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DRAFT DECISION NOTICE 

MARSHALL WOODS RESTORATION PROJECT  

U.S. FOREST SERVICE 

MISSOULA RANGER DISTRICT, LOLO NATIONAL FOREST 

MISSOULA COUNTY, MONTANA 
 

DECISION 

This draft decision notice (DN) documents my decision and rationale for the actions I am 
authorizing for the Marshall Woods Restoration Project.  This decision reflects many hours of 
dedicated time by not only the Forest Service’s interdisciplinary team of specialists, but also by 
our partners and the public.  The high level of engagement by individuals, groups, and agencies, 
combined with the environmental analysis were all important and necessary components for me 
to make an informed decision (see the Public Involvement section of this document as well as the 
extensive DN Appendix A - Response to Comments).  I appreciate the time, energy, ingenuity 
and viewpoints that were contributed by so many.  The Environmental Assessment (EA) did not 
identify a preferred alternative in order to allow for more collaboration and insight by all 
interested parties, and that input has been instrumental in the development of this decision. 

Based on my review of environmental effects disclosed in the EA, the Lolo Forest Plan, the 
Project File, and in consideration of comments received on the EA, I have decided to implement 
components of two of the action alternatives:  Alternatives C and D.   

My decision authorizes treatment on approximately 3,949 acres and includes one Forest Plan 
amendment under the 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219.13(b)(3)).  The amendment is 
summarized below and discussed in more detail on page 29 of the EA.  

I have decided to authorize a mix of actions analyzed under Alternatives C and D.  My decision 
precludes commercial timber harvest and temporary road construction within the Rattlesnake 
National Recreation Area (RNRA) and authorizes the following land management activities:   

 Commercially harvest ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir stands and mixed conifer (western 
larch, Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine and lodgepole pine) stands on approximately 266 acres 
primarily using skyline yarding (Unit 1 – Thinning and Prescribed Fire).  This may be 
followed by thinning or slashing non-commercial understory trees, handpiling slash, 
and/or prescribed burning.  Harvest methods will include removing trees to improve 
species composition and residual tree quality (i.e., improvement cut) and removing 
individual dead, dying, or diseased trees. 

 Ecosystem Maintenance Burning (EMB) proceeded by understory slashing/thinning 
(Units 4, 5, and 60-66) on about 1,101 acres.  

 Young stand thinning and prescribed burning on about 467 acres (Units 80-82 and 84). 
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 Non-commercially thin, hand pile and burn about 896 acres (Units 2, 3, 6, 70, 71, 90, 91, 
and 92).   

 Restore Homestead and Poe Meadows (about 40 acres) by removing the conifer 
encroachment and encouraging aspen regeneration (Units 100 A and B). 

 EMB on approximately 729 acres (Unit 101).   
 Complete site preparation and reforestation on about 450 acres (Unit 200). 
 Decommission about 7.4 miles of road. 
 Convert about 1.4 miles of road to trail. 
 Construct about 0.2 miles of system trail to connect NFS Road #53414 to NFS Road 

#2122. 
 Add about 0.4 miles of existing trail to the official trail system.  
 Store about 6.7 miles of existing road (see EA Appendix E). 
 Complete the road maintenance Best Management Practices (BMP) needed for the Spring 

Creek Bridge and Road 99/Trail 515 as described in actions common to all alternatives 
(EA pages 27-29). 

 Replace an undersized culvert on NFS Road #2122 to allow for fish passage at the 
Marshall Creek crossing.  

 Implement forest restoration public education with the assistance of partners and 
volunteers. 

 Implement the applicable resource protection measures and planned monitoring to avoid 
or minimize environmental harm (DN Appendix B and EA p. 81).  

 Implement a site-specific non-significant Forest Plan amendment to correct Management 
Area (MA) designation mapping errors.  Section 33 of the Marshall Woods project area 
was acquired by the Lolo National Forest (NF) through the Montana Legacy Project in 
2010.  This decision changes the MA allocation in Section 33 from MA 23 (partial 
retention – winter range) to a MA 25 (partial retention – timber).   

The selected action also includes some minor modifications for slash treatment; for instance, 
hand piling and burning, slashing, and/or underburning has been determined to be the most 
technically feasible in some areas given residual stand density and anticipated mortality.  Minor 
fuels treatment modifications, such as this are within the effects analyzed in the EA, and better 
address the conditions on the ground given the selection of a components from two alternatives 
(see Table 1). 

The Marshall Woods Restoration Project EA is incorporated by reference in this DN.  The 
approved vegetative treatments are summarized in the table below; more information about the 
activities can be found within EA pages 27 to 80. 

Table 1.  Vegetation Treatment Summary 

Unit 
Silvicultural 
Prescription 

Fuels 
Treatment Acres 

Logging 
System 

Treatment 
in RNRA 

Thinning Treatments and Prescribed Fire  
1 IC UB 266 SL/T N 

Subtotal 266  
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Ecosystem Maintenance Burning Preceded by Understory Slashing/Thinning  
     Non-commercial Thinning and Underburning  

4 STT/EMB UB 46 N/A Y 
5 STT/EMB UB 94 N/A Y 
60 STT/EMB UB 38 N/A Y 
61 STT/EMB UB 144 N/A Y 
62 STT/EMB UB 234 N/A Y 
63 Slash/EMB UB 254 N/A N 
64 STT/EMB UB 137 N/A N 
65 STT/EMB UB 91 N/A Y 
66 STT/EMB UB 63 N/A N 

Subtotal 1,101  
Young Stand Thinning Followed by Prescribed Fire  

80 YST LS 27 N/A N 
81 YST LS 175 N/A N 
82 YST LS 230 N/A N 
84 YST LS 35 N/A N 

Subtotal 467  
Non-commercial Thinning and Handpiling and Burning  

2 STT HPB/UB* 184 N/A Y 
3 STT HPB/UB* 41 N/A Y 
6 STT HPB 109 N/A Y 
70 STT HPB/UB* 85 N/A Y 
71 STT HPB/UB* 229 N/A Y 
90 STT HPB 106 N/A Y 
91 STT HPB 73 N/A Y 
92 STT HPB 69 N/A Y 

Subtotal 896  
Meadow and Aspen Restoration  

100A Slash/JPB/Fence JPB/HPB 19 N/A Y 
100B Slash/JPB/Fence JPB/HPB 21 N/A Y 

Subtotal 40  
Ecosystem Maintenance Burning  

101 EMB UB 729 N/A Y 
Subtotal 729  
Site Preparation and Reforestation  

200 Site Prep/Plant UB/BB/JPB 450 N/A N 
Subtotal 450  

Grand Total 3949  

IC = Improvement Cut; YST = Young Stand Thinning: STT = Small Tree Thinning; LS = Lop and Scatter; EMB = 
Ecosystem Maintenance Burn; JPB = Jackpot Burn; UB = Underburn; BB = Broadcast Burn; MP = Machine Pile; 
PB = Pile Burn; HPB = Hand Pile and Burn; T = Tractor; SL = Sky Line 
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*  Underburning may not be prescribed in these areas due to residual stand density and anticipated mortality. 

DECISION RATIONALE 

In selecting a blend of Alternatives C and D, I have determined that my decision is consistent 
with all laws, regulations, and agency policy.  I have considered the potential cumulative effects 
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable activities.  I believe that the actions I am approving 
provide the best balance of management to respond to the purpose and need, environmental 
concerns, social issues, and public comments while complying with all applicable laws and 
regulations.  The considerations I relied upon to make my decision on this project included: 

 Achievement of the project’s purpose and need 

 Relationship to environmental concerns, social issues, and public comments 

While this decision does not address what I believe to be the full extent of the ecological and 
wildland-urban interface (WUI) issues and needs, I believe this decision strikes a balance 
between the social and ecological concerns. 

My decision is based on a review of the record that shows a thorough review of relevant 
scientific information, a consideration of public input and responsible opposing views, and the 
acknowledgment of incomplete or unavailable information, scientific uncertainty, and risk.  

Meets Project’s Purpose and Need 

I believe the blend of activities in Alternatives C and D will meet, to varying degrees, all four of 
the project objectives and move the Marshall Woods area toward the desired conditions.   

Restore functioning ecosystems by enhancing natural ecological processes  

 Maintain and enhance resilience and resistance of vegetative communities while ensuring 
visual quality.   

 Maintain and enhance terrestrial habitats for forest vertebrates. 

 Maintain and enhance aquatic habitats and water quality. 

The actions I am authorizing in this decision will:  1) reduce crown fire potential and restore fire 
as an ecological process focusing on low intensity, high frequency and mixed severity fire 
regimes, and increased resilience to surface fire and bark beetles; 2) maintain or increase the 
species composition of fire-resistant shade-intolerant species (western larch, ponderosa pine); 
and retain large diameter, ponderosa pine and western larch trees and create stand conditions that 
could provide large trees in the future; and, 3) provide for age class and species structural 
diversity to reduce vulnerability to stressors (fire, insects, and disease).  These actions will also 
promote resilient stands by focusing on removing small diameter trees; thinning; and using 
prescribed fire to modify fire behavior, while maximizing the retention of large trees as 
appropriate for the forest type.   
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The selected action does not authorize commercial harvest in Units 2-6, and in those units the 
bark beetle hazard and susceptibility will not be markedly reduced.  In particular the efficacy of 
hand treatments within the main Rattlesnake corridor will be minimal, and prescribed fire may 
not be an option given the risk to remaining vegetation.  While some localized individual tree 
resilience would likely occur, stand resilience to mountain pine beetle would not change 
significantly (EA page 117).  

Treating Unit 1 (266 acres; this is outside of the RNRA) by thinning and using prescribed fire 
will increase the average diameter at breast height (DBH) of the residual stand as well as the 
proportion of ponderosa pine and western larch trees, and increase stand resilience to insects, 
disease, and wildfire.  Reducing the density of the canopy and seedling/sapling thickets in this 
stand will also increase nesting and foraging potential for open forest associates, particularly 
flammulated owls. 

The selected action will also restore sites with disease resistant shade-intolerant species adapted 
for resilience to the current and future environmental stressors on 450 acres or 3.5% of the 
landscape in section 33.  It will also restore meadows, aspen, and open grown forests and 
shrublands on 769 acres or 5.9% of the landscape, which includes the areas known as Spring 
Creek and Poe Meadows.   

The remaining stands that will be treated will have less competition and will be more resilient to 
drought, insects, disease and fire, increasing wildlife habitat diversity.   

Implementing the road maintenance Best Management Practices (BMP) needed for the Spring 
Creek Bridge and Road 99/Trail 515 (EA pp. 27-28), replacing the undersized culvert on NFS 
Road #2122, and the road storage and decommissioning will build on previous water resource 
improvements in the area.  These activities will reduce sediment inputs into streams in the long-
term to maintain and enhance aquatic habitat and water quality. 

Emulate fire’s natural role on the landscape through vegetative treatments including 
prescribed fire. 

 Promote ecosystem health with prescribed fire to distribute beneficial fire effects to 
areas within the wildland urban interface (WUI). 

 Integrate project objectives with the Missoula County Wildfire Protection Plan 
(CWPP).  

 Decrease high intensity wildfire potential; enhance firefighter efficiency and safety 
within the WUI. 

The treatments of the selected action will reduce ladder fuels, raise crown base heights, reduce 
surface fuel loadings, and create a mosaic of size and age classes within the treatment areas.  By 
reducing hazardous fuels, ladder fuels, and surface fuel loadings in multistoried mixed conifer 
stands, these treatments will aid in reducing wildfire hazard over the long term by rendering 
stands more resilient to natural fire occurrence and disturbances.  The treatments will also 
increase the effectiveness and safety of initial attack resources.  Removing these fuels and 
separating tree crowns will decrease the chance of crown fire initiation.  As a result, fire intensity 
at the fireline will be lowered creating a fire behavior that is more manageable by initial attack 
ground resources.  This will be particularly important within proximity of private ownership.  
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Prescribed fire treatments in the Marshall/Woods area and in the main Rattlesnake corridor will 
reduce fuel continuity and provide for age class diversity.  Targeting concentrations of dead and 
down fuels and pockets of pine beetle mortality will create a mosaic pattern on the landscape 
resulting in discontinuous fuels and a reduction in the probability of large crown fire.  

Provide education opportunities to build support for restoration.   

 Provide examples of forest restoration activities for education and interpretation (e.g., 
develop brochures for self-guided tours of treatment areas, use local news media, interpret 
sites within the Upper Rattlesnake Historic district along with the project implementation, 
etc.). 

The actions I am authorizing under this decision will not offer the full spectrum of restoration 
education opportunities that Alternatives B or C would have offered; however, there are still 
opportunities to interpret the historic district sites along the main Rattlesnake corridor, as well as 
the vegetative restoration treatments in Unit 1.  Also it is important to note that the collaborative 
public involvement process for this project has provided education opportunities and has 
highlighted the challenges of resource management.   It is a demonstration of how important 
discussing and understanding opportunities and constraints are before moving forward (see DN 
Appendix A, response to comment #22).  These discussions will be of value to future 
management actions on the Lolo NF  

Provide for diverse trail-based recreation opportunities and reduce road density in 
Section 31, consistent with NRA management plan. 

The trail development and road to trail conversions of the selected action will positively benefit 
recreationists by providing a travel system within Section 31.  In addition, road decommissioning 
in sections 31 and 33 will have positive impacts on aesthetics and decrease road density and 
sediment delivery to nearby streams. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The concept for the Marshall Woods Restoration Project was developed collaboratively with 
members of the Lolo Restoration Committee (LRC).  The project was listed as a proposal on the 
Lolo NF Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA) which has been updated periodically during the 
analysis.  We invited interested parties through direct mailings and web site postings, as well as 
public meetings and field trips, to review and comment on the proposal before the EA was 
drafted.  We also circulated and posted the EA and specialist reports on the Forest website for 
review and comment.   

DN Appendix A, response to comment #22 explains in more detail the public involvement and 
collaboration efforts for the project.  The EA (Appendix A: Consultation and Coordination) also 
lists the agencies, groups and individuals consulted.   During development of the EA numerous 
meetings and presentations were conducted with the LRC, Conservation Lands Advisory 
Council, Audubon Society, Missoula Nordic Club, Missoula Mayor’s Office and Ward 1 
Aldermen, Mountain Bike Missoula, City Parks and Recreation Committee, Backcountry 
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Horsemen, Society of American Foresters, and Missoula Fire Protection Association, Montana 
Wilderness Association, and Air Quality Board (Project File, Item E-41). 

Environmental concerns, social issues, and public comments. 

While any management action has the potential to cause an effect, I have considered the wealth 
of information provided by the environmental analysis completed for this project and have 
concluded that the actions I am authorizing will have no significant impact on the human 
environment.  

Implementation of the selected action will be responsive to several of the 13 restoration 
principles developed by the Montana Forest Restoration Committee (MFRC) (EA page 18; 
Project File, Item K-19).  The MFRC is a non-profit, consensus-based collaborative group that 
found common ground in supporting restoration activities conducted to accelerate the recovery 
of ecological processes and to enhance societal and economic well-being.  It is the parent 
organization of the LRC. 

During the EA comment period, we received 207 letters from members of the public.  Some 
comments expressed concerns about environmental impacts from implementing the Marshall 
Woods Restoration Project, while others expressed concerns about the need for quick action at a 
broader scale to create a more resilient forest, especially adjacent to private lands.  I respect the 
opinions of all who commented.  My staff has responded to these comments (DN Appendix A), 
and I have concluded that the project design and resource protection measures assure no 
significant environmental impact.  I elaborate on some of my considerations below: 

Recreation 

The majority of the comments we received were related to recreation impacts.  There were a 
number of comments concerning compliance and interpretation of the resource laws and 
regulations associated with the Rattlesnake National Recreation Area (RNRA).  By selecting a 
blend of Alternatives C and D and incorporating the appropriate resource protection measures 
(DN Appendix B), I feel that the majority of these concerns have been addressed.  No timber 
harvest or haul will occur in the RNRA; vegetation management treatments in the RNRA 
(Management Area 28) will be conducted by hand crews.   

Questions related to the effects of non-commercial vegetation treatments on the recreation 
resource and visitor experience are disclosed in the EA (Alternative D Cumulative Effects, page 
290).  The EA explains that effects will be negligible or minimal and short-term.  Over the long-
term, visitors will appreciate and understand the benefits of the treatments.  Commercial harvest 
of Unit 1, which is outside of the RNRA, will include time delays or closures along NFS Road 
#2122 (EA, page 284). 

Fire and Fuels 

Some comments raised concerns over the effectiveness of fuel treatments reducing the impacts 
of wildfire on the WUI.  Although focusing attention on the Home Ignition Zone is effective in 
reducing the risks posed by wildfire to homes in the WUI, effectiveness relies on the landowner 
and has limited benefit to values-at-risk other than the individual structure.  The purpose and 
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need of the Marshall Woods project includes restoring functioning ecosystems by enhancing 
natural ecological processes.  Because the ecosystems within the project area are fire-dependent 
ecosystems, emulating fire’s natural role on the landscape through vegetative treatments 
including prescribed fire not only restores functioning ecosystems but simultaneously reduces 
the potential severity of wildfire impacts to both the private lands and the surrounding area that 
make up the WUI.  This is important especially in this area as it serves as a backup municipal 
watershed for the City of Missoula and is a highly visited National Recreation Area.  The actions 
I am authorizing with this decision will be effective in parts of the project area at reducing the 
potential initiation of crown fires which can lead to devastating fire effects and threaten homes 
within the WUI.  These treatments are expected to modify fire behavior in treatment areas for at 
least the short term.  

In Summary 

I have selected a blend of Alternatives C and D because it will provide the best approach to 
responding to the public while achieving the project’s objectives and Forest Plan goals. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

After considering the environmental effects described in the EA for each alternative, I have 
determined that the blend of Alternatives C and D that I have selected will not have a significant 
effect on the quality of the human environment considering the context and intensity of impacts 
(40 CFR 1508.27).  Thus, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared.  

I base my finding on the following: 

Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  

My finding of no significant environmental effects is not biased by the beneficial effects of the 
action.  The action will promote resilient stands and modify fire behavior while resulting in 
minimal impacts to the recreation resource and associated use of the area.  While Alternatives B 
and C, with resource protection measures, would better achieve the project’s vegetation 
restoration and fuels reduction objectives over a longer term, I have determined  that blending 
Alternatives C and D will be the best approach to avoiding adverse impacts to the public while 
providing some beneficial effects to forest resources.  

Recreation 

The effects of implementing my decision on recreation will vary by the activity as follows (also 
refer to EA Appendix F):  

Management Activity in General (EA, p. 279) – Implementing this decision will increase 
management activity in the RNRA, Woods Gulch, and Marshall Canyon areas.  This will include 
increased administrative traffic on RD99/TR515 and Road #2122 which accesses TR513, 
TR513.2 and TR326.  Vehicles will also be present along trails and in meadows where crews 
will be working.  These vehicles may interfere with recreational activities causing the public to 
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temporarily step off the road/trail or take another route.  The effects of this increase in 
management activity will be intermittent, minimal, and short-term. 

Thinning in Unit 1 (EA, pp. 284-285) - Tree harvest and removal in Unit 1, which is outside the 
RNRA, will require temporarily closing Road #2122 because it will be used for landing decks 
and hauling activities.  Closing this road temporarily will impact dog walking, mountain biking, 
hiking, trail running, and, in the winter, cross-country skiing and snowshoeing.  Hunters may 
also be temporarily displaced if ground conditions remain favorable during hunting season and 
harvesting operations continue.  While these activities will be readily apparent, over the long-
term the effects of commercial thinning will be seen as beneficial to the area for the majority of 
the recreating public (i.e., increasing resilience to disturbances, reducing stand density and 
maximizing the retention of large trees to restore and promote fire-resilient stands). 

Non-commercial Thinning (EA, p. 280) - Presence of thinning crews will be evident throughout 
implementation of the project.  Crews will be operating chainsaws during “business hours”.  
Recreationists will hear the chainsaws and potentially see the crews depending on the location of 
the thinning.  This type of work was completed in the Sawmill portion of the RNRA in 2009-
2011.  In general, the recreationists in the area were not largely impacted by these actions, and 
they did not voice concerns throughout the operations.  Given that history, adverse effects on 
recreational users will be minimal and short-term. 

Prescribed Burning (EA, p. 275) – During prescribed fire operations, smoke may increase in the 
RNRA, Woods Gulch, and Marshall Canyon areas which could affect recreationists using trails 
within the project area.  Recreationists sensitive to smoke may temporarily choose to use a 
different area.  Other recreationists may simply notice the smell of smoke or see and pass 
through the smoke depending on the location of the burning operation.  Impacts to recreational 
users generally depend on the perception of recreation constraints from fire and fire management 
as well as place attachment (Chavez et al 2008).  Most recreationists have experienced some 
level of smoke from wildfires or prescribed burns.  The RNRA receives substantially less use in 
the spring and fall than compared to midsummer so the number of recreationists that will be 
affected will be less during spring and fall burns. 

Aspen/Meadow Restoration at Homestead and Poe Meadows (EA, p. 282) - Overall effects of 
the aspen/meadow restoration activities, which includes removing conifer encroachment, will be 
minimal and short-term due to the small size of the proposed treatment units (i.e., total is 40 
acres).  The beneficial effects of the aspen/meadow restoration will last for decades providing 
long-term enjoyment for users. 

Road (RD99/TR515) Improvements (EA, p. 276) – Activites to improve the drainage along 
RD99/TR515, which were included in all alternatives including No Action (i.e., routine 
maintenance), will cause delays in recreation activities and possibly temporary closures along 
RD99/TR515 while the improvements are being made.  The drainage improvement will prevent 
trail widening since the recreationist will not need to avoid puddles and cause vegetation damage 
to the side of the trail.  Brushing RD99/TR515 to standards will allow a greater line of sight and 
width for passing, especially in congested areas.  These improvements will result in minimal 
short-term impacts during implementation; however, these improvements will have long-term 
benefits to recreational users. 
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Spring Creek Bank Improvements (EA, p. 283) - Although creek access is popular along 
RD99/TR515, bank improvements at the Spring Creek Bridge and trail removal will cause only 
negligible to minimal effects to recreation access.  

Culvert Upgrade (EA, pp. 283-284) - The culvert upgrade on Road #2122, which is outside the 
RNRA, will temporarily affect recreational use during removal and installation.  This access 
point is popular with dog-walkers, runners, mountain bikers, berry pickers, hunters, and hikers as 
this road connects to trails in Woods Gulch, Upper Marshall Creek, and Mount Jumbo.  The 
culvert replacement will take about three to seven days.  This will result in a minimal, short-term 
impact to recreation.  Informing the public (e.g., press releases, signage, and website postings) 
will reduce the impact (EA p. 73, Resource Protection Measure #73). 

Trail Development (EA, p. 282) - The 0.2 mile segment of trail that will be constructed in Unit 
81 to connect Road #53414 (which will be converted to a trail under this decision) will create an 
additional loop in Woods Gulch and Marshall Canyon.  New trail construction and converting 
old roads into trails in Sections 31 and 32 (Units 81 and 82) will provide more non-motorized 
recreational opportunities and allow recreationists to expand activities from Woods Gulch into 
Marshall Canyon.   

Road Decommissioning (EA, p. 283) - The road decommissioning in sections 31, 32, and 33 
(Units 66, 82, 81, 84, and 200) will generally not be noticeable to the recreating public and will 
have a negligible impact to recreation (see EA Appendix E). 

Visual Quality 

(EA, pp. 292 and 294)  The commercial thinning in Unit 1 will meet visual quality objectives 
because resource protection measures will be used to reduce the visible effects of harvest 
activities.  The effects of the non-commercial treatments will be minor, slightly altering the 
landscape character; however, the treated areas will recover within a growing season thus not 
changing the landscape character in the long-term. 

Forested Vegetation 

Ecosystem Maintenance Burning Preceded by Slashing or Thinning (EA, pp. 112) – This 
treatment will lower bark beetle hazard, increase resilience to fire and insects and diseases while 
favoring at-risk shade-intolerant species increasing resilience and resistance of vegetative 
communities on about 7% of the landscape.  However compared to the treatment proposed in 
Alternative B, this treatment will only provide limited improvement over the current condition 
within the main Rattlesnake corridor (Units 70-71). 

Ecosystem Maintenance Burning (EA, pp. 113) – Under this treatment, the landscape age class 
and structural mosaic will be improved by breaking up landscape homogeneity and potentially 
introducing new seral components in an irregular distribution across approximately 6% of the 
analysis area.  This treatment will likely result in pockets of tree mortality from direct fire effects 
and/or subsequent bark beetle attack.  Fire will be restored as an ecological regulating process 
improving forest structure, composition and function within the RNRA.  This treatment will help 
promote a diverse age class and species mix and spatially heterogeneous and complex vegetation 
structure which will provide a landscape that is more resilient to climate change in the longer-
term (Joyce et al., 2008). 
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Thin and use Prescribed Fire (EA, p. 115-116) – Commercially thinning and burning Unit 1 will 
reduce ladder fuels and break up crown continuity reducing the likelihood of crown fire 
occurrence.  This treatment will increase resilience to stand-replacing wildfire and insect and 
disease outbreaks.   

Non-commercial Thinning followed by Hand piling and Burning (EA, pp. 117-118) – Hazardous 
fuels will be reduced in areas immediately adjacent to private land with limited road access.  
While this will reduce crown fire initiation and improve public and firefighter safety, it will not 
substantially increase stand resilience to bark beetles. 

Meadow and Aspen Restoration at Homestead and Poe Meadows (EA, p. 119) – This treatment 
will perpetuate key at-risk species through regeneration and protection.  It will maintain the 
historic meadows providing cover type and structural diversity, important elements of a resilient 
landscape. 

Site Preparation and Reforestation (EA, pp. 120-121) – This treatment will increase the 
distribution of ponderosa pine and western larch providing more resilience to insect and disease 
outbreaks.  Reforestation of fire, drought, and disease-resistant species like ponderosa pine will 
increase resistance and resilience to potential future drought and wildfire that may be associated 
with a changing climate (Joyce et al., 2008). 

Young Stand Thinning Followed by Prescribed Fire (EA, p. 121) – This treatment will enhance 
growth and vigor; reduce competition for sunlight, water, and nutrients; and modify stand 
conditions to lessen the risk of potential mountain pine beetle-caused mortality and stand-
replacing fire on approximately 4% of the landscape.   

Fire and Fuels 

(EA, pp. 139-140)The selected action will increase ecosystem function and resilience (although 
not at the landscape scale), re-introduce fire to reduce surface fuel loads, and decrease the 
probability of crown fire initiation within treated stands. 

Air Quality 

(EA. p. 147)  The selected action will reduce fuel continuity and arrangement.  It will reduce 
wildfire smoke emissions under post-treatment conditions for both large and small particulate 
matter (i.e., PM10 and PM 2.5 emissions). 

TES Plants 

(Botany Specialist’s Report, p. 2 and BE/BA p. 9)  There will be no effects to known federally-
listed plants because none were found during field surveys.  The effects determination for 
Ageratina occidentale, Allium acuminatum, Clarkia rhomboidea, Cypripedium fasciculatum, and 
Heterocodon rariflorum is “may affect individuals or habitat, but is not likely to result in a trend 
toward federal listing or loss of viability for the species”. 

Noxious Weeds 

(EA pp. 238-239)  Overall effects of the selected action are considered minor; noxious weed 
spread and establishment would continue through existing non-project vectors (e.g., roads, trails, 
wildlife, wind, and dispersed/unauthorized recreational activities). 
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Soils 

(EA pp. 243-244)  The selected action will not produce substantial and permanent impairment of 
the productivity of the land or cause soils to be irreversibly damaged.  Unit 1 will remain within 
Regional Soil Quality Standards of no more than 15% areal extent of Detrimental Soil 
Disturbance.  The underburning will have a net positive benefit to soils given the influx of 
nutrients, a diverse and native understory vegetation community, and low burning intensity.  
Loss of coarse woody material will not occur; the Lolo NF Coarse Wood Guidelines will be met.   

Fisheries 

(EA, p. 268)  The selected action will protect fish and fish habitat.  The effects determination is 
“not likely to adversely affect” bull trout, “not likely to adversely affect” bull trout critical 
habitat, and “may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely result in a trend toward federal 
listing or result in reduced viability for the population or species” (MIIH) for westslope cutthroat 
trout and western pearlshell mussels.   

Hydrology 

(EA, p. 248)  Directly, indirectly, and cumulatively, the selected action will result in minor short-
term sediment delivery from road work, including BMP upgrades and haul, road 
decommissioning, culvert removals/replacements, and stream rehabilitation.  However, long-
term benefits (greater than 10 years) to soil productivity, vegetation growth, and stream function 
outweigh any short-term adverse effects. 

Wildlife 

(EA, pp. 229-232)  The effects determinations are “May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect” (NLAA) for Canada lynx and lynx habitat and grizzly bears.  There will be “No Effect” 
on yellow-billed cuckoo. 

The effects determinations are “May Impact Individuals or Habitat” (MIIH), but are not likely to 
lead to a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability for the wolverine, bighorn sheep, fisher, 
black-backed woodpecker, flammulated owl, and western toad.  

There will be “No Impact” on gray wolf, northern bog lemming, Townsend’s big-eared bat, 
American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, common loon, Coeur d’Alene salamander, harlequin 
duck, or Northern leopard frog.  Forest Plan direction will be met for Northern goshawk, pileated 
woodpecker, and elk.  

Cultural Resouces 

(EA, p. 296) There will be no effect to cultural resources or historic properties. 

The degree to which the action affects public health or safety 

It is my determination that by incorporating the resource protection measures for air quality and 
recreation (DN Appendix B), and because the action will reduce crown fire potential and fire 
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intensity (EA, pp. 139-140), the selected action will have no significant adverse effects on public 
health and safety.  

Unique characteristics of the geographic area  

Approximately 4,400 acres or 34% of the project area is located in the non-wilderness portion of 
the RNRA (EA, p. 10).  The Rattlesnake Wilderness and National Recreation Area were 
established October 19, 1980. (PL 96-476).  The Act does not approve or prohibit specific 
activities in the RNRA.  The act identifies five values of the RNRA for municipal watershed, 
recreation, wildlife habitat, and ecological and educational purposes (PL 96-476 Sections 1 
through 6).  The Marshall Woods project maintains all five values identified in PL 96-476 (EA 
pp. 13-18).   The effects of implementing the selected action on the values of the RNRA 
identified in the Act will not be significant. 

Cultural resource investigations conducted by Lolo NF personnel and University of Montana 
students between 1976 to present have identified 21 different sites within the Marshall Woods 
project boundary.  The selected action includes ground-disturbing activities of some kind.  
Prescribed underburning will have no effect on the historic cultural resources, as:  1) there are no 
remaining combustible features related to these sites; 2) burning is not proposed near the historic 
telephone poles along NFS Road #99; and 3) the cultural resource itself (ponderosa pine) is 
naturally fire-resistant.  Two prehistoric sites within the Rattlesnake Drainage are within the 
RHCA buffer.  Project actions will not occur near these two sites.  The selected action will help 
restore a visual landscape similar to the historic character of the area (EA, pp. 295-296). 

There are no significant effects on other unique characteristics of the area, as the area does not 
contain park lands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, or designated wilderness areas. 

Based on this information, I conclude the selected action will have no effect on unique resources.  

The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly controversial  

Based on the limited context of the project, review of public comments, and the analysis 
documented in the EA and Project File, I do not find any effects of implementing the selected 
action that are likely to be highly controversial.  In the NEPA context, “highly controversial” 
does not encompass all public opposition to a proposed action, but instead only applies to a 
substantial dispute as to the size, nature, or effect of an action.1   

The effects analysis was conducted using the best available scientific literature (see EA, 
Literature Cited, pp. B-1 to B-39 and Project File, Sec O), and the interdisciplinary team 

                                                 
 
1 Indiana Forest Alliance, Inc. v. United States Forest Service 325 F.3d 851 (10th Cir.2003) citing Wetlands Action Network v. 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, 222 F. 3d 1105 (9th Cir.2000); Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 
F.3d 1208, 1212 (9th Cir.1998) citing Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d 1324, 1335 (9th Cir.1993); Sierra Club v. United 
States Forest Service, 843 F.2d 1190, 1193 (9th Cir.1988) (accord); LaFlamme v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 852 
F.2d 389, 400-01 (9th Cir.1988). 
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reviewed literature cited in public comments on the project (Project File, Section F; Draft DN, 
Appendix A).  

I conclude that the effects of the selected action are not considered highly controversial by 
professionals, specialists, and scientists from associated fields of forestry, wildlife biology, soils, 
botany, recreation, landscape architecture, fisheries, and hydrology.  

The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks 

The Forest Service has considerable experience with the types of activities to be implemented in 
this project.  Recently completed and ongoing examples include the Sawmill Gulch Project (also 
partially within the RNRA), Cut-off Project, St. Regis Fuels Reduction, Fishtrap, South Fork 
Fish, Auggie Mountain, and Mayo Gulch Fuels Reduction.  The analysis shows the effects of this 
project, which includes treatments similar to those listed, are not uncertain and do not involve 
unique or unknown risk (see EA pp. 85-303).  

Based on my review of public comments received on this project and the analysis documented in 
the EA and Project File, I conclude that there are no uncertain or unique characteristics in the 
project area which have not been previously encountered or that would constitute an unknown 
risk to the human environment.   

The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects, or represents a decision in principle about a future 
consideration 

The Marshall Woods Restoration Project is a site-specific action that is not likely to establish a 
precedent for future actions.  The selected action includes activities that are similar in nature and 
effects to many other projects on the Forest and are consistent with the Lolo NF Plan.  This 
action does not represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.  Any proposed 
future project must be evaluated on its own merits and effects. 

Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts 

Connected, cumulative, and similar actions have been considered and included in the scope of 
analysis.  The analysis accounts for past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (EA, 
Appendix D).  The cumulative impacts are not significant (analysis throughout the EA, 
individual Specialist’s Reports, and Project File).  
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The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, 
or historical resources 

The selected action will have no adverse effects on districts, sites, highways, structures, recorded 
archaeological sites, areas of spiritual or traditional use, or objects listed in or eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places, as determined by the field reconnaissance and 
analysis conducted in accordance with regulation and policy direction (Heritage Specialist’s 
Report).  The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes and the Nez Perce Tribe were contacted 
about this project.   

The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 

Determinations for the selected action are “May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” 
(NLAA) for Canada lynx and lynx habitat and grizzly bears.  There will be No Effect on yellow-
billed cuckoo (EA, pp. 229-232). 

The effects determinations for the selected action is “not likely to adversely affect” bull trout, 
“not likely to adversely affect” bull trout critical habitat (EA, p. 268).   

Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or other 
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment 

The action will not violate Federal, State, and local laws or requirements for the protection of the 
environment.  Conformance with applicable laws and regulations were considered in the EA.  
The action is consistent with the Lolo NF Land and Resource Management Plan. 

FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

I considered the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and EA, and determined the actions I 
am authorizing will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment, and an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be prepared. 

I have reviewed this decision for compliance with laws, regulations, and policies.  My decision is 
consistent with all laws, regulations, and policies.  Findings required by major environmental 
laws are summarized below.  Compliance with other laws, regulations, and policies are listed in 
the EA, Specialist’s Reports, Project File, and the Forest Plan. 

1. National Forest Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.) and consistency with the 
Forest Plan:  
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The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and accompanying regulations require several 
specific findings be documented at the project level.  I reviewed the selected action and found 
the following: 

Consistency with the Forest Plan (16 U.S.C. 1604(i)):  The Lolo Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan establishes management direction for the Lolo NF.  This direction is described 
in Forest-wide and Management Area-specific standards.  Designing and implementing projects 
consistent with this direction is the means to move the Forest toward the desired future condition 
as described in Chapter II of the Forest Plan.  Management Area and Forest-wide direction in the 
Forest Plan provides sideboards for the development of alternatives to the proposed action while 
responding to public issues.  NFMA requires all resource plans and projects to be consistent with 
Forest Plan standards, guidelines, management area goals, and objectives. 

After reviewing the EA, Specialist’s Reports and the Project File, I find my decision is in full 
compliance with the Lolo NF Land and Resource Management Plan standards, guidelines, goals, 
and objectives, as amended. 

Timber Harvest:  All proposals that involve timber harvest for any purpose must comply with 
the four requirements found in (16 USC 1604(g)(3)(E)).  I find that the prescribed timber harvest 
will only occur on lands where: 

 soil, slope, or other watershed conditions will not be irreversibly damaged.  The 
interdisciplinary team fully assessed the potential effects of timber harvest on soil and 
water resources and determined that there will be no measurable effect to water quality 
and that Regional soil quality guidelines and Forest Plan standards will be met.  Their 
analysis is documented within the Soil, Hydrology, and Fisheries Specialists’ Reports in 
the Project File and summarized in the EA on pages 242-244; 244-252; and 253-268, 
respectively. 

 there is assurance that such lands can be adequately restocked within five years after 
harvest.  The selected action will not result in conditions that affect post-harvest stocking 
levels.   

 protection is provided for streams, streambanks, shorelines, lakes, wetlands, and other 
bodies of water from detrimental changes in water temperatures, blockages of water 
courses, and deposits of sediment, where harvests are likely to seriously and adversely 
affect water conditions or fish habitat.  The selected action will implement resource 
protection measures (11 and 46-50) to protect all bodies of water from detrimental 
changes.  Although a short-term pulse of sediment is expected from culvert replacements, 
sedimentation will be reduced from current conditions in the long term.  The selected 
actions will comply with the Clean Water Act, Montana State Water Quality standards, 
and the Lolo NF Plan. 

 the harvesting system to be used is not selected primarily because it will give the greatest 
dollar return or the greatest unit output of timber.  The purpose of this project is to 
restore functioning ecosystems by enhancing natural ecological processes; emulate fire’s 
natural role on the landscape through vegetative treatments including using prescribed 
fire; provide education opportunities to build support for restoration; and provide for 
diverse trail-based recreation opportunities and reduce road density in section 31.  
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Although some commercial sized timber will be removed to meet these goals, the 
selected action was not chosen because it provides the greatest dollar return or greatest 
output of timber.   

Suitability of Timber Production:  No timber harvest other than salvage sales or sales to 
protect other multiple use values, shall occur on lands not suited for timber production (USC 
1504 (k).  Identification of lands generally suitable for timber harvest and timber production is 
made at the land management plan level; however, these identifications are estimates that are 
validated at the project level (36 CFR 219.12(a)(2)(D)(ii)).  Project level suitability 
determinations were made during silvicultural diagnoses; final suitability determinations on 
lands proposed for commercial timber harvest will be documented in a site-specific silvicultural 
prescription prepared or reviewed by a Certified Silviculturist.  Timber harvest on lands not 
suitable for timber production can occur when harvest is necessary or appropriate for other 
multiple use purposes and to achieve the desired vegetation conditions (16 U.S.C. 1604(k), 36 
CFR 219.12(a)(2)(D)(ii)).  This is consistent with 16 U.S.C. 1604(k) and 36 CFR 
219.12(a)(2)(D)(ii) the implementing regulations of the NFMA of 1976. 

Clearcutting and Even-aged Management:  (16 USC 1604(g)(3)(F)) When timber is to be 
harvested using an even-aged management system, a determination that the system is 
appropriate to meet the objectives and requirements of the Forest Plan must be made, and, 
where clearcutting is to be used, must be determined to be the optimum method. 

The selected action does not include harvest using even-aged management. 

Necessity of roads:  NFMA requires that “all roads are planned and designed to re-establish 
vegetation cover on the disturbed areas within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed 10 
years…unless the road is determined necessary as a permanent addition to the national Forest 
Transportation system.” (16 USC 1608(a)).  It also requires that road construction be designed 
to “standards appropriate for the intended uses, considering safety, cost of transportation, and 
impacts on land and resources.” (16 USC 1608(b)). 

No temporary or permanent road will be constructed under the selected action.  A transportation 
analysis was conducted to determine the need for existing roads. 

2. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  

My decision is in full compliance with NEPA.  Forest Service regulations for implementing 
NEPA have been followed as required under 40 CFR 1500 in the development of the Marshall 
Woods Restoration EA and this DN and FONSI.  The EA analyzes a reasonable and acceptable 
range of alternatives, including a "no action" alternative.  It also discloses the expected impacts 
of each alternative and discusses the identified issues and concerns. 

3. Endangered Species Act:  

This project is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  In accordance with Section 
7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, the Lolo NF has prepared and is submitting the 
Biological Assessments addressing potential impacts to federally listed wildlife and fish 
(Fisheries and Wildlife supporting documentation located in the Project File, Section J).  There 
are no federally listed plant species that would be affected (Botany Specialist’s Report, p. 2). 
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4. Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Project File shows that neotropical migratory birds are considered in accordance with the 
MOU with the USFWS on the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Wildlife Specialist’s Report, p. 16).  
The analysis of the bald eagle, black-backed woodpecker, flammulated owl, northern goshawk, 
and pileated woodpecker, all species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act also 
demonstrates compliance.   

5. Clean Water Act and Montana State Water Quality Standards:  

Upon review of the Marshall Woods EA, Specialist’s Reports and Project File, I find that 
activities associated with the selected action will comply with State of Montana water quality 
standards, BMPs, and associated monitoring requirements.  All appropriate permits will be 
acquired prior to project implementation.  Montana Streamside Protection Act (SPA) 124 
permits will be obtained for any activity that may disturb stream channels. 

6. Environmental Justice Order:  

Executive Order 12898 requires fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all citizens 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  We have 
treated all citizens fairly and allowed meaningful involvement to every person regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income.  I find that this project and its NEPA analysis comply with the 
Environmental Justice Executive Order. 

7. Clean Air Act:  

Prescribed burning activities will be coordinated to meet the requirements of the State 
Implementation Plans, Smoke Management Plan, and Federal air quality requirements. 

8. National Historic Preservation Act:  

Known cultural resource sites will be protected by resource protection measures (DN Appendix 
B).  In addition, if any new sites are located during project implementation they will be 
protected. 

9. 2001 Roadless Rule 

The selected action does not include any activities in inventoried roadless areas.   

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW (OBJECTION) OPPORTUNITIES 

This project is subject to the Predecisional Administrative Review Process (Objection Process) 
pursuant to 36 CFR 218, subparts A and B and 36 CFR 219, subpart B.  The EA and draft DN are 
available on-line at: www.fs.usda.gov/goto/lolo/projects.  These documents are also available for 
review at the Missoula Ranger District Office at 24 Ft. Missoula Road, Missoula, MT  59804.  

Objections will only be accepted from those who have previously submitted specific written 
comments regarding the project during scoping or other designated opportunity for public 
comment in accordance with §218.5(a) and §219.53(a).  Issues raised in objections must be 
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based on previously submitted timely, specific written comments regarding the proposed project 
unless based on new information arising after the designated comment opportunities. 

Objections, including attachments, must be filed via mail, express delivery, or messenger service 
to:  Objection Reviewing Officer, USDA Forest Service, Northern Region, P.O. Box 7669, 
Missoula, MT 59807; FAX to (406) 329-3411; email to appeals-northern-regional-
office@fs.fed.us; or by hand-delivery (Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., excluding 
holidays at USDA Forest Service, 200 East Broadway, Missoula, MT 59807).  

Objections must be submitted within 45 calendar days following the publication of a legal notice 
in the Missoulian.  The publication date in the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for 
calculating the time to file an objection.  Those wishing to object should not rely upon dates or 
timeframe information provided by any other source.  The regulations prohibit extending the 
time to file an objection.   

At a minimum, an objection must include the following (36 CFR 218.8(d) and 36 CFR 
219.54(c)):  

1. The objector’s name and address, with a telephone number, if available;  
2. A signature or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature for 

email may be filed with the objection);  
3. When multiple names are listed on an objection, identification of the lead objector 

(verification of the identity of the lead objector shall be provided upon request);  
4. The name of the proposed project, the name and title of the Responsible Official, and the 

name(s) of the National Forest(s) and/or Ranger District(s) on which the proposed project 
will be implemented;  

5. A description of those aspects of the proposed project and forest plan amendment 
addressed by the objection, including specific issues related to the proposed project if 
applicable, how the objector believes the environmental analysis or draft decision and 
amendment specifically violates law, regulation, or policy; suggested remedies that 
would resolve the objection; supporting reasons for the reviewing officer to consider; and  

6. A statement that demonstrates connection between prior specific written comments on 
the particular proposed project or activity and the content of the objection.  

Incorporation of documents by reference is permitted only as provided in §218.8(b).  It is the 
objector’s responsibility to ensure timely filing of a written objection with the reviewing officer 
pursuant to §218.9 and §219.56.  All objections are available for public inspection during and 
after the objection process.  The names and addresses of all objectors are similarly part of the 
Marshall Woods public record.  

If objections are filed, the person or parties will be invited to a resolution meeting to resolve the 
filed objection between the Reviewing Office and the objector(s).  The Reviewing Officer has up 
to 45 days to respond to unresolved objections on the EA and up to 90 days to respond to any 
remaining unresolved objections on the Forest Plan amendment.  The Reviewing Officer has the 
discretion to determine whether or not adequate time remains in the review period to make a 
meeting with the objector practical.  All meetings are open to the public.  The Responsible 
Official may not issue a decision document approving the project until the Reviewing Officer has 
responded in writing to all objections.  The project may be implemented immediately after the 
decision is signed. 
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If no objections are filed within the 45-day filing period, approval of the proposed project in a 
decision document may occur on, but not before, the fifth business day following the end of the 
objection filing period.  Implementation can begin immediately after the decision is signed. 

CONTACT 

For additional information concerning this decision, contact:  Jennifer Hensiek, Missoula District 
Ranger, Lolo National Forest, 24 Ft. Missoula Road, Missoula, MT 59804; (406) 329-3948. 
Information is also available at http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/lolo/projects. 

 

  

Jennifer J. Hensiek Date 

Missoula District Ranger 

Lolo National Forest 
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