food. Both of these 
factors will increase the likelihood of mortality, which defeats the purpose ofproviding core 
habitat. 

The level of administrative use allowed in core habitat in all of the alternatives in unacceptable. 
In Alternative B its increased significantly to as many as 115 round trips per year This level of 
use amounts to nearly one trip every other day during the entire season of use, which stretches 
the idea of secure habitat to the point of absurdity. The bet alternatives increase administrative 
use to 57 trips per yeac a greater than 3 fold increase from the current standards on the IPNF 
and the LNF (277/4) 

Response: The level of allowable administrative use was based on work in the 
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. 
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148. Per#iod of Applicabilig - The proposed action applies only fiom April 1 to November 15. 
This leaves bears vulnerable during the shoulder seasons or early emergence andpre-emergence 
when bears are particularly sensitive to disturbance. It also completely ignores the impacts of 
motorized access, particularly those caused by snowmobiles, on denning bears. The Gallatin 
National Forest was recently forced to consult with the USFWS regarding the effects of 
snowmobile use on bears. Any access managementplan that does not address this issue is 
notably incomplete. (277/5) 

Response: Den emergence in the CYRZ and SRZ generally occurs after April 1. 
While an important issue, the potential effects of snowmobiling on denning bears is outside 
the scope of this decision. 

149. How do you assume that a tiny islandpopulation like the Cabinet-Yaak can recover and 
avert genetic decline on it 5. own? All of the current data seem to indicate otherwise. (279/3) 

Radio colllared grizzly bears have moved north of the Yaak into British Columbia and 
across the Moyie River to the northwest. Bears captured in the U.S. have been radio 
tracked as far as 25 miles north of the international boundary. By maintaining population 
connectivity with British Columbia grizzly bear populations we can maintain genetic 
diversity in the Cabinet-Y aak grizzly bear population. 

Response: The Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear recovery area is not an island population. 

150. The adequacy of the DEIS's speciJic numeric recommendations for core and road densities 
stemmingfrom the Wakkinen, Kasworm access management research, i. e., 55% core, 33% open 
and 26% total road densities is not demonstrated. How was it determined that these standards 
will meet the needs of the bears and ensure recovery? 

A preliminary review of the Wakkinen, Kasworm, 1997 research paper by Dr. Lee Metzgar 
states: "The data in this report support the following conclusions, some of which contradict 
statementv and implications made by the authors of the report. The bears: 
I .  Avoided open and gated roads. 
2. Avoid all densities of Total Roads. This effect increases with road density. 
3. Avoid all densities of Open Roads. This efect increases with road density, and the Open Road 
eflect exceeds the Total Road efect. 
4. Bears use areas with the largest blocks of roadless area and they showed clear selection for 
roadless blocks greater than 8 square miles. Bears may "need" even larger roadless blocks. 
5. Habitat [road] standards cannot be established from the data reported here for at least two 
reasons: First we have no reason to believe that any portions of these ecosystems are suflciently 
secure to support self-sustaining subpopulations of grizzlies; habitats like these are most likely 
population sinks. Second, as recognized by the authors [pp24-51, the ecosystem may already be 
so heavib roaded that the bears are unable to express [through selection] the habitat qualities 
that they require." (See memorandum fiom Dr. Metzgar dated 29 December, 1998, attached to 
hereto) 

Recently, a study of grizzly spatial needs has found that a viable population of grizzlies in the 
Northern Rockies requires 147,883 km2 - 184, 919 km2 of habitat. These spatial requirements 
far exceed those provided for by the USFWS recovery strategy for grizzly bears (Bader 2000b). 
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Hence, until truly large areas are protected, the viability of grizzly bear populations cannot be 
assured. 

Population viability analysis has suggested that the core ecosystems of the Northern Rockies are 
not sufxiently large to support viable populations of many wildlqe species, including grizzly 
bears. Thus, the presence of wildlve movement corridors is essential for the long term 
population viability of Grizzly Bears, and the many other species for which their strict habitat 
requirements serve as an umbrella. Because grizzlies require large areas of relatively 
undisturbed habitat, solving for the habitat requirements of grizzlies can assist in defining large 
core protected areas and a corridor network for the maintenance of ecological integrity in the 
Northern Rockies. 

In the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE), prescribed objectives are set at 68% 
core, 19% ORD, 19% TRD, far more restrictive than here, yet the FS makes no plausible 
explanation as to why standards should be weakened for the grizzly bears warranting 
endangered status here. Furthermore, it has been determined that the grizzly population in the 
South Fork Flathead study area in the NCDE is declining even with more protective standards 
than those recommended by CYE/SE researchers. (Errata to Mace, Waller, 1997). 

while Alternative C sets the core area size at a questionable 55%, both alternatives C & E allow 
the core areas in many BMUs to actually shrink below existing levels. In Alternative E, the 
preferred alternative, the core areas would shrink in over half of the BMUs (DEIS 2-12 to 16). 
Similarly, road density changes do not benefit the bears in alternatives C & E either, with road 
densities rising over existing levels in many BMUs. TMRDs rise in approx. 52% of BMUs in 
Alternative E; OMRDs rise in approx. 69% of BMUs in Alternative E (DEIS 2-1 2 to 16). The 
DEISprovides no information on the size of core areas or connectivity of core areas (both within 
the recovery area and within Northern Rockies region as a whole). The FS appears to merely 
playing with numbers in an eflort to convince the public that this dubious proposal is an 
improvement for grizzlies. (287/3) 

would allow core to decrease and road densities to increase in some BMUs. These 
alternatives were not developed to incorporate a "no net loss" concept. Core and road 
densities would also improve in many BMUs. Overall, alternative E represents an 
improvement over existing conditions. 

Response: See response to comment #7. You are correct that alternatives C and E 

151. The FS appears to believe that "jlexibility" can allow the agency to save bears and cut 
comers at the same time. There is no evidence of this. In fact, when flexibility was increased 
under interim rules, grizzly populations went down. The DEIS states that the no-action 
alternative "coincided with unacceptably high levels of human-caused mortality during the 
timepame when it was in place."(DEIS 3-14) 

n e  recommendations proposed in the action alternatives are not much stronger (and are 
weaker in some cases) than the no-action alternative. In addition, because they are [not/ 
required, they may have the same results as the no-action alternative. We are concerned that the 
FS is proposing recommendations, not enforceable standards here (DEIS-Alts.) Clearly 
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enforceable standards (combined with adequate monitoring procedures) should be in place, or 
there may not be grizzly protection in efect in the places that need it most. (287/4) 

standards would be mandatory, and would be monitored as sn part of annual Forest Plan 
monitoring. 

Response: By definition, standards are non-discretionary. The proposed Forest Plan 

152. Although the "moving windows technique" for route density determination is mentioned in 
the text, ib is not defined (DEIS-Glossary). Any potential for this technique to understate actual 
route densities should be disclosed. It should be disclosed whether this technique would allow 
road closirrres and road openings to be shifted across the area over time. An important aspect of 
the original IGBC definition of core was the requirement that core area boundaries remain in 
place for a minimum of IO years. The need for long term stable core areas has a well 
substantitrted biological basis. (287/5) 

Response: A definition of moving window technique has been added to the FEIS 
glossary. The technique is not expected to either understate or overstate route densities. 
Any decision to shift road closures over time would be made independent of the moving 
window technique. Alternatives C and E require core to remain in place a minimum of 10 
years. 

153. In addition, the accuracy of route densityjgures in the text is dependent on the 
thoroughness on on-the-ground route monitoring. The FS should have documented the 
thoroughness and results of access route monitoring in the field. Conservation groups that 
monitor access routes in the Cabinet-Yaak area have found that wilderness area boundaries are 
being vioJated by OR V trafic 30% of the time. Without strong, effective standards in place, 
there is a potential for off-road use to increase in areas used by bears (See DEIS 3-85). We 
would like to know how many miles of the "impassable roads" and "open non-motorized trails" 
on DEIS 3-48 are being used or have the potential to be used by four-wheel drive vehicle and 
other vehicles in each B W .  We would like to know how many miles of the "restricted roads" 
and "bariered roads" on DEIS 3-48 are being used or have the potential to be used beyond the 
barriers or gates in each B M .  We also would like to know how many miles of the "restricted 
trails" on DEIS 3-48 are being used or have the potential to be used in each BMU m e n  more 
accurate data is incorporated into the analysis what does this show about existing conditions or 
priorities. for bears?(28 7/6) 

roads are just that; they are impassible to motorized vehicles. Vehicle use of non-motorized 
trails would be illegal, and the users would be cited if apprehended. Restricted roads and 
trails q y  be used for administrative use within the defined limits. Barriered roads are not 
available for use by motorized vehicles. We believe the data used in our analysis is 
accurate. 

Response: ORV use in wilderness is outside the scope of this decision. Impassible 

154. The Colville National Forest and state public lands are not covered in this analysis (DEIS 
S-1; Mapx; 2-19). Activities in these areas could be contributing to bear declines; strong 
standards ought to be adapted in these areas as well. (287/8) 
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Response: The Colville National Forest elected to pursue a different process for 
access standards, and is therefore not a part of this decision. The Forest Service has no 
authority to establish access standards on State lands. 

155. The effects indicators for bears are flawed and misleading (DEIS 3-12 to 17). There is no 
basis for comparison among the numerical eflects indicators because for several of these 
measures, base-line figures from Alternative A are not provided (DEIS 3-12). For several of the 
non-numerical indicators, Alternative A receives a P rating while action alternatives receive a Y 
rating, when conditions actually decline for most BMUs (see discussion above). The non- 
quantitative indicators and literature provide no basis for the conclusions that Alternative C 
actually ttconsewes bears” at the lowest level considered to have potential for success (or 
consewes bears at all) or that Alternative E is any better (DEIS 3-12 to 1 I). n e  “best scientijk 
information” available considers only a limited number of studies - not all the studies cited by 
A KR and other commenters - and a computer program for assessing OMRD and TMRD levels. 
It is not clear whether the adequacy of these OMRD/TMRLI levels for bear conservation are 
actually assessed. (DEIS 3-15) No information of the validity of indicator 5 for assessing bear 
displacement is provided (DEIS 3-1 6). Other items, such as grizzly bear cover and grizzly bear 
prey are omitted entirely. (287/9) 

those measures are not applicable in Alternative A. The existing condition for all measures 
is presented in Table 3-2 of the DEIS. Explanations for the “P” and “Yn ratings are 
presented in the text. Alternative C conserves bears at the lowest level considered to have 
potential for success because it meets the minimum recommendations of local bear 
researchers. This local research is considered to be the best available science. Explanations 
for the ratings for indicator 5 are provided in the text. The scope of this decision is limited 
to access management. Management for cover and prey are outside the scope of the 
decision. 

Response: Figures are not presented for some measures in Alternative A because 

156. In addition, the suitable land base in the entire project area is approx. 56%. How does 
protecting selected core areas of 55% improve the situation (DEIS 3-16)? (281/12) 

timber production and management) and percent of core area. 
Response: There is no correlation between the suitable land base (area suitable for 

157. The proposed pules are supported by biased and scientiJically unsound studies. Mace et. 
AI, trapped bears (at the end of roads, usually at night) andplotted subsequent radio collar 
locations. The locations were secured by locating and plotting the signalpom aircraj?. Aircra8 
onlyJZy in daylight hours in good weather. Bears are known to be active at night and often 
brush up for a nap during the day. Most bears would not choose to nap near a road. It is also 
known that preferred grizzly summer habitat components are in avalanche chutes and forb fields 
on high alpine ridges where there are no roads. The geologists used a biased objective to 
correlate the bear positions to roads rather than habitat components. Any bear biologist would 
know in advance of the study that few bears would be hanging around roads intemperate mid- 
elevation dense forests during the summer, when their food is at high elevations. Thus a study 
such as was made would fail to show many bars near a road. A statistical correlation of 
observed bear locations in relation to roads, as expected would be low, however the correlation 
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is spurious and does not prove bears avoid roads. Instead a statistical correlation of observed 
bear locations to preferred habitat components would be very high, and would prove bears 
depend on food sources and are not displace by roads. (55/2) 

Response: A common feature in nearly all alternatives is to move forward on a 
multivariate analysis that includes roads and habitat features. As results from such an 
analysis become available they should be incorporated into access management decisions. 

WaMdnen and Kasworm (1997) recognized that “If bears made use of roaded areas during 
the hours of darkness, our samples could be biased.” Twenty-four h6ur monitoring of 
bears has; been conducted in both study areas. In the Selkirks, 2 peak activity times 
occurred from 0600 till 1000 and from 1700 till 2100. In the Cabinet Mountains, 8 of 14 
monitoring sessions were classified as diurnal (active during the day), 3 were active during 
dusk and dawn, and 3 were more active at night. Two of the nocturnal sessions occurred 
following; the start of the hunting season, suggesting an avoidance of humans. Data from 
the Middle Fork of the Flathead study should be integrated into management decisions 
when that data is available. The monitoring schedule in the Selkirks and Cabinet 
Mountains appeared to cover the time when bears were the most active. 

158. Biological data indicate the proposed measures are not needed. The Montana Fish and 
Wildlife biologists testified in opposition to the listing of grizzly bear and presented data 
supportin,g stable populations at the time. Grizzly bear populations have never been threatened. 
Current DNA sampling has shown there are more bears in occupied habitat that (sic) previously 
estimated. (55/3) 

Endangered Species Act in 1975. Federal agencies are required to implement programs to 
conserve listed species. 

Response: The grizzly bear was listed as a threatened species under the 

159. The Kalispell-Lakeshore Grizzly Unit boundary needs to be moved away fiom private 
property (2nd also away from state Hwy 57. (299/2) 

Response: See response to comment #6. Changes to the current delineation of the 
grizzly bear recovery area would require either a revision or amendment to the current 
grizzly bear recovery plan. Any changes would require an assessment of overall habitat 
conditions and bear distributions within the recovery area and would be based on the best 
scientific information available. 

160. Although we agree the grizzly bear should be protected, this amendment covers too broad 
of an area. We feel each region should have its own process to determine the grizzly 
populations. (303/1) 

CYRZ arid SRZ. It is biologically and administratively advantageous to have consistent 
management direction within each recovery zone. It also helps the public to understand 
management practices when they are consistent from one area to another. 

Response: The analysis area incorporates two grizzly bear recovery zones, the 

161. Most of the roads that would have any aflect on grizzly habitat are not major roads. FVhich 
would obviously be impractical to close, but instead are back-woods roads used by multi-users, 
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recreationalists, sight-seers, hikers, and the like. As a result the actual use of these roads by 
humans is low in volume, infrequent, and of very little affect, ifany, on the grizzly habitat. It 
therefore begs the question of where the numbers in the DraB EIS were developed, by what 
means, and under what conditions - were the samples taken @om the exact roads or the same 
types of roads that are being contemplated for closure? Were they taken @om ties throughout 
the year or only duringparticular seasons? (31 7/1) 

Response: See response to comment #7. 

162. Anyone who has spent time studying and researching the grizzly knows that the grizzly’s 
true habitat is grazing lands, with nearby forest young or old growth - it makes no diflerence as 
a retreat. The grizzly is an omnivorous grazing animal, that predominately feeds on grasses, 
shrubs, and berries, occasionally feeding on varmints or downed or crippled ruminants - deer, 
antelope, el. TIese being the facts, there is absolutely no reason to claim that the grizzly 
requires old growth forest aspart of its habitat. (31 7/2) 

Response: We do not claim that the grizzly bear requires old growth forests. 

163. The status of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear populations must be the context for 
the DEIS A major dejkiency in the DEIS, and in Forest Plans, is a pronounced absence of 
calibration between grizzly bear population size and trend (recovery) and the adequacy of 
habitat and population protection standards, including the Interim Rule Set and proposed 
modijkations, and their application. From a public, managerial and scientijk point of view, the 
bear population has not responded positively to existing habitat protection stanhrds and their 
management. Recovery of the bear population, or movement toward recovery, is the primary 
measure of success in this case; using this criteria, existing access management standards and 
their implementation by the Forest Service have been a failure. 

As we approach the third decade of management ofpublic lands on the Idaho Panhandle, 
Kootenai and Lolo National Forests that has consistently been claimed to favor or enhance 
grizzly bear recovery the Forest Service, Fish and Wildlfe Service, and the public should be 
questioning why it is that tangible measures of recovery remain elusive. There is no question that 
we better understand the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems but the increase in information 
and data is being confised with demonstrable recoveryprogress. That we now understand more 
clearly that some grizzly bears may consistently appear in a gall beny$eld is not evidence of 
recovery anymore than our increasing ability to apply simple population models. We continue to 
lack a substantial long term data base yet the Forest Service and Fish and Wildlge Service 
consistently overlook or minimize the scientific uncertainty of both the data base and unsound 
managerial extensions from that data base. (322/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

164. A major deficiency in the DEIS, and in Forest Plans, is a pronounced absence of 
calibration between grizzly bear population size and trend (recovery) and the adequacy of 
habitat and population protection standards, including the Interim Rule Set and proposed 
modij?cations, and their application. From a public, managerial and scientific point of view, the 
bear population has not responded positively to existing habitat protection standards and their 
management. Recovery of the bear population, or movement toward recovery, is the primary 
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measure of success in this case; using this criteria, existing access management standards and 
their imjdementation by the Forest Service have been a failure. 

As we approach the third decade of management ofpublic lands on the Idaho Panhandle, 
Kootenai and Lo10 National Forests that has consistently been claimed to favor or enhance 
grizzly bear recovery the Forest Service, Fish and Wildlge Service, and the public should be 
questioning why it is that tangible measures of recovery remain elusive. There is no question that 
we better understand the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems but the increase in information 
and data is being confused with demonstrable recoveryprogress. That we now understand more 
clearly that some grizzly bears may consistently appear in a gall beny field is not evidence of 
recovery anymore than our increasing ability to apply simple population models. We continue to 
lack a substantial long term data base yet the Forest Service and Fish and Wildlife Service 
consistently overlook or minimize the scientijk uncertainty of both the data base and unsound 
managerial extensionspom that data base. 

“The exact size of the grizzly bear population in the C E  is unknown” (US FWS 2000, p.24). In 
April 2001 the FWS (2001) recalculated an estimate of the number of grizzly bears in the 
Cabinet -. Yaak ecosystem, awiving at an estimate of 30-40 bears. This represents an artijkial 
methods-related increase over the previous estimate of about 28 bears (US FWS 1998, p. 8) and 
should not be interpreted as an increase in the number of bears. 

Based to an unknown degree on sightings by members of the public and incidental observations, 
existing population estimates inherently involve a great deal of uncertainty. There are multiple 
reasons to believe that population estimates for the Cabinet - Yaak population are unpredictable 
and unreliable, a view supported by the FWS (US FWS 2000, p.27) which states: “methods 
dependent upon capture or sightings may not lead to reliable population estimates ”. A review of 
Table I ilr a recent Biological Opinion (US FWS 1998, p.8) reveals that the deletion or addition 
of the most recent year’s data, added to the “stabilizing” 6 year average, causes an apparent 
decline offive bears (23 to I8 = a loss of 21 %) or an increase of IO bears (I 8 to 28 = +56%) in 
the population estimate, a swing in only two years of 77%. Additionally, the FWS (US FWS 
1998; Kasworm et al. 2000, p.  IO; US FWS 2001, p. 38)Jluctuates between estimates of what 
they consider the probable number of bears (30-40) and variable estimates of minimum 
population size (12 to 18). 

The population estimate for the Cabinet Mountains part of the ecosystem, as uncertain as it is, 
remains tmchangedj-om the 1970s at 15 or fewer bears (Kasworm et al. 2000,p.2). 

Ifwe were to accept FWSpopulation estimates as reasonable, the Cabinetportion of the C-Y 
ecosystems is essentially “hanging on the ropes”. While the Yaakportion of the ecosystem 
equals 40% of the total ecosystem, it contains an estimated 20-30 grizzly bears, or 66 to 75% of 
the bears in the C-Y (total estimate 30-40). The Cabinet sub-ecosystem, at 60% of the entire C-Y, 
is estimated to contain I5 or fewer bears, or 3 7-50% of the total. 

Grizzly bear population trend analysis in this ecosystem suflers substantially j-om a sparse and 
inadequate data base. Forest Service and FWS attempts to legitimize access rules /standards by 
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relying on trend analyses results from the managed grizzly bear population are weakened by the 
sparse data base and are further invalidated by the lack of a long term approach. 

Metzgar and Patterson ’s (2001, p.2) analysis of rate ofpopulation change in the C-Y ecosystem, 
using US FWS data, reveals the danger that arises from year to year dependence on population 
trends. Further, this analysis demonstrates the inherent weakness of an inadequate data base by 
pointing out the changes arisingfiom one years variation in data andji-om the seemingly minor 
alteration in the value of one variable (yearling survivorship rate). 

The significance of this information relative to the DEIS is that access rules and standards and 
the criteria used to deJine the latter @e., core not being influenced by motorized access on 
restricted roads) are not being properly linked to grizzly bear population status and trend. 

Fish and Wildlve Service published population estimates are 
a) only now beginning to respond to independent scrutiny, 
b) reject an evolving and therefore uncertain process, and 
c) even ifrelatively accurate, indicative of a population that continues to fall well short of 
management goals. If they are overestimates, which is not an unreasonable 
assumption, then recovery of the population is even more remote, particularly in 
the face of industrial actions proposed for the ecosystem. 

Employing a “more liberal estimate ” apparently based on previous research (completed in 
1994) the FWS estimated the 1999 grizzly bearpopulation at 46 (VS FWS 2001, p.18; FWS 
1999-a, p.16). As far as I have been able to determine that estimate currently remains unchanged 
at 45 - 50 bears (Wakkinen and Kasworm 1999). 

As of April 2001 this population does not meet any of the recovery goals outlined in the Grizzly 
Bear Recovery Plan (Servheen 1993) and efforts to analyze population trend indicate no change 
a@er decades of “recovery management ”. 

The size of the Selkirk grizzly bear population remains poorly understood, and numerical 
evidence ofpositive change remains absent. For almost ten years since the grizzly bear recovery 
plan was introduced, there have been repeated andfrequent references to the importance of the 
Canadian portion of the Selkirk ecosystem, yet the status of bears in this area remains 
undocumented The FWS (2001, p.20), relying almost exclusively on data @om the US. Selkirk, 
partially concedes this: ‘population trend analysis in the Selkirk ecosystem have been 
inconclusive”. 

Yet the view of local “biologists working in the area” continues to disproportionately 
sway opinion toward unsubstantiated optimism; that there is “an increasing grizzly 
population in this portion of the ecosystem ’’ (referring to the US. Selkirks) flakkinen 
and Johnson 2000, p. 7). The Idaho Fish and Game Department modeled population 
trend, using a given scenario and arrived at preliminary rate of population change of 
+1.3%. m e  data base consists of survival data on an average of four bears per year (64 
bear years) over the period 1983 - 1999. Of the 50 bears captured in this ecosystem, I6 
are known dead and the status of 29 others is not known. While optimism is not 
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uncommonly associated with long term ownership of local events, it can also reflect a 
dtzngerous violation of the rules of scientijic investigation. 

Models ofpopulation size and change are obviously responsive to data and process, part 
ofthe reason population estimates remain uncertain and trend cannot be determined, but 
pimeption and belief are even more vulnerable to chance, incidental observation and 
localized influence and they cannot be considered a sound basis for evaluating grizzly 
bear population response to access rules and standards over an entire ecosystem. 
ScientiJcally unsupported optimism pervades Selkirk grizzly bear population estimates 
and trend analyses. (332/2) 
Response: The grizzly bear recovery plan (USFWS 1993) states on page 20, “The 6- 

year average number of unduplicated females with cubs is not adequate to characterize 
population trend or precise population size (Knight and Blanchard 1993). Any attempt to 
use this parameter to indicate trends or precise population size would be an invalid use of 
these data. However, this number can be used to derive a minimum population estimate.” 
Most recent estimates of population size are 30-40 for the Cabinet-Yaak recovery zone and 
46 for the Selkirk Mountains recovery zone (USFWS 1999). It is also important to note 
that access management was not implemented to a great extent until the early 90s. For 
example, prior to 1987 only 25% of the roads on Three Rivers Ranger District were closed 
to motorized use. By 1995 75% 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. 

165. The vast majority of grizzly bear conflicts and mortalities are human related. The Selkirk 
and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems are no exceptions. The DEIS acknowledges (p. 2-2,3-5) that 
grizzly bear security is largely dependant on the extent of road and trail access, and in 
particular, motorized access, and the entire ecological, behavioral and management foundation 
for establishing motorized access management standardv is based on the presence of access and 
management of it’s use by humans. In this respect changes in the distribution, activity and size of 
the human population is a critical management issue. 

The existing grizzly bear habitat effectiveness and security standards were established 
independent of human population characteristics. The unstated assumption is that, for example, 
the impact on grizzly bears of the 31,452people that lived in Bonners and boundary counties in 
1980 would be managed by a set of standards ultimately reflected in the Interim Rule Set. This 
assumption has proven to be unsound; the Selkirk and C- Y bear populations have not shown 
recovery as measured by any criteria. 
The Interim Rule Set “pushes” land use activities right to the limit of standards, give or 
take a f e  w percentage points either way. 

The best mailable science referred to in the DEIS (p.3-15) comes partlyfiom the C-Y ecosystem, 
where local human population pressures around most of the ecosystem are substantially lower 
and have increased at a much slower rate than those near the Selkirks (See Table 3-33, DEIS, p. 
3-101; 29,000people in Lincoln and Sanders counties, growth rate of 8-13%, versus 47,000 
people in Boundary and Bonners counties, growth rate 19-38%). 
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There is limited evidence that either grizzly bear access management standards or enforcement 
of them has been strengthened since their introduction and, as pointed out in this comment 
paper, the proposed Access Management Alternatives in the DEIS do not change this evaluation 
materially, nor would they materially improve the prospects of grizzly bear population recovery. 

Yet human population pressures in the example counties (Boundary and Bonners) have 
increased by about 12,000people since 1990 (+34%) andper capita income, which often 
translates into mobility and recreation participation, has also increased about 30% (Fig. 3-5, 
p.3-103). These are changes that increase the strain on management standards and grizzly bear 
security yet there is no re$ection of these changes and their consequences on either the 
standards or changes in the standards. 

Increasing human population on a regional scale (Figure 1) also complicates the issue of grizzly 
bear conservation and recovery; the interaction of this pressure with grizzly bears occurs 
through the standards, the level at which they are set, and the degree to which they are 
regulated. 
With motorized mobiliw ever increasing, grizzly bear access management standards have to be 
strengthened to achieve an eflective level of robustness. 

There are now well over one half million people who can access these ecosystems fiom 
their homes in less than an hour, circumstances which stand to escalate thefiequency of contact 

between humans and bears. Existing grizzly bear habitat standards and those proposed in the 
DEIS cannot, and do not, respond to these pressures. 

Eflorts to increase human use of roads, as occurred in the Selkirk ecosystem in 1999, where the 
Forest Service provided additional public access on five road systems in one Ranger District 
(Wakkinen and Johnson 2000, p.8) are in direct conflict with this reality. (332/3) 

Response: Enforcement and effectiveness of road closures has been a recent 
emphasis in these ecosystems. 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 90s. For 
example, prior to 1987 only 25% of the roads on Three Rivers Ranger District were closed 
Uo motorized use. By 1995 75% 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. 

166. Enclosed with these comments are two documents that address the status and regulatory 
context of grizzly bear population and habitat management in British Columbia. l%ey are 
relevant to recovery eflorts in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems, since US. recovery 
eforts appear increasingly to place dependence on Canadian bear populations, their habitat, 
and Canadian regulato y compatibility with US. recovery eflorts. ?%e documents enclosed are: 
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Horejsi, ILL., Gilbert, B.K., and L. Craighead. 1998. British Columbia’s grizzly bear 
conservation strategy; An independent review of science and policy. Western Wildlife 
Environments Consulting Ltd., Calgary, AB. 64 p. 
Horejsi, 1I.L. 2000. A future for the grizzly: science and risk assessment or “letspray the cow 
can jump over the blue moon ”? Western Wildlife Environments Consulting Ltd., Calgary, 
Alberta. tip. (332/4) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

167. Motorized use of gated roads and trails has the same kind of impact on bears (mortality, 
displacement and harassment) as motorized use on open roads and the evidence indicates that 
the extenl or degree of these impacts can, at best, be only marginally alleviated by gates. The 
FWS acknowledges this with the observation that a road that permits administrative and 
commercial motorized access but excludes public access ‘$precludes the likelihood of ‘ ffreely 
available habitat ’’ existing beyond road closure structures ’’ (VS FWS 1993, p. 12). They further 
note @. 1 i), in considering the impacts of a mine with a I9 year life, that seasonal road closures 
are not alpropriate mitigation measures to offset impacts of lost habitat (space) on a year round 
basis over the disturbance period. 

The FWS (2000, p.13), quoting Mace and Manley 1993, again reafirm “that closed roads had a 
signifcant influence on bear use ”. In what is the most progressive and scientijkally sound 
discussion of the impact of lowfiequency motorized road use on grizzly bears yetproduced by 
the FWS (US FWS 2001, p. 26, 27) they point out (quoting Mace et al. 1996, and Mace, personal 
communication I999), that vehicle w e  of “well below one vehicle trip per day, with a median 
near zero vehicles per day” on restricted roads can result in decreased habitat use. The FWS 
(2001, p.26) documents other evidence that “even a little trafic is suficient to displace bears”, 
firther demonstrating that scient@ evidence indicates the claim that restricted roads can be 
included LIS effective or secure habitat is false. 

The impact on bears of motorized use on roads behind gates manifests itselfthrough ecological 
and behavioral processes but this impact is legitimized by regulatory failure to control trespass 
access and dogmatic insistence that administrative and commercial motorized access behind 
gates be maintained. while the issue of motorized trespass on “restricted ’’ roads is a significant 
ecological and management issue, it is not the only issue. Because administrative and 
commercial use is authorized does not negate the behavioral and ecological impacts of 
motorizedpresence. Whether a vehicle belongs to the FS, a local berry picker, orprivate logging 
company is irrelevant to a grizzly bear that responds negatively when it encounters a visual, 
olfactory, or auditory stimulus fiom that vehicle and/or it’s occupants. 

Examination of motorized use of the road and trial system in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak 
(Table 3) czs of December 2000 (DEIS, p. 3-49, 3-50) reveals, that in spite of recognition that 
access management is a pivotal issue in grizzly bear population viability and recovery (Sewheen 
1993) and’ claims that existing standards address this issue, j?om 52 to 76% of the entire access 
system is subject to motorized use. 

The administrative labeling of motorized access roads as restricted paints a misleading 
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picture of grizzly bear habitat security in the Selkirk and C-Yecosystems. 

The status of grizzly bear habitat security and the legitimacy of Forest Service standards is 
further compromised by access violations related to motorized trespass on roads with 
restrictions and/or barriers. 

Grizzly bear habitat security standards that depend on motorized restrictions have always 
assumed that road closures are efective. "That means that any gates or barriers to preclude 
motorized use are not breached, destroyed, or driven around. Agencies are expected to use all 
available resources to assure efective road closures " (US FWS I999-b, p .  15). 

Control of human use when access is provided is near impossible particularly when it is 
understood that it takes noncompliance by only a smallpercent of users to result in direct illegal 
or licensed mortality, to act as reinforcement for behavior and stimuli that lead to harassment 
and displacement, and to produce incremental impacts that result in changes in movement, 
distribution and reproductive success. 

The incidence of non compliance resultingfiom either that intangible known as human 
nature orftom ignorance or indiyerence is nothing short of alarming. The inability of the FS to 
control motorized use of existing road beds, whether restricted or otherwise, is widespread and 
pervasive. Examples include: 

> Documented undetected illegal road use and road improvement in the Selkirk 

> In a National Forest in Idaho, of IO roads administratively "closed" with gates by the 
Ecosystem through the 1990s (US FWS 2001, p.26) 

Forest Service for wildlife protection purposes, a spot check by the Idaho State 
Wildlife Department revealed 4 were not locked and were open to public use 
(Pollard 1991). . 

were inventoried. 38% were ineffective in restricting passenger vehicle access to 
44% of the road system. 25% of the failures were due to trails circumventing the 
closure and half due to failure to lock gates. 100% of the structures failed to 
control snowmachine or ATV access (Hammer 1986). 

> 281 closure structures in the Kootenai NF were evaluated, behind which were 1355 km 
of supposedly protected road; 21.4% failed to control regular vehicle access and 
a Jirrther 25.3% failed to control ATVaccess. 64% of the roads claimed to 
be protected were not. Of the 281 structures, 146 were gates - their failure rate 
was 65.6%, higher than the overall failure rate of control structures (Platt 1993). 

> In 1994 the US Fish and Wildlife Service audited 87 bawier sites established by the 
USFS in grizzly bear habitat in Idaho and Montana. 91% were passable by 
motorized trail bikes and 63% were passable by ATV's (Donaldson 1994). 

inventoried; 4 had no closure device present. Only 30.4% (7 of 23) were effective 
in preventing vehicle access. Of 15 gates in use only 46% were effective and at 6 
of these 7 there was evidence of use by people with keys (Skeele 1995). 

> In the Targhee NF in the Yellowstone ecosystem, road sign and gate closure violations 

> In grizzly bear Situation One habitat in Montana, 53 road closure structures (all gates) 

> In a Grizzly Bear Management Unit in Idaho 27 mapped road closure points were 
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are routine; 424 incidents in 1997/98, including 280 documented intrusions 
behind gates. Only 10% of gates were effective in preventing all forms of 
motorized access, including OffRoad Vehicles and motorcycles (US FS 1999, p .  
11 1-19). 

Road inventories have revealed many kilometers of “ghost” roads; roads not oficially 
acknowledged by land management agencies but existing on the ground. In one study of 7 grizzly 
bear management units, ghost roads added up to 21 % more road mileage than management was 
oficially aware of (Havlick, Stockmann and Bechtold 1996). 

The implication for habitat effectiveness of ecological and behavioral impactsfi.om so called 
restricted roads should be obvious; many roads that receive regular motorized use are excluded 
fiom calculations of Habitat Effectiveness and habitat near them is routinely and inappropriately 
included as secure. This is scientiJcally unjustiJied and dangerously increases the risk of take or 
injury to bears. 

The Foreivt Service acknowledges that “to no longer function as a road’’ (DEIS, p.2-5) 
a road must have no motorized use. Such roads are separately ClassiJied as reclaimed or 
obliterated roads. 

The Forext Service and Fish and Wildlge Service have effectively defected the definition and 
discussion of roads used by motorized off road vehicles, 4 wheel-drive vehicles, and motorized 
bikes into a discussion of trails. There exists no evidence that such roads have direrent or less 
serious behavioral, ecological or mortality impact on bears than other forest roads. 

While the physical quality of the road bed may be diferent this is not justfieation to 
categorize the ecological effects of motorized use on these roads differently fiom the same kind 
andj?equency motorized use on another road. B i s  continued splitting of impacts and activities 
has no scientiJc or evidentiary basis and cannot be defended on these grounh. (332/5) 

Response: The research analysis that lead to the recommendations of 33% OMRD, 
26% TMlRD and 55% Core was conducted on the same road system to which these 
standards would be applied. Therefore, while we believe you grossly overstate any potential 
effects of unauthorized use of restricted roads, whatever effects may occur have already 
been accounted for in the analysis. Bears were responding to the level of use associated 
with gated roads, and this response would have been included in their distribution and 
therefore analysis. USFWS was consulted throughout development of the standards and 
will issue a Biological Opinion concerning any potential effects of the alternatives on the 
grizzly bear. 

168. Areas ofpotentially significant change in road management are those where roads would 
be reclaimed and obliterated and not where they will remain subject to motorized use with 
restrictions (See DEIS, Tables 3-19, 3-20, 3-21 & 3-22; pages 3-52 to 3-56). Based on this 
criteria it is reasonable to expect that 

a) priority one BMU’s would be the focus of reclamation eflorts, 
b) preferred ALT E would outrank ALT C in reclamation jobliteration eflorts, and 
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Bear Management 
Units 
Selkirk & C-Y, PI 

Selkirk & C-Y, P2&3 

Selkirk di C-Y, all 
BMUs 

e) areas of intense conflict between bears and access related industr+al activity, 
specijkally the Cabinet Mountains occupied area @MU’S 2,4, 5, 6 and 7) would be target areas 
for reclamation / obliteration (NO). 

Table I shows that Priority One (PI) BMU’s in the Selkirk and C-Y ecosystems do not 
receive preferential treatment in road reclamation (7% versus 6.6% conversion). It also shows 
that ALT E is less favorable than ALT C for PI BMU’s and for P2 and P3 B W ’ s ;  this 
difference is quali3ed in the Selkirks where one PI B W ,  the newly created Kalispell- 
Lakeshore (K-L) BMU, is treated more favorably under ALT E than under ALT C (12.4% 
conversion of motorized access to reclaimed / obliterated versus 8.2%). 

Motorized access (mi) ALT C ALTE 

23 78 187 (7.9%) 167 (7.0%) 

3750 318 (8.5%) 248 (6.6%) 

6128 505 (8.2%) 415 (6.8%) 

Table 1. Conversion of motorized access to reclaimed or obliterated status according to bear 
management unit vrioritv. 

BMUs 2,4,5,6 & 7 
access miles to NO miles to WO 

611.7 20 0 

In the K-L BMU ALTEproposes 22% conversion of motorized access to R/O versus 13% under 
ALT C, however 5 of the other 6 BMUs undergo no improvement under either alternative and the 
6h BMU may undergo a 6% conversion under both alternatives. 

The Cabinet mountain subpopulation of grizzly bears fares very poorly under all proposed 
alternatives. Although this is the most precarious known population of grizzly bears in the US., 
it is virtually ignored in the DEIS when security derivedfi.om conversion of motorized access to 
R/O is discussed (Table 2). 

Table 2. Miles of motorized access proposed for conversion to reclaimed and obliterated (WO) 
status in the Cabinet sub-population core bear management units. 
t 

I 1 miles of motorized I ALT C 1 &TE I 

The Forest Service proposes only marginal improvement of security standards by placing 
motorized access routes on restricted use. In an ecosystem in need of bold and clearly egective 
recovery measures this kind of tinkering only prolongs exposure to extinction forces and delays 
the implementation of those progressive management actions necessary for recovery. 

While the road reclamation efort proposed for BMU 22 is welcome andpositive, it is 
disproportionate in the context of those BMUs known to be occupied by bears. Although BMU 
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Forest 

I 
E 
I 
I 
Lbi 
I 
Io 
I 
B 
I 
I 
I 
I 

total mi road f trail Motorized w/restrict. Motorizedt Open 
Category 1,2,3,7 Category 4,5 

2876 38% 1094mi 62% 1783mi 

7460 57% 4252 43% 3207 

Not reported Not reported Not reported 

22 will someday play a role in recovering and maintaining the bear population, it is presently 
unoccupied by bears, yet proposed NO efforts in BMU 22 account for about 33% of all 
proposed efforts, leading to the suspicion that this might be a bit of a red herring affecting the 
entire antrlysis. 

784 

2 742 

4356 

According to the Fish and Wildlve Service about 38% of system roads in1997 in those IPNF 
Ranger D’istricts that encompass recovery zones in the Selkirk and C-Y ecosystems had some 
form of restricted access (38% of 2876 mi = 1094 mi restricted; I783 mi open) applying mostly 
to grizzly bear habitat. In the KNF 57% (4252 mi) of 7460 mi of road were subject to some form 
of restricted access (USFWS 1999-a, p.10). This level of habitat effectiveness andprotection 
resulted i,vt the FWSfinding “that the grizzly bear in the combined Cabinet-Yaak /Selkirk 
recovery zones are in danger of extinction due to (I)  habitat alteration and human intrusion into 
grizzly bear habitat’’ .... (VSFWS 1999, p.22). 

52% 405 48% 3 79 

65% I796 35% 946 

68% 2967 32% 1389 

In keeping with this acknowledgment, a more ecologically and behaviorally sound 
evaluation is to identi>, and then deal with, roads open to motorized use (Table 3). 

I I 1284 I 73% 938 127% 346 

From DEB, NO Motorized access versus Motorized access (category 2,4,5,7) 
I I Totalmi I No Motorized access 1 Motorized access 

I i I 

IPATF - Selkirk I 1958 148% 932mi 152% IO26 mi 1 
I I I 

- $21 w/o state I 1655 150% 826 150% 829 
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KlVF 
LNP 

Includes state B W  

4356 43% 1870 57% 2487 

I284 73% 938 27% 346 

’ BMU22 

The unwillingness of the IPNF and the KNF to openly recognize and address the ecological 
effects of motorized access is reflected in the DEIS by the high percentage of motorized roads 
placed in restricted categories (see column 2, Table 3 above, Motorized w/restricted category 
1,2, 3,7). 

Ecosystem Number of Priority 1 BMUs Number of Priority 1 Bh4U’s 
I998 2001 

Selkirk 7’ 5 

When roads are assigned categories based more accurately on ecological and behavioral 
impacts on bears, a signijkantly different picture of these ecosystems emerges. For example, the 

Selkirk ecosystem increases fiom 29% acknowledged motorized impact to 52%; the IPNF 
Cabinet-Yaak increases f iom 48 to 76% motorized impact; the entire grizzly bear recovev area 
in the IPNF increasesfiom 35 to 59%, and the KNF increasesfiom 32 to 57% motorized impact. 
(332/6) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. We find several problems with your 
analysis. Less road reclamationlobliteration (R/O) is required in priority 1 BMUs because 
these BMUs already tend to have lower road densities than priority 2 and 3 BMUs. Less 
N O  is required in Cabinet Mountains BMUs because several of these BMUs contain 
significant amounts of Wilderness, thus there is less road to WO. Core in these BMUs is 
generally higher than in other BMUs. BMU 22 is about twice as large as other BMUs, thus 
the higher percentage of R/O in this BMU. The road miles referenced in USFWS 1999a is 
in regards to the entire Kootenai National Forest whereas the road miles referenced in the 
DEIS is in regards only to the CYRZ, thus these numbers are not comparable. The 
percentage of roads with restrictions in the CYRZ is considerably higher than 57 percent. 
Inclusion of State lands in the Selkirk analysis is misleading since the Forest Service has no 
authority over road management on those lands and the lands are not in the analysis area 
for this decision. 

I69. Part of a scientij2ally sound recovery strategy would be to apply the best available science 
to those areas that are considered scientifically or managerially important. It would be expected 
that every Bear Management Unit in the recovery zone of an endangered grizzly bear population 
would be considered a high priority when managing for habitat effectiveness and security. Thus 
a reduction in the number of High Priority (PI) BMU’sji-om 19 to 14, as has occurred between 
1998 and 2001, would appear inadvisable (Table 4). 
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I 
B 

1 
1 
I 

i 

I I ITGZZ~!~ state BMU I Includes BMU 5 upgrade to I I I I Priority I I 
Down gradingfiom Priority One to P2 or P3 of C-YBMU’s 2,4, 7 and 21 along with 
Selkirk BlMU’s Salmo Priest and LeClerc (Figure 2) cannot be viewed as a scientifically sound 
or precautionary management decision regardless of the classification criteria. BMU S 2, 4 and 
7 are in the heart of the known occupied grizzly bear range in the Cabinet mountains and in the 
heart of home ranges of radio collared grizzly bears located in the area. All 5 radio collared 
female bears tracked in the Cabinet Mountains, including the one and only native adult female, 
used BMWs 2 and 4. Review of a recently released map (Kasworm 2001) of approximate radio 
locations. for this area confirms the importance of recently downgraded BMU’s. (332/7) 

Response: There has been no change in priorities of BMUs since 1998. Since you do 
not cite a reference for the 1998 numbers, we are unaware of where these numbers may 
have originated. 

170. It is important not to confine the scope of the analysis of scientijic and managerial 
dejiciencies in the DEIS by limiting debate and analysis to arbitraly or variable definitions of 
habitat axid security standards /criteria. One of the more glaring examples of distortion of 
research results during conversion to management applications (in the DEIS and other FWS and 
FS documents) is the “working” defmition of a buffer zone of 1/4 mi 0.2-4, DEIS around open 
roads, developments and “most activities ” with habitat beyond this bufler being formally 
designated as core or secure habitat (US FWS 2001, p.24). The width of this zone is not 
representative of the displacement and mortality related science existing in management and 
research literature. Core area can be, according the IGBC and DEIS definition, further 
fi-agmented by “impassable” roads experiencing frequent use by humans and motorized off road 
vehicle use. 

In most cmes the FWS and FS (IGBC 1994; IGBC 1998) use 0.3 mi as a road bufler zone (e.g., 
US FWS 1999-b). The evolution of the 0.30 mi zone of influence that is now the foundation of the 
FWS calculation of Core Habitat reveals some questionable progression of scientijk reasoning. 
Kasworm and Manley (1 990) and Kasworm, Thier and Sewheen (1 994) reported that native and 
transplanted grizzly bears showed early and late season avoidance of areas within 91 4m (0.6 
mi)of open roads, using these areas only 20% as often as expected. In 1995 this kind o f  road 
avoidance analysis is conspicuously absent fiom the annual report (Kasworm and Sewheen 
1995) of the Cabinet - Yaakproject. Since that time this kind of avoidance /utilization analysis 
has not been repeated although additional radio locations have become available. 

Somehow avoidance of a zone of influence within 9I4m of an open road (0.6 miles) has 
been reduced to a 0.3 mi zone of influence (or, in the DEIS, 0.25 mi) which is used as the 
foundation for calculating core areas (now usually defined by the FWS and FS as areas beyond 
0.3 mifiom an open road (Figure 3). In the analysis of Cabinet- Yaak bears motorized roads with 
closures were labeled trails. Grizzly bears used areas within 275m of these trails only 42% as 
often as erpected and overall use of habitat within 1800m of trials was less than expected. Mean 
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distance of radio collared grizzly bears from a road increasedfiom 655m to 1122m after the 
road was opened to public travel (Kasworm and Manley 1990). 

The arbitrary manipulation of numbers without scientific or biologically supportable 
justijkation is disturbing. In one instance, the FWS uses three diferent measures of road Zone of 
Influence (see the Rock Creek Mine Biological Assessment, US FWS 1998, p. IOO), in each case 
implying or stating that areas beyond the Zone of Influence arefiee from human disturbance. 
Contrast these numberspom US FWS 1998: 

0.5 mi = FWS and FS define Security Habitat forest stands (of a given size) as greater 

0.3 mi = FWS defines habitat beyond this distance fiom a road as Core Habitat, and 
0.25 mi = FWS and FS define habitat greater than this distance from an open road as 

than this distancefiom a road, 

Eflective Habitat. 

The Forest Service and Fish and Wildlifie Service should reexamine the original research 
on displacement of bears and; 

a) draw all relevant scientific and management findings into their decision, 
b) establish a road zone of impact @ufler zone) that more accurately reflects research 

findings and is not biased toward road-oriented land management, and 
c) re-de$ne bear security standards that depend on removal from a road zone of 
impact. (332/8) 
Response: “Core” can have no motorized traffic, therefore, core excludes both open 

and restricted roads. Any road within core must be effectively closed with a permanent 
barrier to prevent any motorized traffic. The distance from a road (0.31 miles) used for 
displacement is consistent with direction from the IGBC (1994). This allows for 
comparisons among ecosystems that conducted a similar analysis. Detailed analysis of a 
displacement distance for these specific ecosystems was not done. Future research will 
likely include such an analysis. However, grizzly bears do use small core areas. In the 
Selkirks, grizzly bears used polygons as small as 0.22 sq. mi. and in the Yaak polygons as 
small as 0.14 sq. mi. received use. 
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MIS-302 Moose 

1. I have notices a sharp decline in the number of moose in the area, is that the cost of 
protecting a bear? m a t  aboutprotecting moose, elk and deer don’t they count? (61’2) 

Response: Moose populations are expanding in northern Idaho and northwest 
Montana, including areas within the ecosystems. Hunting permits have increased in 
response to the increase in moose populations. Grizzly bear management has direct 
benefits to big game populations. Similar with grizzly bears, access management is an 
important tool in providing effective habitat for big game species. People using highly 
roaded areas are a threat to moose, elk, etc., making them vulnerable to poaching, stress, 
hunting loss, accidents and displacement. 
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RDS-400 Public Access 

1. Please close all 61 miles of roadway in order to save grizzlies. (l/l) 

I am in favor of closing any and all roads in the (sic) Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lolo 
national forest in order to protect grizzly bears. (2/I) 

Please adopt the plan to close any and all roads that wouldprotect the bear habitat. (311) 

We urge you to follow through on yourproposal to close those 61 miles of roadway. Save our 
p*zzlies and other wildlife. (2311) 

I absolutely support the closing of roads to protect wildlife, bear in specific. (26/1) 

It increases the allowable level of traflc on roads closed for griz security. (35/8) 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement would allow considerable increase in road usage 
(sic), roadr that have been closed to lessen impact on grizzly bear habitat. Ifanything, more 
roads need to be closed. (42/1) 

Roads must be closed and remain closed to ensure the bear’s well-being. (51/3) 

No trafic on roads closed for bear security. (75/2) 

Please protect the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations they need larger, secure, 
permanent habitat without open and closed roads. (91/1) 

The goal should be to limit traflc on the existing roads and build no more new roads. (99/4) 

I know you have to balance forest use and closing more roads is diflcult, but it is important in 
order to achieve stable grizzly populations I the Selkirk and Cabinetnaak. (I  2913) 

We support the road closures designed to bene3t grizzly bear. (134/1) 

Although your preferred alternative indicates overall decreases in road densities, I am very 
much increasing (sic) road density on any BMU. No core acreage should be decreased on any 
B W ,  but some latitude should be present to allow temporary roadr for forest management 
purposes. (I 60/1) 

1 urge you to decrease vehicles accessing grizzly areas, thereby increasing security for all 
animals. (I 63/2) 
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It is ludicrous to continue to open roads near the grizzly bear management areas and close them 
elsewhere to accommodate logging projects (see Kelsey-Beaver Salvage Sale) on the Kootenai. 
Secure habitat is what protects the bears. Please secure the habitat for our Yaak bears. (165/3) 

Please do all in yourpower to save the grizzlies. Their habitat must be preserved - roads need 
to be closed! (194/1) 

I do like road closures and think most should be allowed to brush up closed (with alder, etc.) on 
their own. It isn't worth all the money to obliterate every road. Justpull culverts and such, then 
let them close up on their own. (258/1) 

There is no need for roads in the high country. (303/2) 

The currentplan also allows an increase in Forest Service roads and this is probably 
detrimental to protecting grizzlies. (328/2) 

I strongly favor closing roads and areas sensitive to bear cougar, etc. habitat. (330/1) 

restrictions to motorized access within the recovery zones. Your preference for reducing 
motorized access is noted. 

Response: Alternatives A, B, C, and E each present different options for additional 

2. The roads are already there, leave them open. (5/1) 

I am opposed to anymore road closures . . . I had no qualms when they started gating the roads 
at higher elevations. That wasn 't good enough so they put them on the valley floor on most all 
the roads so at my age that eliminated mej-om hunting in my favorite spots. I don 't think that's 
(sic) right to lock up all that acreage for a bear. (6/1) 

The loss of18 miles of open roads and 100 miles of restricted roads is too much loss. (816) 

I am against the over zealous closing of the roads on public. (12/1) 

Do not close any more roads. Our roads need to stay accessible (sic), even ifit  is only for 
logging andfire. I adamantly oppose any and all new restrictions to my access to these 
measures you are trying to impose. (1 5/1) 

Our family uses the forest during the winter and summer and we do not want to have any more 
land closed oflto the public! (20/1) 

Please keep all our forest roads. (29/1) 

I am against shuting (sic) down all of the roads, stopping logging and creating more wilderness. 
(62/3) 
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Do not close any more roads. (70/1) (714) (81/2) (87/2) (1 08/2) (1 12/1) (1 93/1)(250/2) 
(253/1)(256/1) (25911) 

We do not need any more road closures! (78/3) 

Closure of more roads is counterproductive to the multiple use principle of our national forests. 
(%O/l) 

Existing roads are a must to be left as is - there is a definite overkill on road closures - gates - 
berms etc. (89/l) 

Please keep the area open for multiple use. Do not close any roaak or put additional restrictions 
on the traditional activities of the userpublic in the area. (9411) 

Too many roads are closed as it is impeding we senior citizens from our drives in the forest and 
huckleberrying. (95/1) 

I vote not on anyfirther road closures. (95/2) (138/1) 

Lets do this right so it honors the use ofpublic forest by the public. (104/10) 

Don’t lock up any more roads - especially during the winter when the bears are hibernating. 
(1 05/10) 

We paid to have the roads built so they should be available to us. Do not close any more roaak 
please. (1 0 711) 

Please do not close any more roads. This is human habitat too. (1 1311) 

I do not want any more roads closed! ! ! (1 16/5) 

I am against closing more of the forest for grizzlies. (122/1) 

No to road closures and the destruction of existing roads. (How can you manage anything 
without access?) (F4) 

Stop closing roads that I like to berry pick on andplaces we get firewood. (1421’2) 

As a retiredperson living in the Sullivan Lake area, we would hate to see any more road 
closures or obliterated! . . . AI1 we ask for our forests is multiple use and common sense - 
access! (146/1) 

m y  close more roads when the back country roads are not the problem. (1 61/1) 
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The current bearproblems are not going to be solved by closing more roads. (I 62/1) 

Stop clos.ing roads that I like to berry pick on andplaces we getjb-ewood. (189/2) 

No more road closures. (201/2) 

I would hope you would reconsider this faulty proposal and maintain public access to public 
lands. (227/2) 

I am opposed to any plan that increases road closures and suggest that any plan amendments 
should open gated roads rather than closing and gating more roads in the national forest. 
(240/1) 

I feel that too many roads have been closes already, for the consideration of the grizzly. (241/1) 

Please do not close anymore public land for grizzly bear habitat. (24311) 

I do not want any more roads obliterated or any more land set aside for wildlife. (244/1) 

Do not close any more roads, improve existing Grizzly Bear habitat1 (245/1) 

I would like our roads to remain open. (248/1) 

I adamantly (sic) oppose any road closures of any kind. (249/2) 

You don 5: need to close anymore roads, or specially decommission existing roads. (252/1) 

Have seen grizzly bears walking these roads in the Yaak so why get rid of them. (252/2) 

Please quit w ing  to push the people out of the mountains. Do not close any more roads. 
(252/4) 

Why close anymore roads. We have too many closed roads now. Ifeverything is closed how are 
we supposed to get_firewood, go hunting or just enjoy the outdoors? (251/1) 

I have seen grizzly tracks on open roads and on trails. I do not think roads need to be closed or 
obliterated for the bear. (255/4) 

No more roads gated ofi no roads tore up, (257/1) 

. . . reluctantly stand in strong opposition to any firther road closures and land set asides (sic) 
for bear recovery. (284/1) 

Leave the National Forest open to all. (295/1) 
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The grizzly bearpopulation is growing and there is no reason to close the forest. This means not 
closing or gating anymore roads or trails. (299/1) 

I and my family can not support public land closure for the grizzly or any of the other animals 
listed. (304/1) 

I am definitely not in favor of a plan to decrease accessibility to the public of existing forest 
roads. The present roads should be maintained and not closed. These roads are important for 
many reasons, including mining, $refighting, logging, recreation and fire wood collection. 
(31 3/1) 

Stop closing roads. (325/1) 

Please leave it as it is - no extended habitat; nor road closures. (331/1) 
Response: Alternatives A and B provide access management options with less 

impact to motorized use of existing roads within the recovery zones. Your preference for 
motorized access is noted. 

3. I implore you to reconsider the way our forests are being taken @om us. We want to enjoy 
them in our life times. To enjoy them we need to be in them not on thepinges looking in or 
flying over. Please reconsider all these roads you are closing. (51’2) 

the recovery zones is a very important social concern. Of the action alternatives given 
detailed study in the EIS, even the alternative most restrictive to motorized access 
(Alternative C) maintains over 3000 miles of road open year-round to motorized users. 

Response: We acknowledge that continuation of motorized use of existing roads in 

4. n e  plan must accommodate road maintenance and behind the gate times to continue 
snowmobile usage (sic). (8/2) 

completed following a more site-specific level of planning, analysis, and public involvement. 
We are presently in the first round of planning called “programmatic planning” which will 
not specifically address individual roads or snowmobile routes. Implementation of this 
decision will require another level of planning in which smaller subunits of the recovery 
zones will be analyzed. Various options for meeting grizzly bear habitat security standards 
will be proposed which will identify different roads and trails for motorized access and 
address maintenance of snowmobile routes. 

Response: Decisions related to maintenance of snowmobile routes will be 

5. Days behind gated must be increased. With lack of science to determine 57 use days. I 
propose a maintenance leuel of I15 trips. (8/4) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted 

6. 57 day access should be I1 5 days even though little use is being recorded increasing it will 
not increase use but if it is ever needed it will be there. (9B) 
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R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

7. Block,ing access and locking the American people out of their forest is a serious matter and 
should not be taken lightly - nor should this decision be justijied on the basis of arbitrary (sic) 
decision and inadequate “studies” just to meet a court settlement. The study used to limit the 
‘bdmin TLV” behind the gate is not applicable and the arbitrary (sic) decision to cut the trips by 
50% is not based on “scientijc evidence. ” (I  7/1) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

8. why are you not pursuing “seasonal roving habitat ’’ before more roads are bared, closed 
and/or decommissioned. There is absolutely no reason to let roads be rendered useless by 
allowing the road to be over grqwn with trees. The public should be able to access the area 
these roads service when the grizzly is not using the area. (FI) 

Alternatives B, C and E include provisions for incorporating seasonally based habitat 
quality when techniques are developed to do so. 

Response: We assume “roving habitat” refers to core habitat that moves by season. 

9. There is no science to support that it is necessary to reduce trips to less than oneper day in 
active seasonal bear habitat. Therefore the proposed reduction in allowable trips behind gated 
roads should not be less than I per day. (FI) 

Therefore, in order to avoid effects, it is prudent to set the permissible of administrative 
use at a lower level. 

Response: One trip per day is the level at which effects to bears became apparent. 

10. The ‘“Thirty Day Public Use ”period needs to be part of any adopted alternative, (FI) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

- -  

11. Then? is no scient$~ proof that use of roads affect the grizzly bear. Look at Denali Nat ’1 
Park and Yellowstone. (25/8) 

CYRZ: firearms are not permitted there. Numerous studies have concluded that human 
use of roads does affect grizzly bears (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, 
Wakkinen and Kasworm 1997, among others). 

Response: Denali and Yellowstone have one important difference with the SRZ and 

12. It must be pointed out that access is not being denied citizens. Only motorized access. (26/2) 

open for non-motorized use. 
Response: Your comment is correct. Roads restricted from motorized access are 

13. Please feel flee to open any closed roads so the handicapped Americans can enjoy the forest 
the same as everybody else. (29/2) 

I would like the people (sic)s roads to remain in place, maintained, accessible (sic) to the 
disabled and unlocked. (83/1) 
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We have a large number of disabled citizens in our County how are they going to benefit and 
access roadless areas? (1 W.5) 

Senior citizens, handicapped etc. cannot enjoy the natural beauty and resources behind closed 
gates. (1 93/2) 

This draft environmental impact statement does not appear to have received Americans With 
Disabilities clearance. Eliminating some motorized access, while permitting non-motorized 
access, may very well be viewed as discriminatory by disabled and handicappedpersons whose 
only access is possible by motorized means. (264/7) 

The Forest Service isn’t doing enough to protect the rights ofolderpeople to be able to enjoy the 
outdoor experience. Are grizzlies to have more rights that the olderpeople or elderly using the 
National Forest lands in Idaho, Montana and Washington. (311/1) 

very essence of these activities makes it physically and logically impossible to provide them 
equally on every acre of National Forest. It is impossible, for example, to provide 
motorized activities in the same area being managed for non-motorized opportunities. The 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 prohibits excluding a person, by reason of a 
disability, from participation in a service or activity being provided to the public. The act 
does not require providing services or activities to someone with a disability when the 
service or activity is not being provided to the public. When a road is closed to all 
motorized traffic, ADA does not require it be open to people with a disability. 

Response: There are many forms of recreational activities and opportunities. The 

14. The DEISproposes a signijkant increase in the allowable level of Forest Service and 
contractor trafic on roads closed for grizzly bear security. There is no biological basis for the 
proposed level) (F2)(57/10) (68/7) (86/5) (126/2) (1 49/11) (269/9)(285/7)(324/6) 

Equally obvious is the lack of biological basis for significantly increasing the allowable level of 
USFS and contractor traffic on roa& closed for grizzly bear security. (9317) 

Any alternative that allows increased USFS or contractor road traflc on roads closed for grizzly 
recoveiy is unacceptable. (1 581’3) 

The DEISproposes a signijkant increase in the allowable level of Forest Service and contractor 
trafic on roads closed for grizzly bear security. There is no biological basis for the proposed 
level, and firthemore this is a case of micromanagement incompatible with a programmatic 
EIS. (1 6411 7) 

How does Forest Service and contract trafic afect grizzlies? (1 9Y7) 

The DEIS also proposes an increase in the allowable level of trafic on roads closed for grizzly 
bear security. There is no biological basis for the proposed level. (262/3) 
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Specijkally, the recovery zone is already extensively roaded and developed. why does the DEIS 
allow higher levels of FS and contractor trafic on roads already closed for bear security? 
(2 79/2) 

use of restricted roads. Each alternative has its own individual level of allowed 
administrative use. Under Alterative B, use would be the same as it has been for the past 3 
years. Under Alternative A, use could increase from the recent past. Under Alternatives C 
and E, allowed use would be 57 trips per year. This compares to 115 trips under 
Alternatiive B, and under Alternative A, 121 trips for the Kootenai and 15 and 14 days 
respectively for the Idaho Panhandle and Lolo. Under the 15 and 14-day direction, the 
number of actual vehicle trips is unlimited. 

Response: The DEIS does not necessarily allow for an increase in administrative 

15. I feel the Forest Service is doing a fine job with the current road use situation and we do not 
need to dose or destroy the roads we now have. I believe it would be poor use of taxpayer 
money to intentionally make good roads unusable you will need them again some day! Would be 
a lot cheaper just to clear some brush then to build a new road. (3311) 

It cost taxpayers lots of money to build these roads, so why waste money to tear them up? 
(253/3) 

Rlesponse: How roads are to be restricted to motorized use is a decision to be made 
at the project-level. We are presently in the first round of planning called “programmatic 
planning” which will not specifically address individual roads or methods of road 
restriction. Implementation of this decision will require another level of planning in 
which smaller subunits of the recovery zones will be analyzed. Various options for meeting 
grizzly bear habitat security standards will be proposed which will identify different roads 
and trails for motorized access and address methods of closure. 

16. Ifyoit must close roads do not destroy them just stop maintaining them - they will be 
unusable soon enough and will still be usable. (33/3) 

Rlesponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

17. There is no biological justifcation for increased trafic on roads closed for griz security 
more human1bear contact invariably lea& to more grizzly bear mortality. (3 715) 

Response: See response to comment 14. 

18. Shuting (sic) down more roads in western Montana would serve no purpose. The existing 
road, mo2gt of which are closed do not hamper the existence of the grizzle (sic) bear at all. 
Closing more roads would not increase habitat or keep the bearsfiom roaming where ever they 
want to go anyway. Ifyou check your biologist records you will find that a number of the grizzly 
bears have spent time very close to town where there are plenty or roads and people. (6211) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

19. You plan to destroy some of these roads of (sic) reclaim them. Ifyou do that you create a 
greater tax burden on those of us who actually do pay taxes and at the same time you limit the 
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forest service (sic) ability to fight fires. Which I might add would destroy critical habitat and not 
just for the grizzly bear either. (62/2) 

What happens when there is no access to these areas in case of forestjkes. (7212) 

I am not in favor of closing roads for grizzly habitat. Their (sic) are many more uses for the 
forest than crating an exclusive bear sanctuary. Many of these roads were built at a cost of mote 
than 30,000 per mile and are needed for protecting forest health including fire protection. 

Forest management roads decommissioned, destroyed and closed will limit the active forest 
management required of the US. Forest Service. This includes rapid response forfire 
suppression purposes and any closure or destruction will cost credibility and added costs for 
management. (I 404) 

What aboutfire suppression in areas that had the road obliterated? (151/3) 

I feel the elimination or any roads would put our forests at risk due to lack of access for 
firefighters to respond to forest fires. . . . I f  the preferred alternative is chosen with the 
elimination of roads, I would hope that one lane of the road could remain intact. This would 
allow at leastfirefighters on foot to still be able to access areas that catch on fire (1 71/2) 

Continued road decommissioning is wasting a valuable asset for thehture. Existing roads and 
trails are resources for all aspects of forest management -fire control, forest surveying, public 
access. Further degradation of these assets is not tolerable. (225/6) 

why decommission roads? That makes it that much harder to fightfires. (253/2) 

No road should be obliterated/reclaimed because there was Q cost involved in building the road. 
Also there were many purposes involved with the road not the least of which is a management 
tool for neededfire management. This should be the most important consideration. (271/10) 

The idea of reclaiming hundreds of miles of roads is the introduction of raw soil for erosion also 
expense of reclaiming may be doubled as the reclaimed road may have to be reopened in case of 
fire or other emergency resulting in another chance for erosion. (280/2) 

Response: Response: Use of aerial fire fighting resources such as helicopters, 
retardant ships and smoke jumpers will be the primary fire fighting resource in areas that 
cannot be accessed by ground forces. We will also analyze the need for reopening closed 
roads as need for access by ground forces. 

' 20. B e  provision for increased traflc on roads closed for grizzly bear security is puzzling and 
'certainly not warranted. (63/2) 

Response: See response to comment 14. 

21. Some roads should be gated! But, who decides? (7711) 
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The miles of road to be reclaimed/obliterated seem to be arbitrary since the roads planned to be 
reclaimedobliterated are not identi$ed. (255/2) 

How does the government decide which roads to close? Is this based on the information given 
by Monta.nians, locals, or other factions? (78/2) 

Who decides what roads to close and how do they determine which ones to close. (81/3) 

How does the Government decide which roads to close? m a t  information and who provides it. 
(8 7/3) (I O8/3) 

Who provides information on road closures, based on what facts? (I 0 9 4  

Who provides the information used to determine which roads are closed? (116/2) 

who makes all these decisions? Federal employees? (I 9 8 4  

After reviewing the draft I found that it is only general in scope with no specific conclusions. 
The draft states that a certain amount of roads in a BMU will be closed. Which roads? Is this 
going to tie done by the USFS or USFWS? (247/1) 

How does the government decide which roads to close based on what information and who 
provides the information/ (250/3) 

The bottom line with reclaimed/obliterated roads is the same argument made in the roadless and 
forest road plan that i fa  road is a problem with erosion or improper engineering then the road 
should be repaired. (271/9) 

Roads can be made not usable for motorized vehicles in any number of lower cost means. TO 
have cost to build a road then cost to obliterate it then ifneeded cost to build it again is insane. 
These areas of consideration are all within the state and there is a minimum responsibility to all 
residents and land owner/managers for safety of the entire community. (27M 1) 

Restricted‘ vs reclaimed/obliterated roads. The only way to effectively close a road is to 
obliterate the road and reclaim the roadbed. In fact research suggests that “Unless a road has 
complete[v revegetated, managers should assume some level of human use is occurring along 
closed roads and grizzly bears will respond to that use. ” See Mace, Richard Timothy Manley 
and Shawn Riley. 1992. Grizzly Bear Response to Forest Road Densities and Timber 
Management in a Multiple Use Environment Research Update. Montana Dept of Fish, Wildlife 
and Parks. Restricting use on a road through gates, kelly humps and other barriers is not 
eflective. Ourfield based inventory work has shown that at best less than 50 % of gates are 
effective in restricting all motorized vehicle use. (see attached report.) Gates are easily 
circumvented and even when effective they are viewed with distaste by much of the public and 
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are often subject to vandalism. Any standard for OMRD or core area which relies on restricted 
routes should have discount for closure inefectiveness built in. (2 7716) 

Closing roads and destroying existing roads would be overly burdensome to the human 
populations in the management area and any possible benefits that this may yield for the grizzly 
bearpopulations, will be far outweighed by the detriment and burden to the local and visiting 
human populations. (31 7/11 

planning” which will not specifically address individual roads or methods of closure. 
Implementation of this decision will require another level of planning in which smaller 
subunits of the recovery zones will be analyzed Various options for meeting grizzly bear 
habitat security standards will be proposed which will identify different roads and trails 
for motorized use. Methods of closure will be closely examined and will be determined for 
each individual road. The deciding officials for most project-level decisions are local Forest 
Service district rangers and forest supervisors. 

Response: We are presently in the first round of planning called “programmatic 

22. Removal of roads is afire hazard. m y  not just gate them? (77i2) 

reclaimed to provide secure core habitat needed by bears. Please refer to response to 
comment 19. 

Response: Many roads would remain gated Other roads would be barriered or 

23. Why has the Forest Service decided to go through the expense of decommissioning roads 
instead of gating them so they could be used for forest fires or other emergencies? (78il I )  

There is more to this amendment since the USFS is including the decommissioning of roads as 
opposed to just gating these roads why? (80/4) 

Why are roads being decommissioned instead of gated. (811.5) 

Why has the Forest Service decided to decommission roads instead ofjust gating them? (87/5) 
(I  084) (I 16i4) 

Demolishing existing roads makes us more vulnerable to forest fire. It is very costly to put roads 
back to natural. In my opinion these roads don’t hurt anything. Grown over roads are used 
heavily (sic) by tame. (88/l) 

Never should a road once built and used should be reclaimed. For one thing it cannot be 
returned or turned back to where it was before built, reclaiming roads only adds to watershed 
and runof into nearby streams. Too many times duringfire season it has been the case where 
these reclaimed roads had to be reopened for access in fire suppression. The taxpayers bear the 
burden for building these roads and should not carry the financial burden (sic) for reclamation! 
(89/2) 

Stop decommissioning roads. Leave the gates for fire and habitat management. (90/1) 
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Do not oiiliterate more roads! (I 09/2) 

why has the Forest Service decided to decommission roads instead ofjust gating them. (250/5) 
Response: The language in the DEIS was somewhat confusing and has been 

clarified in the FEIS. Within the “reclaimed/obliterated” category, a number of different 
treatments could be applied. Many of these roads will be barriered and the road prism left 
in place. Some will have only the culverts removed so that the road is placed in long term 
storage and available for future use. Other roads may be ripped and revegetated, while s t i l l  
others may be recontoured to natural slope. The decisions on how to treat individual roads 
will be made through site-specific analysis. Please refer to response to comment 21. 

24. The (inswer to these concerns is not closing more roads. This is just an attempt to turn 
national j forest land into wilderness areas! (80/5) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

25. Ifwe identi3 seasonal habitat, go to gated roads and maintain a minimum road 
maintenance to keep the road @om causing hydrological problems we can retain reasonable 
access for fire control and, when appropriate, recreational access during non seasonal use. 
(F3) 

Response: We are considering this option for the future. Currently, insufficient 
information is available to apply these concepts in the SRZ and CYRZ. Alternatives B, C 
and E provide direction to pursue this approach as information becomes available. 

26. No more road (sic) should be allowed to over grow with trees or be recontoured. We need 
access to manage our forest health andjght fire. (FI). 

You are requesting that we be limited to 57 round trips per gated road when there is no science 
for this decision. why are you not looking at the seasonal habitat in relationship to when roads 
can be used or not used? Roaded areas that are not in seasonal use by the grizzly should be 
useable by the public. Roads that are in seasonal use by the grizzly should have some 
restrictions. There should not be any more bared/recontoured roads! Roads should be gated 
eflectivelv so they can be used for j re  control, forest management, andpublic use when not in 
seasonal use by the grizzly. (F3) 

We should identib seasonal habitat, go to gated roads, not barred or recontoured roads. The 
USFS should maintain the gated roads to keep them from causing hydrological problems. This 
would allow reasonable access for fire control and, when appropriate, recreational access 
during ncw seasonal grizzly use. (128/4) 

There is no science to support limiting round trips to 57per gated road. Roaded areas that are 
not in seasonal use by the grizzly should be useable by the public with minimal or no restrictions. 
Roads that are in seasonal use by the grizzly should have some restrictions. Roads should be 
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gated effectively to control access but, they should be accessible forfire control, forest 
management, andpublic use when not in seasonal use by the grizzly. (128/5) 

Response: See responses to comments 14 and 25. 

21. The “Thirty Day Public Use”period needs to be part of any adopted alternative. (F3) 

A least one “Thirty Day Public Use”period needs to be part of any adopted alternative. (128/8) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

28. Does closing roads really help the bears? (I 1613) 

Ehy do you think closing roads will help these bears? (142/P) 

human use of roads (Mace and Manley 1993, Mace and Waller 1997, Wakkinen and 
Kasworm 1997, among others). Therefore, restricting use on the roads will be beneficial to 
bears. 

Response: Current research shows clearly that bears can be adversely affected by 

29. As I understand it, the agencies propose to reclaim some 520 miles of restricted roads, 
reclaim some 61 miles of open roads, restrict some 36 miles of open roads, and restrict some 13 
miles of trails. But the agency people at the meeting couldn’t disclose where those roads and 
trails are, or what the consequences of the closures would be. I couldfind no map with that 
information in the DEIS. (147/9) 

above for more details regarding this programmatic amendment to the Forest Plan. 
Response: Your statement is correct. Please refer to the response to comment 21 

30. In the past, the agencies in this area, the Forest Service, have closed many miles of roads, to 
‘protect ’’ the grizzly bear. And, they have coercedprivate property owners to close roads, as 
well. Now they want to close more roads andjirther limit access to some 2.2-million acres oJ: 
so-called, grizzly bear habitat. Yet, the agencies, apparently, don’t have a good handle on what 
the eflects of the past closures have been. In the past the agencies have declared that their road 
closures and other restrictive activities have had “no significant impact on the human 
environment. ” We all know that the actions taken, to-date, to protect the grizzly bear, have had 
ve7y significant, extreme, impacts on the human environment, including access to thousands of 
acres of land that contain valuable resources, that can, as result, be neither managed, nor 
protected. 

Now, the agenciespropose to isolate more valuable land and resources. At least, the agencies 
shouldprovide the public with real consequences of what they have done in the past and what 
they propose to do in the future, under this proposal. (1 47/10) 

Response: The DEIS and FEIS provide an analysis of the effects of access 
management to the natural and human environments. 
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31. The roads scheduled for closure should be identij?ed. The original purpose of those roak  
should be revealed, as well as the cost of construction. Also, the area sewed by the roads should 
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be disclosed, as well as the fiture management of the areas. Obviously, i fa  road was 
constructed as a primary access road to an area, for a particular management purpose, the 
closure ofthat road means that the area can’no longer be accessed for that purpose and the 
resource use is lost. Isn ’t the Forest Service supposed to reveal the cumulative eflects of its 
actions as well as opportunities foregone? Obviously, ifyou close miles and miles of roads, 
some opportunities are going to be lost. m a t  are they? (I 47/I 1) 

analyses :and decisions that will follow in the implementation of this programmatic 
decision. At that time, specific options for reaching the grizzly bear habitat security 
standards will be proposed and the items you request will be disclosed. See the response to 
comment 21 for more information. 

Response: Your suggested disclosure of effects will be included in site-specific 

32. The cost of closure and reclamation of roads is a significant cost to the taxpayer. What will 
those costs be? The Forest Service spent millions on the establishment of a transportation 
system to serve the resources on the national forests. The development of a transportation 
system was, for many years, a very significant objective of the Forest Service. These roads are 
truly enormous investments. The transportation system on the national forests represents 
probably [he greatest inji-astructure investment made throughout the entire National Forest 
System. hleal professional land managers should fight to death to maintain and acquire access 
to the resources they manage. For people within the Agency to simply destroy those facilities 
and not recognize the costs and impacts, is simply unacceptable. It is probably illegal, and, 
most-of -all, it is unprofessional, no matter what the reasoning may be. (147/12) 

What is the cost of closure and reclamation of roads to the taxpayer? (268/7) 

implemernfing each alternative. Please refer to the economics section in the FEIS for this 
information. 

Response: A cost analysis has been completed based on the estimated effect of 

33. The Rule Set contains several components that actually loosen previous Forest Plan 
standards: it allows “restricted ’’ (gated) roads to be opened for 30 days (one per BMU) to 
appease the public and it increases the allowable level of administrative use on gated roads to be 
increased.fiom 14 days per roadper year (as per the Recovery Plan) to I12 round tnps. Neither 
ones are biologically defensible and should not be included in the chosen alternative. (149/15) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

34. Furthermore road closures by the Forest Service to prevent motorized access have proven to 
be very ineflective. On Colville National Forest, the Forest Service found that actual use 
exceeded by 444% an already too lenient standard allowing up two vehicles per week. 85% of 
the entriex were unauthorized (USDA Forest Service 1992). In northern Idaho, the US. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (I 994) conducted road closure eflectiveness surveys and found: 

-80-1 00% of road closures inspected in Selkirk Ecosystem was passable by motorcycles 
-40-90% waspassable by larger ORV’s 

How will this motorized access management plan ensure road closure eflectiveness? The DEIS 
fails to outline a monitoring and enforcement plan. In Montana, Dood et al. (1985) found that 
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32% of all hunting mortality and 48% of all non-hunting mortality of grizzlies occurred within 
one mile of a road. History shows us that whether or not wildlve and land managers have known 
general principles of road impacts, they have not been effectively applied in land management 
decisions, and indeed, the addressal of these issues has been forced upon agencies by citizen 
interest groups (Hammer 1986, 1988, 1990, Flathead National Forest 1995, USDA Forest 
Service I9  73). (I 49/19) 

operations. Law enforcement is also an important part of the program. Numerous citations 
for access violations have been issued in the affected Forests. 

Response: Monitoring and maintenance area regular parts of access management 

35. Road obliteration at this level would obviously impact timber management. I would rather 
see temporary closures and regular road maintenance in these areas. (I 51/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

36. The consequences of decommissioning roads were improperly evaluated. Very little weight 
has been given to habitat manipulation options that will be foregone in the future or the 
significant social and economic impacts. As we understand the DEIS, the Forest Service 
proposes to reclaim (rip/decommission/destroy) 520 miles of restricted roadr, reclaim some 61 
miles of open roads, restrict some 36 miles of open roads, and restrict some 13 miles of trails. 
Where is the map that discloses this information? How can these destructive measures be 

justified to limit access to another 2.2-million acres of forest resource lands, given that past 
closures dismiss human and economic impacts with statements like “no signijkant impact” or 
‘‘moderate impact? ” Why aren’t the original construction costs andpurposes of these roads 
included in the DEIS? The loss of millions of dollars worth of roads will mean that the areas 
can no longer be accessed for its intendedpurpose and the resource use as well as recreational 
use is lost forever. Isn’t the Forest Service supposed to reveal the cumulative eflects of its 
actions as well as opportunities foregone? What are the opportunities lost and associated costs? 
(F6) (275/4) (32014) 

The consequences of decommissioning roads were improperly evaluated. Vely little weight has 
been given to habitat manipulation options that will be foregone in the future. (21 0/4) 

The consequences of decommissioning were improperly evaluated. (Fs) 

The consequences of decommissioning roads were improperly evaluated. Current science is 
uncertain about how grizzlies react to roads in their neighborhood, and an actual number count 
of grizzlies in the wild is still speculative even after two decades of grizzly bear study and 
management. How do we know whether current recovery methods have been successjL1, or that 
hrther restrictions of human access to valuable forest resources is appropriate? How do we 
know that increased human caused bear mortality cited numerous time in the DEIS is 
justification for proposed action - has any basis other than apourishing bear population? The 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee recovery specialist (Servheen) ahs stated that higher 
mortalities would be a product of a larger bear population” gthere are more bears out there, 
you would expect more mortalities. (26415) 
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Response: Habitat manipulation can be an important management tool for bears; 
however, at this point in the recovery process, habitat is not limiting. Security is a more 
critical nleed than food in current habitat considerations. Not all 520 miles of road would be 
“ripped and destroyed”. See the response to comments 21 and 23. 

The econsmic cost analysis does not include the costs of road construction, benefits from 
use and then the costs of road decommissioning. The cost analysis only shows the 
budgetayy cost of implementing the alternatives. NEPA does not require a monetary 
benefit-cost or economic efficiency analysis. If an agency prepares an economic efficiency 
analysis, then one must be prepared and displayed for all alternatives [40 CFR 1502.231. 

The social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the FEIS to more accurately 
describe ithe impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. See the 
Social and Economic Effects section of the final EIS. 

37. Decommissioning or road r@ (destruction) surely causes more short term and long term 
sedimentation of streams than asserted by the DEIS. Pictorial evidence of South Coal Creek 
culvert removals on the Flathead Forest showed massive erosion, well above predictions. Long 
term forest employees will tell you that culvert failures are veiy rare. Coupled with this 
erroneous hypothesis is the fact that the costs of reducedfire prevention and suppression haven ’t 
been identified. (F6) 

Response: There are numerous examples of successful culvert removals that form 
the basis for the effects disclosed in the DEIS. The Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests have been successfully decommissioning roads with acceptable levels of 
short-term sediment well within the predicted levels. We acknowledge that culvert failures 
on open and maintained roads have been infrequent but assert that barriered roads will 
not be subject to maintenance levels of the past and culvert blockage and failures are more 
likely to aiccur. Costs of reduced fire prevention and suppression are very difficult to 
estimate :it the programmatic planning level. Increased effectiveness of air supported fire 
suppression and transport of firefighters may compensate for reduced ground-based 
response time. Recognizing the stochastic nature of wildfire ignitions, unpredictability of 
weather conditions, and unknown levels of future fire fighting resource availability, any 
attempt at identifying increased cost of fire suppression is suspect. 

38. I dojkvor turning some roads into hiking tails rather than obliteration, especially in the 
lower elevation. (300/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

39. Decornmissioning or road rip (destruction) surely causes more short term and long term 
sedimentation of streams than asserted by the DEIS. Pictorial evidence of South Coal Creek 
culvert removals on the Flathead Forest showed massive erosion, well above predictions. Long 
term forest employees will tell you that culvert failures are very rare. Coupled with this 
erroneous hypothesis is the fact that the costs of reducedfire prevention and suppression haven ’t 
been idenitiJied. (rr;6) 
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Response: See response to comment 36 above. 

40. The DEIS fails to take a multi-species, integrated approach to road management in these 
ecosystems. Ifit were to do so, it would be demonstrated thatproviding increased levels of 
security for grizzly bear via road decommissioning also provides substantial benefits for elk, 
water quality, fish, and many other aquatic and terrestrial species. (I  81/3) 

been disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 
Response: The effects of the proposed action and alternatives on other species has 

41. Taking a multi-species, integrated approach in the FEIS is perhaps the single most 
important step the Forest Service can take to educate the public and soften the resistance to road 
closures and decommissioning. In the Flathead Valley, Montana DNRC commissioned a public 
survey which showedpublic resistance to road closures in general. However, the survey found: 

m e n  asked about speciJic reasons for closing roads, support increased. Nearly ninety 
percent saidpreventing environmental damage. . . was a good reason. Almost three 
quarters said game animal security was a good reason. Nearly sixty percent thought 
protection of threatened or endangered species was a good reason to close roads. 

Clearly, and in spite of existing complaints against road closures, substantial public support for 
road closures on behalf of grizzly bears exists. This can be bolstered by demonstrating the 
simultaneous benefits to big game species and the environmental benefits to fish and water 
quality by making roads hydrologically stable via road decommissioning and culvert removal. 
(1 81 /5) 

Response: Thank you, you comment is noted. 

42. Pages 3-1 I3 and 3-1 14 of the DEISpresent information regarding the economics of gating, 
berming and decommissioning roads. We do not feel this section of the DEIS is fairly and 
completely presented. For example, it is not clear whether moving a roadfiom currently open to 
“restricted” status would require anything more than an $800 gate, yet the DEIS claims it would 
require putting the road “into storage, ’’ at an average cost of $5,00Oper mile. 

If indeed $5,00Oper mile is required to put an open road into storage, it leaves us wondering to 
what level of disrepair and destabilization these open roads have fallen. How does putting a 
road into storage difler from “decommissioning?” Is decommissioning actually and legally 
required for a road that is to be “barriered? ’’ Must culverts be removed? How eflective are 
barriers compared to road decommissioning? The DEIS needs to be clariJied in these regards. 
(I 81 /6) 

Response: Please refer to response to comment 23. 

43. In attachments to a February 5,2001 letter to usfiom Kootenai Forest Supervisor Bob 
Castaneda, the Fortine Ranger District writes: 

- -  
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[TJhere s e e m  to be an increase in the number of violations to year round closures. This 
is in part attributed to earthberms that have become worn down over the years . . . the 
district will move toward more permanent closure devices . . . In some cases total 
obliteration of the roadway is necessary. 

Flathead Forest Plan Amendment 19 requires that road closures to secure grizzly bear habitat 
core areas must be of an eflective, permanent type (no gates), with f i l l  road reclamation 
preferred Those closures intended to lower total road densities must consist of road 
reclamation with all stream-bearing and most ditch-relief culverts removed. In this way the 
Flathead’ integrated its grizzly bear security objectives with requirements to protect and restore 
water quality and fisheries. We find no similar requirements in the DEIS. 

Eflorts on the part of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee to ease the requirements for road 
reclamation are without a firm scientijk foundation and rely solely on the ability of the agencies 
to insure gates “eflectively eliminate public trespass. ’’ This is something the agencies have not 
been able to accomplish in the past decades and gate trespass is on the rise, not declining. 
Therefore, substantial road reclamation/decommissioning is required. 

The DEIS and FEIS must acknowledge these fundamental necessities and note the costs of 
conducting road decommissioning as a public benefit, not just an expense. Using numbers in the 
DEIS, decommissioning some 700 miles of road under Alternative C would require some $4.2 
million dollars (at $6,00Oper mile) to be spent on high-paying jobs that require much of the 
same equipment used by loggers and road builders. According to Flathead Plan Amendment 19, 
25 jobs are created for each $1 million expended in road decommissioning. Using this 
multiplier, Alternative C would likely produce some 105 jobs. 

However, the DEIS provides no such estimates and instead presents vague present net values 
that decrease with increased amounts of road decommissioning. Nor does the DEIS provide 
information on the economic and job benefits provided by Alternative D and other alternatives 
that would require more road decommissioning. The D E B  assessment of economics is biased 
and inadequate. (1 81/7) 

Response: The social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the FEIS to 
more accurately describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic 
environment. 

44. I have a real problem with the DEISplan to reclaim 520 miles of restricted roads, reclaim 
61 miles ofopen roads, restrict some 36 miles of open roads and restrict some 13 miles of trails. 
Our tax money helped to pay for these roads and I see no reason to further waste money on 
ripping these roads out. Khat is the estimated cost of the Project? (18211) 

Response: The estimated costs by alternative were displayed on page 3-114 of the 
DEIS. Please refer to the economics section of the FEIS for more information. 

45. In the preferred alternative, Alternative E, public access will again be diminished. Between 
433 and 61 7 miles of road will befirther restricted including the obliteration of 374 to 520 miles 
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of existing road. Trails will also be closed. Information is lacking in the EIS on where these 
closures will occur and specijkally how many miles will be affected. (I  85/1) 

of the Forest Plans. Specific roads are not identified as a part of this process. For more 
information, please refer to response to comment 21. 

Response: As described in previous responses, this is a programmatic amendment 

46. The EIS states that there will be no direct effects on recreation resources in the analysis 
area and the eflects identiJied would be indirect effects because they would occur later in time. 
It is very diflcult to accept this when there are listings for the amount of roads to be restricted or 
obliterated. Before an alternative is placed into effect, we believe it is necessary to review which 
roads and trails are proposed to be further restricted or obliterated. It is very diflcult for us or 
the public to comment on road closures and their effects without being provided accurate 
information. (I 8Y2) 

Response: Reference response to comment 45 above. 

47. Have citizen groups ever been given the opportunity to hellp maintain roads? (19817) 

maintenance on the three National Forests. 
Response: We have no knowledge of citizen groups volunteering to help with road 

48. How much does it cost to close down a road? (198/8) 
Response: Costs predicted in the DEB ranged from a total of $800 per road if gated 

to $7,250 per mile if extensive stabilization work is needed on a road to be barriered. Please 
refer to comment 23 and to the cost efficiency discussion im the social and economic effects 
section in Chapter Three of the FEIS. 

49. How many hours do federal employees spend closing roads? (I 9819) 

hours spent by Forest Service personnel in road management actions is highly variable. 
Response: Your question is too general to offer a specific answer. The number of 

50. why are culverts ripped out of the closed roads and left in the woods? Is this cost effective? 
(I 98/10) 

Response: Most culverts removed from roads in recent years have been removed 
and salvaged either by the Forest Service or the contractor performing the work 

51. Introduce the endangered species in small test areas without implementing new restrictions 
on local citizens. (I  98/12) 

Act. There are no species introductions being proposed in the EIS. 
Response: Grizzly bear recovery is required by the Federal Endangered Species 

52. Evaluate management plans often. Perhaps restrictions can be eased, if species goals are 
met. (I 98/14) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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53. General management considerations have allotted I5 days per year for operation of motor 
vehicles on restricted roads. Your preferred alternative proposes administrative use on the 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Idaho Panhandle National forest at 57 round trips per year distributed by 
season. What is the scientijk basis for this revision? (199/5) 

Response: The level of administrative use proposed is based on grizzly bear 
research that shows effects on grizzly bears when use of roads reaches certain levels. 

54. Page 2-20, Table 2-6. Under the Alternative E column we see that Miles of Open Road 
Reclaimed would = 43-61; Miles of Open Road Changed to Restricted would = 16-36; and Miles 
of Restricted Road Changed to Reclaimed would = 3 74-520. Given our previous observation 
that under Alt. E, OMRD could rise in 65.5% of BMU’s, TMXD could go up in 48%, and Core 
decline in 58.6% - How can any of those claimed miles be accurate? (206/1 I )  

Response: The amount of change you state for OMRD, TMRD and Core is 
inaccurate. For the 30 BMUs analyzed in Alternative E, OMRD could increase in 16 and 
decrease in 6; TMRD could increase in 10 and decrease in 14; and core could increase in 11 
and decrease in 14. The net average change per BMU is +1 percent for OMRD, -1 percent 
for TMRD, and +1 percent for core. 

55. We would caution you, however, that independent analysis suggests the GIs roads data for 
Idaho State Lands is so inaccurate as to be completely unreliable. Only when accurate data 
layers art? available for all jurisdictions will USFS be able to proceed with conjdence. (206/19) 

Response: The Idaho Department of State Lands has supplied us with updated road 
informaeion which is incorporated into the FEIS. 

56. Restrictions must include additional barriers beyond just gates to unauthorized entry, which 
demonstrably render such closures effective. All restricted routes must be clearly signed and 
enforced as such at all times. (206/25) 

are enforced. 
Response: Many roads are barriered. Gated roads are signed and the restrictions 

57. Excejtt in the most unusual of circumstances, public motorized access on restricted routes 
should not be permitted. (206/26) 

Response: Public motorized access on restricted routes is not allowed, except for 
very limited use by handicapped hunters, and for controlled use by contractors and 
permittets. 

58. In addition, road closures and restrictions must be targeted to maximize connectedness 
between these two recovery areas, as well as to larger Canadian populations. (206128) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted 

59. None of the alternatives are adequate because the consequences of decommissioning were 
improperly evaluated (209/2) 
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Response: The social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the final EIS 
to more accurately describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic 
environment. See the Social and Economic Effects section of the final EIS. 

60. None of the alternatives are adequate because the irreversible and irretrievable loss of the 
road assets that will be decommissioned is not suflciently addressed,. (209/5) 

road assets or the loss of benefits due to road decommissioning. The cost analysis only 
shows the budgetary cost of implementing the alternatives. NEPA does not require a 
monetary benefit-cost or economic efficiency analysis. If an agency prepares an economic 
efficiency analysis, then one must be prepared and displayed for all alternatives [40 CFR 
1502.23 1. 

Response: The economic cost analysis does not require an analysis of the loss of 

61. There is no recommendation for decommissioning or road rip anywhere in this document 
although the authors do recommend road closures. ibid. pp 73 Assuming that Mace et a1 are 
correct and bears do avoid OPEN roads to some extent, road rip is not necessary; neither is 
closing roads in some cases. Often seasonal closures will suflce. (209/13) 

to open roads, the total amount of roads on the landscape also may affect grizzly bears. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Current research shows that in addition 

62. The decommissioning/rehabilitation of roads, which we refer to as “road rip”, is 
unnecessary, wasteful, destructive and not supported by science. Road rip is a highly 
controversial action. It is relatively new and not well understood. It adds more sediments to 
streams than simple closure or even public use. On page 67 of Ch 3a the claim is made that 
many road failures have occurred. The claim is not documented and the exact number and 
severity of the failures is not recorded. Personal testimony fiom retired long time FS employees 
on the Flathead NF reveals that culvert failures are very rare. Statements on 3a-70 to the eflect 
that culvert removal would “outweigh the short-term negative effects of the work required to 
make proposed roads hydrologically neutral. ” are contradicted by photographic evidence 
(~.mtmultipleuse.org) in the Big Creek drainage of Flathead NF The erosion Porn road rip 
extends long after the initial excavation of culverts and is many times more extensive than 
indicated on page 70. A retired 30+ year veteran of the Flathead National Forest states that he 
does not recall more than 2 or 3 total culvert failures in his entire career. Ifwe take a rate 3 
times that, which is highly unlikely considering that road construction standards are much 
higher today than previously, we could expect 9 culvert failures in 30 years. 
Using figures fiom the Spotted Beetle project on the Flathead Forest the expected average 
sediment delivery @om a road failure is I I .5 cu. fl. Nine failures in 30 years would yield (9 X 
11.5 = 103.5 CU.~?.). They expected to remove 44 culverts to rip 48 miles of road which, by their 
calculations would immediately yield a total of 127.6 cu. f t .  zander a moderate” erosion scenario. 
Thus nine failures over 30 years would yield less than the sediment delivered immediately after 
culvert removal. The total sediment delivery of culvert removal which includes the inevitable 
and serious erosion that will occur during the first andpossibly second or third succeeding 
spring mnofls will be at least two andpossibly up to ten times the initial erosion (see the 
pictures), Consequently, in the short time of one or two summers the road rip activities, proposed 
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for the S’)otted Beetle project would deliver at least (2 X 127.6 =) 255.2cu.ft. of sediments for 
the Best Case, Moderate depth scenario. This is 2.5 times as much DIRT as would be expected 
with 9 culvert failures of similar type in 30 years - all delivered in one or two years!! 
This EIS does not reveal how many culverts will be removed but figures fiom the Spotted Beetle 
project should be similar 
It precludes any meanindul management action including eflcient fire suppression in affected 
areas. “Extended response times due to reduced surface access increases the possibility of an 
escaped jire.. The cost of suppression increases due to needs for aviation support andfirefighter 
support in remote areas. ”Ch 3,pplI7. The belief expressed in this EIS that there would be fewer 
human causedfire ignitions after road rip because of dificulty of human access would also 
apply to barriered roads. However, barriered roads could be used forfire suppression but 
ripped roads could not. A combination of restricting admin access to 57 trips for all aflected 
areas per year and up to 580 miles of road rip for Alternative E will lead to severe impact on 
forest management particularly $a situation arises that requires admin attention such as 
flooding, disease orfire rehab 

Endangeredthreatened bull trout, white sturgeon, and burbot in the Kootenai drainage will be 
aflected by severely increased sedimentation. 

Is it wise to destroy valuable roads that will be needed in the future? 

What scientijk study that uses current information and has been subjected to a rigorous peer 
review, diferentiates between a barriered road and a decommissionedobliterated road? 

How do you know that a grizzly bear can tell the difference between a barriered road and an 
obliterated one? I fhe cannot then why go to the expense of obliteration, causing a large 
increase in stream sedimentation in the process? (209/19) 

effects on1 grizzly bears. See response to comment 23. 
Response: Barriered and obliterated roads are assumed to have the same potential 

63. This EIS is defective because there is no recognition or accounting for the irreversible and 
irretrieva,ble consequences of road obliteration. The opportunity cost of loss of access is not 
accounted for in this EIS. “With the loss of access andfirther access restrictions comes a 
higher economic cost to access public lands, or in some cases, an inability to manage these lands 
for certain uses. ’’ Ch3b 8-57 How could FS manage the 57 trip restriction across 3 forests with 
different management groups? These roads cost millions of dollars ofpublic finds to construct 
and maintain but the cost of the loss of this capital asset is not accounted for in this EIS. 
(209/22) 

Response: See response to comment 60. 

64. As we understand the DEIS, the Forest Service proposes to reclaim 
(rip/decommission/destroy) 520 miles of restricted roads, reclaim some 61 miles of open roads, 
restrict some 36 miles of open roads, and restrict some 13 miles of trails. Where is the map that 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 119 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments RDS-400 

discloses this information? How can these destructive measures be just$ed to limit access to 
another 2.2-million acres of forest resource lands, given that past closures dismiss human and 
economic impacts with statements like no signifcant impact or moderate impact? why aren’t the 
original construction costs andpurposes of these roads included in the DEIS? The loss of 
millions of dollars worth of roads will mean that the areas can no longer be accessed for its 
intended purpose and the resource use as well as recreational use is lost forever (21 0/7) 

Response: Please refer to response to comments 21 and 45. 

65. Page 3-1 09 in the 3rdparagraph you state, “there is no strong pattern of either support or 
opposition to road closures by stakeholders ’*. I believe this a very false statement! There was a 
public vote taken in Lincoln County which showed overwhelming support for more access and 
less road closures. why was this information not used? (21 4/s) 

Response: This information came directly from the Social Assessment for the 
Kootenai National Forest (as was stated in the DEIS). See the Social Assessment for the 
Kootenai National Forest, pages 165-166 and 265-267. We are not aware of any public vote 
on access. 

66. The “Thirty Day Public Use ”period needs to be part of any adopted alternative. (225/2) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

67. The continued emphasis on road closures at the most viable method to reduce bear mortality 
should be refocused. The need for more education, sanitation and better law enforcement are 
just a few items being neglected in thehtureplans. (225/3) 

Response: We agree that more emphasis needs to be placed on these items and the 
Forest Service has been actively working in these areas in cooperation with other Federal 
and State wildlife agencies. 

68. On page 3-50 of the DEIS, the “Existing Transportation Systems’’ chart lists statistics for 
the (Idaho) State BMU. (We emphasize here that the USF& WS considers the State BA4U a 
‘Priority I ’ BMU.) SCA finds the figures provided very interesting since the Idaho Department 
of Lands admits that it doesn’t have a completed road inventory and Forest Service planners 
were unable to provide us with ven3able information as to where the State BMU information in 
the DEIS originated. (238/9) 

information for the FEIS. Please refer to the transportation section for the new 
information. 

Response: The Idaho Department of Lands has provided us with updated 

69. The Selkirk Conservation Alliance has invested considerable time into a comprehensive GIs 
analysis of the Idaho State BMU east of Priest Lake. This analysis, (which was conducted by an 
independent GIs specialist contracted by SCA), incorporates all available information provided 
by both the US Forest Service as well as the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL). As a result of 
our analysis, it is clear that the statistics in the DEIS underestimate the severity of the road 
situation in this BMU. An accurate roads analysis that incorporates information on all 
driveable roads and motorized trails, efficacy of gate closures, etc. would present a much more 
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disturbing picture. (Presumably, other information pertaining to the Recovery Area as a whole, 
as it invohes the state BMU, is inaccurate as well.) As a result, the DEIS analysis is founded on 
a decidedly optimistic picture of the existing condition in the Selkirk Recovery Area. Certainly, 
accurate State BMU information should have relevance to the development of alternatives for 
management of grizzly bears in this Recovery Area and, in fact, is required under existing law 
and regulations. Unfortunately, the digitized information from IDL is almost wholly unreliable 
and/or incomplete and the Forest Service’s road analysis for state lands) significantly 
underestimates road and motorized trail mileage and accepts as accurate IDL ’s assurances of 
gate closure effectiveness on state lands. Our on-the-ground experience indicates that gates on 
state lana’s are often open when they are supposed to be closed and even when closed, are 
routinely violated due to appallingly ineffective closure techniques. (238/1 I )  

Response: See response to comments 68 above. 

70. Violations of Road Closures Reduce Security causing Harm to Bears 
Managers cannot assume that closed gates and earth barriers efectively restrict motorized 
access in secure habitats. The high failure rates of road closures in the national forests that 
administer these recovery zones have been documented in Bertram, 1992; Hammer, 1986,2001; 
Lobdell, 1’994; Platt. 1993. “Additionally, the Grizzly Bear Compendium [IGBC, 19871 as well 
as Fish and Wildlge Service evaluations [USFWS I993a, b] recognize the relative ineffectiveness 
of road closures compared with road obliteration. The persistent violations of road closures 
will require protection of secure areas by road obliteration. ’’ (Metzgar, 2001) (23911 7) 

areas may be treated in a variety of ways, including oblitera~on and barriers. 
Response: Restricted (gated) roads are not allowed in core areas. Roads in core 

71. The LIEIS Lacks Detailed Information 
The DEIS does not provide information to back up the statement that 6-700 hundred miles of 
road would be obliterated as a result of Alternatives C or E. What was the basis for the estimates 
of miles of road to be reclaimed/obliterated in Table 2-6? It is counter-productive to include 
speculative statements which will elicit a decidedly negative response @om those who desire 
access to every inch of the national forests, without presenting the basis for them. 

Nor does the DEIS reveal that many miles of road would be constructed and/or opened under 
Alternatives C and E in the process of reducing core and increasing road densities in BMUs that 
are over 33-26-55, Presenting one side of the story, the side that is bound to increase public 
opposition to increasing grizzly bear security, though counterproductive, seems to be the 
standard operating procedure for the KNF and IPNF. 
(23911 8) 

presented in Chapter 3. Estimated effects to road status displayed in Tables 3-19 through 
3-22 were determined through computer modeling of multiple scenarios for road closures 
within specific BMUs. A brief explanation of the methodology was included on page 3-51 
of the DEXS. Further documentation is included in the project file. 

Response: The numbers displayed in Table 206 were summarized from those 

FEI!; for Access Management within the Sellcirk and CabinetNaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 121 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments RDS-400 

72. The draft did not adequately address access by means other than motorized. It is my 
understanding that non-motorized public access would be allowed after the road closures are in 
place. Activities such as hiking, backpacking an equestrian would continue to be allowed. Is this 
correct. (264/1) 

allowed on roads restricted or barriered. 
Response: Yes, your statement is correct. Non-motorized public access would be 

73. And where is the map of the actual roads and trails you ’reproposing ripping out? why 
aren ’t the original construction costs andpurposes of these roads included in the DEIS? The 
loss of millions of dollars worth of roads will mean that the areas can no longer be accessed for 
its intendedpulpose and the resource use as well as recreational use is lost forever. (266/7) 

Response: Please refer to response to comment 21. 

74. The agencies propose to reclaim some 520 mile of restricted roads, reclaim some 61 miles of 
open roads, restrict some 36 miles of open roads, and restrict some 13 miles of trails. Here, 
specij?cally, are those roads and trails? Waat, specijically, are the consequences of those 
closures on existing management for game, recreation, wildlfe, fire, mineral values and timber? 
(268/1) 

Response: Please refer to response to comment 21. 

75. In the transportation section a problem area is accented. These various programmatic 
plans for various subjects needs to have consistency. I have monitored the O W  and roadless 
and forest road planning structures and now again words are used to conhse. “road ” has yet 
another definition. There needs to be consistency, I one road is the width of a car and in another 
it is 50 inches. This inconsistency yields confusion and incomect data analysis when each 
department or agency is evaluating reports. (271/6) 
Response: The term “road ” is not defined consistently across the United States or between 
government federal, state, and local) agencies. The definition of a road as used in this analysis 
is provided on page 3-47 of the DEB. 

76. Another problem area in the transportation section involving reclaimed roads and private 
land roads being used in evaluating road densities in the BMUs. These are not roads in the area 
of management and should be excludedj?om consideration. Reclaimed/barriered roads are not 
roads. Private land roads are roads not in the management structure and the individuals in 
control of them have no input into the forest managementprocess so they can ’t be considered in 
evaluation. The only way to consider barriered roads is in they can be used for management 
purposes, otherwise they don ’t exist. (2 71/8) 

Response: Reclaimed and barriered roads are not considered in road density 
analyses. Open and restricted roads on private lands are considered because bears do not 
differentiate between land ownerships. However, the standards contained in the EIS 
pertain only to Federal lands. 
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77. The FSprovides no information as to why the road closures and obliteration proposed in the 
action alternatives will have more than a minor impact on bear recovery. These alternatives 
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propose closing or obliterating only [between] 2.2% and 7.7% of all open routes (DEIS 3-54 to 
55; DEIS tables). Alternative E, supposedly the preferred alternative closes and obliterates 
fewer open routes than even Alternative C. (287/10) 

Response: Alternative C would also allow more openings of currently restricted 
roads than Alternative E. 

78. Seveipal of BPA 's transmission and communication facilities are within or adjacent to 
Recovery Zones. In order to safely and eficientlyprovide a reliable supply of electricity 
throughout the Northwest, it is imperative that we have critical access to our facilities. We are 
willing to work with the respective national Forest Stafls to discuss site-spec@ proposed 
modijicarions to travel routes utilized by BPA. We request that no unilateral actions be taken by 
your agency, either at the currentprogrammatic document phase of the EIS, or at any 
subsequent site-specijic documentation phase, that would modifi or restrict ground travel routes 
utilized b y  BPA. Please contact me at such time you deem appropriate to initiate discussion of 
proposed site-specijk alternatives regarding any restrictions or modijkation of roads that are, 
or may be utilized by BPA. (312/1) 

Response: Your comment is noted. No changes to BPA access would occur in this 
programmatic amendment to the Forest Plans. Site-specific planning efforts within areas 
containing BPA facilities will certainly be seeking BPA input and involvement in the 
process. 

79. I am in favor ofjust oblitering (sic) the beginning ie entrance of most roads, that would 
make them available for walking and related activities - and still keep a vestige of a road. 
(330/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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RDS-401 Administrative Access 

1. There is no scientific basis forproposed levels of administrative use. (31/8) (323/11) 
Response: Levels of administrative use were set after considering research from the 

South Fork of the Flathead that shows that a change in bears’ behavior can be detected at a 
threshold of one vehicle per day. 

2. The preferred alternative will substantially limit management decisions and administrative 
access to the area. Alternative E is too limiting for managing timber resources and restoration 
activities. The Flexibility for resource management needs to be much more moderate rather 
than limiting., Even the ability to manage resources due to insect and disease mortality, 
blowdown, and undesirable tree species will be further restricted and totally ineflcient. (1 85/3) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

3. Besides timber and resource management restrictions that would occur with this Alternative 
(E), a major concern of ours is the increased risk of catastrophic fire. The EIS even states that 
the additional road restrictions identij?ed in all alternatives will have the potential of impacting 
fire suppression eflorts. It also accurately states that large fires could adversely impact wildlge 
security habitat. It would seem to us that further management restrictions as proposed in all 
alternatives is setting the stage for a catastrophic disaster that will eliminate resources and 
wildlqe security habitat. It would be much more prudent to allow more administrative access in 
the area to improve habitat and reduce the chance of severe fires. Catastrophic fires will only 
lead to loss of secure and sustainable habitat and defeat the purpose of the plan. (185/4) 

Response: Use of aerial fire fighting resources such as helicopters, retardant ships 
and smoke jumpers will be the primary fire fighting resource in areas that cannot be 
accessed by ground forces. We will also analyze the need for reopening closed roads as 
needed for access by ground forces. 

4. There is no scientijk basis for proposed levels of administrative use. The DEISproposes a 
signijkant increase in the allowable level of Forest Service and contractor traflc on roah 
closed for grizzly bear security. Roads with trafic levels of 57 round trips per year into grizzly 
bear habitats as proposed in Alternatives C and E will displace grizzly bears and expose them to 
higher mortality risks. (205/9) 

There is no scientijk basis for the proposed levels of administrative use in any alternative. 
(208/8) 

Response: See response to comment 1. 

5. P: 2-15, next to last bullet says, ‘Ydministrative Use .... would be 57 round trips per year 
divided by season. Clearly, this has no more basis in grizzly bear science than the original 11 5 
Interim Access Rule Set. USFS attempted to justifi that number by setting the standard at “<I 
round trip per day during the non-denning period ”, saying it was based on the South Fork 
Flathead study. However, South Fork researcher Rick Mace noted that administrative use on his 
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1 
I 
I 
E 
1 
1 How can you possibly manage these lands with a 57-trip restriction across three forests with 

different management groups? Are you saying, there will be zero management eflorts? (266/7) 
Response: The 57 round trips is an effort to balance management needs with grizzly 

bear needs. Management of the forests would continue within these limits. 

8 
I 
I 
a 
8 
I 

restricted use roads was “virtually zero. ” Half of a scientijkally unsound number is still an 
unsound number. (2064 0) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted 

6. None of the Administrative Use levels are based on any known grizzly tolerance levels, 
although at least the IPNF and Lolo approximate the standard of 14 days used by the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC). However, since there’s no limit on tripsper day, 
this use level could be quite damaging. Administrative use should apply to agencies only; should 
occur only in unusual or emergency circumstances; must be monitored, recorded and enforced; 
and must be based on demonstrated bear tolerance levels, not agency management preferences. 
(206/14) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

7. Administrative Use on all restricted routes would be essentially zero during the non-denning 
period except in emergency cases, or to meet limited, one time use needs. Administrative use 
would be confined to agencies and would be systematically recorded and accounted for. (206/24) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

8. How can you possibly manage these lands with a 57-trip restriction across three forests with 
different (management groups? (F6) (21 O/I 0) (275/6) (320/6) 

9. Proposed Administrative Use Levels are not ScientiJically Defensible Roads with traflc levels 
of 57 round trips per year into grizzly bear habitats as proposed in Alternatives C and E will 
displace ~,nzzly bears and expose them to higher mortality risks. ‘fMace and Waller, [ I  9971 
found less displacement of bearsfiom “Class I ”  roads for which the median level of vehicular 
use was very close to zero [R.Mace, pers.comm. and data provided] but traflc on the order of 57 
round tr@s per year should have eflects more similar to SFGBS Class 2 roads from which bears 
showed greater displacement [Mace and Waller, 1997, Table 7.1.5, p.  721. 
(239/17) 

(Metzgar, 2001) 

Response: See response to comment 1. 

IO. The plan adopted should be whichever plan ofers maximum flexibility to those 
implementing the plan. It is essential that the US Forest Service maintain the flexibility to fine 
tune their activities as conditions change over the life of the plan. Fore examples, restricting 
themselves to 57 administrative round trips into the BMUs each year makes no sense. The US 
Forest Service may well require far more trips just to enforce the road closures resultingfiom 
the plan. It may also be necessary to close, or even open, different roads as conditions change. 
(264/3) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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I I .  The Forest Service has closed many miles of roads to protect the grizzly bear. What impact 
have these closures had opt the Forest Service's ability to manage for resources other than 
grizzly habitat? (268/5) 

Response: The effects of road management are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

12. We are concerned that allowing logging contractors and other permittees to use restricted 
roads (DEIS 2-3 to 4) may impact bears. See "adequacy of core area, etc. . . . 'I  section above. In 
addition, there is no documentation that 57 round trips per year on these roads would not 
negatively impact bears. 

The FS also fails to count roads of 5003. or less in road density standards (DEIS 2-3). This 
could lead to the proliferation of log landings and skyline yarding areas in bear habitat. 
Impacts of spur roads should be analyzed. (287/7) 

thus should not be included in road density analyses. 
Response: By definition, a structure less that 500 feet in length is not a road, and 

13. I believe though that the administrative use should seriously lo-k at the possibility of 
working w local recreational and other organizations to have access to areas to do maintenance 
on aperiodic basis. (297/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 
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RDS-402 Access to Private Inholdings 

I .  Implementation will aflect access to private lands requiring entry through U.S. Forest 
Service ownership. (140/8) 

be provilded to private land inholdings within National Forests. It was acknowledged early 
in this project that the Forest Service has a legal obligation to provide access to private 
inholdings. In determining the effects of the habitat security standards, scenarios were 
modeled that did not change existing access to private lands. If future needs for access on 
private inholdings require motorized access, the area surrounding the access route would 
no longer qualify as security habitat. If this causes the BMU to not meet security 
standardls, core habitat designation and route density adjustments would be necessary 
elsewhere on Federal lands within the BMU. 

Response: By law, adequate access to provide reasonable use and enjoyment must 

2. There are contradictory statements within the text regarding the potential impacts or 
restrictions on access to private property. More specijkally, on page 2-19, it is stated “this EIS 
is not proposing any actions associated with.. Restricting access to private property”. This 
contradicts a previous statement that “implementation of the proposed action may place limits 
on the amount of motorized use of Forest Service roads accessingprivate inholdings ”. @g. 2-3) 
Access to private ownership which is surrounded by lands administered by the USFS was 
identijied as a “signijicant issue” by the Interdisciplinary Team, yet was not addressed in this 
analysis. All potential impacts on this issue should be explored in more detail prior to 
preparation of the Final EIS. (221/4) 

Response: The statement on page 2-3 is taken from an issue statement which 
represents a concern expressed by the public. It was not meant to imply that the Forest 
Service actions would limit access to private lands but that the design of alternatives would 
consider the need to provide access to private inholdings. In recognition of this significant 
issue, the design of the alternatives did not propose any action that would restrict access to 
private inholdings. For additional information, please refer to the response to comment 1. 

3. The drajl does not adequately address the issue ofprivately ownedproperty within the 
BMU’S. . , . It would be unreasonable, ifnot illegal, for the US Forest Service toprevent a 
property owner S- access to private property. (264/5) 

to the FEIS. The Forest Service does not intend to restrict access to private lands in the 
implementation of the habitat security standards. Please refer to the response to comments 
1 and2. 

Response: More discussion of the effects to access to private lands has been added 

4. Private property tends to change owners. . . . If access to private property by motorized 
means is restricted or denied, it could have the eflect of devaluing the property and possibly lead 
to litigation. (264/6) 
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Response: As stated in response to comment 1, the Forest Service recognizes its 
obligation to provide adequate access for reasonable use and enjoyment of private land 
inholdings within National Forests. Please refer to responses to comments 1,2, and 3. 

J 
1 

K Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
-~ 
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WSFS-50 1 Fisheries 

1. m i l e  water quality and aquatic habitat concerns with roads are discussed in the Watershed 
and Fisheries Section of the DEIS, we believe the final EIS should more specijically discuss 
connections and inter-relationships between road management for grizzly bar protection with 
road management for water quality and fisheries protection. Will the road management 
recommendations based on grizzly bear habitat and security needs also optimize water quality 
and fisheries habitat? It is important that coordination between wildlife and water quality and 
fisheries technical stafls take place during the habitat based access management work group 
evaluation process. Such coordination will help assure that water quality and fisheries concerns 
are adequately considered along with grizzly bear and other terrestrial wildlife concerns in 
developing speciJc road management proposals. (41/4) 

Response: The Access Amendment would provide specific guidelines for road 
densities in the Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zone but would not identify specific roads for 
treatment. The Forests agree that multiple resource coordination would be important for 
the successful implementation of the Access Amendment at the project level. 

2. The final EIS should more specijkally discuss connections and inter-relationships between 
road management for gnzzly bear protection with road management for water quality and 
fisheries protection. Will the road management recommendations based on grizzly bear habitat 
and security needs also optimize water quality and fisheries habitat needs? (41/6) 

Response: See response to comment WSFS-501(1). 

3. It is important for coordination between wildlife and water quality andfisheries technical 
stafls to take place during the habitat based access management work group evaluation process. 
Such coordination will help assure that water quality and fisheries concerns are adequately 
considered ads well as grizzly bear and other terrestrial wildlqe concerns. Protection offish 
and aquatic species is a factor that needs to be considered during evaluations of road 
management. For example, closure of roads that cause water quality and fisheries impacts, 
particularly roads that impact waters on State 302 (d) lists (i.e., water bodies designated by the 
State as having impaired water quality), or roads that impact bull trout recovery streams should 
receive priority for closure, or at least road improvement, even i f  they are not a road with a high 
priority for road closure due to grizzly bear concerns. (4117) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

4. It would be appropriate to include the Clean Water Act (CWA) among the laws regulating 
Jisheries management in Table 3-23 @age 3-58), since the CWA regulates protection of water 
quality to protect beneficial uses of water bodies including aquatic life fisheries uses. (41/8) 

fisheries in Table 3-23. 
Response: The Clean Water Act, revised 1972 was added to the legal framework for 

5. Decommissioning or road rip (destruction) surely causes more short term and long term 
sedimentation of streams than asserted by the DEIS. Pictorial evidence of South Coal Creek 
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culvert removals on the Flathead Forest showed massive erosion, well above predictions. 
(21 O/I I )  (FS) (266/8) (275/7) (320/7) 

Response: See response to comment WSFS-501(1). The amendment would not 
delineate the methods for attaining those standards. Actual implementation of the Access 
Amendment would occur at the project specific level. Appropriate road management 
strategies would be developed at the project level. 

6. 
amendments. ’’ r f  no changes in direction are proposed for federally listed species other 
than grizzly bears, why is there a watershed andjsheries section? (23012) 

Response: Under NEPA the Forests are required to discuss the effects of an action. 
Though the proposed action is programmatic and does not change direction for species 
other than grizzly bears, it would affect watershed and aquatic resources by requiring the 
implementation of the Access Amendment Standards. 

Pg. S-2. “No changes in direction for other federally-listed species are proposed in these 
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WSFS-502 Sensitive Species 

1. The discussion of T & E Species bull trout on page 3-64 contains the following sentence. 
“Bull trout are common on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and Lolo National Forests.” No 
scient@ analysis is supplied on page 3-64 that indicate bull trout are in fact abundant and 
common in the IF watersheds. The Final EIS must include accurate scientijk analysis and expert 
agency comments that supports the statement on page 3-64. Information regarding the current 
status of bull trout in watersheds on the IPNF that has been acquired by the US. Fish & Wildlfe 
Service and Idaho Department of Fish & Game should be included in the Final EIS. This 
information would include a listing of the watersheds on the IPNF where bull trout were 
historically found, with an additional listing of the watersheds that currently contain healthy and 
abundant populations of bull trout. (306/3) 

in fact acknowledges that bull trout are widely distributed across the three Forests. As 
such, bull trout would potentially be affected by the implementation of an access 
management policy. The biological assessment @A) for effects to bull trout remains to be 
prepared, but will analyze effects of the preferred alternative on current bull trout 
populations and their habitat. The BA will focus on bull trout watersheds within the 
CabinetNaak Recovery Zone. 

Response: The statement is qualitative in nature and does not infer abundance but 
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VEG600 Vegetation 

1. Aggressive weed control measures should be taken on all obliterated road areas. (160/2) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Weed control measures are not part of 

this programmatic analysis, but will be considered on a site-specific basis. 

VEG601 Timber 

I. The proposed rules for access management are without merit and they change the 
management emphasis and goals of the aflected forest without adequate disclosure of 
environmental, social and economic eflects. The lmi/sw mile ORD, and 2mi/sq mi TRD rules 
eflectively eliminate timber management as a viable management emphasis in mountainous 
terrain such as these forests. when roads have to wind in and out of mountainous drainages, it 
may take 2 miles of roadjust to cross one section of land. One mile of road will not cross a 
section of land in mountainous terrain. These restrictive rules mean most sections of 
mountainous terrain cannot be developed to manage the timber resources because it would take 
more than 2 miles of road/sq. mile of land. An analysis of actual lands designated for timber 
management must be made to disclose which lands could be managed and which land could not 
be managed for the long term under these rules. The proposals certainly have more than a 
moderate effect on timber management and economics. (55/1) 

the analysis, it is not possible to determine which roads would be closed under each 
alternative and which lands could and could not be accessed. The final EIS attempts to 
make an estimate of the above impacts. 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Because of the programmatic nature of 

2. The entire document only addresses management of the suitable timber acres on the Forests. 
The Kootenai alone has over 700,000 acres of roadless lands. Why have you not included these 
lanh  in your analysis? (21 4/4) 

Response: Access to roadless lands is not part of the purpose and need for th is  
analysis. 

3. There is has been a definite increase in logging levels in the bear recovery area which the 
DEIS does not account for (DEIS 3-76; DEIS-Vegetation). Actual impacts of logging and other 
management activities (and potential firture impacts if Alternatives C and E are chosen) are not 
f i l ly considered. (287/1 I )  

under separate, site-specific decision documents. 
Response: Impacts of logging and other management activities will be considered 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Resuonses to Comments REC-700 I 
REG700 Recreational Use of Roads and Trails 

1. We wish to have you take into consideration the fact that the area the Forest Service is 
considering closing offis heavily used by recreationalists in the area, of which we are among. 
(1 9/1) 

Response: Page 3-81 of the DEIS considers that recreation within the Bear Recovery 
Zones is well established and is a part of the management and use of the land. The DEIS 
recognizes over I00,OOOpeopleparticipate in outdoor recreation each year in the analysis area. 

2 .  I think the government is trying to close to much national forest for public use. No one wants 
grizzly bears in Idaho. n e  forest should be open for recreation use, snowmobiles, ATV etc. 
( 2 1 4  

Response: Recreational use is a broad category that includes many forms of 
recreational activities and opportunities. Frequently, the different activities or 
opportunities conflict with each other. This requires some restrictions be implemented to 
mitigate or reduce the conflicts between users. The DEIS does not propose to close any of 
the national forest to public use but there may be restrictions on some activities. For 
example, recreational activities may change to non-motorized means of travel and food 
restriction orders may be implemented to reduce beadhuman conflicts. 

3. Sno-mobiling (sic) should be allowed on almost all roads. (33/2) 

wheeled vehicles. State laws governing operation of motorized vehicles generally prohibit 
operating snowmobiles on plowed roads. 

Response: This comment is understood to mean on roads that are not plowed for 

The Forest Plans generally allow for snowmobile use in most areas unless there is a conflict 
with other recreational users, other uses of the land, or for protection of the natural 
environment or resources. The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 states that the 
National Forests are established for outdoor recreation as one of the five purposes of the 
forests. At the same time, this act recognizes that the multiple-uses cannot be provided 
equally in all areas and provides direction to coordinate the management of the resources 
in a way that best meets the needs of the American people. In some areas, one or more of 
the resources may not be provided. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
declares that the public lands be managed for outdoor recreation and human occupancy 
and use. This act future directs that the public lands be managed in a manner that protects 
the historical and natural resources. This includes protecting some land in the natural 
condition. 

4. Please leave out lands open to us for multi use recreation. (1 02/10) 
Response: All National Forest land within the analysis area is open to multi use 

recreation. This does not mean that all recreational activities or opportunities can be 
provided or utilized on every acre of land. The very essence of some activities are in conflict 
with other activities or cannot occur in some areas. For example, hunting is a conflict with 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinemaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 

Page 4 - 136 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments REC-700 

I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 

I 
I. 

the safely of campers in a developed campground. Likewise, developed camping cannot 
occur in a remote dispersed site. 

5. We w,ill back IOO% any policies that will not place more restrictions on us as recreation 
forest users. (I 03/10) 

the national forests to be able to meet this type of policy. 
Response: Comment noted. There are simply too many resource needs existing on 

6. My concern is that hunters,Jishermen and campers are getting locked out of more and more 
land. (I ,? 7/1) 

Ftesponse: The DEIS does not propose prohibiting hunting, fishing, or camping 
activities or preventing users from utilizing the opportunities. Some of the ways the activity 
is utilized, especially the method of access, will change. It is Kecognized that as certain areas 
become imore remote, use will decline. 

7. Furthermore, snowmobile recreation is increasing substantially every year throughout the 
inland northwest, particularly in Idaho, and the IPNF has witnessed it first hand. Sales of new 
high tech OR V S, motorcycles and snowmobiles is increasing at an alarming rate. These state of 
the art machines are much more capable of accessing more remote. Any new and/or open roads 
near or within Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones will greatly accelerate accessibility by motorized 
users which will inevitably impact grizzly bears. The large healthy populations of grizzlies are in 
large protected areas such as Glacier and Yellowstone National Park, Bob Marshall Wilderness, 
Frank Church Wilderness. 

The accumulations of snowmobile exposures over the course of a winter or several seasons can 
result in :signijkant long-term wildlfe displacement and expanded home ranges, increasing 
winter stresses and energy expenditures. As a consequence, wildlqe (especially larger mammals 
such as grizzly bears, elk, and bighorn sheep) often suJEer increased winter mortality in areas 
where snowmobiles are used, even in low intensities (Berwick 1968, Bury 1978, DeMarchi 1975, 
Dorrance et al. 1975, Neumann andMerriam 1972). Snowmobile use causes harm to wildlfe, 
vegetation and soils. Because of their .high noise levels and extreme speed, snowmobiles harass 
sage grouse and other wildlif, causing increased metabolic rates and stress responses. 
(1 49/18) 

Response: Snowmobile recreation is recognized on page 3-85 of the DEIS as 
increasing faster than in many other areas of the west. New technology has allowed users to 
access areas that were considered inaccessible in the past. There are healthy populations of 
grizzly bears in Glacier and Yellowstone National Parks and Bob Marshall Wilderness, but 
no bears in the Frank Church Wilderness. 

There are studies that document wildlife reactions to snowmobiles, other motorized 
vehicles, and even to humans. In many studies the reactions are determined to be adverse 
based on the way the animal reacts. Likewise, there is information, and a lot of photos, 
which show motorized vehicles, including snowmobiles, among herds of bison, deer, 
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antelope, and elk where the animals do not appear to visibly react or be concerned with the 
presence of the motorized vehicles. Some of these animals are known to reside inside towns 
and around human occupied residences. 

The Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society’s “Effects of Recreation on Rocky Mountain 
Wildlife, A Review for Montana”, September 1999, on page 7.25, discusses winter 
motorized recreation on grizzly bears. Studies showed that snowmobiles did increase the 
heart rate of denned bears; but so did aircraft. One study indicated “that grizzly bears 
reacted more strongly to people on foot in remote areas than to motorized equipment in 
more developed areas.” There was little supporting evidence found of increased winter 
mortality to the bears due to snowmobile activity. Such is not the case for wheeled vehicles 
as there are known bear kills by trains. 

8. As you have noted in the DEIS, snowmobiling takesplace in the winter when snow covers the 
ground and the bears are in hibernation. In the summary table 4 3  @age 422) jnd  “greater” 
or “‘greatest” restriction to current levels of motorized winter recreation in all alternatives 
except A, No Action. Non-Motorized winter recreation is apparently unaffected, except by the 
loss of snowmobile tracks that facilitate their access. We doubt that either form of winter 
recreation has any signijkant effect on bears and are unaware of any dejnitive studies to the 
contrary. Reasonably managed, our activities don ’t affect security or mortality. &l winter 
recreation activity should avoid known dens and closures might be appropriate in the early 
winter and spring when bears are beginning to den or emerging. Season-long closures appear 
to accomplish little or nothing. (15612) 

Response: The Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society’s “Effects of Recreation on 
Rocky Mountain Wildlife, A Review for Montana”, September 1999, on page 7.25, 
discusses winter motorized recreation on grizzly bears. The studies listed reported increase 
in heart rates and even movement within the den due to motorized vehicles including 
snowmobiles and aircraft. Such reactions by the bear are usually believed to be adverse. At 
least one study believed the greatest potential for disturbance from snowmobile activity 
occurs when females with cubs are still confined to the den vicinity during spring and when 
bears descend to lower elevations and more gentle terrain. None of the studies reported 
bear reactions to people on cross-country skis but note reaction to hikers. 

9. Too often as of late management actions are based on poor or non-existent science. 
Motorized recreation is automatically assumed to be evil and impactive, while non-motorized 
recreation is OK. m e n  viewed without the blinders of bias, however, we often find the efects 
exaggerated. There are even some instances where non-motorized activities create more 
impacts than motorized. Many species readily adapt to the sound of motors and quickly learn 
that they pose no threat. A silent and stealthy approach, by contrast, resembles the behavior of 
predators and sends them into jlight. Most wildlge species adjust quite readily to human 
presence when we stop killing and harassing them. The prevalence of urbanized deer, elk, 
coyotes and other species bears witness to this. We encourage you in this and otherplanning 
activities to avoid basing management of winter recreation activities on shallow, feels-good 
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science. Restrictions should be applied only when really necessary and a negative impact can be 
clearly cc!emonstrated. (1 56/3) 

Response: See response to comment 8. One of the studies indicated that grizzly 
bears reacted more strongly to people on foot in remote areas than to motorized equipment 
in more developed areas. 

10. We urge you to consider real versusperceived impacts of motorized winter 
recreation and limit access only when demonstrably necessary for benefit of grizzlies actually 
occupying the aflected lands. (I 56/10) 

Response: Same response as comment 8. 

I I .  Why is the USF & WS limiting American fieedom to recreate? None is called for in the 
lawsuit settlement. It is unfair to single out motorized access. (1 72/1) 

Response: The DEIS does not propose to prohibit recreation but does recognize 
that conflicts can and do occur between different recreational activities as well as other 
resources. When conflicts arise the Forest Service is directed by such laws as the Multiple- 
Use Sustained-yield Act of 1960 and Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 to 
coordinaite the management of the resources in a way that best meets the needs of the 
American people. This may include restricting motorized access while allowing non- 
motorized access. 

12. Pg. 3-80, Fourprimary recreation goals. Where they conflict with Forest Plan management 
direction( i.e. MA-2) they need to be restricted. There is no monitoringprovision in the 
proposed Forest Plan amendment to even be able to quantijj their efect. (230/7) 

management areas with mitigation measures that allow for the objectives of the 
management area to be achieved. For example, on the Kootenai Forest, MA-2 standards 
include that trails will normally be closed to all motorized vehicles while snowmobiling will 
generally be allowed unless it conflicts with seasonal grizzly use. The proposed amendment 
does not include a monitoring provision; monitoring requirements are provided within the 
current ]Forest Plan. For the Kootenai, monitoring item A-1 and A-2 measure use in 
roadless and semi-primitive areas, like MA-2. 

Response: The four primary recreation goals are considered in the individual 

13. Pg. 3-85 -87. Snowmobile use in high priority grizzly bear denning areas has to be 
considered a viable impact on bear reproduction, security and recovery. With operators of high- 
tech machines increasingly on the search for greater challenges, the probability this will lead 
them to the higher elevations where bears den cannot be ignored. Places such as the West 
Fisher Creek drainage need to be placed o f  limits to motorized winter recreation. (23018) 

allowed users to access areas that were considered inaccessible in the past. The issue of 
snowmotde impacts on denned bears is addressed in the Montana Chapter of the Wildlife 
Society’s “Effects of Recreation on Rocky Mountain Wildlife, A Review for Montana”, 
September 1999, on page 7.25. The studies listed reported increase in heart rates and even 

Response: Page 3-85 of the DEIS acknowledges new technology in snowmobiles has 
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movement within the den due to motorized vehicles including snowmobiles and aircraft. 
Such reactions by the bear are usually believed to be adverse. At least one study believed 
the greatest potential for disturbance from snowmobile activity occurs when females with 
cubs are s t i l l  confined to the den vicinity during spring and when bears descend to lower 
elevations and more gentle terrain. None of these studies suggest that it is necessary to 
place entire drainages off limits to motorized winter recreation. I 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
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ECON-1000 Employment/Income 

Generalized Comment 

Many of the following comments are very similar regarding the effects on the social and 
economic environment. Following is a generalized comment and the response: 

The government has not considered the social and economic impact of this amendment. The 
economics analysis is inadequate. The Forest Service needs to analyze the social and economic 
eflects of road closures on recreation, fishing, and logging. 

Response: The social and economic effects analysis documents the effect on local 
communities. This social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the final EIS to 
more accurately describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic 
environment. See the Social and Economic Effects section of the final EIS. Table 2-6, 
Comparison of the Effects of the Alternatives, has also been revised to more appropriately 
summarize and compare the social and economic effects by alternative. 

Social and economic effects will be considered in choosing the preferred alternative and 
making the decision. The decision maker must take into account a variety of resource 
effects, including the effect on the social and economic environment. The Record of 
Decision will document this consideration. 

I .  These plans continue to fail to take into account ... regional economic and recreational 
activities and do not provide for input fiom and concerns of any Jirture human inhabitants 
involved in economical recovery programs. (I 1/2) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

2. There would also be a major impact on the businesses and resorts in the area, which depend 
heavily on the revenues fiom tourists and recreatoinalists(sic) that come to the area. (I9/3) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

3. I don 't believe (sic) the government is considering the social and economic implications of 
protecting and helping the grizzly bear - a lot of families (sic) will be adversely afected by 
closing these areas -please study this part of this plan. (30/8) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

4. We can 't afford to lose any more jobs over these grizzly bear. (71/2) 
Response: See generalized comment response. 

5. Is this going to shut down Forest Service jobs as well as it will mine? (7211) 
Response: See generalized comment response. 
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6. At some point the effects of the closures on the ‘>people” who live and depend on natl. forest 
has to be considered. (80/3) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

7. Has the Forest Service completed an economic analysis of the road closures on recreation, 
hunting, jishing grazing, mining, and logging. (87/1) (I  08/1) (I 1 4 4  

Has an economic analysis of the road closures efects on recreation, hunting, fishing and logging 
been conducted? (I I3/2) 

Has the F.S. determined the economical impact additional closures will have? (1 I6/1) 

Has anybody done an economic analysis on what this could do to recreation, hunting, fishing, 
mining, or logging. Could this effect the economics of Lincoln County, or the state of Montana. 
(252/3) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

8. As a small business owner I must ask ifthere is or has ever been any economic analysis of 
road closures? (90/2) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

9. Throughout the DEIS, there are many terms that deal in generalities. The economic sections 
of the DEE don’t even mention the timber industiy and what has happened to it since 1982, 
when the original Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was implemented, and 1987, when the current 
Kootenai National Forest Plan was approved and implemented. Not even any mention of it. You 
only address economics and industry in very general terms. Lincoln County is a resource-based 
industry County. About 75percent of it is managed, or not managed, by the Kootenai National 
Forest. Under the 1987 Kootenai Forest Plan, the Forest was to produce 227-million board feet 
of regulared timber, and another 6-mmbm of unregulated, annually. And the Forest came close 
to that fos a couple of years. Then, the annual sales program began to fall-ofJ: In 2001 the 
Forest was scheduled to sell about 70-mmbm of timber and it only sold 51.8-mmbm and it only 
harvested’ 50.2-mmbm. That is incredibly poor performance, by any standard. (I 47113) 

The economic sections of the DEIS don ’t even mention the timber industry and what has 
happened‘ since 1982, when the original Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was implemented, nor the 
current Kootenai National Forest Plan approved and implemented in 1987 - no mention. Isn’t 
that a signijkant hole in the DEIS considering Lincoln County is a resource-based industly 
county? Under the 1987 Kootenai Forest Plan the Forest was to product (sic) 227-million board 
feet of regulated timber, and another 6-million board feet of unregulated, annually. In 2001, the 
Forest sold only 51.8-million board feet and actually harvested 50.2 million. Why the 
discrepancy? (26617)(2 7515) (32015) 
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Response: The cumulative effects section of the social and economic effects analysis 
has been revised in the final EIS to describe the timber program and the reduction in 
timber sales over the last decade. Implementation of the forest plan is monitored annually 
and effects on the timber sale program are displayed. See the Social and Economic Effects 
section of the final EIS and the annual forest plan monitoring and evaluation reports. 

IO.  The impact on our already dwindling timber dependent economy would be devastating f a  
55% reduction in roadless areas is allowed to occur in there (sic) core areas, the “referred 
alternative 99. (I 5111) 

social and economic effects analysis documents the effect on local communities. 
Response: There is no reduction of roadless areas proposed in any alternative. The 

11. Many tourist and hunters that come to northwest Montana during the fall boost our local 
economies during a slower time of the year. I’d like to see an economic analysis tied to all the 
proposed alternatives to minimize impact to our area residents and businesses. (I 5116) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

12. f i e  economic sections of the DEIS don’t even mention the timber industry and what has 
happened to it since 1982, when the original Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was implemented, nor 
the current Kootenai National Forest Plan approved and implemented in 1987 - no mention. 
Doesn ’t this seem odd since Lincoln County is a resource-based industry county? Under the 
1987 Kootenai Forest Plan, the Forest was to produce 227-million board feet of regulated 
timber, and another 6-million boardfeet of unregulated, annually. In 2001, the Forest only sold 
51.8-million board feet and actually harvested 50.2-million. Why the discrepancy? And what is 
the economic impact ofpresent policies, let alone the closures proposed in the DEIS? (F6) 

Response: See response to number 9. 

13. I didn’t see any economic consequences on our timber and recreation industries listed in the 
DEIS. (I 82/2) 

Response: This was information was available in the draft EIS (page 3-112). The 
social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the final EIS to more accurately 
describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. See the 
Social and Economic Effects section of the final EIS. 

14. Of any discussions contained in the EIS, the eflects on economic conditions are the most 
lacking andpoor& analyzed. The EIS again states that there would be no direct eflects on the 
social and economic environment. All effects would be indirect. It also states that no numeric 
change in jobs and income could be calculated. These types of statements defeat the purpose of 
developing an EIS. Over and over again in the EIS, we see the statement that there will be no 
direct eflects on the issues analyzed, only indirect effects that are unknown because they occur 
later in time. This provides very little information for the public to comment on and continues to 
erode the public’s trust in these types of issues. It seems totally absurd that there is almost as 

1 
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much discussion in the EIS on the affects to thepileated woodpecker as there are to the 
economic aflects on our residents. (I 85/6) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

15. What financial impact will the grizzly management plan have on local communities? 
(I 98/3) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

16. Both the proposed (B) andpreferred (E) alternatives are projected in the DEIS to result in a 
net economic loss (DEISp. 2-23). The economic effects are inadequately addressed and are 
improperly weighted in the DEIS analysis. (204/3) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

17. None of the alternatives are adequate because insufficient consideration was given to the 
social and economic impacts of this EIS.  “A majority of the public clearly displayed their 
disapproval of additional access restrictions, particularly on the Kootenai National Forest 
portion ” Ch 1, pp6 (209/3) 

Rtsponse: See generalized comment response. 

18. The social and economic concerns of local residents were acknowledged but never really 
considered. The authors claim that the effects on the economy and on recreation would be 
moderate. How can they know what the cumulative effect of yet another forest shutdown will be 
on the lifestyles and livelihoods that have sustained these communities for generations. This is 
especially true in the town of Libby which is reelingpom the closure of mining and logging and 
now the recreation in the area is being slammed by the nationwide coverage of the asbestos 
problem. 

The writers tried to convey the idea that the local residents have mixed feelings about grizzlies 
and road closures. Nothing could be further from the truth. The residents of Boundary, Sanders, 
and Lincoln voted 80% against-the roadless initiative and any other extension of roadlessness or 
road closures. 

“...it was determined that the present status did not fully meet any particular desired biological 
or social condition. The ‘ffreezing” of the present status would not provide an option that more 
&lly resolved any of the biological or social concerns identified as signijkant issues. With this 
language .the EIS writers dismissed the social concerns that they had elaborated on for 1 bpages. 

How could the team have ‘@lly ’’ considered Alternative F if they concluded that it does not 
resolve social issues? The EIS mentions in several places the repeated concerns of the public 
over road closures. Are the legitimate concerns of the public not “social concerns’’ or are they 
not “significant ”? ?That would the team consider to be a “significant” social concern? ?That 
signijkan,t social concerns did the team discover other than the concerns about loss of access? 
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NEPA requires that the agency filly and carefully address social and economic concerns. 
Brushing them away without a backward glance hardly fulfills the NEPA requirement. (209/21) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

19. Very little weight has been given to the sign$cant social and economic impacts. (21 016) 
Response: See generalized comment response. 

20. What are the opportunities lost and associated costs? The economic sections of the Deis 
don ’t even mention the timber industiy and what has happened to it since 1982, when the 
original Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was implemented, nor the current Kootenai National Forest 
Plan approved and implemented in 1987 - no mention. Doesn ’t this seem odd since Lincoln 
County is a resource-based industry county? Under the 1987 Kootenai Forest Plan, the Forest 
was to produce 22-million board feet of regulated timber, and another 6-million board feet of 
unregulated, annually. In 2001, the Forest only sold 51.8 million board feet and actually 
harvested 50.2 million. Why the discrepancy? And what is the economic impact ofpresent 
policies, let alone the closures proposed in the DEI,? (210/9) 

Response: See response to number 9. 

21. Even the authors disclose on pg. 3-1 12 that due to the qualitative nature of this analysis, a 
numeric change in jobs and income could not be calculated. They did agree there would likely 
be a decrease in timber harvest and restoration work under the Preferred Alternative, yet no 
attempt was made to analyze this further. How will this decrease affect operations at Owens & 
Hurst Lumber Company; where decreases in Federal harvest have already directly contributed 
to sizeable layoffs? How will this decrease affect the community of Eureka where local 
businesses are already struggling to make ends meet? (212/1) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

22. NEPA requires that an economic analysis of the aflects of the action be conducted. On page 
3-1 12, you state there will be ‘ I  no direst effects on the social and economic environment ”. You 
state all aflects will be “indirect” because they will occur at a later time. This is in direct 
conflict with paragraph 4 on page 3-1 12, where you already admit reductions in timber harvest, 
access, recreation, etc. Which is the correct answer? K4at research did you use to come to this 
conclusion? (21 4/2) 

Response: An analysis of the social and economic effects was conducted for the draft 
EIS. NEPA requires all effects to be disclosed, including direct and indirect effects. The 
paragraph was not in conflict with the effect of reduced timber harvest, access, etc. Any 
reduction in timber harvest, access, or recreation would occur at a later time, as an indirect 
effect of this amendment. 

23. The economic analysis only looked at costs of road maintenance, repair and obliteration. 
m e r e  is the analysis forfiture land management costs and costs to the community? Even 
custodial care of land has a cost. (214/3) 

I 
I 
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Response: The economic efficiency analysis only looked at costs of road maintenance. 
It was the budget cost of implementing the amendment. There is no requirement for an 
economic efficiency analysis in NEPA. This section has been changed to a “cost efficiency 
analysis’” to better reflect the type of analysis (costs only). The effects of the alternatives on 
the social and economic environment were discussed and displayed in the social and 
economic effects section. This has been revised in the final EIS to more accurately describe 
the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. 

24. InsujEcient consideration was given to social and economic impacts. (F5) 
Response: See generalized comment response. 

25. The needs of the people who live, work and play in the area were not adequately considered 
in this EIS. It seems that federal managers are far more concerned about grizzlies than people, 
but I would like to remind you the NEPA requires that the human environment be protected, not 
just the grizzly environment. (F5) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

26. The Ikonomics Section of the DEIS is Inadequate Pages 3-113 and 3-114 of the DEIS 
present ii formation regarding the economics of gating, berming and decommissioning roads. 
We do not feel this section of the DEIS is fairly and completely presented. For example, it is not 
clear why moving a road from currently open to ‘(restricted” status would require anything more 
than an $800 gate, yet the DEIS claims it would require putting the road “into storage, ’’ at an 
average cost of $5,00Oper mile. How does putting a road into storage differfiom 
“decommissioning? ” Is decommissioning actually and legally required for a road that is to be 
“barriered? ” Will culverts be removed? How effective are barriers compared to road 
decommi:ssioning? How did the Forest Service arrive at the number of miles of roads to be 
changed lo restricted, reclaimed/oblitevated in Table 2-6? The FEIS needs to clarifL these 
points. 

For example, Flathead Forest Plan Amendment I9 requires that road closures to secure grizzly 
bear habitat core areas must be of an effective, permanent type (no gates), with f i l l  road 
reclamation preferred. Those closures intended to lower total road densities must consist of road 
reclamation with all stream-bearing and most ditch-relief culverts removed. In this way the 
Flathead integrated its grizzly bear security objectives with requirements to protect and restore 
water quality and fisheries. We find no similar requirements in the 
DEIS. 

The FEIS must acknowledge thesefindamental necessities and note the costs of conducting road 
decommi:uioning as a public benefit, not just an expense. The FEIS needs to include an estimate 
of how many jobs would be created by the road reclamation and what the positive benefit to the 
local economy would be. There is also a positive economic effect on the local economy @om 
watershed restoration and big game habitat which would result-fiom the road reclamation. This 
also needs to be analyzed and included in the FEIS. 
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The DEIS also fails to estimate the cost to the government and revenues ofpotential logging in 
the recovery zone. 

However, the DEIS provides no such estimates and instead presents vague present net values 
that decrease with increased amounts of road decommissioning. Nor does the DEIS provide 
information on the economic and job benefits provided by Alternative D and other alternatives 
that would require more road decommissioning. The DEIS assessment of economics is biased 
and inadequate. (239121) 

gate. In order to prevent damage to resources, the roads would need to brought up to 
BMPs prior to installing a gate. The cost of implementing the alternatives to provide for 
the types of road management is correct and accurate. 

Response: Changing currently opened roads to restricted requires more than just a 

The social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the final EIS to more 
accurately describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. 

27. The draft only mentions the economic eflect generally to the area with no speciJc eflects and 
a value placed on those losses @om logging, recreation, PILT and timber receipts to the county 
for the roadfirnd. (247/2) 

Response: The social and economic effects analysis has been revised in the final EIS 
to more accurately describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic 
environment. Documentation of the effect on timber receipts to the county is included in 
the fiial EIS. 

28. You have never done an economic analysis of the road closures on loss of logging, mining, 
fishing. (249/1) 

Has the Forest Service completed an economic analysis of the road closures on recreation, 
hunting, fishing, grazing, mining and logging? (250/1) 

DEIS (page 3-112). This section has been revised in the final EIS to more accurately 
describe the impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. 

Response: The effects on the social and economic environment was included in the 

29. You will be limiting access to another 2.2 million acres of forest resource lands - how does 
that correlate to only a minus $3,839,000 in social and economic costs? (266/7) 

Response: The effects on the social and economic environment was included in the 
DEIS (page 3-112). The cost you refer to is the budgetary cost of implementing the 
alternatives. This section has been revised in the final EIS to more accurately describe the 
impact of the alternatives on the social and economic environment. 
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30. What is the cumulative eflect of this proposed action on Forest Service management when 
considered in conjunction with all of the other agency driven restrictions on management in our 
area incr'uding actions concerning the lynx, wog bull trout, red banded cutthroat trout, and 
northern caribou? (268/3) 

This section has been revised in thejnal EIS to more accurately describe the impact of these 
cumulative eflects on the social and economic environment. 

Response: The cumulative effects were discussed in the draft EIS @ages 3-1 14 - 3-1 15). 

31. In the vegetation section there is mention of elimination of 40% of the land determined by 
the foreslf service to be suitable for timber harvest. This timber resource is a part of 
congressional requirements that are required for the surrounding communities. There is a value 
to this timber and it is needed for business, employment and community survival. Not supplying 
this resoi~rce to the community violates several congressional acts that justifi the existence of the 
US. Forest Service. The selection and elimination process the U.S.F.S. is going through by not 
adhering to the responsibilities for all is a violation of state enabling act requirements. (271/12) 

Response: The DEIS identifies approximately 40% of the Kootenai National 
Forest's suitable timberland is within the grizzly recovery zone. Being within the recovery 
zone does not eliminate the land from suitability. This land remains suitable for timber. 
We are unaware of any federal or state laws or acts of congress that would be violated by 
any of the alternatives. 

The social and economic effects to communities are displayed in the social and economics 
section. This section has been revised in thejnal EIS to more accurately describe the impact of 
the alternatives on the social and economic environment. Social and economic effects will be 
considered in choosing the preferred alternative and making the decision. The Record of 
Decision will document this consideration. 

32. The forest service manages a vastpercentage of lands in Lincoln County, leaving a very 
limited tax base. Taxpayers are entitled to know the specijks ofproposed actions and how 
private land access may be impacted by recovery planning and decision-making. Here in 
Northwest Montana, it is a way of life, human livelihoods, private property and lifestyles being 
weighed in the balance. It is imperative that before any Jirrther sacrifice of human values is 
required, there is a valid, Jirndamental scient@ reason for each spec@ action proposed. 
(28413) 

Response: See generalized comment response. 

33. What cultural impacts will the grizzly management plan have on local citizens? (I 98/4) 
Response: See generalized comment response. 

34. It is a. shame that the western states are placed in the poor house because of locking up of 
the minerals and timber. (12/2) 

Rt:sponse: See generalized comment response. 
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35. Have the Forest Service do a economic analysis of the road closures on recreation,$shing, 
and logging. (81/1) J 

Response: See generalized comment response. 
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ECON-4002 Land Ownership and Use 

1. Enough is enough stop taking ourpublic lands. (I8/1) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

2. It has been well established that the only reason humans are being kept out of grizzly 
recovery areas is to avoid bear mortalities. Based on this fact, it seems that our request to 
remove the private landfiom the Lakeshore Unit would go a long way in preventing potential 
grizzly mm-talities. why would you want to encourage grizzlies to be in a populated area. This 
section ojrland is bordered by Hwy. 57, contains many homes, a US Post Ofice, bar, restaurant 
and a motel. Also, by having this land in the gnzzly unit it increases the amount of deductions to 
meet grizzly security. Thus we lose more access. (FI) (F3) 

Based on the fact that humans are kept out of grizzly recovery areas to reduce grizzly mortalities 
the request to remove the private land from the Lakeshore Unit makes sense. Why would you 
want to establish a grizzlypopulation in an area where the bear would have a high probability of 
being killaed? This only hinders the recovery possibilities. This section of land is bordered by 
Hwy 57, contains many homes, a US Post Ofice, bar, restaurant and a motel. Retaining this 
land in the grizzly unit increases the amount of deductions required to meet security for the unit. 
Thus we lose more access. (128/7) 

why do we have the boundary of the Lakeshore Unit bordering Hwy 57, the main state hwy. To 
Priest Lake? my do we have major private land holding with homes included along the edge of 
the Lakeshore Unit? Why is the local post ofice, bar, restaurant, and motel included along the 
edge of the Lakeshore Unit? Why was this land included in the One when it is on the border and 
could very easily have been excludedfrom the zone without efecting other habitat? . . . I assume 
that by removing the private landfrom the unit there would be much less pressure to close roads 
to meet core habitat requirements in the Unit. In addition otherportions of the proposed 
Kalispell-Lakeshore Unit need to be managed as Situation 3 due to it's close proximity to 
populatio,v centers. (1 4 5 4  

Response: The boundary of the Lakeshore BMU was originally established in 
response to the revised Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan which occurred in 1993. The 
Lakeshore BMU from the beginning was recognized as different from the other BMUs 
within the recovery area. Grizzly bear use of this area was known from radio-tracking 
bears and from other observation information. It was also recognized that this area 
contained1 high quality habitats which were important to bears in some years. But it was 
also recognized that because of the level of human development that management of this 
area would be different than the other BMU's. The Lakeshore BMU was designated as 
Management Situation 2 and 3 which responds to a different management need of grizzly 
bear recovery. 

Management direction for the different situation designations is summarized as follows: 
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MS 1 areas are to be managed for grizzly bear habitat maintenance, improvement, and 
minimization of grizzly bear-human conflict. Management decisions will favor the needs of 
the grizzly bear when grizzly habitat and other land use values compete. 

In MS 2 areas, the grizzly bear is an important, but not necessarily the primary use of the 
area. In some cases, habitat maintenance and improvement may be important 
management considerations. Minimizations of grizzly bear-human conflict potential is a 
high management priority. 

In MS 3 areas, grizzly bear conflict minimization is a high priority management 
consideration. Grizzly bear presence and factors contributing to their presence will be 
actively discouraged. 

3. My private property is located 2 miles north of Nordman, Idaho. I do not want it included in 
the grizzley (sic) bear recovery zone. In this BMU the Priest Lake Forest Service is not doing 
anything to assist the disabled elderly people. This needs to change. (2718) 

would require either a revision or amendment to the current grizzly bear recovery plan. 
Any changes would require an assessment of overall habitat conditions and bear 
distributions within the recovery area and would be based on the best scientific 
information available. 

Response: Changes to the current delineation of the grizzly bear recovery area 

It was recognized in 1995 (Kalispell-Granite Access Management EA, 1995) that access for 
disabled and elderly people would be reduced within the recovery zone. In response to this, 
two areas were developed south of the recovery zone as disabled hunter access areas. One 
of these areas is located in Idaho and the other in the Washington portion of the district. 

4. The land needs to be open to use for natural resources. (8812) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

5. No to controlling management ofprivate property for these purposes. (F4) 
Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

6. 
B W .  (18111) 

would require either a revision or amendment to the current grizzly bear recovery plan. 
Any changes would require an assessment of overall habitat conditions and bear 
distributions within the recovery area and would be based on the best scientific 
information available. 

Some how you must$pre out a way to remove my private propervhesidence form this 

Response: Changes to the current delineation of the grizzly bear recovery area 

7. Please address how private property rights will be aflected within the core areas. (22015) 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabinet/Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

1 
1 
i 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
1 

0' I 
Page 4 - 152 



b 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
u 

I b 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments ECON-1002 

R.esponse: Federal law requires providing reasonable access to private inholdings 
within National Forest lands. If motorized access is found to be the reasonable access to a 
parcel of private lands, these lands and the area surrounding the access route would not 
qualify tis Core. Alternative Core would be designated elsewhere in the BMU. 

8. I would like to see the social aspect of Priest Lake vied (sic) and taken into consideration 
when planning anything with the Grizzly. Heavy populated areas along Hwy 57 should be 
penned (iic) to no compation (sic) to the Grizzly. ( l O / l )  

Response: The designation of this area (the Lakeshore BMU) as Management 
Situation 2 and 3 was done in recognition of the different approach to management of this 
area. Oioe of the primary emphases of Management Situation 3 is to discourage bears from 
using this area through such means as sanitation. 
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ECON-1004 Perceptions of Grizzly Bear Management 

1. If there is a conflict of use - I say the bears gotta go! (4/1) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Bear recovery is mandated by federal law. 

2. There is a huge lack ofpublic confidence in decisions being made on “best available science” 
when the “best available science ” is faulty or completely misapplied. . . (8h) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

3. Rules and regulations should be standardized something in writing. (9/2) 

across the three Forests. 
Response: The Record of Decision will standardize access management direction 

4. The use of the term Best Available Science should not be used in this study because its 
definition is being abused. (91’4) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

5. Total rejection of all alternatives for consideration because: Of the discrimination in not 
providing an equal opportunity for citizens in metropolitan areas across the US. to be eaten, 
maimed, scared and in all other ways damaged as you are attempting to subject we local 
citizens. (1 1/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

6. Grizzly recovev is a waste of taxpayerfinds because those beastspossess intelligence. . . 
and head back to Canada as soon as and every time they are dragged back and released in this 
region that is now by habit and heritage totally foreign grounds to them. (1 1/3) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

7. Some of the g-bearhnding should be directed to more and better education and beefed up 
enforcement - only one fed of$cer (USFS) and no USFW oficers cant (sic) protect all the g- 
bears. (1 7/2) 

Response: We agree that education and law enforcement are critical elements of 
grizzly bear recovery; however, these are outside the scope of this decision. 

8. Lets put the griz back in the planes where they came fiom. (1 8/2) 
Response: Grizzly bear relocations are outside the scope of this decision. 

9. Wold (sic) like to know the cost of the program for per bear. (18/3) 
Response: No figures are currently available. 

PO. Allowing grizzly bears to roampeely in that area is not a good idea, due to the population. 
As Idaho Governor Dirk Kempthorne recently stated, “Grizzly bears are carnivores that don’t 
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belong in areas where people are.” We&lly agree with him, and think it would be irresponsible 
and carei‘ess to allow this to happen. (1 91’2) 

Response: Grizzly bear recovery is mandated by federal law. 

11. You cannot ask us to give up our habitat, homes, businesses, roads etc. for grizzly bears. If 
we want ifhem to live with us in our rural areas then we must concentrate on living together by 
education. (22/8) 

Response: We agree education is a critical element of grizzly bear recovery; 
however., it is outside the scope of this decision. 

12. I believe the grizzly bear needs some protection, but not at the expense ofpeoples rights. 
Grizzly bears have been on the increase why do we need more restrictions and regulations? 
(24/8) 

stable in the Selkirks and are likeny declining in he Cabinet-Yaak By law, agencies must 
implement direction that reflects best available science. 

Response: The best available information indicates grizzly bear populations may be 

13. The currentprogram is working. More and more bear sightings are proof of that “if it aint 
broke don ’tfix it. ’’ (25/9) 

Response: See response to comment 12. 

14. The Forest Service needs to provide security and protection of habitat for the grizzly 
population of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk. (36/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

15. Grizzley (sic) populations should be kept small!!! The beasts are dangerous. (7713) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 

16. Effects on recreation, hunting, fishing, grazing, mining and timber harvest would outweigh 
the benetits to a species that is currently recovering with current grizzly bear habitat and 
protection status. (80/2) 

Response: See response to comment 12. 

17. I ask is that we approach this issuefiom the standpoint that this is the home of the grizzly; 
and that lis intruders, our first priority is the nee& of the bear. Our own interests and needs 
should be secondary. (92/2) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

18. “Balancing ” extraction and grizzly bear population recovery is possible only on a scale 
much larger than your DEIS covers. The Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery zones should be 
managed exclusively for their habitat value. (127/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 
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19. The US. Forest Service needs to manage ourpublic lands in a way that balances 
preservation with multiple use. (132/2) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

20. The needs of the average public who live, work, play, and depend on resources derivedfiom 
public lands are not adequately considered and basically ignored. More concern is given to the 
endless supply of species other than humans even though the National Environmental Policay 
(sic) Act requires that the human environment be considered and protected. Not just the grizzly 
and other species. Consideration is not given to human social and economic factors. (I  404) 

comments. Alternatives were developed to address all identified issues. 
Response: Social and economic factors were identified as issues based on public 

21. Its (sic) way past time to think aboutjobs, forest management and community. (141/1) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 

22. I prefer a management plan that provides for multiple usages. Sound timber management 
coupled with, those outdoor activities like hunting, fishing hiking, and wood gathering achieves 
great usage and contributes more economic stimulation to the region’s economyfiom our 
National forest lands than road closures and obliteration. (1 W 4 )  

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

23. I want to se 68% core in each lwNu (sic) - the boundaries of which remain stable for I O  
years; a minimum core chunk size of 2400 acres; each BMU’s core area must contain all 
s3easonal habitats: core is defined as an area .5 kPn fiom gated or open roads: roads within core 
must be permanent barriers - no access for IO years. Limit open road density of 1 mile per 
square mile to 19% for each B W .  Total road density of 2 miles per square (sic) mile limited to 
19% or each BMU Administrative use limited to I4 days (as per Recovery Plan) on restricted 
roads during non-denning seasons; no logging activities (large equipment); Administrative (sic) 
use should only include surveys, tree planting, low impact activities. (I 65/2) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

24. I favor continuation of the existing restrictions until scientijk evidence shows we need more 
restrictions to reach desired numbers. (1 68/2) 

required development of new direction using the best available scientific information. 
Response: The Forests were sued on the existing direction, and a court settlement 
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FFA-1100 Fire 

1. Another issue that is not even discussed in the EIS is the increased risk offire on private 
holdings. Everyone should be aware of the near disasters that occurred in the area during the 
past few fire seasons. In the 2000fire seasons, 12 out of the 17 BMU's on the Kootenai had 
emergency fire suppression activities going on in them. Obliterating roads that would provide a 
quick response to a smallfire is just asking for trouble and substantially increases the risk to 
homeowners in the area for loss of theirproperty or lives. A much better solution would be to 
restrict access to roads if absolutely necessary but retain them for administrative and fire 
fighting responsibilities. (I 85/5) 

the proposed action. With the availability and use of aerial firefighting techniques and 
increased fire fighting personnel due to the NFP requirements, there should be very little if 
any change in the protection of private property. This will s t i l l  remain as top priority 
behind fire fighter and public safety. 

Response: Very few miles of roads affecting the private land will be obliterated in 

2. Costs of reducedfire prevention and suppression haven't been identiJied. (21 0/12) (275/8) 
(320/8) 

Nor have you properly evaluated costs of reduced fire prevention/suppression or any costs that 
will occur with the unnecessary destruction of these public assets. (FS) 

There is no mention in the DEIS of costs associated with reducedfire prevention and 
suppression. (266/9) 

impossible. Costs may increase but is directly dependent on the location of fire starts and 
their relationship to restricted and obliterated roads. Professional judgment of the author 
tends to feel that the costs will not raise substantially on the proposed action due to only a 
slight increase in road obliteration. 

Response: Putting a cost on the prevention and suppression is very difficult to do, if not 

3. Under Fire Fuels and Air Quality, Cumulative Effects, pg. 3-1 19, the authors discuss the 
likelihood of an increase in fire risk under Alternative E due to restricted access and less 
vegetative management. This is extremely contradictory to the parameters of the National Fire 
Plan. Forest managers have been directed to address the conditions contributing to the large, 
catastrophic fire events of the past few years, not contribute to them. m a t  effect will this have 
on private property in the analysis area? (21 2/2) 

Response: Use of prescribed fire to reduce fuels loads and decrease the effect on 
private property of wild land fires will need to be evaluated as further analysis is completed 
on each BMU to show exactly which roads will be restricted and which roads will be 
obliterated. At that time, using prescribed fire will be evaluated to reduce fuel loadings for 
protection of private lands. 

I 
E 
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4. Who will bear the increased cost offighting these large fires; and on pg. 3-1 19 the authors 
admit suRpression costs would go up and response time down? As a taxpayer, this is 
outrageous! (212/5) 

Respame: The Forest Service will bear this cost and is one of the trade offs for 
protectioin of the Grizzly bear. The author feels that the increased costs of fighting fires will 
be minimal and can be mitigated by the specific decision of which roads to restrict and 
which ro:ads to obliterate in specific project analysis. 

5. How will forestfires be fought in the Jirture where these roads are not maintained? (236/1) 
Response: Use of aerial fire fighting resources such as helicopters, retardant ships 

and smoke jumpers will be the primary fire fighting resource in areas that cannot be 
accessed by ground forces. We will also analyze the need for reopening closed roads as need 
for access by ground forces. 

6. What impact will the closures have on the ability of the managing agencies to address the 
signijicant issues of forest fie1 loading and fire? (268/2) 

lists the roads that will be closed, restricted or obliterated, the issue of forest fuel loadings 
will be addressed and mitigation measures in the form of using prescribed fire for 
reduction, access and suppression capabilities will be developed. 

Response: At the time of the EIS which is developed on each unit which specifically 

7. Fire management and suppression does not need roads in high elevation com'dor areas to 
fight fires. The stated assumption in the Motorized Access DEIS that reduced road access will 
increase j k e  severity and spread has no basis in scient@ fact. lfvou look at the fires of 94 and 
2000 in the Yaak Valley, the highestpercentage of these fires burned in roaded, not unroaded 
areas. (3.23/3) 

areas and this is because the sites are wetter and cooler in general. However, if fires do 
occur in these areas, they may have increased fire severity and spread because of reduced 
response time. 

Response: You are right that the majority of fires do not occur in the high elevation 
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Alt A (No Action) ALT-1300 
Alt B (Interim Access Rule Set) Proposed Alternative ALT-1301 
Alt C (Security Standards Applies Across All BMU’s) ALT-1302 
Alt E (Security Standards For Individual BMU’s) 

Alt D (Increased Security Habitat) ALT-1304 
Alt F (Maintain Current Levels of Access) ALT-1305 
Alt G (Maximum Access) ALT-1306 

ALT-1303 
Preferred Alternative 

other Alternatives ALT-1307 
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ALTS-1300 Alternative A No Action 

1. I would prefer to see” Alternative G ” implemented, however since I in not given that choice, 
I choose Alternative A”. (34/1) 

Response: Your preference for Alternative G followed by Alternative A has been 
noted. 

2. Is it not improper and illegal under NEPA regulations to not have a “no action ” alternative 
in an EIS? (140/3) 

Lastly, oiir understanding is that it is improper and illegal to fail to include a no action 
alternative in a DEIS, even if the action has been forced by litigation. By deJinition of your 
proposed “Alternative A - No Action”, you have not trulyprovided a ‘<no action” alternative. 
Despite all the “legalese” wording of the DEIS, it appears to us that you are ignoring the law. 
(F6) 

None of the alternatives are adequate because it is improper and illegal to fail to include a true 
no action alternative in an EIS. (209/4) 

It is improper andprobably illegal to fail to include a no action alternative in a DEE, even ifthe 
action has been forced by litigation. By definition ofyour proposed Alternative A -No Action, 
you have not truly provided a no action alternative. (210/13) (275/9) (320/9) 

It is improper andprobably illegal to fail to include a no action alternative in a DEIS, even ifthe 
action has been forced by litigation. (F5) 

A true no action alternative should be adopted. (266/10) 

Response: Alternative A as presented on page 2-6 of the Draft EIS is the ‘‘no 
action” alternative. As the action alternatives propose amendments to the three Forest 
Plans, taking no action results in following existing Forest Plan direction. The major 
habitat security components in Alternative A are found in the existing Forest Plans, terms 
and conditions of Biological Opinions on the plans, and other directives which were in 
place prior to the approval of the Interim Access Rule Set. 

3. The proposal that I would like to be chosen, would be the no action proposal. Unfortunately I 
am sure it will not be seriously considered. With that in mind I choose the proposal/amendment 
that has the least amount of road closures with the least amount elimination of roads. (I 71/1) 

Response: Selection of the No Action alternative is a viable option for the deciding 
officials. Your choice of Alternative A and your preference for the least amount of 
reduction\ of motorized access is noted. 
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4. I don ’t understand how wasting taxpayer money ripping out perjiectly good roads and locking 
up access to public land and resources is good forest management. I urge you to take No Action 
on the Grizzly Bear Recoveiy Zone EIS. (I 82/4) 

noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your preference for taking “no action” is 

5. According to the DEB} Alternative A responds to all signijkant issues except increasing 
grizzly bear secure habitat. PEIS at 2- 7) It would maintain conditions in 2000 on the KNF and 
Lolo, and apparently re-institute the lack of access criteria on the IPNF that existed before the 
amended Biological Opinion/ Incidental Take Statement (“amended BOLTS”, USF WS, 2001) 
was issued by USFWS for the IPNF earlier this year. The DEIS appears to ignore the existence 
of the amended BOLTS (see Table 2-1) and the fact that the Terms and Conditions in it must be 
applied on the IPNF if the No Action alternative is selected. PEIS at 2-6) (239/8) 

Response: The No Action alternative properly displays the effect of taking no action 
at the time that the Interim Access Rule Set was approved for implementation in December 
1998 prior to the issuance of the amended Biological Opinion on the Idaho Panhandle 
Forest Plan. 

6. Alternative A - the no action alternative calls for changing 154 to 155 miles of open road to 
restricted and indicates that I campground could be impacted. A no action alternative should be 
no action, it should not impact campgrounds or restrict road access. (255/1) 

amendments to the three Forest Plans, taking no action results in following existing Forest 
Plan direction. The Forest Plans presently contain habitat security components that have 
yet to be fully implemented on the ground. As the No Action alternative defaults to the 
existing management direction, it is appropriate to display the effect of full implementation 
of the Forest Plan requirements. 

Response: As mentioned in a previous response, the action alternatives propose 

7. At this point in time the Alternative A (no Action) is the only legal action that can be taken. 
(2 71 /2) 

The U.S.F.S needs to select alternative A (no action) and adhere to the multi input process of the 
forest plan. (2 71/16) 

Response: All alternatives given detailed study would be legal to implement if 
selected. Forest Plan revision has begun on the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests and will evaluate the selected action within a multi input planning process. 
Revision of the Forest Plans may incorporate the selected action or develop different 
management direction for motorized access within the grizzly bear recovery zones. 

8. Please adopt the No Action alternative and get on with integrated land management planning 
as required by law instead ofpiecemeal closures of the National Forests which will result in 
Eheir destruction by fire. (55/4) 

Response: Your comment and preference for Alternative A is noted. 
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ALTS-1301 Alternative A No Action 

1. It is stated that there is a need to comply with the IGBC recommendations @age 1-4), and it 
is indicated that Alternative’s C and E are consistent with IGBC recommendations @age 3-14). 
However, Alternative B, the proposed action, is stated to be only partially consistent with IGBC 
recommendations @age 3-13). We believe it is important for the selected alternative to be 
consistent with the IGBC recommendations, as well as to address the needs identiJied in FWS 
Biological Opinions and Incidental Take Statements. The EPA would, therefore, have grave 
concerns regarding selection of Alternative B or any modijkations to the prefewed alternative 
that wour‘d make it inconsistent with IGBC recommendations or the FWS Biological Opinion and 
Incidental Take Statements. (41/5) 

recommmdations and existing Biological Opinions will be an important consideration in 
the choice of a selected action. 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Consistency with IGBC 

2. Alternative B does not set suficient standards for open or total road densities. The allowance 
of more roads to be accessible will not protect these Grizzlies. (8512) 

Response: Although Alternative B does not set specific standards for route 
densities,, it does require not net increase in these standards from existing levels. In some 
cases, this requirement is more restrictive than the specific standards proposed in any 
other action alternative. For example, BMU 1 would maintain its existing condition of 11.5 
% OMRD and 10.8 % TMRD in Alternative B compared to BMRDs of 33% and 15 % and 
TMRDs (of 26 ‘YO and 15 YO in Alternatives C and E. 

3. Alternative B - This Alternative is not based on the best available science and will notprotect 
or result in recovev of these tiny grizzly populations. It fails to set adequate standards for core 
habitat and contains no standards to limit open or total road densities. It increases access for 
administrative use and allows closed roads to be opened for 30 days in some Bear Management 
Units. (1 7512) 

Response: Please refer to the previous response to comment and note that the no 
net increase in route density requirement in Alternative B is in effect maintaining lower 
levels for open and total route densities in some BMUs. Alternative B actually decreased 
administi*ative use slightly on the Kootenai National Forest and provides a consistent unit 
of measure in the standard of round trips divided by season. Both alternatives B and C 
include a 30-day Public Use Period that could be applied under specific conditions that 
ensure protection of adequate levels of grizzly bear habitat security. 

4. We suyport and would like to see the US. Forest Service support Alternative B, “The Interim 
Access Rule Set ”. We firmly believe that implementing new standards and guidelines for 
managing grizzly bears beyond the Interim rules adopted by the IGBC subcommittee, is a major 
mistake. (1 83/1) 

noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your preference for Alternative B is 
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5. I would like to see the US. Forest Service support Alternative B. (191/3) 
Response: Your support of Alternative B is noted 

6. At a minimum I concur with alternative B. (228/1) 
Response: Your concurrence with Alternative B is noted. 

7. In Alternative B, the I998 Interim Access Rule Set, “provides the baseline for measuring 
responsiveness of each alternative to a specijk array of issues. *’ From a logical, andperhaps 
legal perspective, the access management criteria in the non-discretionary Terms and 
Conditions in the IPNF BO/ ITS should provide the baseline JFom which alternatives are derived, 
since those criteria are currently required to be applied on the IPNFportions of the S/CKUs. 
The Terms and Conditions in the ITS should serve as the benchmark for comparing alternatives 
and determining the level of habitat security that would lead to recovery and long term viability 
of grizzly bears in the S/CyRzS. Using the Interim Access Management Rule Set as baseline 
lowers the bar and lacks scientijic integrity. 

We hereby incorporate by reference all A m  ’sprevious comments regarding the inadequacies in 
the 1998 Interim Access Rule Set. (23919) 

Response: Your comment is noted. Use of the Interim Access Rule Set as the 
Proposed Action has merit. It is the only access management direction approved through 
multi-agency peer review that applied to all three Forests. Representatives from two US 
Fish and Wildlife Regions are members of the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee and 
approved its implementation. The Rule Set was approved following a series of public 
meetings in communities surrounding the recovery zones with input from over 300 
individuals in attendance. The IPNF BO/ITS was issued for only one of the three National 
Forests and there is no indication that the same standards would result in reconsultation 
for the Lolo and Kootenai Forest Plans. All previous comments regarding both the 
adequacies and inadequacies of the interim access rule set sent to the subcommittee in 1997 
and 1998 are included in the project record. 

8. We cautiously support Alternative B. Without some continuous involvement and cooperative 
arrangement between the FS and local public to affect a successful recovery plan we would have 
to support Alternative A. (298/3) 

alternatives is noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your conditional support for these two 

9. For what reason would you not use the Alternative B? It would implement the Interim Access 
Rule issued by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee on December I ,  1998. This would be the 
advice of your own experts on this specijk subject, the most valid scientijk treaty on the subject; 
and the most peer reviewed research on the subject. Please face the fact that the preferred 
alternative of the DIES is prejudiced toward timber extraction, and not grizzly survival. (30512) 
(3 08/2) (3 0912) 

Response: Your comment and preference for Alternative B is noted. Please refer to 
the alternative comparison table on pages 2-20 and 2-21 of the DEIS where Alternative E is 
ranked higher than Alternative B for grizzly bears and lower for vegetatiodtimber 
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management. More detailed effects disclosure for these parameters is documented in 
Chapter ‘Three. 

ALTS-1.302 Alternative C Security Standards Applied Across All BMUs 

1. I sincerely hope that the US Forest Service adopts alternative C or D as a forest plan 
amendment. (61/1) 

noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternatives C and D is 

2. Alternative C, again leads a small security area for the bears. The areas will not lead to the 
recovery ofthe bears. (85/3) 

Response: Thank you. Your comment is noted. 

3. Altemtztive C - Habitat security/access standards would be applied across all BMUs. The 
habitat security standards are establishing 55% core per BMU limiting Open Motorized Road 
Densities (OM~)~ lmi l e / square  mile to 33% or each BMU and Total Motorized Road 
Densities (724.) > 2 miledsquare mile to 26Y6r each BMU None of these standards are 
biologically defensible, (I 75/3) 

Response: Six radio collared female grizzly bears monitored during 1989-94 
represent the basis for the open road, total road and core standards (Wakkinen and 
Kasworni 1997). These animals were radio collared within the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
recovery zones. All animals produced young either during or prior to this monitoring 
period. Individual home ranges fOr these animals were evaluated for percent of area over1 
mile per square mile of open road density, percent of area over 2 miles per square mile of 
total road density, and percent of area in core. Previous analyses showed less than 
expected use when these road densities were exceeded. The methods used followed those 
described1 by previous research (Mace and Manley 1993) and by guidelines from the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC 1994). These 6 bears were chosen because 
they were females that had survived long enough to provide sufficient data for analysis and 
had reproduced within the study area. Values for these 6 radio collared bears were 
averaged to produce these results: 33 percent of the home range had an open road density 
of 1 mile per square mile or greater, 26 percent of the home range had a total road density 
of 2 miles per square mile or greater, and 55 percent of the home range was core. 

4. The Kmworm/Wakkinen (1 997) standardi of Alt. C are Open Motorized Route Density 
(OMRD) := 33%, Total Motorized Route Density (T.M.)  = 26%, and Core = 55% In that 
document they note the dramatic diference between these figures and those in the South Fork 
Study porn the NCDE (I 9YdI 90/d68%) and conclude: “Perhaps bears in the Selkirk and Yaak 
study areas had no areas available to them which would allow for larger core areas or 
significant areas with lower road densities. Without a comparison of a large area @rst order 
selection) we will not be able to answer that question. ” 
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In other words, because the above study was based on a small portion of these ecosystems} and 
because both areas are so heavily roaded, researchers have no idea if their study grizzlies were 
“selecting for ’’ the above route densities, or simply doing their best to survive them. The same 

flaw undermines both Alternatives D & E, and until it is corrected with a study offirst order 
selection, the agencies will have no accurate estimate of what constitutes best science in relation 
to access mgmt. (20612) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

5. m i l e  Alternative C was not chosen as the Preferred Alternative, it hasfiequently been touted 
as the best available science for the CE/SE - although the DEIS now labels it the “latest ’’ 
available science. However, it containsproblems so systemic to the way science is handled 
in the C E B E ,  and in this DEIS} that it warrants discussion as well as extreme caution. 

Alternative C and its access standards of 33% O M m ,  26% TMXD, and 55% Core were 
developed andproposed by Kasworm and Wakkinen (1997). They contain a number of scientijic 
and statistical problems which render their use inappropriate, including: 
(a) m i l e  accepted standards call for using only adult females with they more stable home 
ranges, this research included a wide-ranging subadult (#206) to calculate acceptable access 
route density for the population. Predictably, this resulted in an unwarranted elevation of route 
density and a decrease in Core. 
(6) As noted earlier, because the researchers never did an ecosystem-wide first order selection) 
study, they have no idea ifsampling grizzlies throughout the CE/SE  would have given the same 
results. In fact, because habitat in both ecosystems is so compromised they can ’t be sure iftheir 
sample bears were selecting for the noted road densities, or merely tolerating them. 
(c) A disproportionate amount of the data upon which standards were built were based on over 
sampling one female (#I 06) and her offspring. 
(d) The 330/d260/d55% standard is based on the “average or mean” of the six females home 
ranges, meaning that half the females required more security habitat that this alternative would 
provide. While this would be risky enough in a population of several hundred grizzlies, using the 
mean in populations this small would be scientifically irresponsible. 
(e) With both populations likely to be in decline and suffering excessive mortalities on 
insuficient habitat, sound science and the Precautionary Principle require the use of access 
standards that would have protected all of these females. Only Alternative D comes close. 
(206/4) 

Response: See response to comment 3. 

6. The best alternative would have been Alternative D, but you dropped that option. So for lack 
of a better choice, I support Alternative C. (229/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support for Alternative C is noted. 

7. This alternative requires the achievement of 33-26-55 universally across all BMUs (except 
Grouse B W ) .  The core area in BMUs that exceed 55% would be reduced to 55% Not 
including Grouse, which contains only 56% federal land, LeClerc, which is on the Colville NF 
and the Stateland BMUs, there are 28 BMUs in the S/CyRzs. Alternative C would result in a net 
loss of core in 17 of 28 BMUs and an increase to 55% core in 11 BIMUs. Likewise road densities 
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in BMUs that currently have levels lower than 33% OMRD and 26% TMRD would be increased 
to meet the criteria. This would allow more open roads in 18 BMUs, and additional road 
construction flMRL?) in 13 BMUs. The average core in the 28 BMUs is 58.27%, it would 
eventually drop to 55% as a result of Alternative C. Obviously Alternative C will not benefit 
bears. Reducing existing security by decreasing core and increasing road densities in any BMUs 
would likely displace bears from preferred habitats and result in harm, which is contrary to the 
stated Purpose and Need and in violation of mandatory duties under the ESA. (239/10) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

8. Please? adopt Alternative C as it will do more to protect/restore the grizzly. (2944) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support for Alternative C is noted. 

9. We oppose alternatives C And E, mainly because of the potential impact on bull trout and 
increased risk of wildfire. Many of the restrictive management activities, being will intended, do 
little to promote grizzly bear, especially considering cost, not only financial but also in concern 
ofpublic opinion and support for grizzly population. (29811) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

ALTS-I1303 Alternative E Security Standards for Individual BMU’s 
(Preferred Alternative) 

1. The DEIS fails to present an adequate scientific basis for concluding that Alternative E, or 
any other alternative would lead to recovery of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirkgrizzly bear 
populaticws. (F2) (3113) (67/3) (68/3) (1 494) (I  64/8) (208/3) (269/4) (324/3) 

Preferred alternative E would increase secure core habitat by less than 1 % in the Cabinet-Yaak 
and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. (3 115), (3216) (5216) (5616) (133/6) (135/6) (139/6) 
(1 64/10) (1 95/5) (2 7412) (285/5) (323/8) 

It fails to conclude that Alt. E or any other would lead to recovery. (35/3) 

Yourprejked Alt. E would only increase secure core habitat by less than 1 % (35/6) 

The DEI,!? fails to present an adequate scientijk basis for concluding that Alternative E, or any 
other alternative, would lead to recovery of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear 
populations. (44/4) 

The Forest Service’s “Preferred ” Alternative E would increase secure core habitat by less than 
1 % in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. (4413) 

The “Prqferred ’’ Alternative E would increase secure core habitat by less that (sic) 1 % in the 
Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone. Doesn’t the Forest Service have 
responsibility to the Endangered Species Act? (46/4) 
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The DEIS fails to present an adequate scientijk basis for concluding that the alternative 
(including E) would lead to recovery of the Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. 
(50/3) 

The Forest Service s “Preferred” Alternative E would increase secure core habitat by less than 
1% in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones, this is unacceptable. (57t8) 
(20815) 

We3nd your grizzly bear mgmt DEISproposed Alt. E does not adequately protect grizzlys (sic). 
(73tl) 

We do not feel that the plan proposed for grizzly bears is adequate to provide for a healthy 
population of grizzlies. (74/1) 

Alternative E, will diminish the Core Area by 3-5%, but increase by 3 4 %  the OMRD and 
TMRLI, where the road densities are low. This alternative, will not lead to the recovery of the 
Grizzlies. The Core are should be increased towards 72%, 17% OMRLI, and 14% TMRD in 
B A N S  with federal road jurisdiction that would facilitate these standards. The increase with 
this Alternative, would only secure the core level by less than 1 %. (8514) 

In the preferred Alternative E, the 55, 33 and 26percentage standards are not biologically 
defensible. In order to survive grizzlies require extensive secure habitat areas that are 
permanent and cannot be shifted. Even the intrusion of open and closed roads would cause them 
80 avoid preferred habitat. (86/2) 

?%e preferred Alternative E, is not based on the best available science, as required by the ESA. 
(93/4) 

The DEIS fails to provide any scient@ evidence that Alternative E would result in grizzly bear 
recovery. “E ’ would increase secure core habitat by less than I %. (93/5) 

I am opposed to your preferred Alternative E and believe stronger measures are necessary to 
protect threatened grizzly populations in both the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak . (126t2) 

n e  current proposal, even including the preferred alternative E, represents a significant failure 
on the part of the Forest Service to live up to its responsibility under the Endangered Species Act 
to use the best available science. (14411) 

The Proposed Action is not based on the best available science. I t s  to set adequate standards 
for core areas and contains no standards that limit open or total road densities. Alternative E 
allows for too much discretion, flexibility and loose verbiage that would seriously jbther 
jeopardize grizzly bearpopulations. For example, on page 91.5 the DEIS says “result in a 
movement toward the standard ”, while we strongly believe is should state “result in meeting the 
standard ”. (1 4912) 
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The Forest Service's "Preferred" Alternative E would increase secure core habitat by less than 
I % in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. In fact, several core habitats 
that are currently exceeding 5.5%, would be reduced. Nearly halfof the BMUs (14 out of 30) 
under the Preferred Alternative E would have a reduction in % Core @om 2000 status (Table S- 
I). That is like taking one step forward, and two steps back. (14918) 

We do not believe the Preferred Alternative E is adequate to support recovery of the grizzly bear. 
Please consider additional alternatives that will provide grater habitat protection and less road 
density. (I 520) 

The DEISpresents no scientijic basis for believing Alternative E or any other would actually 
improve (fhese particular grizzly populations. Nor would Alternative E appreciably increase 
secure core habitat in either of these Recovery Zones. (158/2) 

Alternative E, the Preferred Alternative, for instance, would establish standards particular to 
individual BMUs with the consequent efect of allowing reductions in existing core areas and 
increases in Total Motorized Road Density (TMIUI) for some BMUs. The DEIS fails topresent a 
scientijk justification for this deterioration of existing conditions and, we would argue, such 
justijication does not exist anywhere in the scientijic literature. (23812) , 

The Prefirred Alternative E, for instance, would, at best, increase core habitat overall by less 
than I %. ..hardly an advisable strategy for a population that is warranted for listing as 
'endangered. ' SCA believes the existing situation demands that the benefit of the doubt be given 
the bear. The preferred alternative, rather, appears to accord the benefit to interests clamoring 
for incretrsed motorized access. (238/4) 

It is totally unacceptable and shameJirl that the Forest Services's (sic) Preferred Alternative E 
would only increase core habitat by less than 1%. (269/7) 

It seems that the Forest Service would.be remiss not to consider the Increased Securi@ 
Alternative in light of the serious problems faced by these dwindling bear population. (274/3) 

Alternative E is the preferred alternative. (299/3) 

I support alternative E of the forest plan amendment. The bears need space and silence and 
there are too many roads which interlace their environment. (300/1) 

The problem with Alternative E is that it hardly increases grizzly bear habitat. (328/1) 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Access management is only one element of 

grizzly bear recovery. Other elements such as education, sanitation, habitat enhancement, 
and law enforcement are beyond the scope of this decision. USFWS will be consulted on the 
decision :as required by ESA, insuring that the selected alternative will contribute to 
recovery of grizzly bears. 
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2. The EPA does not object to the Forest Service’s preferred alternative, Alternative E, which 
allows securiv standards to be set for each Bear Management Unit ( B W )  to enable 
management flexibility to address the site-specific circumstances and issues within each BMU. 
It is our understanding that the Forest Service will consult with US. Fish & Wildlife Service 
(F WS) and grizzly bear research scientists regarding individual projects and road proposals that 
may come about within each B W .  (41/1) 

Response: We acknowledge EPA’s lack of objection to the preferred alternative. 
You are correct in your understanding of the implementation of this programmatic 
amendment. Site-specific projects will be proposed through a project-level NEPA 
planning process with full public involvement and consultation with the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. All environmental impact statements will be subject to additional review 
by the EPA as well. 

3. We particularly support the proposed interagency workgroup analysis of habitat based access 
management in each BMU, which is integrated into Alternative E. Continuing interagency 
evaluation and dialogue is necessary to allow the site-specific and seasonal grizzly bear habitat 
needs to be determined within each BMU These evaluations are needed to allow development 
and review of spec@ access management proposals using the best science and knowledge 
available in order to optimize grizzly bear habitat and security needs. It is important that 
adequate resources be directed by the Forest Service toward these site-speciftc grizzly bear 
habitat evaluations. We also very much support the feature in Alternative E that would establish 
core areas for a minimum of IO year periods. (41/2) 

referenced in Alternative E is noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support for the specific features 

4. Even though I don’t feel it is restrictive enough I support Alternative E, the preferred 
alternative. (64/1) 

alternative is noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of the preferred 

5. ORV’s and snowmobiles may be a detriment to grizzly bears and other animals such as the 
lynz (sic). Alternative E doesn’t go far enough to restrict them. (64/2) 

Response: OHV use and winter recreation are outside the scope of the decision. 

6. I’m not comfortable with Alternative E, I strongly oppose its adoption. (4.5/1) 
Response: Your opposition to Alternative E is noted. 

7. The ‘)refevred ’* alternative is not based on sound science and clearly will not lead to 
recovery of these animals. Specifically, this alternative is not increase secure core habitat which 
is essential for long term survival. (66/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

8. DEIS weighs the relative merits of Alternatives C and E and designates E as “Preferred” 
[DEIS Abstract]. Ipreface my critique of that designation with the observation that, as shown 
above, neither alternative provides suflcient habitat security for grizzly bear demographic 
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health or even population stability. The choice between Alternatives C and E is a choice 
between inadequate and more inadequate, 

The claimed superiority of Alternative E rests on the false premise that road densities below a 
standard’ in some BMU’s can offset greater road densities elsewhere [p.2-15]. Application of 
this premise inflates the relative “merits ’’ ofAlternative E in Tables 3-5 and 3-7 [pp.3-12,17]. 
The illogic of that reasoning becomes apparent when rephrased as: a really good BMU 
somewhere could offset lots of other, highly developed BMU’s. Management by BMU’s was 
designed’ to distribute suitable habitat throughout each recovery zone and deny managers the 
“jlexibility ” to locate secure habitats according to their perceptions of ‘Yeasibility. ’’ 

DEIS miwepresents the relative merits of Alternatives C and E [e.g. summary Table 3- 7, p.3-I 71. 
In fact, A’ lternative C would be superior for grizzly bears as shown in: 

Table 3-5, p.3-12: C is “best for bears ’’ in 9 numerical categories vs. 3 for E. 
Table 3-7, p.3-I 7: C is “best for bears ” in 15 categories vs. 12 for E [in spite of injlation 
oJthe ratings given Alt. E*]. 

Alternative C appears to derive most of its superiority through the greater reduction in road 
densities shown in Table 3-26 rp.3-781. 

*The apparent superiority of Alternative E in “Non-Numerical Effects Indicators ’’ is 
achieved, in part, by the unsupported assertion that BMU’s with slightly lower roading 
would have greater mitigation and displacement area potential. 
DEISprovides an explanation for the twisted reasoning that lead to its preference when it 

states [p. 2-1 51 that Alternative E “...was developed to provide more management flexibility in 
response to issues related to public and administrative access, economics, access to private 
inholdings and grizzly bear habitat security. ’’ In the USFS choice of alternatives, flexibility 
[ability to develop] trumped the statutory obligations of the agency to manage these habitats in a 
manner compatible with grizzly bear recovery. (1 00/4) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

9. It would seem that Alternative E is the best compromise at this time. We are concerned at the 
estimate ($5-9 years for implementation (as may factors could change over such a longperiod 
to regate (sic) the benefit of such a plan). Also, we question the benefit of any revisions when 
there may not be suflcient resources to enforce such a revision. (1 11/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of the preferred alternative 
is noted. The 5-9 year implementation period for Alternative E was based on the present 
funding level for the three National Forests. We anticipate a similar level of funding in the 
future, which would allow accomplishment of the proposed actions within a nine year 
period. It is also important to note that the three Forest Plans are planned for revision 
within this time period. Any necessary changes identified after this amendment could be 
incorporated into the Forest Plan revision. 

IO. In reviewing the DEIS, it is evident that both the Proposed Action (Rule Set) and the 
Preferred Alternative E are fatally flawed and will not protect or result in recovery of these tiny 
grizzlypopulations which (according to the USFWS) are barely stable in the Selkirks and 
definitely declining in the Cabinet-Yaak. Both populations have been determined by the USF WS 
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to be “warranted ”for uplisting to Endangered status. Their long term survival is threatened 
due to the high mortality rate, lack of adequate secure “core ’’ area and high densities of open 
and total roads in the Recovery Area. (149/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

I I .  Most recent accounts indicate that grizzly populations have been declining, which would 
seem to indicate a need for more comprehensive measures that envisioned in the draft EIS. IfI 
read your chart correctly, security for the bears would be reduced in 15 of 29 bear management 
units under your preferred alternative E. Your standards also would allow increases in road 
densities, a guarantee that the bears’ survival chances will be reduced. (1 54/11 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

12. Alternative E - The “Preferred ” Alternative would set habitat security/access standards for 
each individual BMU based on current conditions. Not all BMUs would be required to meet the 
55% core, 33% OMRD, 26% TMRD standards. Core area would be reduced by 3-5% in the 
BMUs with >55%, OMRD and TMRD would be increased by 3-6% in BMUs where road 
densities are low. This alternative is not biologically defensible, not will it lead to recovery. 
(1 7Y4) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

13. m i l e  previous alternatives are based on questionable biological assumptions, Preferred 
Alternative E seems intent on abandoning science altogether. Here we note that “habitat security 
standards would be set individually for each BMU... ” Thus we see that OMRD in BMU #I would 
be IS%, next door in BMU #2 it would be 20%, while BMU #3 is at 33%. There is no scientipc 
data @om any grizzly population in North America to suggest that actual habitat security needs 
magically sh$t as a bear crosses the artijkial (and invisible) BMU boundaries constructed by 
managers. 

Discussions with USFS personnel reveal that these individual “standards” were developed by 
state and federal agencies meeting and estimating for each BMU what they thought would be the 
highest access standard they could achieve (Summerfield, pers. comm. 2001). Thus managers set 
standards based on what they felt was convenient and achievable for them, rather than on what 
was necessary for grizzlies. Such completely subjective, “seat of the pants” estimates, even by 
experienced biologists, are in flagrant disregard of the law, which requires “best available 
science ” and “objective, measurable criteria. ’’ (206/7) 

Response: The best available scientific information indicates Core should be 
established at a minimum level of 55 percent. In most BMUs, alternative E sets Core at or 
above that level because it is the “highest access standard that could be achieved”. 
Obviously, it is a better situation for bears, and consistent with best available information, 
when security is maintained above the minimum. There are a small number of BMUs 
where private land issues and roads outside the jurisdiction of the Forest Service require 
setting Core standards less that 55 percent. This is still the “highest access standard that 
could be achieved” in these BMUs. 
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14. When we look at the tables on pages 3-35 and 3-40, we note that Alternative C, rather than 
Alternative E provides both the most habitat security for grizzlies, and the greatest habitat 
effectiveniess for elk. While neither alternative will hold much scientijk water, the selection 
of Alt. E seems even more questionable. (206/20) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

15. Alternative E calls for a reduction in core and an increase in total and open road densities 
in some EMUS which will displace and cause harm to bears that may use these BMUs. (208/2) 
(323/5) 

densities in some BMUs. Even with these allowances, Alternative E exceeds minimum 
security recommendations in most BMUs. 

Response: Alternative E allows for small decreases in Core and increases in road 

16. I fully concur with alternative E, with the following caveat: Are adequate resources 
available to implement alternative E within a reasonable time period, say 3 to 5 years? Will the 
current conditions as described in alternative B remain in eflect of each BMU until alternative E 
is implemented for that BMU? Will changes mandated by alternative E impact other threatened 
or endangered species? Ifso, how will these conflicts be resolved? (22812) 

alternatives within stated timeframes; however, since funding is decided by Congress, there 
are no guarantees. The conditions of Alternative B will not necessarily remain in effect 
until Alternative E is fully implemented. Alternative E is a stand alone alternative, and its 
charteristics are described in the EIS. The effects on other threatened or endangered 
species are described in the effects sections of Chapter 3. 

Response: It is expected that adequate resources will be available to implement the 

17. Alternative E proposes to reduce core by 3-5% in BMUs that exceed the 55% standard and 
achieve 5’5% in the others (with the exception of BMUs 10 and 19). This would result in a 
reduction in core at least 15 BMUs and an increase in core in 9 BMUs. OMRD would increase 
in 18 BMUs and TMXD would increase in 11 BMUs. IfAlternative E were implemented the 
average percent core throughout the two recovery zones would be 59.23% (based on theJigures 
in the Proposed Standard column in Table 2-4, excluding the Grouse BMU) This is a less than 
1 % (. 96%9 increase in the average core @om year 2000 conditions. Furthermore, the average 
OMRD would increase @om 30% to 31 % and the TMRD would decrease less than 1% 
Alternative E was apparently designed to maintain the status quo, e.g., business as usual. The 
DEIS declares this to be the best scientijkally based alternative for the S/CYgrizzly populations. 
In fact it is not based on the best available science and would not lead to recovery. Proposed 
and existing levels of security are virtually the same; both populations are declining under these 
conditions. Like Alternative C, this alternative calls for reduction in existing core and increase 
in road densities in many BMUs, which would likely displace bears ?om preferred habitats and 
result in harm. (239/1 I )  

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

18. Of the alternativesprovided, I believe alternative E would be the most acceptable road 
restriction plan in order to accomplish the grizzly bear recovery program with the least impact 
(sic) to the public. (246/1) 
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Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative E is noted. 

19. Alternative E would appear to provide the greatest flexibility in managing the BMU’s. 
while I view it as the best alternative, I see it as far short in terms of managementflexibility. 
This could ultimately work to the determent of both the public as well as the bears. (264/4)’ 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative E is noted. 

20. My understanding of the supported alternative E is that you will rip-out 520 miles of 
restricted road, 61 miles of open road, change 36 miles of open road to restricted along with I I 
miles of trail. 
recreation? How do you come up with this type of minimalist conclusion? 
costs of opportunities lost and associated costs? (266/7) 

Response: The effect of the alternatives on the social and economic environment 
has been revised in the final EIS to more accurately describe the impact of the alternatives 
on the social and economic environment. See the Social and Economic Effects section of 
the final EIS. 

How can thatpossibly result in Nolittle effects to motorized, developed 
What are the true 

21. Alternative E I believe is the best option overall to accommodate not only the bear needs but 
social needs. If adopted properly this alternative could eventually address the seasonal roving 
habitat issue. (29711) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative E is noted. 

22. How can alternative E have a large beneficial impact on G. Bears but negative egects on 
bull trout and otherfish species? (302/1) 

Core standards would require either closing or decommissioning roads. Roads that were 
closed and no longer maintained would potentially experience a higher rate of culvert and 
fill-slope failures that would negatively affect bull trout and their habitat. 
Decommissioning would require the removal of culverts and relieving excess fill-slopes, 
which has a long-term benefit when done conrectly. However, the instream activity does 
increase sediment albeit short lived. 

Response: Decreasing access to be consistent with the Alternative’s OMRD and 

23. Your preferred Alternative E does not contain enough core habitat, contains too much Open 
Road and Open motorized trail, not enough Open Road Change to Restricted, and not enough 
closed roa& to enabler the grizzly bears enough undisturbed habitat for long-term (sic) survival. 
n e  proposed action does not suficiently restrict motorized access to facilitate adequate levels 
of secure grizzly habitat within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. (307/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

24. As a resident of one of the affected BMus I support the preferred alternative, Alternative E. 
n i s  seems to give the best protection of T & E species of the alternatives presented. (32711) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative E is noted. 
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ALTS- 1304 Alternative D Increased Security Habitat 

1. The Forest Service must analyze the “Increased Security Alternative”. It is the responsibility 
of the Forest Service under NEPA to explore all reasonable alternatives. It is reasonable to 
work towards 72% core, 17% OMRD, 14% TMRD in BMU’s with federal roadjurisdiction that 
would facilitate these standards. In all other BMU’s the Forest Service should set standards that 
work towards the greatest amount of security possible given decreased federal road jurisdiction. 
(3215) (5215) (5615) (5716) (133/5) (135/5) (139/5) (149/7) (26916) 

It must analyze “Increased Security” that would facilitate adequate standards. (3515) 

Under NEPA the FS must exam all reasonable alternatives. Please include the proposed 
‘%creased Security Alternative” in your list of alternatives, and analyze access standardr in 
linkage clorridors between the Cab-Yaak and Selkirk recovery areas and other recovery zones. 
(3 7/4) 

The Forest Service must analyze the “Increased Security Alternative”. It is the responsibility of 
the Forest Service under NEPA to explore all reasonable alternatives. It is reasonable to work 
towards 72% core, 17% O M m ,  14% TMRD in BMU’s with federal roadjurisdiction that would 
facilitate these standards. (46/3) 

The DEIS lacks an alternative based on the BEST A VAILABLE SCIENCE, as required. The 
Forest Service must analyze the increased security alternative. (50/4) 

Please analyze the Increased Security Alternative and make this the preferred alternative. (5114) 

I request that you consider Alternative D which was taken off the table. (5417) (58/7) 

Increased security simply must be analyzed and achieved. (63/4) 

The Forest Service must analyze the “increased security” alt., and work towards 72% core 
habitat. (67/4) 

The Forext Service must analyze the “Increased Security Alternative? It is the responsibility of 
the Forest service under NEPA to explore all reasonable alternatives. (6815) (I 64/12) 

We would prefer some analysis of the “Increased Security Alternative. I’ (73/2) 

Please analyze increased security alternative work toward 72% core - work towards greatest 
amount oj”security possible for grizzly bears. (7.5/1) 

The Forest Service must analyze the Increased Security Alternative. (91/2) 

FEIS for Access Management within the SeWrk and Cabinenaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 175 



ChaDter 4 - Public Involvement Draft EIS Responses to Comments ALTS-1305 

The USFS must analyze (sic) the Increased Security Alternative working towards 72% core, 17% 
OMRD, 14% TMRD in BMUs. (93/3) 

Alternative D should not have been dropped. Maximum protection is the “preferred alterative. ” 
. . . Reselect Alternative D as grizzlies are languishing and disappearing under current 
management. The status quo or less is not acceptable. (1 I8/1) 

We urge you to regard the Increased Security Alternative as reasonable, and to analyze it. 
(I 5212) 

The Forest Service should have given serious consideration to the Increased Security Habitat, 
Alternative D. (1 54/2) 

Hopefilly you will go back and reconsider the road density and ore area standards contained in 
the Increased Security Habitat, Alt D at least in those BMUs that do have sufficient amounts of 
road to meet these standards. (I 55/1) 

I hope ... the USFS rewrite the DEIS to reflect an Increased Security Alternative that writes for 
example a 72% core. (I 58/5) 

In support of the Endangered Species Act, I recommend implementation of Alternative D. 
(I 69/1) 

m e  Forest Service should provide maximum security in all BMUs. (I 95/3) 

Please develop Alternative D and help this population of bears to survive. (208/9) 

I do not feel that the preferred alternative goes far enough in protecting the Great Grizzly. I feel 
in order to keep our grizzlies fiom extinction we must provide more security for them. Alt. D 
witch (Sic) was dropped was the only one that came close to giving them the secure areas that 
they need Please use alt. D. (21 9/1) 

In light of the failing recovery eforts that characterize the C E  situation, the USFS has an 
OBLIGATION to develop and fully consider Alt. D as a reasonable and prudent alternative as 
per section 7 of the ESA. (230/5) 

I am asking you to analyze the increased security alternative. Under NEPA it is mandated that 
all reasonable alternatives be explored. (23 7/3) 

The argument that the fourpresented alternatives are the only feasible alternatives is not 
reasonable. An “Increased Security” Alternative (ISH) that incorporates linkage corridors and 
scientifically defensible administrative use standards is well within the range of feasibility. We 
Jind the argument that Alternative D (Increased Security) was “not feasible ” specious. ISH (I 7, 
14, 72) standards, for instance, could well be met in some BMUs while others could mandate 
highest attainable approximations. (23816) 
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I would think the Increased Security Alternative D would be worth analyzing. (267/2) 

I urge you to develop a new alternative with increased security standards for the grizzly bear. 
(285/2) 

The Forest Service must analyze an increased security alternative!! (285/4) 

issue through comments received during the public scoping phase of the planning process. 
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. 
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 BMUJ to indicate 35% OMRD and 
18% TMRD). Alternative D 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 
Kaswornn 1997). This level of security of OMRD 
Core Area > 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 intended to set one level of standards across all BMUs with > 75 percent 
Federal lands, it was determined to not be feasible to implement and dropped from more 
detailed study. 

Response: The issue of increased habitat security was identified as a significant 

17 percent, TMRD < 14 percent, and 

2. Alternative D, summarily dismissed in DEIS for reasons unrelated to the needs of grizzly 
bears [p..T-I8], needs to be developed. This development must start with identijkation of habitat 
features that would provide suficient resources and security for recovery of these threatened 
populations. The present effort, as embodied in Alternatives C and E fails to incorporate sound 
science and abandons statutory and moral obligations to identijj biological needs and formulate 
a credible plan to meet them. (1 00/7) 

Response: Thank you for your comment 

3. Alternative D was not givenhrther detailed study was based on the rational that two, Grouse 
and LeCl<erc BMUs do not have suficient amounts of Forest Service Roads to adequately meet 
the < 17% OMRD, <I 4% TMRD, and 72% Core standards set in this Alternative is completely 
insuflcient. The other 28 BMUs have an extremely high percentage of Federal land, (Table 91) 
which would allow Forest Service jurisdiction on enough Forest Service roads to meet those 
standards. In a discussion with Forest Service employees at the Coolin Open House on 
December 5'h, he stated that guaranteeing road access across public land to private landholders 
was primary reason for this alternative to be not discussedhrther. This is troublesome, since the 
OMRD and TMRD can be met ifthose Forest Service roads not being used as private land 
access routes would be closed. Furthermore, these standards are even higher than were set in 
Amendment 19, which requires a minimum of 68% core, standards for OMRD and TMRD are 
both 19%. No wonder this alternative eliminatedfiom Jirrther study because it never had a 
chance. Would it not be rational to use Amendment 19 standards of 19-1 9-68 for Alternative D? 
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FV7zere did the 17-14- 72% standards used in Alternative D originateji-om? Were they just 
arbitrary numbers? In addition Wakkinen and Kaworm 1997 were referred to in Alternative D, 
but were not listed in the Bibliography of Literature Cited. (149/12) 

standards and were not the consideration which prompted the decision to not give 
Alternative D more detailed study. These two BMUs have unique characteristics and 
contain only 56 and 64 percent Federal lands respectively. Neither of these alternatives are 
capable of reaching the 33-26-55 standards recommended in Grizzly Bear and Road 
Density Relationships in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones (Wakkinen and 
Kasworm 1997). This alternative was dropped from more detailed study due to several 
other BMUs not attaining the 17-14-72 standards due to the lack of Forest Service 
jurisdiction to restrict access on private, state, and county roads. As this alternative was 
intended to set one level of standards across all BMUs with > 75 percent Federal lands, it 
was determined to not be feasible to implement and dropped from more detailed study. 
The 17-14-72 standards were not arbitrary as they were based on research results found in 
Wakkinen and Kasworm 1997. This citation was inadvertently deleted from the literature 
cited and has been added to the FEIS. 

Response: Grouse and LeClerc BMUs were obviously not able to meet the higher 

4. Vthe  Cabinet- Yaak grizzlies are to survive they will need better than the minimum standards 
of management they have received over the last 25 years. They should at least have the same 
protections that the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem bears receive. I am asking you to 
develop alternative D as all of the other alternatives are unacceptable (sic). (165/1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to responses to comments 1 
and 3 above. 

5. The DEIS fails to develop an adequate range of reasonable alternatives and fails to f i l ly 
develop and assess Alternative D, the only alternative which would significantly increase grizzly 
bear security. The alternatives that are developed essentially maximize preservation of the 
status quo, rather than grizzly bear security and the likelihood that grizzly bears will survive in 
perpetuity in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk ecosystems. 

The DEIS dismisses development and assessment of Alternative D because the Forest Service 
does not control enough roads in “several ” of some 30 Bear Management Units to accomplish 
the alternative ’s more stringent security requirements. The Forest Service musthlly develop 
and assess this alternative in a way that addresses the special circumstances ofthe several joint- 
ownership BMUs, rather than summarily dismiss the benefits of this alternative to the remaining 
3 0. 

Alternative D would provide levels of security utilized by the most “security conscious ’’ of the 
grizzly bears researched. while this is better than using the average, it still does not insure that 
these bear populations will survive, let alone prosper. Afer cell, these populations have been 
found to warrant “endangered” status due to their precarious status and continued threats to 
their habitat, including roads. Perhaps they need even more security than they are currently 
allowed to select for. (1 814) 
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Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to responses to comments 1 
and 3 above. 

6. We are concerned that the range of alternatives in the DEIS is inadequate and does not 
provide an option that wouldprovide for the long-term recovely of the grizzly bear. Alternative 
D was the only alternative that wouldprovide for a meaningfir1 increase in grizzly bear security, 
yet this alternative was summarily dismissed by the USFS because ofproperty ownership issues 
in a small number of the Bear Management Units (BMUs). 

Alternative D wouldprovide levels of security utilized by the most wary of the grizzly bears 
researched in the S/ClRZs. While this is better than using the average, it would still not insure 
the long lerm survival of these bear populations. These populations have been found to be 
“warranted for endangered status” due to their low population numbers and continued threats 
to their habitat, including roads. (205/5) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to responses to comments 1 
and 3 above. 

7. The three Forests involved should move immediately to f i l ly reconsider Alternative D as a 
starting point in determining best science and crafting a preferred alternative based on the 
viability needs of grizzly bears. Alt. D should continue to provide the Minimum Motorized 
Access Standard until ecosystem-wide ‘yrst order selection ” studies have been completed- 
within three years. (206122) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your recommendations have been noted. 

8. Alternative D is the only alternative which would signijicantly increase grizzly bear security. 
The DEI!; dismisses development and assessment of Alternative D because the Forest Service 
does not control enough roads in “several” of the 30 BMUs to accomplish the alternative’s more 
stringent security requirements. According to the DEIS there is one BMU (Grouse) in the KNF, 
IPNF and LNF where there is less than 75%percent federal land. The Stateland BMU and the 
LeClerc 13MU (64% federal land) are not included in the amendment. The Forest Service must 
f i l ly develop and assess this alternative, rather than summarily dismissing the benefits of this 
alternative to the remaining 28 BMUs. Alternative D would provide levels of security utilized by 
the most .wary of the grizzly bears researched in the S/CYRZs. Evhile this is better than using the 
average, it would still not insure the long term survival of these bearpopulations. These 
populations have been found to be “warranted for endangered status” due to their low 
population numbers and continued threats to their habitat, including roads. Given that both 
populations are tiny and in decline, clearly they need more security than 33-26-55, which would 
constitute an insignijicant improvement in the Yaak and a reduction in security in the Selkirks. A 
broad range of alternatives must be developed, assessed and discussed in t e r n  of their ability to 
recover these grizzly bear populations. None of the alternativesfilly developed in the DEIS will 
provide adequate security and accomplish recovery as required by ESA and NFMA. (239/12) 

and 3 above. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comments 1 
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9. On page 2-1 8 of the DEIS it is indicated this alternative was not feasible to implement 
because of the lack of Forest Service jurisdiction on sufficient amounts of road. There are no 
mileage figures given on page 2-1 8 regarding the amount of roads within the several BMUs 
mentioned on page 2-1 8 that would be necessary to implement this alternative. The Final EIS 
should include data that would indicate the total number of miles of roads in each BMU that 
would be needed to be closed in order to implement Alternative D. (306/1) 

Response: Exact quantification of the amount of roads needed to implement this 
alternative is not relevant to the decision to not give this alternative detailed study. The 
computer model used to quantify security parameters produces a different numerical 
standard based on the specific road management scenario tested. To test the feasibility of 
this alternative, the model was run under a scenario with all roads under Forest Service 
jurisdiction closed to motorized access. The model results indicated that several of the 
BMUs could not reach the standards proposed in Alternative D. This evidence was 
evaluated and a determination was made to not pursue further study of this alternative. As 
this alternative will not given detailed study in the Final EIS, this level of analysis will not 
be completed. For additional information regarding Alternative D, please refer to 
comments 1 and 3 above. 

IO. The only alternative that could ensure the survival of the grizzlies is one you have rejected - 
Alternative D -Increased Security Habitat. This is the one you should choose. (307/2) 

Response: Your opinions regarding Alternative D have been noted. 

11. The Forest Service must challenge it’s unwillingness to recognize and acknowledge the 
extremely high probability of the consequences of human use of motorized roads and trails 
(DEIS, p.3-I I). It is safe to use the term inevitable, even in the short term. There has not, in the 
recent history (give or take 30 years) of grizzly bear conservation efforts, been a single 
ecosystem in which there have not been instances of direct shooting mortality through mistaken 
identity, attractants leading to habituation and bear destruction, loss of response by bears to 
humans leading to greater vulnerability of bears, and bears being displaced by human activity 
associated with roads. This is not a case of speculation; and it certainly is not a case that similar 
events ‘ h a y  ” occur, as claimed in the DEIS. It is safe and reasonable to say they will occur! 

Consistent understatements that these events ‘Pnay ” occur appear to be part of the agency 
culture of being unwilling to deal with the severe consequences of the kinds of actions listed in 
the above paragraph. Many of those impacts on bears are facilitated by management standards 
that appear to accommodate a grab bag of human and industrial activities; but the same 
standards have not yet demonstrated capability to provide reasonable prospects of grizzly bear 
recovery success with existing access rules and security standards or using existing criteria for 
defining and measuring standards. 

On page 3-1 3, the DEISprovides an internal rating of the alternatives relative to their capaciv 
to accomplish Recovery Plan objectives and be consistent with IGBC direction (which we might 
assume may not further Recovery Plan objectives). What Ifind disturbing is the P rating @artial 
meeting of objectives and directions) for ALT B, which best fits the existing management 
standards on the KNF and LNF. While the IPNF mav have charted a new direction since release 
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of the IPNF Biological Opinion (spring 2001) that is apparently moving the forest toward ALT E 
management standards, prior management would not even meet ALT B standards (e.g., Table, 3- 
3, p .  3-8, No Linear Open Road Density Standard for IPNF). For almost three years since the 
interim access guidelines were implemented in January 1999 &I. 1-5, DEIS) and for over four 
years since the Rule Set waspresented to the Task Group to the Subcommittee &I.1-5), the Forest 
Service has knowingly managed access and grizzly bear protection standards at a level they 
acknowledge is only partially effective and is “not fully consistent with IGBC and Recovery plan 
direction ” (P. 3-1 3). This is an unsettling admission; more disturbing is that grizzly bears and 
their habitat were, for four years, knowingly managed below known standards which were 
advanced by the Forest Service as being capable ofpromoting recovery but which have, at least 
partly because of substandard management, failed to do so. 

Further to this issue, ALT B, which as I understand it bersonal communication with R. Carlin) 
best approximates existing standards in the KNF and LNF, and exceeds those in the IPNF, is 
identiJied by the DEIS @. 3-13, 3-14) as consistent with conservation measures that are less than 
the current state of the art (i.e, based on current research) and were found to “only partially 
contribute to the conservation of bears”. 

Given this recent history it seems inadvisable that Forest Supervisors opt for an 
Alternative (E) that “incorporates the minimum level of habitat security measures recommended 
by grizzb bear researchers”, “therefore, conserving bears at the lowest level considered to have 
potential-for success ’’ @. 3-14). while this is qualiJied - standards are “higher than ALT C in 
several B.MU’s” - they are also lower “in a few ’’ BMU’s; overall proposed standards in ALT E 
in most B.MU’s are similar to those in ALT C. 

Thus the Forest Service is proposing minimum level measures with the lowest potential for 
success while it is acknowledged that “the bear population has likely turnedji-om an increasing 
to a decreasing trend (Kasworm et al. 2000) ” &I. 3-14). Surely this cannot represent enlightened 
or scienti,fically sound management. 

A comparison of numerical effects indicators in Table 3-5 (DEIS, p. 3-12) shows that the 
qualiJers used to portray ALT E as better than ALT C actually demonstrate that ALT will lower 
standards from those defined by the Forest Service in the DEIS (Table 5). 

Please see Table 5 on the following page. 
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Yaak 

to B(Exist) 

Table 5. Comparison ofALT C and ALT E standards (numerical indicators) aspresented in 

Selkirk 

Compared to B(Exist) 

I ALTC 

+ 3  

+ 8  

OMRD I + 9  

Even Even 

+ 2  + I  

TMRD I +12 

+ I  
-1 

I + 4  Core 

+ 6  + 6  

+ 5  + 4  

above3 I + 15 

Cabinet - Yaak 

OMRD - 6  

TMXD - 4  

XOMRD I + I  

Selkirk 

-1 

Even 

xTMRD I -1 

Core - 1  

I -3 x Core 

Even 

Adminusel 1 -58trips 

above 3 - 7  

,3-12). 

-1 

mean OMRD Even 

mean TMRD Even 

mean Core + I  
Admin use' Even 

I A minus here is positive since it means fewer 

the KNI; (115 trips) it appears to be worse 

ALTE I ~ A L T C  ~ A L T E  I 

~ 

Even 

-1 

+ 6  

Even 

trips. While this may be an improvement for 

for the IPNF & LNF (14 & 15 days). 

1 3-1 I Even I + 3  I I + 2  I Even I + 8  I 

+ I  I I - 7  I -1 

-58trips I I -58trips I --SStrips I 

While this comparison is independent of whether either or any alternative is scientifically 
supportable as providing even a reasonable or minimum or lowest level potential for recovery - 
that would and should be the first order evaluation although it is absentfiom the DEIS - it 
demonstrates that preferred ALT E results in an overall dilution of standards fiom those 
proposed in ALT C. For the Selkirk ecosystem, comparing ALT E to ALT C, three indicators 
decline, four are even, and one improves. For the C-Y, four indicators decline, three are even, 
and one improves. 
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This draws into disrepute the DEIS statement that for ALT E, “overall, across both 
recovery zones, the level of security is higher than in alternative C” b.3-14). In reality, across 
both recovery zones there are a total of 18 indicators (Table 3,-5, DEIS) of which seven are 
similar, hvo are better in ALT E than in ALT C, and seven are worse in ALT E than in ALT C. 

Alternative D b. 2-1 8, DEIS) would have provided increased levels of security habitat for grizzly 
bears basled more closely on a standard that research demonstrated was at least partially 
acceptable to some surviving bears. It is important not to misconstrue this as suggesting that this 
level of security will result in grizzly bear recovery; recall @.4), for example, that the status of 
most bears radio collared in the Selkirk ecosystem is unknown (29 of 50) or they are known to be 
dead (1 6 of 50). 

There is no scientific merit to using 55% core forprefewed ALT E. This conflicts with all 
grizzly bear research results, including those fiom local ecosystems. Further, it must be 
questioned on the basis that a viable grizzly bear population, and certainly a bear population 
that is expected to grow and recover, may require substantially more core area. The confined 
nature of the Selkirk and Cabinet- Yaak ecosystems, their lack oj’designated wilderness and 
roadless habitat, and road oriented land management, as well as the precarious status 
(endangered) of these populations, is an indication that bears in these populations are unable to 
exercise selection for biological options conducive to survival and optimal reproductive success. 
Few populations of grizzly bears in the US. (and Canada) have this ability and none are 
surviving in pristine ecosystems, but bears in the Yellowstone ecosystem may come as close as 
presently is possible to selecting fiom a natural range of ecological and behavioral options. In 
this ecosystem adult female bears with more than 20% of their home range on lands outside of 
Wilderness or National Parks, identifed as bears that had the opportunity to use areas with open 
roads, averaged home ranges with 84% core (no motorized access)(US FWS 1999, p.IV-25). 
Given the close contact between humans and bears that can be expected in confined ecosystems, 
like the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak, when access rules and standards are inadequate, core and‘ 
road density standards must err on the side of grizzly bear security and population recovery. 

The standards proposed for ALT 0, compared to ALT E, and research results fiom the other 
bear studies the FS identifies as setting the “best available scientific information” standards 
(DEIS, p. 3-15; Mace and Manley 1993; Mace and Waller 1997), along with those from a 
population that appears to have at least stabilized, are: 

Please see Table 6 on the following page. 
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Table 6. Habitat securii 
standards and r 

ALT D 

ALT E 

Flathead NF’ 

South Fork research 

Yellowstone 

’ Wakkinen and 1 Kasworm1997 

standards proposed for ALT D and ALT E com 
?search results. 

I mi/miL open I > 2 mi/mi’ Total 
Motorized Road Den Motorized Road Den 

17 14 

6 6 

’Average, 6.female ’Forest Plan Amend. - 
home ranges I #19, Flathead NF 

? pared to existing 

%core 

Females 

The Forest Service should return to, and fully develop andpresent, Alternative D before it 
proceeds to the Final EIS; in doing so it should broaden the scope of information it uses and 
provide f i l l  opportunity for public and independent scientijic review of Alternative D. (332/9) 

Response: Thank you for your comments. The fact that existing management only 
partially meets recovery goals and IGBC direction is support for undertaking this EIS. 
Alternative E sets standards above the minimum recommendations for many BMUs. The 
numbers shown for Alternative E in your Table 6 are incorrect. Your support for 
Alternative D is noted. 

ALTS-1305 Alternative F Maintain Current Levels of Access 

I .  ‘Alternative F should be semipermanent for Salmo-Priest and LeClerc Colville NF. and 
Jackson-Hughes and Kalispel-Granite (w/Priest Lake) Alternative B permanent for other 
proposed recovery areas. (I 06/2) 

alternatives in selected BMUs has been noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your preference for application of these 

2. Consider alternative F. The marginal ifany benefits to grizzlies are more than ofset by 
social and economic costs. (140/9) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

3. This EIS isflawed because the only real no action alternative, which is$ has not been 
included. An EIS must have a no-action alternative in order to represent all the choices 
available. Alternative F was “designed to respond to comments requesting the Forest Sewice 
maintain the existing levels of closed and open roads on the landscape. It also responds to public 
comments asking for no additional road closures. ” Alternative F should have been included. 
(209/20) 
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Response: Alternative F was designed to represent the existing condition at the end 
of Bear Year 2000. It is the result of implementation accomplished to date from existing 
guidance and direction such as Forest Plans and associated Biological Opinions. The 
element of “freezing” the existing status as future standards is what separates this from the 
“no action” alternative. This alternative could not serve as ‘‘no action” as it would fail to 
continue implementation of existing management direction. Alternative A, as the ‘no 
action” alternative presented in this EIS, recognizes that if we do not choose a course of 
action to amend the Forest Plans, we are still bound to the existing direction. It must be 
understood that the decision to not amend the plans does not undermine the commitment 
to implement them as written. 

4. The supposed benefit for grizzlies in the prefirred alternative amounts to a I-2% overall 
change in core areas and road densities. Most BMUs are already below the recommended 
targets for OMRD, TMRD, and Core Area. Those fm BMUs that are not can be addressed on a 
site spec@ basis in order to meet the legal mandates. To approach the stated need as a forest 
plan amendment is heavy handed and ineflcient and will unnecessarily tie the hands of local 
forest supervisors. Therefore, we request that Alternative F be reconsidered because the 
marginal ifany benefits to grizzlies are more than ofset by social and economic costs. (209/23) 

above. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comment 3 

5. The USFS must find some way to satis.& its legal obligations without completely 
reengineering the human environment, which would occur with all the alternatives in the EIS 
except F. Therefore, I request that Alternative F be reconsidered because the marginal ifany 
benefits to grizzlies are more than ofiset by social and economic costs. Ifnot, I then request that 
this DEIS and proposal be withdrawn. (FS) 

above. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comment 3 

6. The purpose of the EIS is to provide guidelines for motorized access but alternative F - 
maintain current levels of access did not warrant detailed study. This alternative should studied 
(sic) to establish a base. Seems the idea of the EIS might be to just13 more road closures andlor 
obliteration. (255/3) 

above. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comment 3, 

7. How do you conclude that the ‘ffi.eezing” of the present status would not provide an option 
that mort! fully resolve any of the biological or social concerns identijied as signijicant issues?” 
(266/2) 

above. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comment 3 
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ALTS-1306 Alternative G Maximum Access 

1. I favor the alternative which gives absolute discouragement to grizzly bear propagation in 
the wild! Alternative G - maximum access would be my preferred choice. If that alternative is 
notpossible, my next choice would be alternative A. (711) 

noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your preference for Alterative G is 

2. I must recommend alternative “G” for management of the Cabinet, Selkirk and Yaak areas. 
(2014) 

I recommend Alternative G. (240/2) 

noted. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Your preference for Alterative G is 

3. Our opinion is that there are other more desirable options which are listed but not seriously 
considered in the DIES< and that there are other options not stated in the DEIS. We are 
strongly opposed to Alternatives B, C, D, and E. Alternatives A, F, and G are acceptable, with 
either F or G preferred. However, we see that Alternative G has not been given any study. We 
feel it does indeed warrant detailed study. (2044) 

Response: As stated on page 2-19 of the DEIS, “this alternative was not given 
detailed study in this analysis as it did not meet the purpose and need for action and would 
require actions beyond the jurisdiction of the Forest Service to conserve and contribute to 
the recovery of grizzly bears in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak recovery Zones.” 

4. I found it next to impossible to decipher what is really going to happen with any of the 
proposed alternatives - except Alternative “G ’, maximum access, which was given no deJinition 
or study. How do you conclude that “eliminating the existing gates on all restricted roads would 
not likely conserve and contribute to the recovery of grizzly bears within the recovery zones? 
(2664) 

Response: Numerous research studies have concluded that human access on forest 
roads can detrimentally affect grizzly bears. The security provided by access management 
is recognized in the grizzly bear recovery plan (USWFS 1993) as the single most important 
tool for managing grizzly bear habitat. Elimination of access management as proposed in 
Alternative G would contradict best available scientific information and fail to implement a 
comprehensive conservation strategy for grizzly bears. 
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ALTS-1307 Other Alternatives 

I Inadequate range of alternatives - DEIS lacks an alternative based on the best available 
science, tis required by the ESA. (F2) (31/4) (164/9) (269/5) 

It lack  an Alt. based on the best available science required by ES Act. (35/4) 

The DEIS fails to provide any scientific basis for concluding that any of the Alternatives would 
lead to grizzly bear recovery in the area. (47/2) (48/2) 

The DEL!? lacks any alternative that is based on the best available science, and fails to address 
linkage corridors. Linkage Corridors are essential for long-term survival of the bears. (47/3) 
(48/3) 

None of the three alternatives ofer adequate scientific basis that would lead to recovery of the 
grizzly in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk ranges. (54/3) 

The three alternatives (B, C, and E) demonstrate a failure on the part of Forest Service to live up 
to its responsibility under Endangered Species Act, which requires a assiduous efort to apply 
good science to a decision. (54/6) (58/6) 

The DEI!; fails to present adequate scientijic basis to conclude that any of the alternatives would 
lead to recovery of the bearpopulations. (57/4) (323/6) 

You have presented an inadequate range of alternatives, the DEIS lacks an alternative based on 
the best available science as required by the ESA. (57/5) 

Ebne of the three alternatives ofer adequate scientific basis that would lead to recovery of the 
grizzly in the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk range. (58/3) 

None of the three alternatives (B, C, or E) identijed as feasible wouldprovide the necessary 
security to assure long-term recovepy and viabiliv of the Cabinetflaak and Selkirk grizzly bear 
populations. They are not based on best science and therefore not defensible under that 
standard-certainly, no scientific basis for such conclusion is presented. Even the preferred 
alternative would provide only an insignificant increase in protection. (6311) 

The DEIS should be withdrawn and another developed with an increased protection alternative 
based on best available science, with the more defensible 72% core, 14% TMRLl, and 17% 
OMRD standards in those areas with adequate federal road jurisdiction and the greatest 
achievement possible in those areas with inadequate federal road jurisdiction to achieve these 
standards. (63/3) 

I do not sr*rpport standards that fail to provide adequate security and protection of habitat for 
these bears. Your current proposal represents a significant failure on the part of the Forest 
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Service to live up to its responsibility under the Endangered Species Act to use the best available 
science. (68/1) 

There is an inadequate range of alternatives - DEIS lacks an alternative based on the best 
available science, as required by the ESA. (68/4) (208/4)(323/7) 

We are not in favor of any of the alternatives the DEIS is proposing as feasible solutions for the 
werfare and genetic continuance of the Grizzly population. The alternatives the National Forests 
are proposing are contradictory to the protection of the Grizzly. (8Yl )  

It is apparent that the DEIS lacks an alternative based on the best available science as required 
by the ESA. (86/3) 

We who value the existence of grizzlies for future generations will not accept standards that do 
not provide for their recovery and long term viability. The current proposal seems to be a sure 
failure on the part of the USFS to abide by the ESA and use the best available science (93/8) 

The purported science with respect to the long term survival of the bear is very weak with 
respect to the amount of habitat required and the affect of road density on the bears. More 
studies are required, but in the mean time it is important to respect the original multiple use 
mandate of the Forest Service. (94/2) 

None of the existing alternatives does enough to protect and insure the log-tern viability of the 
grizzly bear population. ScientiJc evidence shows that much larger permanent cote areas are 
necessary than is currently planed. The DEIS fails to present a scientific basis that would lead 
to recovery. (9912) 

1 want management standards that provide adequate security and adequate habitat protection 
for these bears. I also want biologically sound decisions. Afer readingpros and cons of the 
three feasible alternativeplans, as determined by the D.E.I.S. I conclude that no one of the 
alternatives would provide secure, long-term recovery and viability of the grizzly bear 
populations because none are scientzjkally sound. (1 21/1) 

Please incoiporate sound science and sure survival for the grizzlies in your next alternativeh. 
(121/3) 

None of the DEIS alternatives use the best available science. (123/1) 

None of your alternatives is adequate for grizzly recovery, and I bet you already know this. Your 
core recommendations are biologically weak, and shifting road openings must be some kind of 
scientific joke. (125/1) 

Wiere is a scientifically defensible alternative? (1 251’3) 
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The DEIS has an inadequate range of alternatives and lacks an alternative based on the best 
available science, as required by the Endangered Species Act. (1 494) 

The Proposed Action and the Preferred Alternative E fail to provide adequate security and 
protection of grizzly bear habitat and the public will not accept standards that fail to ensure the 
Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak grizzly bear population full recovery. The standards must be based on 
the best mailable science. (1 49/20) 

None of the alternativesproposed wouldprovide enough securiw to ensure recovery or the long 
term viability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly populations. There is an inadequate range 
of alternatives based on the best available science as required by the ESA. (1.53/1) (28211) 

I think the range of alternatives inadequate, as none reflect the best available science concerning 
adequate grizzly recovery zones. Insofar as I understand them, none of the three feasible action 
alternatives will firther grizzly recovery or long-term viability within these two bear 
populations. (1 58//1) 

The current DEIS for this project represents a signiJicant failure on the part of the Forest 
Service to met its responsibility under the Endangered Species Act to employ the best available 
science for the protection of threatened and endangered species and their habitats. (1 7.511) 

The “best available science ’’ used in the DIES is outdated and biased. (18213) 

The recent DEIS on grizzly bear recovery is inadequate and does notprovide adequate 
p7otectioiv for this fast-disappearing species. The science seems to dictate that an alternative is 
needed that provides a large permanent core without any roads. Security for the bears must be 
greatly increased and must be an alternative in the DIES. A 70% or more core, 17% or less 
open motorized road densities, and 14% or less total motorized road densities with federal road 
jurisdiction is a good starting point. (1 844) 

It seems you need more alternatives, ones based on the best available scientist’s conclusions. 
(1 9212) 

Science d’oes not support any of the alternatives for grizzly recovery. (1 9513) 

Please examine the scient@ evidence and rewrite your DEIS to give the grizzlies what they 
need. (1 !)5/8) 

None of the alternatives do enough to secure adequate habitat jor the bears. . . You have a 
responsibility to use the best available science to protect the grizzly bear. (21 111) 

None of the alternatives outlined in the DEIS would ensure recovery for the bears. More 
alternatives are needed based on the best available science. (21311) 
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Neither common sense, actual scientipc data or reasonable, logical forest management are being 
applied in the proposed draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) forest plan amendments. 
(22311) 

Your DIES is suspect from a scient@ standpoint. (227/1) 
I think it is unacceptable to adopt standards that fail to provide adequate security and habitat 
protection for the bears and this current proposal represents a signifcant failure on the part of 
the Forest Service to live up to its responsibility under the Endangered Species Act to use the 
best available science. (23 7/1) 

Unfortunately, we believe the alternatives developed in the DEIS fail to incorporate the best 
available scientific information as mandated by the Endangered Species Act @SA) and seriously 
neglect the primary objective of a successfil recovery efort. Consequently, SCA believes none of 
the alternatives are likely to achieve recovery of grizzly bears. Moreover, considering the 
perilous status (warranted for ‘endangered’ listing) of bears in the Selkirk Cabinet-Yaak, we 
maintain that implementation of any of the alternatives will likely lead to eventual extinction of 
bears in these systems. (238/1) 

We wish we could recommend one of the other alternatives developed for this DEIS. 
Unfortunately, weJind all the alternatives insufficient to the task of recovering grizzly bears in 
the Selkirk Cabinet-Yaak. NEPA demands that planners provide an adequate range of 
alternatives. Certainly, an alternative that incorporates the best available science with the 
emphasis on recovery, (as mandated by the ESA) should have been developed. (238/5) 

Your currentproposal represents a significant failure on the Forest Service to live up to its 
responsibility under Endangered Species Act to use best available science. None of the 
alternative in the DEISprovide enough security to ensure recovery or long-term viability of the 
grizzly. (263/1) 

The DEIS fails toprove that any alternative would lead to recovery in this region. There is also 
an inadequate range of alternatives based on best available science as required by ESA. (263/3) 

I very strongly urge you to pursue a new alternative with increased security standards for the 
grizzly bear. It is totally unacceptable to fail to provide adequate security andprotection of 
habitat for these bears. The current proposal and alternative are a sad failure on the part of the 
Forest Service to live up to its responsibility under the Endangered Species Act to use the best 
available science. (269/1) 

It would appear that the alternatives being proposed through the required Environmental Impact 
Statement are out of touch with the available science bearing on the needs of these endangered 
bear populations. (2 744)  

Is there an alternative which truly incorporates the best available science in favor of bear 
security? (282/2) 
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The current proposal and preferred alternative is a complete failure and circumvention on the 
part of the forest service to live up to its resp9onsibility under the endangered species act to use 
the best available science. (285/3) 

Unfortunately, the action alternatives andpreferred alternative do not appear to adequately 
provide for protection and recovery of the grizzly bear. We are also concerned that the analysis 
does not o#er scientfically basedprotection one of the last three geographical areas in the 
lower 48 xtates known to support grizzly bears. (287/1) 

The DEIS clearly lacks an alternative based on the best available science. (324/4) 
Response: Six radio collared female grizzly bears monitored during 1989-94 

represent the basis for the open road, total road and core standards (Wakkinen and 
Kasworni 1997). These animals were radio collared within the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk 
recovery zones. All animals produced young either during or prior to this monitoring 
period Individual home ranges for these animals were evaluated for percent of area over1 
mile per square mile of open road density, percent of area over 2 miles per square mile of 
total road density, and percent of area in core. Previous analyses showed less than 
expected use when these road densities were exceeded. The methods used followed those 
described1 by previous research (Mace and Manley 1993) and by guidelines from the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC 1994). These 6 bears were chosen because 
they were females that had survived long enough to provide sufficient data for analysis and 
had reproduced within the study area. Values for these 6 radio collared bears were 
averaged to produce these results: 33 percent of the home range had an open road density 
of 1 mile per square mile or greater, 26 percent of the home range had a total road density 
of 2 miles per square mile or greater, and 55 percent of the home range was core. 

2. None (of the Alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide enough security to ensure the long term 
viability clf the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. (F2) (31/2) (5711) (67/1) 
(68/2) (I 64/11) (226/1) (285/1) (324/1) 

None of the Alt. wouldprovide enough security to ensure recoveiy or long term viability. (35/1) 

None of the Alternatives in the DEIS are adequate. (36/2) 

None of the alternatives represents a biologically (sic) defensible plan for the recovery of these 
bears. (3 V2) 

The alternatives in the DEIS none of them seem to provide the necessary bear access 
management standards needed for protecting the grizzly. (38/1) 

None of the Alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide enough security to ensure recovery or the 
long term viability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. (4411) (46/1) (SOD) 
(1 32/1) 
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None of the Alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide enough security to ensure grizzly bear 
recove ry in the Area. (4 711) (48/1) 

The three alternatives oflered are unacceptable. They simply do not provide adequate protection 
of habitat for the bear’s recovery. (51/1) 

These three alternatives fail to provide adequate security and protection of habitat for the bears. 
(54/1) (58/l) 

None of the alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement can provide enough 
security for these surviving 40 bears to ensure recovery or long-term viability. It is the 
responsibility of the Forest Service to find an alternative that is biologically defensible. (59/1) 

The presently issued DEIS alternatives (B,C,E) do not satis& the decision (sic) of the court 
ordered amendment to adequately (sic) protect the grizzly populations according to the ESA. 
(60/1) 

None of the alternatives in the DEISprovide enough security to insure the long term survival of 
the grizzly bears in these areas. (66/1) 

The DEIS has not proven where any of these alternatives will augment the Grizzly population 
and secure other future populations. (8.5/6) 

Scrap each of the alternatives in the current DEIS. None wouldprovide enough security to 
insure a long term recovery of the Cabinet- Yaak or Selkirk grizzlies. (86/I) 

After a review of the alternatives, I have concerns that not adequate security would be provided 
to ensure the recovery of the grizzly populations in these areas. (92/1) 

Regretably (sic) the Preferred Alternative - in fact none of the Alternatives - in the DEB, 
provide enough security to ensure recovery or long term viability of these grizzly bear 
populations. (93/1) 

As I read your alternatives, the one thing that I see lacking is adequate protection of habitat. 
The high mortality ratefiom humans is reason enough for more protection of larger recovery 
areas. None of the alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide enough security to endure recovery 
or the long term viability of grizzly bear populations. (97/1) (984) 

I urge you to reconsider your DEIS for a plan to adopt grizzly bear access management 
standards within Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak. It does not provide for the recovery and the long- 
term viability of the grizzly in these areas. (124/1) 

None of the Alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide enough security to ensure recovery or the 
long-term viability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. (1 49/3) 
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All of these alternatives appear to fall short of requirements under the Endangered Species Act. 
Please reconsider. (1 54/3) 

All Alterriatives listed fail to adequately protect fragile grizzly bear populations. (1 63/1) 

Explore d l  reasonable alternative measures regardless ofpolitical fallout. (1 78/2) 

A broad sange of alternatives must be developed, assessed and discussed in terms of their ability 
to recover these grizzly bearpopulations. None of the alternatives fully developed in the DEIS 
appear to provide adequate security to accomplish this clear objective of the Endangered 
Species A‘ct and National Forest Management Act. (18112) 

No alternative provides enough security for bears. (1 95/1) 

Please do not settle standards that aren ’t strong enough to provide adequate security and 
protection of habitat for grizzly bears in the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. (196/1) 

The DraJji Environmental Impact Statement’s three alternatives do not adequately address the 
dire needs of grizzly bears. I urge you to consult with people that have the knowledge to fairly 
develop standards that ensure long-term survival of our grizzly bear population. (200/1) 

The stated Purpose and Need is to “[almend the Forest Plans to include a set of motorized 
access and security guidelines to meet our [Forest Service] responsibilities under the 
Endangesed Species Act to conserve and contribute to recovery of grizzly bears. ” S-1 As shown 
above, none of the action alternatives explored in detail in the DEIS will conserve or contribute 
to recove(y of these grizzly bear populations due to the inadequate standards for road density 
and core on which they rely. (239/4) 

The DEI5:fails to develop an adequate range of reasonable alternatives (239/4) 

The current proposal on the part of the Forest Service does not live up to its responsibility under 
the Endangered Species Act. None of the alternatives in the DEIS would prove enough security 
to ensure long term viability of the grizzly population. (262/1) 

It is clear that none of the alternatives in the DEIS wouldprovide adequate security and 
protection to ensure recovery of the long-term viability that is so critical to these bear 
populations. (269/2) 

None of the three alternatives goes far enough to protect critical grizzly bear habitat. . . . Please 
put me on! record as encouraging the Forest service to go back and consider a stronger DEIS 
alternative that better protects the habitats and corridors needed by grizzlies in the Selkirk- Yaak 
National .Forests. (278/1) 

It is obvious that the current DEIS alternatives will not do anything to help the dwindling bear 
population stabilize and grow. (2 79/1) 
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Unfortunately it is difJult to support any of the available alternatives due to inconsistencies 
with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act for ensuring long-term viability of the 
imperiled bears in these areas. The alternative don 't provide suficient security of the bear. 
(322/1) 

Response: Linkage zones and population augmentation are outside the scope of the 
decision. The intent of the EIS is to establish access standards that will promote the recovery of 
grizzly bears. The selected alternative will receive consultation with USFWS, the agency 
designated by law with primary responsibility for grizzly bear recovery. They will determine if 
the selected alternative is adequate. 

3. Your DEIS for Forest Plan Amendment to change grizzly bear management standards lists a 
set of utterly inadequate alternatives any of which, ifadopted, wouldput the bear at greater risk 
than ever. (4911) 

Response: Your opinion on the adequacy of the alternatives is noted. 

4. The Forest Service has the responsibility under NEPA to explore all reasonable alternatives. 
A 72% core, 17% OMRD, 14% TMRD in BMUs is very reasonable with road restrictions. 
(54/4) (5814) 

Please work towards an alternative of 72% core at the very least, 17% OMXD, 14% TMRD. 
(8411) 

T o  enhance the recovery rates of these endangered animals, I ask you to consider a new set of 
alternatives than the DEISprovides. Road densities are too great for recovery under the existing 
set of alternatives, which do not meet the Endangered Species Act stipulations for use of the best 
available science. Please work towards 72% core, 17% OMRD, 14% TMRD in B W s  with 
federal road jurisdiction that would facilitate these standards. In all other BMUs, the Forest 
Service should set standards that work towards the greatest security possible given decreased 
federal road jurisdiction. (137/1) 

It is the responsibility of Forest Service under NEPA to explore all reasonable alternatives. It is 
reasonable to work towards 72% core, 17% OMRD, 14% TMRD in BMUs with federal road 
jurisdiction that would facilitate these standards. (263/4) 

Response: Your comments and suggestions are noted. 

5. ' I t s  necessary to consider other alternatives notably one that would stipulate a larger core 
zone, less motorized road density, and a greater attention to the crucialproblem of connectivity. 
(65/2) 

Response: Connectivity is outside the scope of the decision. The alternatives 
incorporate a broad range of standards related to core and road density based on current 
research. 

6. Implementation of the proposals in DEIS will fail to create habitats suitable for grizzly bear 
recovery. Speci$cally, alternatives C and E: Contain no evidence [nor even claims] that they 
would provide suflcient security for grizzly bear survival in these recovery zones. Sanction 
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excessive road densities. Would preserve inadequate roadless [core] habitat. Include no 
standards to insure adequate and secure seasonal habitats. (1 00/1) 

Rlesponse: See response to comment 2. 

7. The proposals in DEIS would doom efforts to recover grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak and 
Selkirk Recovery Zones. Effective management will require development of scientijically 
responsibde, demonstrably suficient habitat standards from the best available information. Any 
scientijhlly sound management plan will insure greater security of grizzly bear habitats than 
any alternative described in DEIS. (1 00/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

8. I urge you to rethink and expand the alternatives your DEIS lists to include options with 
greater amounts of core habitat to provide grizzlies with a greater chance of surviving in these 
recovery zones. (1 2613) 

Response: Thank you. Your comment is noted. 

9. We realize you have little choice but to use the best available research to support grizzly 
management. However, this is very limited and more is needed to determine i f  initial results are 
valid and‘ can be replicated. The FEIS should identi3 research needed to provide a higher 
degree oj”re1iability. (1 56/4) 

needs is outside the scope of the EIS. 
Response: While we agree that additional research is desirable, identifying research 

10. User education might actually do more to protect the bears than the most draconian 
restrictions. Human caused mortality is an obvious focus for user education efforts. As people 
learn how to identifi grizzlies, understand their behavior and appreciate the role of these 
magnificent animals in the community of life, the bears will be at far less risk. The alternative 
selected in the FEIS should address user education and include a definitive program targeted 
and tailored to each user group. The emphasis for hunters would be very diflerent than those 
targeting snowmobilers. (1 564) 

recovery, and much is being done in this arena. However, education is outside the scope of 
this decision. 

Response: We agree that public education is a critical element of grizzly bear 

11. The :i.cience used in the DEIS, while “best available ”, is outdated and suspect. Two 
premises are being used to justifjt road closures and road rip (destruction). One is that grizzlies 
avoid road thus denying themselves the survival benefits of roaded habitat, and two, that roads 
contribure to the untimely deaths of the bears. Part of the “science ’’ used to determine that 
grizzlies require roadless areas is suspect. One of the main contributors, Mr. Wayne Kasworm 
waspres,ident of the Montana Chapter of Wildlife Society, before, during and after much of the 
original research was being done. The philosophical bias of this organization towards limiting 
all human access to forest areas is well known. Is Mr. Kasworm ’s science biased? Is this 
“conflict of interest” too much like the “scientists” recently caught planting evidence to prove 
the existmce of Canadian Lynx population in Washington state, which also would have denied 
human access to those forests being studied? (F6) 
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Response: Mr. Kasworm was elected President of the Montana Chapter of the 
Wildlife Society in 1992. He has been a member of the parent society since 1978. The 
Wildlife Society is the professional society for practicing wildlife biologists in the same 
manner as the Society of American Foresters is the professional society for practicing 
foresters. The Wildlife Society, founded in 1937, is an international non-profit scientific 
and educational association dedicated to exceilence in wildlife stewardship through science 
and education. Their mission is to enhance the ability of wildlife professionals to conserve 
diversity, sustain productivity, and ensure responsible use of wildlife resources for the 
benefit of society. The Wildlife Society publishes the Journal of Wildlife Management, 
Wildlife Society Bulletin, and Wildlife Monographs. 

12. Provide a functional alternative based on total area analysis and not one based on simple 
percentages of areas. A I % increase of total area that include nonviable land/water is a 1% 
increase of no practical value. (I  78/3) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

13. The DEIS fails, however, to clearly develop and assess alternatives that would require more 
road decommissioning than Alternative C and to clearly describe the increase in beneJits to 
water quality and other species that arise as grizzly bear security is increased. As a result, the 
grizzly bear is left to bear the brunt of the responsibility for road decommissioning when other 
species and resources equally deserve to bear the responsibility and credit. (1 81/4) 

Response: Your comment is noted. Additional effects disclosure has been added to 
the watershed and fisheries section of the FEIS. 

14. WeJind the DEIS inadequate and urge you to fully develop and assess alternatives that will 
provide not only increased levels of grizzly bear security through road decommissioning, but 
increased elk, lynx and wolverine security, improved water quality, improved$sheries via road 
decommissioning and culvert removals, and increases in jobs. Were you to take the multiple- 
species, integrated approach we have asked for, the right path would become obvious to the 
decision maker and these National Forests would move proudly forward with an aggressive and 
progressive road decommissioning program that is good for the land and for the people. (1 81/9) 

Response: Your comments are noted. 

15. Wzen formulating any type of recovery plan for any animal orplant, the social aspects of 
recovery must be f i l ly  included along with sound biology. In this proposal, the social aspects of 
grizzly bear recovery are being disregarded and sound biology is not being applies. (191/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

16. I insist the NFS do its job and assemble an alternative that addresses increasing grizzly 
habitat! (1 92/3) 

responsibility of USFWS and is outside the scope of the decision. 
Response: Your comment is noted. Increasing the size of recovery zones is the 

17. Given that both populations are tiny and in decline (see trend analysis in comments of 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies for this DEIS), clearly they need more security than 33-26-55, 
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which would constitute an insignificant improvement in the Cabinet- Yaak and a reduction in 
security i.n the Selkirks. A broad range of alternatives must be developed, assessed and discussed 
in terms oftheir ability to recover these grizzly bear populations. None of the alternativesfilly 
developed in the DEIS will provide adequate security and accomplish recovery as required by 
ESA and .NFMA. 

It is reasonable to work towards 72% core, 17% OMXD, 14% TMRD in BMUs with federal road 
jurisdiction that would facilitate these standards. In all other BMUs the Forest Service should 
set standards that work towards the greatest amount of security possible given decreased federal 
road juri2:diction. (205/6) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

18. The fundamental, underlyingproblem of both the Interim Access Rule Set (Alternative B), 
the standards proposed by Kasworm & Wakkinen in 1997 (Alternative C), and the Preferred 
Alternative proposed in this DEIS (Alternative E), is that they depart signijkantly, and in the 
case of B completely, j?om sound science. The level to which they substitute social, political, and 
management desires for best available science is simply not permitted under the law. (206/1) 

R(esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

19. I would like the Forest Service to consider alternatives other than B, C and E because they 
are not based on sound biology and won 't lead to recovery. Specijkally, these alternatives do 
not provide large enough areas of secure habitat and do not have low enough densities of open 
and closed roads. (23 7/2) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

20. While the proposed action does indeed pertain only to Federal lands, the alternatives must 
nevertheless be developed within the informational context of the recovery area as a whole to 
have any biologic validity. (23818) 

Response: Even though standards were developed for some individual BMUs, the 
design of the alternatives fully cornsidered the informational context of the entire recovery 
area. 

21. We have shown that the 33-26-55 criteria, which provide the basis for the alternatives under 
consideration, are not founded on the best available science. Thus the DEIS lacks an alternative 
based on athe best available science, as required by the ESA. Neither Alternative C norpreferred 
Alternative E will result in a signijkant increase in security. Both alternatives would decrease 
core and increase road densities in some BMUs with the result that security overall would be 
virtually the same. It has been shown that both populations are declining under current 
condition:r and mortality rates exceed Recovery Plan limits. It is clear that neither Alternative C 
nor prefeired Alternative E would provide adequate security to ensure the recovery and long 
tern viability of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. The DEIS fails to 
present an adequate scienti3c basis for concluding that the preferred alternative would lead to 
recovery c ,f the Cabinet- Yaak and Selkirk grizzly bear populations. A decision to implement any 
of the alternatives considered in detail would be arbitrary and capricious and in violation of 
applicable law. (239/25) 
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Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

22. I don ’t see among the alternative oflered one that requires a sufficient improvement in 
habitat security. The bears need a great deal ofpermanently undisturbed tepritory, and I don’t 
think 55% is going to do the job. It should be more like 75%. (267/1) 

Response: Thank you for our comment. 

23. The Interim Road Management Strategy the 1998 Access Management Rule Set &oposed 
action) and all of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS fall far short of this task and must 
be substantially improved. In fact the agency itself admits this in the DEIS: “the proposed 
action may not suficiently restrict motorized access to facilitate adequate levels of secure bear 
habitat within the Selkirk and Cabinet Yaak Recovery Zones. ” (DEIS atPage2-3) (277/1) 

DEIS is an issue statement developed from public comments received. It does not reflect 
the position of the Forest Service. 

Response: Your comment is noted. The statement you cite from page 2-3 of the 

24. The Forest Service (FS) does not consider a full range of alternatives in this DEIS. Overall, 
levels ofprotection do not differ markedly for core areas, OMRDs, TMRDs, linear open road 
density, habitat eflectiveness, administrative use, restricted roads, motorized trails, cover, and 
other key variables among the action alternatives. Overall size does not difler markedly for core 
areas, habitat eflectiveness, linear open road density, areas with open roads, or cover among the 
action alternatives (DEIS 2-9 to 2-1 6). See also below. The FS should have examined 
alternatives that increased security habitat and other factors signijkantly, or alternatives that 
would have increased security habitat and other factors to the highest levels feasible or possible, 
but instead chose not to (DEIS 2-9 to 19). (287/2) 

significant issues identified by the public, three additional alternatives explored options for 
both increased and decreased security habitat. Before the decision to not give these 
alternatives detailed study, they were very carefully examined as viable options for 
consideration. Alternative D was designed utilizing a specific set of standards extracted 
from research (Kasworm and Wakkinen 1997) specific to the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak 
recovery zones. Use of these standards was intentional so as to not invent arbitrary 
thresholds based on a subjective determination of “highest levels feasible or possible” or 
from merely a comparison with other recovery zones subject to different biological and 
physical characteristics. 

Response: As discussed on pages 2-18 and 2-19 of the DEIS in response to 

25. In light of the recent Lynx fiasco it is even more important that the FS derives an alternative 
that has continuous local public involvement, to address the real concerns in grizzly bear 
recovery and maintains credibility with the public through their cooperation. (298/2) 

Response: Thank you for your comment, 

26. NEPA at 40 CFR 1500.1 (b) requires accurate scientijk analysis. It is not clear in Chapter 2 
that Alternatives B, C, or E have incorporated the best available science into the scientijic 
analysis portion of each Alternative. (306/2) 

Response: See response to comment 1. 
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27. With over 15,000 miles of roads in the two national forests, surely the ID team could come 
up with an alternative that better increases grizzly bear security areas while still maintaining an 
adequate road system for management and recreational use. (323/1) 

Response: Page 1-1 of the DEIS states: “it is important for the reader to note that 
this EIS aind subsequent Record of Decision (ROD) will not prescribe site-specific access 
management decisions with the Recovery Zones. This analysis examines the effects of 
setting va.rious levels of human access within the Recovery Zones. The decision to change 
the status of a specific road or trail will be proposed through project-level analyses and 
decisions.” Decisions regarding selection of an adequate road system for management and 
recreational use will be completed through proposals and analysis of options at the project- 
level. Public involvement will be central to completion of the NEPA process for these site- 
specific decisions. We encourage your continued involvement as the selected action is 
brought to the public for comments on how best to implement it on the ground. 

28. An alternative could have been analyzed that reclaimed secondary and currently restricted 
haul roads which would give more core area to bears while maintaining a road system that 
people could use for access. . (323/1) 

you are proposing will be addressed through project-level decisions that will more 
appropriately consider the options you propose. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment 27 above. The alternative actions 
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NEPA-1400 NEPA Process 

1. A thirty day comment period is not adequate. It takes a minimum of a 60 day cycle to effect 
comments. The mount of time needed is dependent on when during the month the material is 
released and then the time required for mail delivery. Most associations only have meetings 
once a month. Thus if the material is released just after a monthly meeting it will be 30 days 
before that information can be review with association membership and then a response must be 
put together. I suggest the minimum response period be ninety days. (Fl) (F3) 

Response: It was recognized from the beginning of this project in March 2001 that 
reaching the February 1,2002 deadline for a Final EIS would severely limit opportunities 
for extentding public comment periods. The initial scoping period was scheduled for 30 
days andl the DEIS comment period for 45 days. Any extensions of these timeframes would 
have jeolpardized meeting the requirements of the settlement. Project newsletters were 
mailed out in May and July 2001 to provide information updates on issues and alternatives 
for sharing at monthly association and activity group meetings. 

2. Comment periods should never be less than 70 days. It takes associations at least this amount 
of time to go through their meeting schedule and evaluate the information. Ninety days would be 
a fair comment period. Any lawsuit settlement should take this into account. (128/9) 

Response: Your comment is noted. Please refer to response to comment 1. 

3. Considering the relatively short notice that the public has been given to review and comment, 
I don ’t believe the public couldpossibly become familiar with the areas involved, and to 
consider what the impacts of what you propose would have on them. You simply are not clear as 
to what you propose to do. (1 4 711) 

Response: As referenced in response to comment 1, we would have preferred to 
offer longer periods of public involvement. We also acknowledge the complexity of the 
information presented and have attempted to present it as clearly as possible. As noted in 
Chapter One of the DEIS, project-level planning efforts will determine the specific changes 
to roads and trails within the recovery zones. This next level of planning and decision- 
making will allow an opportunity for a more focused analysis of site-specific resources 
within individual BMUs. 

4. What is the situation surrounding the Settlement Agreement in order to Dismiss a Lawsuit 
Challenging Implementation of the Interim Rule Set? What is The Interim Rule Set? Who 
prepared it? Is it, or does it require, “a major Federal action? Was compliance with NEPA, 
required.? Was NEPA complied with? How much was the public aware of that? I don’t believe 
we knew much about that here in Libby. The Forest Service needs to have real public meetings 
to keep the general public abreast of what it is doing that may affect them. (147/5) 

DEIS on pages 1-4,1-5,2-1 and 2-2. As discussed in the DEIS, the settlement agreement 
was just one of many key directives which led to the proposal to amend the Forest Plans. 
Implementation of the access management rule set was recommended by the 
SelkirMCabinet Yaak IGBC Subcommittee. It was designated as “interim” with revision 

Response: Information on the majority of these questions was presented in the 
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of Forest Plans expected to be completed within three years. Public meetings were held in 
communities surrounding the recovery zones including Libby, Montana. Due to the 
interim nature of the recommendations and the imminent revision of Forest Plans, no 
NEPA analysis was thought to be warranted. 

5. What are The Stipulations of a Settlement Agreement in Order to Dismiss a Lawsuit 
Challenging Implementation of the Interim Rule Set? Apparently someone agreed to those 
stipulations. Who agreed to those stipulations? How was the decision made to agree? Was the 
public involved? What is the urgency to have a lawsuit dismissed? It appears that the Forest 
Service has a great need to dismiss lawsuits, rather than to properly manage the land. 
Convenience should not be the goal of Forest Service decision-making. (14716) 

Response: As mentioned previously, the settlement agreement was just one of 
several key directives to amend the Forest Plans. However, the timelines for completion of 
the NEPA process were developed through the litigation settlement. Stipulations of the 
settlement were developed by legal representatives of the plaintiffs (Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies) and the defendants (US Forest Service). The decision was a negotiated agreement 
between both parties and approved by Judge Malloy of the Missoula District Court. 
Settlement of lawsuits is a process exempted from public involvement. The Forest Service 
was advised by legal counsel as to their likelihood of prevailing in the litigation. The risks 
to on-going management activities were evaluated and a decision was made by the Forest 
Supervisors and Regional Forester to request settlement with the plaintiffs. 

6. A Notice ofIntent toprepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on May 11, 2001, 
and legal notices were published in Newspapers of Record at some point. Also, apparently, a 
project update and requests-for-comment were mailed to some I300 individuals and 
organizations at some point. When was that done? What was being updated? What is the total 
population of the aflected area? How many of the 1300 requests for  comment were sent to 
people and organizations within the affected area? How many comments were received from 
people within the affected area? I believe the Forest Service has a responsibility to assure that 
the local public is well informed and offered an opportunity to participate. 
This EIS and the proposal is a major Federal action. What steps were taken to notifi the general 
and local publics, other than the above? Were any formal public information meetings held? 
Forest Service policy, if not the NEPA requirement, is that the public will be included as early as 
possible in the decision-makingprocess. To my knowledge, there has not been a formal 
information meeting held, to date, at the local level. Why is that? In my opinion, the agencies 
have not adequately involved the public in this process. 
You state: “Several open house public meetings were held in the communities surrounding the 
project areas. ’’ Where, and when, were these meetings held? What was the attendance at these 
meetings? Were they formal meetings? What were the public comments received? (I 4717) 

Response: As noted on page 2-1 of the DEIS, the project update and request for 
comments were mailed to approximately 1300 individuals, agencies, Tribal governments, 
and organizations on May 10,2001. The mailing consisted of a project scoping package 
and updated readers on the status of the 1999 lawsuit and Uhe proposed action to amend 
the Forest Plans. Population figures for the affected area are displayed on page 3-101 of 
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the DEIS and Table 3-33 totals a population level of approximately 74,000 within Bonner 
and Boundary counties of Idaho and Lincoln and Sanders counties in Montana for the year 
2000. Approximately 800 of the 1300 individuals receiving the scoping package were 
within the affected area. Of the 200 letters received during the scoping period, 
approximately 90 were mailed from within the affected area. Approximately 190 
commenits on the DEIS were received from individuals, businesses, or organizations within 
the affected areas. Also disclosed on page 2-1, open house public meetings were held 
during the scoping period in the communities of Libby, Eureka, and Thompson Falls, 
Montana as well as Sandpoint and Bonners Ferry, Idaho between May 24 and June 5, 
2001. In the comment period on the DEIS during November and December, meetings were 
held in the same communities with the addition of Coeur d’Alene and Priest Lake, Idaho. 
Approximately 200 individuals from the local communities attended these informal 
meetings. Written comments were received from participants in these public meetings and 
may be reviewed in the project file and in Chapter Four of the FEIS. 

7. There needs to be interagency cooperation for this to be a sincere eflort at producing a 
programmatic EIS. (1 6411) 

As identified on page P-2 of the DEIS, representatives of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Idaho Fish and Game, Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation, Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, and Kalispel Tribe have been actively 
involved throughout the process. 

Response: Interagency cooperation has been central to the completion of this EIS. 

8. The D EIS did not develop a broad enough range of signijicant issues to deal with these 
problems. (16414) 

the scopiog period. We disagree with your comment as these issues were carefully 
developed and examined to ensure they adequately represent the concerns identified in the 
public comments received during scoping. 

Rlesponse: Five significant issues were developed from comments received during 

9. The DHSplaced an undue emphasis on constraints, rather than advantages of the proposal. 
(1 6415) 

Response: Given that this programmatic amendment is focused on developing 
motorizeld access management standards to provide habitat security for grizzly bears, it 
was expected to be primarily advantageous to grizzly bears. The EIS displays the effects of 
such a narrow amendment process driven by one element of habitat needed for one single 
species. ’We have noted from the beginning that the proper forum for the analysis of 
grizzly bear habitat security is within the balanced perspective of Forest Plan revision. The 
Interim ficcess Rule Set recognized this and attempted to temporarily fill the gap until the 
revision process was initiated Unfortunately, Forest Plan revision was delayed. It is our 
intent that this amendment will help bridge the gap until Forest Plan revision can more 
appropriately weigh these habitat security components within a broader context of 
management of multiple species and resources. 
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IO. The issues listed in the DEIS as significant were primarily socio-economic t’concernstt that 
would result in discouraging sound work for protection of grizzly bears and secure habitats. By 
marginalizing biological concerns (such as concerns for habitat fragmentation) as if they were 
socio-economic issues, the whole EIS is skewed toward a biased viewpoint. In fact ifthis is a 
programmatic EIS, then even socio-economic issues are too focused. I think you should dispense 
with this little game of trying to eliminate issues from consideration through such selective 
focusing. It is as ifyou are soliciting negative comments so that this process will fail to protect 
grizzly bears. The DEIS seems to be operating under preconceived notions that socio-economic 
considerations will receive more weight, than habitat and biological considerations. To a large 
extent, the list of the primary preparers bears this out, as only a few are biologists that have 
experience with grizzly bear habitat protection. (I  64/6) 

with. Firstly, the comments received during public scoping were dominated by social and 
economic concerns while a less dominant number contained biological considerations that 
mostly requested arbitrary increases in the amount of secure habitat for grizzly bears. The 
issues were derived from these comments and reflect what we heard from the public. 
Secondly, the members of the Interdisciplinary Team, advisory board, and wildlife 
working group include the most experienced wildlife biologists, grizzly bear researchers, 
consultation biologists, and managers ever assembled to address this issue in the Selkirk 
and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery Zones. These grizzly bear experts are very experienced and 
intimately familiar with grizzly bear habitat protection in these recovery zones. 

Response: Your comment raises two points of contention, both of which we disagree 

I I .  You list archaeologists as team members, but no botanists. Yet grizzly bear habitat biology 
simply cannot occur without input from botanists. The grizzly bear study in the North Cascades 
had 6 botanists and 2 biologists. An EIS requires a true interdisciplinary team, and this study 
does not make the grade. (I 64/7) 

inadvertently omitted from the List of Preparers and will be added to the list in the FEIS. 
We agree that botanist input is important. The assistant team leader for the project has a 
BS degree in botany and the team leader and one of the wildlife core team members are 
both botany program managers. All combined, four individuals provided botanical 
expertise to the interdisciplinary team. 

Response: The name of the botanist assigned to the Interdisciplinary Team was 

12. It is not necessary or appropriate to amend three forest plans to accommodate the grizzly 
bear. The various lawsuits and agency decisions that are driving the “need” for an EIS do plot 
specifi the conditions of road access - only that management must address the issue “using the 
best biological information and considering the social and economic impacts. ’’ I f  this had been 
done, a Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone EIS wouldn’t be necessary. (F6) 

Response: The Interim Access Rule Set was approved by the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak 
Subcommittee in 1998 as an attempt to meet this need. The settlement of the lawsuit 
resulting from the rule set implementation directed the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests to amend their Forest Plans and required completion of an EA or EIS by 
February 1,2002. 
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13. After reviewing all the information in the EIS, we have determined that there is substantial 
informution missing that would allow us or the public to ascertain the actual effects that any of 
these plans will have. Actions that are being taken on other portions of the forest are minimally 
discussed, if at all, including linkage zones, road management, roadless initiative, bull trout, and 
many more activities that continue to erode public access to public lands. It is also disturbing 
that specijic road closures and restrictions are not identijed in the plan but will be developed 
later on lz  case-by-case basis. This is a majorflaw of the EIS. It may seem to some that 
information is being intentionally withheld from the EIS to limit comments on speciJic measures. 
Numerous statements that certain actions will have no direct effects is also misleading at best. 
(1 85/9) 

R.esponse: We frequently reminded readers throughout the DEIS that this is a 
programmatic amendment to three Forest Plans and therefore does not address specific 
details of project-level implementation. Programmatic planning inherently precludes 
predicting the specific effects of proposed standards. Numerous scenarios exist within each 
BMU foi- specific implementation, each of which would produce different social and 
environmental effects. These effects will be disclosed and evaluated through future 
project-level planning. 

14. It is our opinion that the best solution in this case would be to publish a Supplemental EIS 
that furnishes the information that is lacking in the report. (1 85/I 0) 

.- 

Response: Thank you, your opinion is noted. 

15. Involve the local communities from day one. Get a consensus from the community that a 
project is worthwhile. Strategize with community leaders on possible implementation plans. 
Determine the pros and cons of each plan. How will it impact the community and other species? 
(1 98/1 I )  

quite similar to those employed in this amendment. Local community leaders as well as 
individual community members have provided us with input on issues and concerns which 
became the basis for alternatives to the proposed action. The effects to the community and 
other sptxies are disclosed in the EIS with a discussion of the pros and cons of each 
alternative. 

Response: Your suggestions for public involvement in the planning process are 

16. The positions of the residents of Plains, Paradise, Hot Springs and vicinity have been under- 
represented in this analysis and proposal. Public meeting were not held in any of these 
locations, and therefore it appears public comment was not solicited, considered, or was 
inadequate. A majority of residents polled recently knew nothing of this proposal and EIS. 
(204/2) 

providedl a centralized location for residents of several small communities including Plains, 
Paradise, and Hot Springs. The meetings were held during both the scoping and DEIS 
comment periods and were advertised in local newspapers. 

R.esponse: Two public open house meetings were held in Thompson Falls, MT and 
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17. We the undersigned residents of Plains, Montana and vicinity, hereby request one or both of 
two options: that the proposed actions(s) not be adopted, and that the Forest Plan direction not 
be changed at this time. This is our preferred option. That the public comment period be 
extended a minimum of 180 days, and that during that time a higher level ofpublic input is 
actively sought by the Forest Service. (204/16) 

February 1,2002 deadline for the Final EIS which limited opportunities for extending 
public comment periods. 

Response: As noted in response to comment 1, the settlement agreement included a 

18. To further ensure the validity of the Final EIS, we recommend that USFS submit that 
document for peer review by a panel of independent scientists including non-agency personnel. 
(206/29) 

reviewed the DEIS and are expected to provide a thorough review of the FEIS. 
Response: Several independent scientists and numerous non-agency personnel 

19. The FS must find some way to satisjj its legal difJulties without severely impacting the 
human environment, which would occur with all the alternatives in this EIS except F. The Forest 
Service should re-evaluate the need for this EIS and either withdraw it or rework it with 
alternatives that address the social/economic impacts on even terms with grizzly bear needs. A 
true no action alternative must be included. If no peer reviewed, up-to-date, carefully crafted 
scientific studies can be found to support road closures are available, then no road closures 
should be attempted. (209/24) 

to the human environment from the various standards proposed. Each alternative has a 
different array of effects to biological, physical, and sociaYeconomic components. The 
DEIS did not identify a level of impacts to the human environment that would warrant 
withdrawal or a significant rework of the alternatives. Alternative A as presented on page 
2-6 of the DEIS is the “no action” alternative. As the action alternatives propose 
amendments to the three Forest Plans, taking no action results in following existing Forest 
Plan direction. The major habitat security components in Alternative A are found in the 
existing Forest Plans, terms and conditions of Biological Opinions on the plans, and other 
directives which were in place prior to the approval of the Interim Access Rule Set. The 
grizzly bear section of Chapter Three provides information and references from scientific 
studies which support the need to carefully manage motorized access levels within grizzly 
bear habitat. 

Response: The effects disclosed for the action alternatives in the DEIS reveal effects 

20. Isn ’t the Forest Service supposed to reveal the cumulative efects of its actions as well as 
opportunities forgone? (21 018) 

Response: Many of the cumulative effects disclosed in Chapter Three include an 
assessment of forgone opportunities. The project level analyses and decisions used in 
implementation of these programmatic actions will provide a more detailed assessment of 
the effects to specific resources and opportunities. 
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21. Ifind it exceedingly dqficult and frustrating to comment on proposal of this type when no 
local, site-specific effects are calculated or disclosed. (21 2/1) 

Response: As noted in response to comment 3, project-level planning efforts will 
determine the specific changes to roads and trails within the recovery zones. This next 
level of planning and decision-making will allow an opportunity for a more focused 
analysis of site-specific resources within individual BMUs. 

22. Fore,Pt Plans have been great at addressing single species management. On page 3-1 I5 you 
even list t i  such decisions. One of the selling points to the NEPA and NFMA process was that the 
output would be a document which addressed all uses of the National forest. How does this 
DEIS achieve this goal? (21 4/10) 

Response: This action proposes to amend the three Forest Plans. The Forest Plans 
are the documents which address all uses of the respective National Forests. These 
amendments are not designed to replace the Forest Plans but to amend specific portions of 
them. M,any amendments to Forest Plans such as those relating to inland native fish, lynx, 
and off highway vehicles, propose programmatic changes to management direction for 
specific rlesources or human uses. This DEIS discloses the effects of the specific 
amendments to motorized access within the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Zones. The Forest Plan revision process is underway on all three of these 
National Forests and will re-evaluate these actions in the context of all resources and uses 
of these hinds. Modifications to the outcome of these amendments may occur within the 
context of Forest Plan revision. 

23. In addition to other regulatoly pamework, all actions discussed in the EIS should also 
comply with the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). (221L5) 

the FEIS. The DEIS did not indicate any action proposed would be out of compliance with 
ANILCA. 

Response: We will add ANILCA to the regulatory framework listed in Chapter 3 of 

24. I suggest this be put before the voters to make the right decisions on these issues. (236/2) 

I feel that reasons and recommendations for road closures should be made public and voted on 
by t he taxpayers of the county of each road in question. (24112) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Management decisions related to 
National Porest lands are not decided through a local voting process. Forest Supervisors 
and Distriict Rangers are authorized to make decisions based on a weighing of the social 
and environmental effects of the action and the compliance with existing laws, regulations, 
and policies. 

25. The Significant Issues reveal the true priorities of the IPNF, KNF and LNF. n e y  are: 
public access for recreation and social uses; administrative access; local economic conditions; 
increased security habitat for grizzly bears; and access to private inholdings. (DEIS at 2-2,2-3) 
Grizzly bear recovery is clearly not the primary goal of the amendment process. n e  obvious 
andprimaiy goal is to maintain the high levels of resource extraction that resulted in the 
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imperiled condition of the Cabinet-Yaak and Selkirk populations today, in spite of statutory 
requirements to conserve and recover them. (239/5) 

page 1-4 of the DEIS is to “amend Forest Plans to include a set of motorized access and 
security guidelines to meet our responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act to 
conserve and contribute to recovery of grizzly bears.” Significant issues reflect concerns 
expressed by the public in their review of the proposed action and are not indicative of 
Forest Service priorities. These issues assist in the design of options presented as additional 
alternatives to the deciding officials. 

Response: The primary purpose for the amendment of the Forest Plans as stated on 

26. Why and how did the Interdisciplinary Team come up with the decision “no detailed study 
needed for G or F? (266/3) 

Response: The Interdisciplinary Team conducted preliminary analysis of all 
alternatives and presented these early findings to the deciding officials. The Forest 
Supervisors determined that Alternatives D, F, and G did not warrant detailed study and 
presented a summary of the rationale on pages 2-18 and 2-19 of the DEIS. 

2 7. The scope of this project should be broadened to include all grizzly bear habitat. The scope 
should include habitat that occurs within the Selkirk Recovery Zone and that is administered by 
the Colville National Forest, the grizzly bear habitat within the St. Joe District of the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forest, and the grizzly bear habitat within the Clearwater and Nez Perce 
National Forests. The reason for this is obvious. To be effective, the entire recovery area 
population needs to be administered by one set of rules and by one administrative authority. 
(305/3) (308/3) (309/3) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

28. When grizzly bear amendments start interfering with property rights and the citizens 
constitutional right to life in a free country then it is time to back up and reconsider. (14/1) 

alternatives given detailed study do not display effects of this magnitude. None of the 
alternatives propose actions on private property nor threaten freedom protected by the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted The actions proposed in the 

NEPA-1401 Cumulative Effects 

I .  Most importantly, while proposing signijicant changes in grizzly bear management activities 
in these recovery zones, the DEIS refuses to address the cumulative impacts associated with the 
alternatives presented. (I 99/6) 

have been incorporated into the FEIS. 
Response: Thank you for your comment. Changes to individual effects analyses 
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2. We wish to strongly commend the Forest Service for its comments on P: 3-1 8 regarding 
Cumulative Impacts - “However, grizzly bear recovery zones also include State and private 
lands. Decisions made by these landowners regarding management of motorized roads and trails 
lands could potentially result in cumulative effects to grizzly bears. In many cases, the Forest 
Service would ultimately mitigate for these effects through additional access management steps 
on Federal lands.. .. Therefore, this analysis includes the consideration of cumulative effects on 
State and private lands. (206/17) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support for this statement is noted. 

3. No description was provided to indicate how reasonably foreseeable activities on corporate 
industria 1 lands was quantiJied for the Cumulative Effects Analysis. (221/3) 

Response: Additional description has been included in the FEIS. Cumulative effects of 
past and present activities on industrial lands within the recovery zones are considered an 
existing condition and are discussed as part of the affected environment. As indicated on 
page 3-19 of the DEIS, 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. This 
statement is referencing the past and present activities only. As mentioned throughout the 
DEIS, this is a programmatic amendment process and does not consider site-specific future 
activities;. 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 that “While the [NEPA cumulative effects] 
regulation requires that the Forest Service must consider nowFederal 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. 

4. On page 3-1 8, 19, the DEIS states that “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 this decision will apply only to Federal 
lands. Therefore, this analysis includes the consideration of cumulative effects on State and 
private lmds. ’’ SCA contends this statement is inaccurate and/or misleading. We also point out 
that nowhere in the DEIS is there a discussion of the above-referenced cumulative effects 
analysis rhat “includes the consideration of cumulative effects on State andprivate lands. *’ (In 
fact, we w e  not even sure what the phrase “consideration” of cumulative effects really entails.) 
(23817) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Additional information has been 
provided in the FEIS. Please refer to the response to comment 3. In reference to the first 
sentence in your paragraph above, the numbers displayed for existing OMRD, TMRD and 
Core throughout the document include roads on State and private lands within the BMUs. 
Standards have been set that consider State and private lands and the potential to achieve 
certain access levels within BMUs overall, including those lands. 
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5. In any event, the information in the DEIS is inaccurate and, consequently, it follows that the 
cumulative effects analysis which relies on this information is Jawed as well. (238/10) 

information for the FEIS. Please refer to the transportation section for the new 
information. 

Response: The Idaho Department of Lands has provided us with updated 

6. Isn’t the Forest Service supposed to reveal the cumulative effects of its actions as well as 
opportunities forgone? (266/7) 

include an assessment of forgone opportunities. Future project level analyses and decisions 
used in implementation of these programmatic actions will provide a more detailed 
assessment of the effects to specific resources and opportunities. 

Response: Many of the indirect and cumulative effects disclosed in Chapter Three 

7. The public is entitled to a f i l l  disclosure of the cumulative effect and cost ofprevious grizzly 
bear recovery measures. (284/2) 

are considered in the assessment of existing conditions and brought forward into the 
cumulative effects analysis. Costs of these efforts have been incurred through a variety of 
management actions, some implemented with appropriated wildlife management funds and 
others with work accomplished through timber sale purchaser requirements. 
Quantification and disclosure of these costs were not feasible. 

Response: The effects of previous efforts to provide grizzly bear habitat security 
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FP-1500 Forest Plan 

1. A large portion of the Selkirk Recovery Area lies on the Colville NF. The Colville needs to 
amend its Forest Plan to be consistent with grizzly standards adopted through the amendment 
process for the Kootenai, Panhandle and Lolo Forests. (3119) (149/17) 

Response: Amendment of the Colville Forest Plan is outside of the scope of this 
action. Implementation of this amendment on BMUs shared between the Colville and 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests will require coordination between the two Forests in 
meeting the new habitat security standards. 

2. We understand that the Forest Plans for the Idaho Panhandle and Kootenai National Forests 
will soon be revised with a Zone Forest Planning effort. It is not clear how these Access 
Management Forest Plan amendments focused on grizzly bear protection will be integrated with 
or addressed within the coming overall Idaho Panhandle-Kootenai Zone Forest Plan revisions. 
Will these Forest Plan amendments to amend objectives, standards, and guidelines addressing 
access management in the Selkirk (SRZ) and Cabinet-Yaak (CYRZ) Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
be revised once again in the Zone Forest Plan for the Idaho Panhandle-Kootenai National 
Forests? We would expect that they would be revised based on any new information that may 
develop out of the proposed habitat evaluations. Is that correct? (4119) 

Response: Yes, your understanding is correct. Forest Plan Revision may accept or 
modify the standards adopted in this amendment. New information will be assessed during 
the revision as well. 

3. There should not be any increasing restrictions before the Forest Plans have been amended. 
As I understand it the lawsuit settlement makes no mention of increasing restrictions. (12812) 

Response: The litigation settlement with the Alliance for the Wild Rockies agreed to 
some modifications to the Interim Access Rule Set. These modifications focused mainly 
around a decrease in administrative use and deferral of the 30-day public use period. The 
Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests will meet the terms of the settlement 
agreement until new standards are approved through Forest Plan amendments. There is no 
plan to increase restrictions beyond those agreed to in the settlement agreement. Current 
access management direction will not change until the amendments are completed. 

4. Ifthe Forest Supervisors are proposing that they are going to actually amend their Forest 
Plans standards: the guidelines should be strictly followed. (1 3112) 

Response: Following the decision on this amendment, the new standards will be 
implemented within a specific schedule specifically identified for each alternative. Forest 
Plan standards are mandatory direction. Implementation direction in the decision will be 
strictly followed and closely monitored 

5. Do not amend three forestplans to accommodate the grizzly bear. It is not necessary. The 
bears are apparently moving into areas outside the current recovery areas. (I 4 0 4  
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R.esponse: Your comment is noted. Please reference the mortality information 
added to the grizzly bear effects section in the FEIS for further explanation of the need for 
this amendment. Also refer to Chapter One of the FEIS and the factors associated with the 
need for amending the Forest Plans. 

6. Adoption of any additional access regulations will preclude the formulation of meaningjiul 
forest planning. Basically will make the planning unnecessary or irrelevant. (1 40/7) 

Response: Adoption of these amendments will not have an adverse impact on 
Forest Plan Revision. Forest Plan Revision may accept or modify the standards adopted in 
this amendment. New information will be assessed during the revision as well. 

7. I believe that a programmatic proposal of this magnitude is inappropriate. Each national 
forest is unique unto itseK regarding its physical attributes, resources, social and economic 
relationships, (human environment, so-to-speak) to the areas that activities on that forest may 
affect. To lump the Lincoln County and Sanders County populations in with the Missoula, 
Sandpoint, Coeur d ’Alene populations, in one EIS, is, in my opinion, inappropriate. The 
relationships between the forests and their specifically affected publics, is entirely diferent. 
That is a major reason that each national forest is required to prepare its individual forest plan. 
Ifyou complete, and implement, this EIS, it will, essentially, make the Forest Plans subordinate 
to this one EIS and the grizzly bear. Further, this project, and any decision that is made through 
it, would <be apart of the forest plan revision process. (14712) 

appropriate in one EIS. It is important to maintain consistency in grizzly bear 
management direction within a recovery zone. The amendments will provide this consistent 
direction across the three Forests. This combined analysis of the three Forest amendments 
allows consideration of effects across most of the Selkirk and Cabinet-Yaak Recovery 
Zones. Revision of Forest Plans is also combined between several National Forests with the 
Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National Forests paired and the Lolo, Flathead, and 
Bitterroot National Forests zoned together. 

Response: We believe consideration of amendments to the three Forest Plans is 

8. Appartwtly, between 1994 and 2001, a number of directives were developed that the agencies 
claim led up to the need for this EIS. How many of these “directives” have been implemented? 
Wouldn’t it have been more appropriate to amend each Forest Plan immediately after these 
“directives ” were issued? (1 47/3) 

it would have been most efficient to amend the Forest Plans upon approval of the interim 
access rulle set in 1998. However, Forest Plan revision appeared to be immiuent so the 
decision was made to continue under an interim strategy and incorporate in the revision 
process as soon as possible. The intent of this amendment is to fully implement all 
applicable direction and comply with a court settlement to prepare an EIS. 

Response: Implementation of all of these directives has been initiated. In retrospect, 
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9. The Forest Service planning process, developed to comply with the National Forest 
Management Act, required that national forest plans be revised, “from time to time when the 
secretary finds conditions in a unit have significantly changed, but at least every fifteen years.” 
It is now over 14 years since the approval of the Kootenai Forest Plan. The Forest hasn’t 
produced the timber that it committed to. Over 50percent of the roads on the Forest have been 
closed, in some fashion, and miles have been obliterated. In 1993, the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service revised the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, the j rs t  revision since 1982, and in doing so, 
expanded the Cabinetnaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Area by over 500,000 acres. The Kootenai 
National Forest didn’t even amend the Forest Plan to reflect the expansion of the Recovery Area. 
Apparently, after all of these very signijkant changes in conditions, the managers of the 
Kootenai National Forest, the Northern Region of the Forest Service, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture, have never found it appropriate, or necessary, to revise the Forest Plan. (I 4 7/14) 

The Forest Plan amendment on access in grizzly bear habitat is being prepared as a result 
of a court settlement. Forest Plan Revision appeared imminent in the late 1990’s and the 
Kootenai National Forest initiated an analysis of the management situation in 1998 as the 
first phase of Forest Plan Revision. In 1999 and 2000, Forest Planning regulations were 
being rewritten and Forest Plan revisions were delayed during this period. New 
regulations were issued just prior to the end of the Clinton administration in January 2001. 
The new regulations are now under review by the Bush administration and modifications 
are expected to be released this year. In 2001, the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests joined together for a unified revision effort and are pursuing completion. 

Response: The 1993 recovery plan expanded the CYRZ, but less than 500,000 acres. 

I O .  It is not necessary or appropriate to amend three forest plans to accommodate the grizzly 
bear. f i e  grizzly bear has become so abundant that it will most likely be delisted in the near 
firture. (21 04)  

Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to comment 5. 

I I .  Why would you prefer an alternative which by your own analysis (@age 3-1 12) ‘ fprovide 
limited flexibility in managing timber resources, a moderate reduction of timber harvest and 
restoration activities, a moderate reduction in local jobs and income, and a reduction in access 
and recreation ”? How can you even begin to restore forest health with these constraints? 
(21 4/1) 

Response: The Forest Supervisors selected Alternative E as the preferred 
alternative in the DEIS based on several rationale. This alternative offers BMU specific 
standards for habitat security within the recovery zones. Based on the effects presented in 
the DEIS, Alternative E provides an overall higher level off habitat security than all other 
alternatives with lower social and economic effects than Alternative C. Alternative E also 
provides the most management flexibility in the designation of BMU specific standards as 
well as allowing increases in route density and decreases in core habitat once the individual 
BMUs meet standards. 
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12. Pg. S 2 .  The Forest Supervisors are proposing to amend their respective Forest Plans 
regarding FP standards and monitoring requirements. Yet NO additional monitoring 
requirements are oflered in the DEE. (230/1) 

Response: Monitoring requirements are included in the FEE. 

13. Fortst planning is the purview of USFS and is to be carried out by them under the auspices 
ofFPMzsl. For the US. Fish and Wildlife Service to have veto power over all land management 
without m y  recourse by average, non-foundationally-jiunded, non-lawyer citizens, is patently 
unbalanced. (F.5) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

14. Sigiiijkantly, monitoring information and administrative use standards are lacking and/or 
deficient in this BMU which calls into question any assessment of conditions on state lands and 
their application to an analysis of the cumulative condition of the recovery area as a whole. 
(238/12) 

status of State lands. Establishment of standards for State lands is outside the scope of this 
decision. 

Response: The State of Idaho has provided updated imformation on the current 

15. I am opposed to any change in the forest plan for a single entity unless it can be proven that 
for emergency interim needs adjustments can be made. (2714) 

R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

16. It is not necessary or appropriate to amend three forest plans to accommodate the grizzly 
bear. The various lawsuits and agency decisions that are driving the need for an EIS do not 
specifi the conditions of road access - only that management must address the issue using the 
best biological information and considering the social and economic impacts. If this had been 
done, a Ch-izzly Bear Recovery Zone EIS wouldn’t be necessary. (275/1)(281/1) (283/1) (320/1) 

amendment is necessary to comply with a court settlement to prepare an EIS. 
R.esponse: Thank you, your comment is noted. At this point in time, this 

17. The Forest Plan can not be completed by introducing another layer or regulation that is in 
opposition to recognized forest management andflies in the face of the Organic Act of 1897. 
(280/1) 

Response: The purpose of this project is to amend Forest Plans to include a set of 
motorized access and security guidelines to meet our responsibilities under the Endangered 
Species Act to conserve and contribute to recovery of grizzly bears. We do not view this 
objective as conflicting with the Organic Act of 1897. 

18. The three Forest Plans, for which this project intends to amend, are already old and 
outdated, andpast due for re-writing. The scope of this project should be broadened to set 
precedence for all grizzly bear habitat in allJirtur-e Forest Plans, and therefore (sic), should be 

FEIS for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetlYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 215 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 

an amendment to the Forest Service manual or another document that is tiered above the Forest 
Plans. (305/1) (308/1) (309/1) 

and will not be broadened. Revisions of Forest Plans involving grizzly bear recovery zones 
may consider the principle components included in this amendment and incorporate 
similar methods and concepts. 

Draft EIS FP-1500 

Response: The scope of this project has been determined by the deciding officials 
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MISC-1600 Miscellaneous Comments 

1. On page 1.2 it states that the total area encompassing private inholdings within the Idaho 
Panhandle N.F. is 162,918 acres, which is inconsistent with the acreage figure of 550,200 acres 
shown at the bottom ofpage 3-2. These acreage figures should be reviewed to assure consistent 
presentation of data. (414 0) 

Response: Thank you for noting a necessary correction for the FEIS. An errata was 
issued with the DEIS which corrected errors in the figures presented on page 1-2. The 
figures presented on page 3-2 will also be corrected to be consistent with those displayed in 
Chapter One. 

2. Please consider wildlge I"' on our forests and not short term gain by commercial interests. 
(794) 

Response: The Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires Federal agencies to insure 
that any agency action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species. 
Effects to all wildlife species are fully considered in decision-making on all management 
actions on National Forests. 

3. The DEIS should contain a clear and concise (sic) intent of the threatened and endangered 
species act. (87/6) 

Response: The DEIS discussed the intent of the Endangered Species Act on 
page 3-4. 

4. It should also disclose what agencies and regulations are the driving force behind these 
changes. (87/7) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

5. Iurge you to strengthen this amendment in any way possible that wouldfirtherprotect and 
restore the remaining grizzly bear populations in the Selkirk and Cabinet- Yaak recovery zones. 
(99/1) 

Response: Thank you, your comment is noted. 

6. As knowledge, research and science is discovered andpresented, we should make sure that 
this amendment allows the integration of such information. Once the amendment is strengthened 
in favor of the grizzly bear, please monitor the habitat to make sure the amendment is working. 
If it isn't working, please take additional measures to insure its eflectiveness. (994) 

Response: The revision process for Forest Plans is designed to allow the 
incorporation of new knowledge, research, and science. Revision of the Kootenai, Lolo, 
and Idaho Panhandle Forest Plans has begun and is expected to be completed within the 
next five years. Monitoring of the implementation of this amendment will include tracking 
and annual reporting of the accomplishment of access management standards. 

7. m a t  I want to know is? (sic) who will accept responsibility for the harm to my familyfiom 
these grizzlies?? (141/2) 
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Kho will accept responsibility for the harm to my family from these grizzlies? (F7) 

considerrations to ensure bear encounters are avoided. Each individual and family must 
accept personal responsibility for implementing specific measures involving food storage, 
avoidance of key feeding habitats, and continually making their presence know while in 
bear habitat. 

Response: Living, working, and recreating in grizzly bear country requires special 

8. 
didn 't recid every word of the document. But, what I did read didn 'tprovide much, ifany, detail. 
It appears that the agencies simply do not want to discuss the real impacts of the proposal. 
(1 4 7/8) 

that this is a programmatic amendment to three Forest Plans and therefore does not 
address specific details of project-level implementation. Programmatic planning inherently 
precludes predicting the specific effects of proposed standards. Numerous scenarios exist 
within each BMU for specific implementation, each of which would produce different social 
and environmental effects. These effects will be disclosed and evaluated through future 
pr oj ec t-level planning. 

The DEIS is some I 70 pages in length and deals mostly with generalities. I must confess, I 

Response: From the start of the DEIS on page 1-1, we have attempted to point out 

9. Increase penalties for persons poaching endangered species. Substantial jail time and a hefty 
j n e  will deter mostpoachers. (1 98/13) 

Response: Proposing penalties for poaching is outside the authority on the US 
Forest Stmice and beyond the scope of this Forest Plan amendment. 

10. This is in response of the ban to cavy a gun on the National Forest. . . this is totally a 
wrong move to make. . . . How can this go into affect when the approval of congress has this 
right for mch measure. (203/1) 

Response: Alternative G proposed the opening of all currently gated roads within 
the recovery zone in response to public comments received during the scoping period. It 
acknowledged that the Forest Service has limited capabilities to affect changes that 
contribute to grizzly bear recovery. Other mitigation, some beyond the authority of the 
Forest Service such as firearms restrictions or changes to hunting seasons, would be 
necessary to protect grizzly bears and implement this level of motorized access. These 
options are outside the jurisdiction of the Forest Service and beyond the scope of t  his 
analysis. This alternative was not given detailed study and is presently not an option being 
considered for selection. 

11. The maps included in this Draft EISprovide the reader with a broad overview of the project 
area; however smaller scaled maps of the Recovery Zone Cperhaps of each individual BMU) with 
more infirmation would be helpfil. (22116) 

Response: As this amendment to the Forest Plans is a broad programmatic plan, 
the maps are scaled for disclosure of effects across the two recovery zones. Project-level 
planning efforts will display BMU specific attributes during the next level of decision- 
making. 
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12. Has the value of an intact ecosystem been considered (sic)? 

ecosystem is a difficult task. No attempt to define or quantify such as value is presented in 
the EIS. However, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the various components that 
comprise an intact ecosystem are disclosed throughout Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

Response: As with most intrinsic values, quantifying the value of an intact 
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List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Government Agencies, Interest Groups and Business Receiving the Final EIS: 

5 s  Outfitting - Glenn And June Smith 
Alliance For The Wild Rockies - Liz Sedler 
Alpine Log Homes - Bill Thurston 
American Forest And Paper Association - Katy 
Moffett 
American IVildlands - Deborah Kmon 
Aspen Environmental Group - Dr. Hamid Rastegar 
Associated Logging Contractors Inc - Shawn Keough 
Backcountry Horseman - Max Micholland 
Backcountry Horsemen - Nick Castleberry 
Backcounby Horsemen - Ken And Sheme Elliot 
Backcountry Horsemen - Fred Hartkorn 
Backcountry Horsemen - Ron Rude 
BC Ministry Of Environment - Guy Woods 
Benewah County Commissioners - Jack Buell 

David Johnson, and Bud McCall 
Bennett Landscaping - Gail And Carolyn Bennett 
Big Sky Contractors - Walter Grant 
Big Sky Health Care - Thomas Warr 
Biodiversity Legal Foundation 
BK Land Development And Construction - 

Black Forest Enterprises - Bill And Penny Black 
Blue Ribbon Coalition - Teresa Combe and 

Bonner County Commissioners - Jerry Clemons, 
Brian Om, (and Tom Suttmeier 
Bonneville Power Administration - Tom Murphy 
Boundary Backpacckers - Jerri Pavia 
Boundary County Commisioners - Kevin Lederhos, 

Dan Dinning, and Murreleen Skeen 
Boundary County Land Use Committee members - 

David Eby, Roland Hall, Doug Higgins, Donald 
Nystronb Ina Pluid, and Adrian Wages 

Boundary County Extension Service 
Brady's Sportsman Surplus - Terry Brady 
Brown Bear Resources - Pat Oherren 
Buffalo Bill Nursery 
Bureau Of I m d  Management - Lew Brown 
Cabinet Resource Group - Judy Hutchins, Brain 

Horejsi, Lee Metzgar, Bob Zimmemmn 
Camp Bighorn - Tom Collins 
Capital Trail Vehicle Association 
Ceda-Pine Veneer - Steve Dybdal and Terry Oliver 
Clearwater County Commissioners - 

LarryBowman 

Adena Cook 

Joseph Curfinan, John Hood, 
and Da.vid Ponozzo 

Clemson University - David To+ 
Colville National Forest - Jim McGowan 

Committee ibr Idaho's High Desert - Katie Fite 
and Nora Rasure 

Communities for a Great Northwest - Bruce Vincent 
Concerned About Grizzlies - Richard Everett 
Confederated Salish And Kootenai Tribes - Dale 
Becker, Fred Matt, Marcia Pablo, Doug Dupuis 
Confederated Salish And Kootenai Tribes Liason - 

Couer D'alene Tribe - Gerald Green and Bob Matt 
Crown Pacific L.P. - Chuck Roady 
Defenders Of Wildlife - Katherine Carlton 
Department Of Environmental Quality - 

Ducks Unlimited 
E-Tar Services 
Earth Justice Legal Defense Fund - Sanjay Narayan 
Eastern Sanders County Sportsmen - Austin Urion 
Economic Development Corporation 
Economic Development Council 
Environmental Protection Agency - Steve Potts 
Environmental Protection Agency - Region 8 
Federation Of Fly Fishers - Jim Desmet 
Fennessy Law Firm - Mark Fennessy 
F.H. Stoltze Land & Lumber - Ronald Buentemeier 
Five Bears Outfitters - Gary Peters 
Five Valleys Audubon Society - Norm Smyers 
Fodge Pulp And Cedar Prod. Inc. - Sam Fodge 
Forest Conservation Council - B. Bird & J. Talberth 
Forest Futures - James Freeman 
Fousts Inc - Tom Foust 
Friends of The Pond - Steve Paulson 
Fruitland Acres 
G And G Logging - Fred Guinard 
Galena Ridge - Paul Clark 
Great Bear Foundation - Chuck Jonkel, Brian Peck 
Great Bum Study Group - Dale Harris 
Idaho Office of Species Conservation - 

Idaho Conservation League - Kristi Ponozzo 
Idaho Dept Fish And Game - Jim Hayden, 

Brian Johnson, Greg Johnson, Greg Tourtlotte 
Idaho Dept Lands - George Bacon, Roger Jannses 
Idaho Dept of Environmental Quality - Diane Riley, 

Jack Skille, Dave Stasney 
Idaho Fish and Game - Wayne W h e n  
Idaho Rivers United - Sara DeMiston 
Idaho State Governor's Office - 

Dirk Kempthorne, Governor 
Idaho State Snowmobile Assn - 

Sandra Mitchell and Larry Waddell 
Intermountain Forest Association - 

Stefany Bales and Greg Schildwachter 
J. D. Lumber - Tracy York 

Loraine Caye 

Tom Ellerhoff 

Greg Schildwachter 
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List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Kalispel Tribe - Kevin Lyons, Scott Hall 

Ken Miller Construction 
& Dean Osterman 

Kentucky Wolf Information Center - 

Kettle Range Conservation Group - Brian Estey 
Klamath Alliance for Resources & Environment - 

Nancy Ingalsbee 
Kootenai County Commissioners - Sj Johnson, 

Richard Panabaker, and Ronald Rankin 
Kootenai Environmental Alliance - Mike Mihelich 
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho - Velma Bahe, Steve Binnal, 

Adrien Borgais, Sue Ireland, Scott Soults, 
Eliene Wheaton 

Chris & Robin Harbin 

KF"D Radio - Mike Brown 

Latah County Commissioners - Paul Kimmell, 

Lawyers Nursery - Johnson Michael 
Libby Chamber Of Commerce 
Lincoln County Commissioners - John Konzen, 

Lolo National Forest - Mike Hillis 
Louisiana Pacific Corp - Tim Dougherty 

Lumber Product & Industrial Workers - 

Marion County Humane Society Inc - 

Mineral County Conservation District 
Mineral Independent Valley Press 
Mission Rangers Saddle Club 
Missoula Bicycle Club 
Missoula County Commissioners 
the Missoulian newspaper- Michael Jamison 
Montana Environmental Information Center - 

Montana Native Plant Society 
Montana Night Riders - Jerry White 
Montana Rrparian Assn - University Of Montana 
Montana Snowbowl - Bradley Morris 
Montana Snowmobile Association - Tim Weaver 
Montana Trail Vehicle Riders - Linda Ellison 
Montana Wilderness Associsation - Cesar Hernandez 
Montanans For Multiple Use - Clarence Taber 
MSGA Committee - Averill Keller 
Mt Dept Of Natural Resources - Bob Rich 
Mt Fish Wildlife And Parks - Jerry Brown, 

(continued) 

Jack Nelson, and Loreca Stauber 

Mariann Roose, and Rita Windom 

and Tony Colter 

Local 3038 Union 

Barbara Warner 

Brad Borst 

James Jonkel, Harvey Nyberg, Bruce Sterling, 
Tim Their, Dan Vincent, Jim Williams, and 
Arnold Dood 

Montana House Of Representatives - Eileen Carney 

& Aubyn Curtiss 

& Bob Bushnell 
Montana Snowmobile Association - Faye Lesrneister 

Montana State Office Of Governor 
Montana State Representative - Jim Elliot 
Montana State Senators - William Crismore 

Montana Trail Vehicle Riders Association - 

N.W. Mining Association - Ivan Urnovitz 
National Bison Range - Lynn Verlanic 
National Wildlife Federation - Tom France 
Nature Conservancy Of Idaho - Steve Gourke 
Nez Perce Tnie - Curt Mack 
Nielsen Ranches - Gary And Lea Nielsen 
North Idaho Audubon Society - 

Northwest Ecosystem Alliance - Joe Scott 
Northwest Montana Gold Prospectors - Harm Toren 
Noxon Bass Masters - Tim Swant 
Noxon Rod - Gun Club - Robert Flansaas 
Owens-Hurst Lumber Co - Keith Glover, Wayne 

Paradise Valley Inc - Bob Stevens 
Pend Oreille Co Noxious Weed Board - 

Pend Oreille Environmental Team - John Stuart 
People for Wyoming - Dorothy Bartholomew 
Plum Creek Manuhcturing - Jim Kranz 
Plum Creek Timber Company Wolcott Jerry - 
Predator Conservation Alliance - Shawn Regnerus, 

Predator Project - Dave Havlick 
Priest Lake Chamber Of Commerce 
Priest Lake Trails & Ouutdoor Recreation Assn. - 

Professional Wilderness Outfitters - Smoke Elser 
Regehr Logging Inc - Gary Regehr 
Rock Creek Alliance - Mary Mitchell 
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation - J Kevin Lakey 
Rocky Point Outfitters - Orvall Kuester 
Roots - Daniel Johnson 
Sanders County Commissioners - Carol Brooker, 

Sanders County Ledger 
Sanders County Sportsmen - Paul Clark 
Sanders County Winter Recreation 
Sandpoint Chamber Of Commerce - 

Sandpomt Forest Watch - Liz Sedler 
Selkirk Conservation Alliance 
Selkirk-Priest Basin Association - 

& Barry Stang 

Jerry Levandowski 

David Siebanthaler 

Finch, James Hurst 

Sharon Sorby 

David Gaillard 

Mike Sudnikovich, 

Harold Laws, and Justin Patton 

Shawn Keough 

Mark Sprengel 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a COPY of the Final EIS 

Shoshone County Commissioners - 

Sierra Club - Jim Curtis 
Sierra Club Bitterroot Mission Group - Larry Broberg 
Sierra Club Grizzly Bear Ecosystem Project - Louisa 

Sierra Club Montana Chapter - Len Broberg 
Silver Bow Outfitters - Len Howells 
Smurfit Stone Container Corporation 
Spearmint Springs - Steve Simonson 
Spokane Pu.blic Radio - Steve Jackson 
Spokesman-Review - Susan Drumheller 
Stimson Lumber Co - John Mcghehey & Dwight Opp 
Sullivan Lake Ranger District - Fred Gonzalez 
S d o w e r  Consulting - Billy Stem 
Swan View Coalition - Keith Hammer 
Templin Real Estate - Ida Templin 
The Ecology Center - Jeff Juel, Sherman Bamford 
The Lands Council - Rein Attemann 

The Selkirk Conservation Alliance - Mark Sprengel 
Thompson Falls Land Alliance - Mark Sheets 
Thompson ltiver Lumber - Wayland Duerschmidt 
Tobacco Valley Resource Group - Sarah Anderson, 

Porn & Rita Collins 
Tobacco Valley Study Group 
Tonkon T O I ~  LLP - Theodore Herzog 
Tricon Timber Inc 
University Of Houston - Peter Bowman 
US EPA - John Wardell 
US EPA - Office Of Federal Activities 
US Fish And Wildlife Service - Suzanne Audet, 

Jon Catntamessa, Sherry Krulita, Jim Vergobbi 

WillCOlC 

& Mike Petersen 

Brian Halt, Wayne Kasworm, Susan Martin, 
Chris S ervheen, Anne Vandehey, 
& Mark Wilson 

US House of Representatives - Butch Otter 

US House of Representatives - Dennis Rehberg 
US House of Representatives - Michael Simpson 
US Senator - Max Baucus 
US Senator - Conrad Burns 
US Senator - Larry Craig 
US Senator - Michael Crapo 
USDA Forest Service - 

Ecosystem Management Coordinator, 
Washington Office 

USDA Office Of Civil Rights - Washington, D.C. 
USDA - National Agricultural Library 
USDA - Natural Resource Conservation Service, 

USDI - Dana Jacobsen 
USDI - Office Of Environmental Policy 
USFS Region One - Laird Robinson 
WA Dept Fish And Wildlife - Dinah Demers 

WA State Department Of Ecology - Jean Parodi 
WA State Dept Of Natural Resources - 

Arnie Johnson 
Washington Forest Law Center - Toby Thaler 
Westech - Dean Culwell 
Western Environmental Law Center - Marc Fink 
Western Environmental Forest Association - Roger 

Western Lakes Wildlife Center - Dr David Zaber 
Western Montana Chapter of Wife - Rosemarie 

Western News - Roger Morris 
Wild Rockies Earth First - Mike Bowersox 
Wilderness Watch - Katie Deuel 
Winter Riders Inc - Stephanie Berghan 
Yaak Rod and Gun Club - Kurt Breithaurt 
Yaak Valley Forest Council - Robyn King 

Natural Environmental Coordinator 

and Bruce Smith 

Matinson 

Neuman 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Individuals receiving a copy of this Final EIS 

Gareth Abell 
M e d  Aceves 
Vince & Janice Aguirre 
Robert & Barbara Anderlik 
Albert Anderson 
Jim Anderson 
Luck Anderson 
Teny Andreessen 
Michael Anson 
M e n  Apling 
Albert Arnold 
Chuck Ashton 
Jim Axtell 
Richard Bachtel 
Brad Baeth 
Lawrence & Barbara Baggett 
Dennis Baird 
Gary And Florence Baldwin 
Frani Bankert 
Phillip Barr 
Raymond Barry 
Rick Barry 
Ila May Barta 
Rick Bass 
Charles Bauer 
Ernie Bauer 
Kathryn Baugh 
Randy Beacham 
Bob Bed 
Debra Benson 
James Bergdahl 
Peter & Stephanie Berghan 
Donald Bergman 
Kathy Berke 
Steve Bertelsen 
Phil Bertino 
Mike Bissell 
Bill Blair 
Perry Blankendup 
Becky Blend 
Dr Jerry Boggs 
Doug Bohn 
James Bonifb 
George Booth 
Konnie Booth 
Steve Booth 
Chris Bowers 
Michael Boyd 
Rick & Linda Brabec 
William Bracy 
Steve Bradburn 

Doug Bradetich 
Elizabeth Brady 
Joeseph Brady 
Kenneth Breitenstein 
P.J. Breithaurt 
Joyce Broadsword 
Tim Brooker 
Gary Brown 
Harvey Brown 
Lany Brown 
Leroy Brown 
Ron Brown 
Robert Bullock 
Gerald Bultz 
William Burroughs 
Mary Campbell 
Gerald Can 
Ken Carter 
Cheney/Shores 
E.R. Clark 
Lynn Clark 
Ronald Clarrk 
Carrie Clayton 
Vem & Judy Clemenson 
Peter Clitherow 
Elaine Codding 
Jack Coffey 
Dave Colavito 

. SUSanCOleman 
Ervin & Jane1 Cotter 
Larry Covey 
Russ Coykendall 
Kay Cragg Kabush 
Marie Cripe 
David Cronenwett 
Cris Currie 
Michael & Gary C y  
Eleanor Danesh 
James Davidson 
Lois Davidson 
Stanley Davis 
Bill Dean 
J.F. Deane 
Raymond Dedic 
Dalles Deife 
James Dennison 
MI & Mrs Denison 
Sabrina Derussenu 
Carolyn Deshler 
Dan Deutsch 
Donna Deutsch 

John And Catherine Devaney 
Matt Dieter 
Merle Dinning 
Douglas Dove 
Ron Downey 
William & Elaine Drews 
Lois Drobish 
Millie Duff 
Martin Dunbar 
James & Peggy Duranceau 
Tim Durnell 
William Eade 
Paul Edwards 
Robert Ekler 
Trueman Ekstedt 
Dan Ekstrom 
David Ellenberger 
Nathan Elliott 
Carol Ellis 
Robert Epperson 
Zachary Epperson 
James Erhard 
John Erhard 
John Erickson 
Owen Erickson 
Sally Evas 
Don Felstet 
Doug & Melinda Ferrell 
James Fifield 
Wayne Finch 
James Fish 
James Fisk 
Janet Forsman 
Niesh Forsyth 
Phiutp Gary Fortier 
Hany Fowler 
Ken French 
Robert French 
Frank And Luck Friend 
Pam Fugua 
Kari Galassi 
Michael G d t y  
Bill & Dorris Gerhart 
Kathleen Gill 
Hayden F. Glenn 
Keith Glover 
James Gordon 
Gerald Gospodnetich 
GotshaWFisher 
Marya Grathwohl 
Deb Greene 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Individuals receiving a copy of this Final EIS 

Billie Gutgrsell 
Joe Gutkoski 
Butch Gwynn 
Steve and Val Haarstick 
Margaret h[all 
Gary Halvcirson 
Larry Hamilton 
Patricia Hansen 
Edward Hanson 
Keith Hanson 
Susan Hawkins 
Tim Hayes 
Reba Hendrix 
Craig Hill 
James Hines 
Susan Hinkins 
Jack Hinkle: 
Fred Hodgaboom 
R. & Shirley Hollenback 
James Hollopeter 
Joyce Hollopeter 
Milton HolXopeter 
Shawn HolXopeter 
Hugh Hollyday 
Tom H o h m  
Floyde & Judy Holmes 
Jet Holovloek 
Ronald Hoorer 
Brian Horejsi 
John Hossack 
Don Howell 
John Howe U 
Midge Howells 
Craig Hudgens 
Judith Hutchins 
Ron Hvizdatk 
Jay Imhoff 
Carol A m  13erg Jackson 
Dr Michael Jacobs 
William & Sue Janssen 
Charles Jensen 
Eric Jensen 
Roger Jenstm 
Delbert And Ginuy Jepson 
Jon Jeresek 
Cindie Jobe 
Betty Johnson 
Richard Johnson 
Ruthie Johrlson 
Tony Johnson 
Wavne Johnson 

Max Johnston 
Cedron Jones 
Stanley Jones 
Tom Jones 
Leo Joron 
AE-ed Journey 
Darryl Judkins 
Mark Kabush 
Keele/Savory 
Michele Keif€er 
Richard Keiffer 
Gene Keith 
Gerald Kenelty 
Neal Kerzman 
John King 
Eugene Kiver 
Lisa Klempel 
Ron Rlempel 
Garison & G. Koford 
Dan Kraushaar 
Loren Kreck 
Howard Kuhns 
Valerie Kuntzhalts 
Jeff Lambert 
Robert Lance 
Rich Landini 
Merle & Janet Langley 
Zach & Lisa Lanharn 
Todd Lapka 
John Larson 
Douglas & Kathleen Lauer 
Richard Lavern 
Mark Lawson 
Paul Leader 
Paul & Linda Leimbach 
Danny Lewis 
Gerald Lewis 
Pat Lewis 
Travis Lewis 
Clifford & Joan Liehe 
Paul Lindholt 
Travis Lindsey 
Merle Lloyd 
Denley Loge 
Camilo & Terry Lopez 
David & Dorothy Lyght 
Mike Lyman 
Christephor Madden 
Jim Manley 
Bill Maple 
Charles Marbetto 

Shawn Martz 
Donna Marx 
Kerry Masters 
Leo And June Maxwell 
Tom May 
Sara Mazur 
Kennon McClintock 
Robin McCulloch 
Bruce McDonald 
Scott McKahan 
Mike McKnight 
Pat McLeod 
Mead Family 
Alvin & Theresa Meeks 
Terry Melton 
Larry Merz 
Kenneth Miller 
John Miller 
George Minturn 
Jeralyn Mire 
Martin Mire 
Joni Mogstad 
Marchette Momb 
Alexa Mudgett 
Joseph Murdock 
Patrick Murphy 
James Musgrove 
Brain Myers 
Doug Neidigh 
Julius Ne& 
Clare Nelson 
David Nelson 
Frank Nelson 
Mike Nielson 
Jesse Nixon 
Ray Nixon 
Gary Njirich 
Jack Novosel 
Dan & Kathy O’Brien 
Susanne O’Connor 
Mr & Mrs J.E. O’Halloran 
Robert Obermeyer 
Ron Olfert 
Glen Oliver 
David Olsen 
Dick Olson 
Ronald Ondracek 
Bill & Judy Orr 
R. Orr 
Scott orr 
Sue Padelford 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Individuals receiving a copy of this Final EIS 

Shirley Palmer 
Jeny Parker 
Marie Parker 
Roy Parmelee 
Ted & Bea Parvin 
Guy Patchen 
Tim Patton 
Barbara Paulson 
Joshua Paulson 
Steve Paulson 
Jerry Pavia 
Kevin Peck 
Thomas Pell 
Brian Peterman 
Don Peterson 
Sue Peterson 
L.M. Petterson 
Don & Kristy Pettit 
Nancy Pitblado 
Mike Phillips 
Duane Phinney 
Del Pierce 
Chad Place 
D m y  Place 
Diane Place 
John Platt 
Greg Price 
Jay Price 
Joshuah Price 
Martin Price 
Shirley Price 
David Quammen 
Marcus @inn 
Paul Rana 
James Rathbun 
Robert Rauch 
Jim Rebelskey 
Kim Reid 
Karrie Reynolds 
Belle Richards 
Don Richardson 
Carl Robbe 
Bany Rosenberg 
Sissel Robertson 
Brian Rogers 
Craig Romano 
George Ronan 
Alison Rose 
Mitchell Rosenau 
James Rostorfer 

Allen Rozeboom 
Clarice Ryan 
Scott Ryan 
Chuck Samuelson 
Andy Sand 
Dario Scarabosio 
Jerome Schad 
Ron Scharfe 
Harald Scharnhorst 
Lois Schlaefer 
Steven Schnackenberg 
Dr. Catherine Ychloeder 
Duane Schofield 
Franklin Schroeter 
Jerry Schwantes 
Art Seamans 
MartySharp 
Jay Sheeler 
Jette Sheeley 
Robert Sheppard 
Karen Sherfey 
Michael Sherman 
Roger Sherman 
Charles Sheroke 
Brenda & Jerry Shively 
Ken Short 
Robert Shoulders 
Cindy Sikes 
H e m  SImpson 
Les & Norita Skratnstad 
Henry Skranak 
Don Smith 
Eileen Smith 
Mark Smith 
Larry Snyder 
Vanessa Sonders 
Dave Spencer 
Sara Lou Springer 
Kathleen Stachowski 
Andy Stahl 
Richard Stavenow 
Jefiey & Sherry Stemberg 
Peter Stenros 
St erling/Hamilt on 
John Stewart 
Kirk Strom 
WilfStruck 
Jay Stuckey 
Steve & Sally Sturgeon 
Mike Sudnikovich 

John Rotter Floyd And Rhea Sunell 
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Dee Sverdsten 
Paul Sverdsten 
Terry Sverdsten 
John Swanson 
Jay Swennes 
Sidney Switzer 
Mike & Tracie Szybnski 
Ernest & Helen Tarbert 
Steve Teneff 
June Thayer 
Jane Thom 
Chuck Thomas 
WilliamThOmas 
Steve Thompson 
Susan Thraen 
Bart Triesch 
Abe Troyer 
Roberta Ulrich 
Rob Uithof 
Robert Ulrich 
Todd Vandeberg 
Davie Vig 
Harrison & Lhda Wade 
Lee Wade 

Stuart & Pat Wagner 
Thom Wagner 
Lynn Walker 
M. Jr. & Pat Warrington 
Wayne Watkins 
Terry Watson 
Martin Weaver 
Grant Webb 
Webster Family 
Skrm Weimer 
a e d  Weisbecker 
Susan Weller 
Jo Welles 
Chris Wellman 
Alan Weltzien 
Duane & Karin Wentz 
Karin wentz 
Fred Wesley 
Mike White 
Bobby Whitefield 
David Whitesitt 
Dan Whiting 
George Wideuer 
Jim Wigghgton 
D. R. Wdkerson 
Debbie Wilkins 

Waagmolt 
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Individu(a1s receiving a copy of this Final EIS 

Anthony VVil l iams  Jerry Wolcott George Wooten 
Diane Williams Carrieann Wolf Harry & Claire Workman 
Ken Wimer Deanne Wood Laura Zulligar 
Bill Wisniewski Charles Woods 

ID 
I 
R 

e 
t 

FEE for Access Management within the Selkirk and CabinetlYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones 
Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lo10 National Forests 

Page 4 - 227 



Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Fi-nal EIS 

Individuals receiving a copy of the Final EIS Summary 

Patrick 
William 
Judy 
Mikal 
Monica 
Lars 
Christeen 
Cliff 
Leon 
Tracy 
Florence 
Timothy 
Toby 
Albert 
Linda 
J e w  
Ron 
Joel 
Debra 
Sarah 
T h O m a S  

TVla  
Kirk 
Doug 
Chad 
James 
D.H. 
Gordon 
Kenneth 
Shannon 
Denny 
Dustin 
Denver 
Mark 
Britt 
b Y  
Roger 
Glenda 
Teny 
Holly 
Darryl 
Christy 
Joe 
Chuck 
Sandra 
Sandra 
Chick 
Katie 
Patricia 

Airhart 
Allen 
Allen1 
Allestad 
Allestad 
Allestad 
Allested 
Allreel 
Anderson 
Anderson 
Anderson 
Anderson 
Anderson 
Arnold 
Arnold 
Austm 
Babcock 
Banham 
Banham 
Banham 
Batcher 
Bauer 
Bauer 
Bauer 
Beighey 
Belles 
Bellinger 
Bengston 
Benson 
Benson 
Black 
Black 
Black 
Black 

Burgess 
Buyce 
Cahoon 
Caldwell 
CalT 
Chenowick 
Chew 
Clark 
Clinkenbeard 
Clinkenbeard 
Clinkenbeard 
Clinkenbeard 
Coe 
Coe 

David 
TriSha 
Chris 
Marlin 
Shelly 
Carl 
Rich 
Grey 
Deborah 
Charles 
Carol 
Rose 
John 
Buzz 
Evelyn 
Sheri 
Wayland 
Joe 
Bette 
Matthew 
Dennis 
Janet 
Denise 
Jim 
ShaWll 
M W  
James 
Judy 
Randy 
Allen 
James 
Gaary 
Evelyn 
Phyllis 
Diane 
Carol 
Brenda 
Troy 
Wayne 
Bridget 
Mike 
Philip 
Denise 
Teny 
Scott 
Sean 
Lisa 
William 
Robert 

Colyer 
Cook 
Cook 
Cooper 
Croson-Rummel 
Crystal 
Cuibrtson 
Davis 
Davis 
Day 
Day 
Day 
Day 
Dicello 
Dorathy 
Dorothy 
Duerschmidt 
Eisenbrandt 
Eitelberg 
Ellermann 
Elliott 
Elliott 
Elhott 
Ellk 
Emmett 
Farmer 
Farrier 
Fenwick 
Firestone 
French 
French 
French 
French 
French 
Friesz 
Fryxell 
Fryxell 
Fryxell 
Fryxell 
Garrison 
Godrich 
Gonzdlez 
Goodwm 
Greeno 
Hagermar 
Hammond 

Hawkins 
Heckman 

Hartman-Black 

Chris 
Brian 
Dacy 
AUSha 
Michael 
David 
Edward 
Jeff 
Tracy 
John 
Jesse 
Carly 
Anton 
Kim 
Gregory 
Ed 
Laurel 
Ron 
Shirley 
Ben 
Marie 
Gil 
Joe 
Estalla 
Don 
Donny 
T h O m a S  
G.E. 
Dennis 
Michael 
Teny 
IVan 
Toby 
Lisa 
Herb 
Patrick 
Joyce 
Gary 
Michael 
h Y  
Wallace 
Joyce 
Richard 
Tom 
Michael 
Jenell 
Kathleen 
Glen 
Clayton 

Heinz 
Henderson 
Holland 
Hoskins 
Huckins 
Ilac 
Jalon 
Jedlicka 
Jerayn 
Jermon 
Jermyn 

Johnson 
Joner 
Joner 
Josedhson 
Kallis 
Kazmierczak 

Kirschbaum 
Knerr 
Kugel 
Kuhnke 
Kuntz 
KunZlX 
KunZlX 
KunZer 
Lafiance 
Lake 
Lane 
LarS€Tl 
Larsen 
Larsen 
Larson 
b Y  
Legard 
Lehnon 
Leightty 
Locker 
Longford 
Longpre 
Longpre 
Lyman 
Mahend 
Marrinin 
Martin 
Mathers 
Mathers 
Mathers 

J m y n  

f i g  

Mathem Louis Colombo Duaine Hegland .__ 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement 
List of Persons and Organizations Receiving a Copy of the Final EIS 

Individuals receiving a copy of the Final EIS Summary 

Jerry 
Bobby 
James 
Allen 
Donna 
Roland 
Ken 
John 
Melinda 
Terry 
Jean 
Stan 
Dawn 
Ken 
Trevor 
Doug 
Ben 
Christine 
Tim 
David 
O.T. 
Laura 
Glenda 
Elroy 
Dennis 
LeeAnn 
Doug 
Karlane 
Aurora 
T=Y 
Bill 
William 
Cliff 
Paul 
Keith 
Bill 
Candice 
Carol 
H.E. 

Mayerrison 
Mayes 
McCracken 
McCrea 
McCrea 
McCrea 
McGann 
McNamera 
Meckler 
Melton 
Melton 
Meredith 
Merrill 
Merten 
Mill 
Mitch 
Mount 
Mount 
Mulerend 

Myers 
Olfert 
Olson 
Oneux 
Oritt 
Overman 
Padden 
Padden 
Peacock 
Pedersen 
Pennell 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Pickering 
Pilgeram 
Pilgeram 
Pilgeram 
Pilgerum 
Pinkley 

Murphy 

Jeanie 
Gail 
Terrence 
Drew 
Donale 
Billie Jean 
Shela 
Gerald 
Kristen 
Wade 
Justin 
Mindy 
Ronald 
Kim 
Ludwig 
John 
Joe 
Thomas 
Glendon 
Darlene 
Patrick 
Frank 
Alice 
Frank 
NOlXUIl 
Barbara 
Carmen 
Joe 
S=Y 
Mark 
Sharrill 
Michael 
Taresa 
Carl 
Ben 
Rob 
Ken 
Inna 
Keith 

Pinkley 
Pond 
Pond 
Porter 
Privett 
Pronojost 
Raymond 
Reh 
Rehbein 
Rehbeir 
Richards 
Richards' 
Robinson 
Robinson 
Roeder 
Roesler 
Rogers 
Rummel 
Rummel 
Rummel 
Rummel 
SaaEeld 
Sampson 
Schultz 
S hallenberger 
Shallenberger 
Sheehan 
Shepard 
Shepard 
Shuham 
Smith 
Smith 
Spade 
Sparkes 
Spencer 
S teinbrach 
Steinbrach 
Steinebach 
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Chapter 4 - Public Involvement List of Preparers 

Persons involved in the analysis and preparation of the EIS 

Members of the Core Team: 

Name - Unit Position Years of Experience - 
Rob Carlin 
Kirsten Kaiser 
Maridel Merritt 
Bob Ralphs 
Dave Roberts 
Bob Summerfield 

Dave Wrobleski 
Lewis Young 

KNF 
KNF 
IPNF 
IPNF 
IPNF 
KNF 
KNF 
LNF 

Team Leader 
Assistant Team Leader 
Writer / Editor (1 010 1 to present) 
Core Team Member - Wildlife 
Core Team Member - Wildlife 
Core Team Member - Wildlife 
Core Team Member - Wildlife 
Core Team Member - Wildlife 

22 
9 

25 
21 
23 
27 
26 
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s Members of the Interdisciplinary Team: 

Name 

Susan Ague KNF 
David Asleson IPNF 
Chad Baconrind IPNF 
John Carlson KNF 
Rachel Docherty IPNF 
Bill Fansler KNF 
Leslie Ferguson KNF 
Ellen Frament KNF 
MaryAnn Hamilton IPNF 
Patty Johnson KNF 
Steve Johnson KNF 
Joe Krueger KNF 
Steve Lefever KNF 
Spike Loros IPNF 
Chris Reichert KNF 
Tom Sandberg IPNF 
Chris Savage IPNF 
Pat Shira IPNF 
Toby Spribille KNF 
Jenny Taylor IPNF 
Becky Timmons KNF 
Bill Widrig KNF 

Expertise Years of Experience 

Content Analysis, GIs Support 
NEPA - Environmental Law Coordinator 
Aquatics - Fisheries 
Aquatics - Fisheries 
Fire/Fuels/Air Quality 
Recreation 
Botanist (BA) 
Economics/Social 
Recreation 
GIs Support 
Aquatics - Hydrology 
NEPA - Environmental Law Coordinator 
Fire/Fuels/Air Quality 
GIs Support 
Forest ProductsNegetatiodSilviculture 
Archaeology 
Aquatics - Hydrology 
Forest ProductsNegetatiodSilviculture 
Botanist 
Wildlife 
Archaeology 
Fire/Fuels/Air Quality 

10 
28 
6 
17 
12 
30 
16 
18 
23 
16 
22 
13 
20 
15 
35 
25 
8 
19 
6 
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32 
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Mike Ablutz 
Sundae Baker 
Al Bratkovich 
Rick Carlson 
Marc Childress 
Don Hair 
Steve Johnsen 

Chapter 4 - Public Involvement List of Preparers 

Guidance: and management direction were provided by the Advisory Board members: 

Name Unit Position 

Mike Balboni KNF District Ranger, Three Rivers Ranger District 
Joan Dickerson RO 
Steve Kozel IPNF District Ranger, Bonners Ferry Ranger District 
Lisa Krue:ger LNF District Ranger, Plains/Thompson Falls Ranger District 
Greg Kujiwa KNF 
Gary Rahrn IPNF Ecosystem Team Leader (Retired 01 -02) 
George Bdn IPNF Acting Ecosystem Team Leader 

NEPA - Environmental Law Specialist 

Staff Officer for Planning, Public Affairs, and Recreation 

Interagency and tribal government support to the Interdisciplinary Team was provided by the 
following Wildlife Working Group members and Tribal Liaisons and Tribal Government 
Representatives: 

Wildlife Working Group: 
Name - Unit Position 
Bryon HoKt US Fish & Wildlife Service, Spokane Consultation Biologist 
Carole Jorgensen US Fish & Wildlife Service, Kalispell Consultation Biologist 
Wayne Ka!sworm US Fish & Wildlife Service, Libby Grizzly Bear Biologist 
Wayne Wdckinen Idaho Fish & Game, Sandpoint Grizzly Bear Biologist 

Tribal Gavernment Liaisons and Representatives: 
Name Tribe Position 
Loraine Ciiye Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes Tribal Liaison 
Dale Becker Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes Tribal Representative 
Scott Soults Kootenai Tribe of Idaho Tribal Wildlife Biologist 
Steve Binall Kootenai Tribe of Idaho Tribal Wildlife Biologist 
Kevin Lyons Kalispel Tribe Natural Resources Dept. 

The follovring individuals provided technical support to this project: 

Linda Lampton 
Glenda Larson 
Brett Lyndaker 
Joni Manning 
Diane Penny 
Steve Prieve 

Brian Riggers 
Skip Rosquist 
Rob Seli 
Kandi Staley 
Willie Sykes 
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Administrative Use- Motorized administrative vehicle use by personnel of resource 
management agencies on restricted roads outside of core areas, at low levels. This 
includes contractors and permittees in addition to agency employees. 

affected environment - The natural environment that exists at the present time in the area being 
analyzed. 

BAA (Bear Analysis Area) - Subdivision of a BMUwed for linear open road density 
cailculations. Also termed Bear Management Analysis Area (BMAA) on the Lo10 
National Forest. 

BMU (Bear Management Unit) - Areas established for use in grizzly bear analysis. BMU’s 
generally (a) approximate female home range size; and (b) include representations of all 
,available habitat components. 

Biologicail Opinion - Document that states the opinion of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Stmice (USFWS) as to whether or not the federal action will result in take, is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat. 

Core Area - 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. 

cumulative effects - Effects on the environment that result fiom the incremental impacts of an 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. 

Direct Effects - Effects caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 

Effects - impacts resulting from actions which may have beneficial or detrimental consequences. 
Effects include ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the 
components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historical, 
ciiltural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. 

endangered species - A plant or animal that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. Endangered species are identified by the Secretary of the 
Iriterior in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
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Glossary of Terms 

environmental analysis - An analysis of alternative actions and their predictable long and short- 
term environmental effects. Environmental analyses include physical, biological, social, 
and economic factors. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - A statement of environmental effects of a proposed 
action and alternatives. The Draft EIS is released to other agencies and the public for 
comment and review. A Final EIS is issued after consideration of Public and agency 
comments. A Record of Decision (ROD) is based on the information and analysis in the 
Final EIS. 

GIS (geographic information systems) - GIs is both a computer database designed to handle 
geographic data and a set of computer operations that can be used to analyze the data. 

Habitat Effectiveness (HE)- A measure of habitat security in a BMU calculated by establishing 
buffers around open roads and other activities. The width of the buffer depends on the 
type of activity, but is ?4 mile for most activities. The goal is to maintain at least 70 
percent of each BMU as effective habitat during the active bear year (see below) on the 
Kootenai and Lolo and 70 square miles of effective habitat on the Idaho Panhandle. 

Incidental Take - As defined by the Endangered Species Act, to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. 
Taking is prohibited, unless permitted under provisions of Section 10. 

indirect effects - Effects caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 

Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) - Established in 1983 to lead the recovery of the 
grizzly bear in the lower 48 states. Members include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), U.S. Forest Service, Montana Bureau of Land Management (BLM), National 
Park Service, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MDFWP), Idaho Fish and 
Game Department, British Columbia Wildlife Branch, and USGS Biological Resources 
Division. Subcommittees are established for each of the grizzly bear ecosystems plus one 
for information and education. 

interdisciplinary team - A team of individuals with skills from different disciplines that focuses 
on the same task or project, referred to as ID Team. 

Linear Open Road Density (ORD) - Linear miles of open roads divided by the area of a BAA 
or BMU in square miles, exclusive of roads and land area in management situation 3.. 

management action - Any activity undertaken as part of the administration of the National 
Forest. 
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MIS (management indicator species) - A wildlife species selected by a land management 
a,gency to indicate the health of the ecosystem in which it lives and, consequently, the 
effects of forest management activities on that ecosystem (see "indicator species"). 

Manageiment Situation - habitat designation that indicates the relative importance of an area to 
blears and its management strategy. Management situations include: 

Management Situation 1 - areas managed for grizzly bear habitat maintenance, 
improvement, and minimization of grizzly bear-human conflict. Management decisions 
will favor the needs of the grizzly bear when grizzly habitat and other lands use values 
compete. 

Management Situation 2 - areas where the grizzly bear is an important, but not 
,necessarily the primary, use of the area. In some cases, habitat maintenance and 
improvement may be important management considerations. Minimization of grizzly 
bear-human conflict potential is a high management priority. 

Management Situation 3 - areas where grizzly bear conflict minimization is a high 
priority management consideration. Grizzly bear presence and factors contributing to 
their presence will be actively discouraged.. 

Moving Windows - A technique for measuring road densities on a landscape using a 
computerized Geographic Information System (GIs). The results are displayed as a 
percent of the analysis area in relevant route density classes. 

NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) - An Act of Congress passed in 1969 declaring a 
national policy to encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between people and their 
environment. Section 102 of the NEPA requires a statement of possible environmental 
effects be released to the public and other agencies for review and comment. 

NFMA (National Forest Management Act) - A law passed in 1976 requiring the preparation 
of Regional Guides and Forest Plans and regulations to guide that development. 

No Action alternative - The most likely condition expected to exist in the future if management 
practices continue unchanged. 

Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD) - Calculation made with the moving windows 
technique that includes open roads, other roads not meeting all restricted or obliterated 
criteria, and open motorized trails. The percent of the analysis area in relevant route 
de:nsity classes are calculated. 

outsloping - pulling some of the fill-slope material back onto the roadbed to create an out-slope. 
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Point Source Disturbance - A disturbance originating from a single point rather than a linear 
feature such as a road. Examples include a drill rig, a campground, garbage collection 
site, etc. 

priority BMUs - A biological rating for each BMU derived by the Access Task Group of the 
SCYE Management Subcommittee. Each BMU was rated 1 -high priority, 2-moderate 
priority, or 3-low priority based on sightings of family groups, credible grizzly sightings, 
human caused mortality, adjacency to BMU’s having females with young, and within a 
linkage area or not. 

public involvement - The use of appropriate procedures to inform the public, obtain early and 
continuing public participation, and consider the views of interested parties in planning 
and decision-making. 

recontouring - pulling the excavated road back as near as possible to its original condition. 

regeneration - The process of establishing a new tree crop on previously harvested land. The 
term also refers to the young crop itself. 

regeneration harvest - A silvicultural treatment intended to regenerate a stand of trees. 
Clearcut, sheltenvood and seed tree harvests are examples of regeneration treatments. 

road - All created or evolved routes that are greater than 500 feet long which are reasonably and 
prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

Open Road - a road without restriction on motorized use. 

Restricted Road - a road on which motorized vehicle use is restricted seasonally or yearlong. 
The road requires effective physical obstruction (generally gated). Motorized administrative 
use by personnel of resource management agencies is acceptable at low intensity levels as 
defined in existing cumulative effects analysis models. This includes contractors and 
permittees in addition to agency employees. I 
Reclaimed/Obliterated/Barriered Road - a route which is managed with the long term intent 
for no motorized use, and has been treated in such a manner so as to no longer function as a 
road. An effective means to accomplish this is through one or a combination of several 
means including: recontouring to original slope, placement of logging or forest debris, 
planting of shrubs or trees, obliteratingharriering the entrance, etc. 
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Season a4 Grizzly Bear Use - Seasons have been defined through grizzly bear research. 
Although there may be considerable variation between individuals, seasons are defined 
as: 
Denning: October 15 - April 15 
Spring: April 1 - June 15 
Summer: June 16 -September 15 
Fall: September 16 - November 15 
Non-denning season: same as active bear year 
Active bear year: April 1 - November 15 

SelkirWCabinet Yaak Grizzly Bear Interim Access Management Rule Set - In 1998, the 
SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Subcommittee recommended new access 
management direction to aid in the recovery of the threatened grizzly bear within the 
SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. This direction was titled the 
“lhterim Access Management Strategy.” Additional information was provided in an 
“lhterim Access Management Rule Set.” The Interim Access Management Strategy and 
Interim Access Management Rule Set comprise a set of access related guidelines 
developed over the past few years by the SelkirWCabinet-Yaak Subcommittee of the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC). The guidelines address the following 
access management parameters: 1) habitat security, 2) core area, 3) trial use of access 
related to habitat quality/season, 4) motorized access route density, 5 )  monitoring, and 6) 
coordination with state wildlife agencies. The Rule Set also discloses definitions of 
te:rminology related to each specific parameter. 

scoping -. Activities in the early stages of preparation of an environmental analysis to determine 
public opinion, receive comments and suggestions, and determine issues during the 
eiivironmental analysis process. 

Sensitive species - A sensitive species is one that has been designated by the Regional Forester 
because of concern for population viability. Indications for concern include significant 
ciurent or predicted downward trends in population numbers or density or in habitat 
capability that would reduce an existing species distribution. 

standardls and guidelines - Requirements found in a Forest Plan which impose limits on natural 
resource management activities, generally for environmental protection. 

Threatened species - Those plant or animal species likely to become endangered throughout all 
or a specific portion of their range within the foreseeable future as designated by the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
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Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD) - Calculation made with the moving windows 
technique that includes open roads, restricted roads, roads not meeting all reclaimed 
criteria, and open motorized trails. The percent of the analysis area in relevant route 
density classes is calculated. 

Trail - all created or evolved access routes that do not qualify as a “road.” They are not 
reasonably and prudently drivable with a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

Open Motorized Trail - a trail that receives motorized use. Trails used by 4-wheelers, 4- 
wheel drive vehicles and motorized trail bikes are examples of this type of access route. 

Restricted Motorized Trail - a trail on which motorized use is restricted seasonally or 
yearlong. Motorized use is effectively/physically restricted. 

viable population - The number of individuals of a species sufficient to ensure the long-term 
existence of the species in natural, self-sustaining populations that are adequately 
distributed throughout their range. 

watershed - The entire region drained by a waterway (or into a lake or reservoir). More 
specifically, a watershed is an area of land above a given point on a stream that 
contributes water to the stream flow at that point. 
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