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ATTACHMENT G 
FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 

 
 
Implementation of Alternative 2-Modified will require site specific forest plan amendments to the Bitterroot 
Forest Plan (1987) {FEIS p. 1-12 to 1-15}.  Therefore, my decision includes an amendment that will modify the 
following Forest Plan standards specifically as they relate to my Middle East Fork decision. 

 Forest-wide snag retention standard. 

 Forest-wide thermal cover standard. 

 Coarse woody debris standards. 

 Unsuitable lands standards. 

The need for these amendments, in order to meet the purpose and need of the Middle East Fork project was first 
disclosed in the scoping letter for this project.  The information in this Attachment to the Record of Decision 
(ROD) compliments the analysis in the FEIS regarding these amendments  {FEIS p. 1-12 to 1-15, 3.2-61, 3.2-
63, 3.5-5, 3.5-48 to 3.5-49, 3.6-21 to 3,6-22, 3.6-23 to 3.6-24, 3.6-30, 3.6-32 to 3.6-34, and 3.6-106 to 3.6-107} 
and it organizes the information into one location 
 
Section 1926.51 of the Forest Service Directives (www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html) gives guidance for 
determining what constitutes a “significant amendment” under NFMA.  I have determined, based on this 
guidance, that these site-specific forest plan amendments are not significant because they will not individually or 
cumulatively significantly alter the long-term relationship between levels of multiple-use goods and services 
originally projected; and, they will not have an important effect on the entire land management plan or affect 
land and resources throughout a large portion of the planning area during the planning period. They modify 
standards and guidelines, but for this time and place. Therefore, they are not a long term change in the plan.  The 
Forest plan for the Bitterroot is currently being revised.  The changes will not have an important effect on the 
entire forest plan or affect land and resources throughout a large portion of the planning area during the planning 
period.  They will only affect the Middle East Fork area specifically (i.e. a small portion of the Bitterroot 
National Forest), and only for this project.  The public has been notified of these amendments throughout the 
NEPA process.  

For each site-specific amendment this Attachment is organized to: 
 Describe the amendment element 
 Explain the purpose and the need for the amendment 
 Describe the direct, indirect and cumulative impact of the amendment 
 Apply the Forest Service Handbook criteria for assessing whether or not the amendment is significant, 

and  
 Display my conclusion on significance or non significance 

 
 
1.0   SNAGS 
 
1.1  SITE SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following standard” (2.e.(3), FP page II-20): 
 

“All snags that do not present an unacceptable safety risk will be retained.” 
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My decision will clarify and amend this standard, for this project only, to retain the following snags by 
habitat type group. 
 
 

Table 1:  Proposed Snag Standard 
 

HT Group Snags 
(average per acre) 

A & B 2-5 
C, G 4-12 

E, F, H 10-15 
Habitat Groups are described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6 of the FEIS. 

 
Stand level prescriptions by a certified silviculturist and wildlife biologist will provide unit specific snag 
retention requirements including spatial distribution, species, and snag sizes. Prescriptions will meet the 
proposed snag standards including the above number of snags retained by habitat type (HT) groups.  HT groups 
are described in the FEIS {p. 3.2-9-3.2-13}.  Irregular distribution and small clumps are desirable.  All clumps 
will be less than 4 acres in size unless otherwise agreed to by the wildlife biologist. 
 
1.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF SNAG STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose: 
This site-specific snag standard is meant to clarify the intent of the Forest Plan and to apply the best available 
information to this project’s snag retention design in support of the Plan’s and project’s goals and objectives 
(PF-WL-002). 
 
The purpose of the 1987 Forest Plan snag standard is to retain some vertical structure in the regenerated forest 
(Forest Plan Five Year Review 1994, p. 22, p. 70), in support of the wildlife goals and objectives, while 
providing a safe working environment. In contrast to some regeneration management practices prior to 1987 
where no vertical structure was maintained at all, the standard intended that when conducting clearcuts, seedtree, 
and shelterwood harvests, some snags would be retained as vertical structure (John Ormiston, personal 
communication) and biodiversity (Forest Plan Five Year Review 1994, p. 16, Appendix – Detailed Reports p. 2).  
In the Forest Plan Five Year Review it states that “In order to meet the intent of the Forest Plan to retain some 
large vertical woody structure, about two trees per acre are needed…” (p. 22).  In old growth habitat the Forest 
Plan has as criteria to consider “snags, generally 1.5 per acres greater than 6 inches dbh and .5 per acre greater 
than 20 inches” (II-20). 
 
It is clear that the Forest Plan considered and permits fuel reduction activities and salvage of dead or dying trees 
(FP Record of Decision, 1987).  Fuel treatment is discussed in several areas of the Forest Plan (II-7, II-8, II, 28, 
III-7, III-13, III-20, III-28, III-34, III-38, III-63).  The Forest Plan FEIS even specifically discussed the concern 
of stand replacing fires following mortality from insect epidemics, such as is occurring in the Middle East Fork 
area, and due to fire suppression (Volume I, p. III-33, IV-22).  Salvage is also discussed in multiple areas of the 
Forest Plan, further supporting that the removal of snags, beyond what is necessary for safety was not only 
intended but was programmed (FP p. II-20(6), II-20(2), II-22(2), III-8, III-14, III-21, III-29, III-35). 
 
Need for the Amendment: 
The amendment is needed for three reasons.  First, the current standard, as written, is inconsistent with other 
objectives in the plan.  Secondly, it does not recognize the current condition on the Bitterroot, and; finally, 
newer scientific information is available than was available in 1987, that will contribute to meeting the Forest 
Plan’s goals and objectives. 
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The snag standard is inconsistent with other objectives in the Forest Plan, as written, because if you read it by 
itself, without the context of the rest of the plan, it can be interpreted to mean that no snags (dead trees), other 
than those that pose safety threats could ever be cut anywhere on the Bitterroot National Forest.  In the context 
of the rest of the Forest Plan, and the information used to develop the Forest Plan, it is clear that that was not the 
intention of the plan or this standard.  It is clear that the plan not only intended for, but actually programmed the 
removal of snags (salvage harvest, fuel reduction).  This site specific project amendment more clearly and 
explicitly provides for this intention, while meeting wildlife goals and objectives. 
Since the drafting of the Forest Plan there is additional scientific understanding of the number of snags that 
would be expected in different habitat type groups.  The Forest Plan did not look at the appropriate number of 
snags by ecological unit.  The project specific standard requires more snags per acre than suggested for 
consideration in the Forest Plan for old growth habitat, and in the Five Year Review and is within the range 
expected by more recent science (Harris 1999; Green et al. 1992, errata 2005, p. 9 and 23; USDA 2000; PF-WL-
004). 
 
In summary, this amendment to the Forest Plan standard is needed because: 

 The current standard, as written but not as intended, is inconsistent with other plan objectives. 
 Does not recognize the current conditions on the Bitterroot National Forest. 
 Does not recognize newer scientific information concerning snags. 

 
1.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF MEF SNAG AMENDMENT. 
 
Direct & Indirect: 
Because this amendment really just clarifies the intent of the existing standard there is, in essence, no direct or 
indirect change or effect by implementing this site specific amendment, relative to what could have been 
implemented under the intent of the Forest Plan snag standard. 
 
Under Alternative 2-Modified approximately 22,900 acres or 89% of the project area would retain all existing 
snags.  Some snags would be felled and removed from the forest on approximately 2,893 acres or 11% of the 
project area.  Treatments reducing snag numbers would include intermediate, sanitation salvage and, 
salvage/regeneration.  Some small dead trees (non-commercial size) could be removed with the slashing 
prescriptions as well (1,558 acres), but this is not considered an impact on snag habitat. Mitigations for snag 
retention stated in Attachment A and C of this record of decision would be followed. Mitigations are designed to 
assure that the number, size and species of snags that are left on site are within the historic ranges for a given 
habitat type. Intermediate, sanitation salvage and salvage/regeneration treatments would occur on approximately 
2,727 acres in habitat type groups A, B, C & G. These habitat types will have snag and down woody 
components similar to what occurred in stands that developed before fire suppression under historic natural 
conditions {FEIS p. 3.6-20;  PF-WL-004}. The numbers retained would be more than contemplated in the Forest 
Plan (FP p. II-20; Forest Plan Five Year Review 1994, p. 22) .  In habitat type groups E, F & H, harvest on 
approximately 166 acres will result in snag numbers in the lower range of the natural range of variability in 
order to meet fuel reduction objectives {FEIS p. 3.6-20}. The numbers retained, however, will be more than 
contemplated in the Forest Plan (FP p. II-20; Forest Plan Five Year Review 1994, p. 22). The dominant fire 
regime in these cooler, moister habitat types is stand-replacing. Habitats for snag associated wildlife species will 
be altered by the removal of some snags from the treatment areas; meaning the choices of snags will change.  
However, snag habitat will still exist. In addition, about 22,900 acres of habitat with snags across the landscape 
representing all types and size classes will be present in the analysis area. This assures the Forest Plan Objective 
of maintaining vegetative diversity on land where timber production is a goal of management is accomplished.  
 
It is reasonable to assume that historic levels of snags for a given habitat type would be suitable amounts for 
snag associated or dependent species. Ponderosa pine will be favored for snag retention, where appropriate. 
Monitoring of recent vegetation management activities indicates prescriptions for snag retention have 
consistently been met (PF-WL-008).  In the FEIS analysis of the effects of this amendment and snag mitigations 
it was determined that it would not likely contribute toward a loss of viability to populations or species for the 
marten and fisher {p. 3.6-42}, pileated woodpecker {p. 3.6-50}, western big-eared bat {3.6-57}, flammulated 
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owl {3.6-70}, northern goshawk {3.6-79 to 3.6-80} and, black-backed woodpecker {3.6-82}.  This shows that 
this site specific amendment works towards meeting the Forest Plan goal and objective of maintaining habitat to 
support viable populations of wildlife species. 
In summary, Alternative 2-Modified, would reduce the number of snags available to snag associated species, 
limiting snag choices but not eliminating habitat and it would provide snags within the number expected by 
habitat type.  Vertical diversity within treatment units will be retained. Additionally, the abundance of snags 
throughout the analysis area assures sufficient habitat for snag dependent or associated species, so viability is not 
compromised. Monitoring of recent vegetation management activities (Burned area recovery monitoring PF-
WL-008) indicates prescriptions for snag retention have consistently been met. 
 
Cumulative Effects: 
The number and distribution of snags on the Bitterroot Forest may be at a modern day all time high. The 
2000 fires burned over about 307,000 acres of National Forest, creating snags on all or most of the area burned, 
and only about 10,000 acres have been salvage harvested. Even in the salvage harvest units, approximately as 
many snags as occurred in historic unburned forests were retained using snag guidelines similar to those in this 
site specific amendment. Douglas-fir bark beetles have infested over 30,000 acres of the Forest outside 
Wilderness, and about 20,000 acres of Wilderness lands have beetle infestations. Less than 1,000 acres of beetle 
killed trees have been harvested, and snags approximating historic numbers have been retained in the harvest 
units as well. 
 
Snags are abundant and well distributed across the Forest.  Even if we don’t include the 307,000 acres burned in 
2000 or the acres burned in the fires of 2003 and 2005, or the increases due to the Douglas-fir bark beetle 
epidemic, the estimated average number of snags per acre with diameter at breast height (dbh) between 10.0” 
and 19.9” is 8.7 snags with a 90% confidence interval of 6.7 to 10 snags per acre.  The average number of snags 
per acre with dbh 20” and larger is 0.9 snags per acre with a 90% confidence interval of 0.6 to 1.2 snags per acre 
(PF-WL-062).  With the abundance of snags available, the Northern Region Snag Management Protocol in place 
(USDA 2000), and monitoring data that shows we consistently meet snag retention standards (PF-WL-008), 
every indication is that snag dependent species will have sufficient snag habitat to maintain viability on the 
Forest.  
 
Appendix B of the FEIS {Volume 2}, displays the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
around the Middle East Fork Analysis area.  The cumulative effects of these actions, with the actions of 
Alternative 2-Modified, in particular the implementation of the site-specific snag standard are the same as 
displayed for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 in the FEIS {p. 3.6-88}. 
 
This site specific snag amendment will apply to 0.2 percent of the Bitterroot National Forest (2,893 acres).  
Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, one other clarification of the snag standard was made for the 
Burned Area Recovery project.  Together with Alternative 2-Modified, the cumulative effects of clarifying the 
snag standard with this amendment will amount to less than 0.8 percent of the forest, which will be 
imperceptible when considered at the forest scale.    
 
Snags retained today eventually can become downed woody debris.  Cumulatively, by implementing this site-
specific standard for snags, and implementing the site specific standard for downed woody debris the areas is 
expected to still have both snags and downed woody debris as would be expected by habitat type, over time.  
There is no perceptible cumulative effect of this Forest Plan amendment with the thermal cover amendment 
and/or the unsuitable land amendment for this project. 
 
 
1.4   APPLICATION OF FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this proposed amendment is significant was done using the process in the Forest 
Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook states that 
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changes to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  This site-
specific amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 
 
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 2-Modified Snag Standard Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The snag amendment does not alter the multiple-use 
goals and objectives for long-term land and resource 
management at all – let alone significantly alter them. 
The amendment will provide habitat to support viable 
wildlife populations and will maintain vegetative 
diversity on land where timber production is a goal of 
management.  This will be accomplished by providing 
snags for snag associated or dependent species, in a 
number that current science suggests would be 
expected for that habitat type.  
 
The amendment affects a tiny portion of the Bitterroot 
National Forest (less than 0.2 percent).  It is a short-
term, site-specific and project-specific amendment that 
will have no effect Forest Plan objectives or outputs.  
 

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The snag amendment does not adjust management area 
boundaries or management prescriptions.  It does 
provide for more site-specific application by requiring 
a range of snags based on habitat types. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 
The snag amendment is a minor change to the standard 
based on more recent science. 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

The snag amendment applies more recent science in 
the implementation of the management prescription 
that provides an improved ecologically based means of 
retaining snags. 

 
 
1.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, I have determined that the adoption of the snag amendment to the 
Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but further refines 
and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
 
2.0   THERMAL COVER 
 
2.1  SITE SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Forest Plan The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following standard” (2.e.(12), FP page II-21): 
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“Big-game cover/forage relationships, as described in Guides for Elk Habitat Objectives (USDA, 1978), 
will be a consideration in planning timber management activities.” 
 

The Forest Plan Record of Decision (1987, p. 8) more specifically states: 
 
“Winter range will be managed to provide diversity of forage and hiding cover with at least 25 percent 
of the area in thermal cover at all times.” 

 
My decision will amend this standard, for this project only, to read: 
 

 “Within the Middle East Fork project area treatments will be allowed in Units 
2, 237, 238 and 406 that will reduce thermal cover.” 

 
 
2.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF THERMAL COVER STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose: 
The purpose of this site-specific thermal cover standard is to recognize and address the conflicting nature of the 
Forest Plan’s fuels/fire protection goals, objectives and standards for the wildland urban interface and the 
overlapping winter range thermal cover standard defined in the Forest Plan Record of Decision (1987, p. 8).  
{FEIS p. 1-13} 
 
Pertinent Forest Plan Objectives (FP II-5, II-7) 

 Cooperate with the States of Idaho and Montana to maintain the current level of big-game hunting and 
trout fishing opportunities. 

 Eliminate backlog fuels. 
 
The Forest Plan objectives for elk management were further defined in the 1992 Montana Elk Management Plan, 
which documents the Bitterroot National Forest agreements with the Montana Department of Fish Wildlife and 
Parks. 
 
The purpose of the 1987 Forest Plan Record of Decision thermal cover requirement is to provide habitat that at 
the time, was believed to be necessary to meet the Forest Plan goals and objectives listed above. 
 
Need for the Amendment: 
Thermal cover is analyzed for big game winter range north of the East Fork Bitterroot River constituting a 
defined herd unit and south of the river constituting another herd unit. Thirty three percent of the winter range 
south of the East Fork of the Bitterroot River met thermal cover criteria when mapped prior to 2004, which 
means that winter range meets the 25% thermal cover requirement on the south side of the river.  Unit 125 (30 
acres), is on the south side of the river.  Although thermal cover will be lost in a small portion of this stand, (less 
than ¼ acre), the requirement of 25% will still be met on the south side of the river. Treatments will not change 
the existing percentage of thermal cover in the herd unit.  Therefore, an amendment is not needed for treatments 
on the south side of the East Fork of the Bitterroot River. 
 
Thermal cover north of the river is currently at 5%, which means it currently does not meet the 25% 
requirement. Thermal cover mapping completed prior to 2004 indicates that portions1 of four treatment units, 2, 
237, 238, and 406, which are on the north side of the river, provide thermal cover. The thermal cover within 
these treatment areas totals 106 acres.  In order to qualify as thermal cover stands must have coniferous trees 40 
feet or taller and have an average crown closure of 70% or more (FP p. VI-41).  The site-specific amendment is 
needed because in order to meet the goals and objectives of the Middle East Fork project, thermal cover in the 
herd unit (which currently does not meet the requirement) will be slightly reduced because treatments will 
                                                      
1 One of these units, Unit 2, has less than ¼ acre currently providing thermal cover. 
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reduce the crown closure, below 70%, in these three units within the wildland urban interface.  Thermal cover 
after treatment will go from 5% to 4% of the heard unit.  As a reminder, the objectives of the project are to: 
 

 Reduce wildland fire threats to the Middle East Fork community. 
 Restore fire-adapted ecosystems in the Middle East Fork landscape. 
 Restore stands affected by the Douglas-fir bark beetle epidemic by treating infested areas and lands at 

imminent risk of spread to promote healthy ecosystem function, composition and structure. 
 
Many stands in the Middle East Fork area have experienced the effects of the beetle epidemic, therefore 
destroying the characteristics that made them thermal cover.  It is possible that the effects of the Douglas-fir bark 
beetle epidemic has reduced the crown closure to below 70% in these four units, and in other stands, since the 
thermal cover mapping.  However, if not, thermal cover will be reduced below existing levels through treatments 
in these units.  
 
In summary, this amendment to the Forest Plan standard is needed because fuel reduction treatments will reduce 
the amount of thermal cover on 106 acres of winter range on the north side (southern aspect) of the East Fork of 
the Bitterroot River. 
 
2.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF MEF THERMAL COVER 
AMENDMENT. 
 
Direct & Indirect: 
The effects on thermal cover of Alternative 2-Modified and this amendment are the same as analyzed for 
Alternative 2 in the FEIS {p.3.6-30}.   
 
The direct effect of Alternative 2-Modified is that 106 acres of thermal cover will be reduced through fuel 
reduction treatments.  All 106 acres are on the north side of the river (south aspect).  The open grown ponderosa 
pine and mixed Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine stands on the warm dry and moderately warm dry slopes on the 
north side of the river probably never supported enough trees to qualify as thermal cover and certainly in historic 
landscapes thermal cover did not occupy 25 percent of this elk winter range. 
 
Research conducted since the Forest Plan has questioned the necessity of thermal cover for survival of wintering 
elk (Cook, et al. 1998). Researchers found “no significant, positive effect of thermal cover on the condition of 
elk during any of the six experiments. In contrast, dense cover provided a costly energetic environment, resulting 
in significantly greater over-winter mass loss, fat catabolism, and (in one winter) mortality.” {p. 3.6-27}. 
Wintering elk survived and retained body weight better in open areas than in thermal cover.  For this reason, 
whether thermal cover is necessary for individual elk survival or elk population viability seems open to question. 
In the Middle East Fork, elk numbers are above State goals, in spite of less than 25% thermal cover on the north 
side of the river. 
 
This means that it is doubtful that the reduction in 106 acres of thermal cover through treatments in Alternative 
2-Modified will have an indirect effect on wintering elk.  This reduction is not expected to impact the Forest 
Service’s ability to meet the Forest’s and State’s elk objections.  We continue to meet and exceed both within 
this area and Forest wide.  The Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks has concurred that the loss of thermal cover, 
through treatments in the Middle East Fork area should not affect elk objectives (FP, p. II-5) (John Vore, pers. 
comm., 2005, PF-WL-001).   {FEIS p. 3.6-30} 
 
Cumulative Effects: 
{FEIS 3.6-32} 
Since the Forest Plan has been implemented it has become apparent that many portions of winter ranges in the 
Bitterroot are biologically incapable of producing structure that meets thermal cover. In the Middle East Fork, 
the south facing slopes of the north side of the East Fork, now have only about five percent of the area in thermal 
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cover. The fires of 2000 and subsequent bark beetle activity have had a short term effect, but the open grown 
ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine stands on these warm dry slopes probably never supported enough 
trees to qualify as thermal cover and certainly in historic landscapes thermal cover did not occupy 25 percent of 
this elk winter range. On the other hand, even after fires and the beetle epidemic, the north facing slopes of the 
south side of the East Fork has retained about 33 percent thermal cover. 
 
As stated in the thermal cover analysis above, recent research has cast doubt on the necessity for thermal cover 
as a major component of elk winter range. The history of elk numbers seen on winter ranges in the East Fork, a 
continuing upward trend and an all time high in 2005, would indicate the recent downward trend in thermal 
cover as a result of fire, timber harvest and bark beetle attacks has had little affect on the health of the elk herd. 
This same trend in winter range thermal cover exists forest-wide. Even winter ranges on private land have had 
reductions in thermal cover as a result of timber harvest and thinning to create defensible space (from wildfires) 
around structures in the wildland urban interface. In spite of this relatively wide spread reduction of thermal 
cover, the elk herd in the Valley, as counted by Fish, Wildlife and Parks personnel, has continued to increase.  
 
In most hunting districts of the Bitterroot, the 2004 Elk Management Plan (MT Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 2004) 
objective is to stabilize or reduce the number of elk on winter ranges. Therefore the slight reduction of thermal 
cover by management actions in the Middle East Fork will have negligible and discountable effects on thermal 
cover from a Forest wide perspective and will not likely have a measurable effect on the elk population in MEF 
or the Bitterroot Valley.  Therefore, this amendment will contribute toward meeting the Forest Plan hunting 
opportunity objective by cooperating with the State of Montana to maintain their hunting opportunity and elk 
population goals.  Elk numbers are so high there is no question or concern for elk viability. 
 
Appendix B of the FEIS {Volume 2}, displays the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
around the Middle East Fork Analysis area.  The cumulative effects of these actions, with the actions of 
Alternative 2-Modified, in particular the implementation of the site-specific thermal cover standard are the same 
as displayed for Alternative 2 in the FEIS {p. 3.6-88}. 
 
Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, one other similar amendment of the thermal cover 
requirement was made for the Burned Area Recovery project.  Together with Alternative 2-Modified, the 
cumulative effects of amending the thermal cover requirement with this amendment will have an imperceptible 
effect when considered at the forest scale because the change in thermal cover is not expected to adversely effect 
the ability to produce elk in this area and the Forest objective and goals are expected to continue to be met.    
 
There is no perceptible cumulative effect of this amendment in conjunction with the other amendments to the 
Forest Plan in this project.  
 
2.4   APPLICATION OF FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this amendment is significant was done using the process in the Forest Service 
Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook states that changes 
to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  This site-specific 
amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 2-Modified Thermal Cover 
Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The thermal cover amendment does not alter the 
multiple-use goals and objectives for long-term land 
and resource management. In fact, the amendment will 
continue to provide habitat to support a viable 
population of elk and big game (viability is not a 
concern) and will meet the objective of cooperating 
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with Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks to meet their elk 
population and hunting goals, as confirmed by the 
agency (John Vore, pers. comm., 2005, PF-WL-001). 
 
The amendment affects a small portion of the thermal 
cover on the north side of the Middle East Fork, (1%) 
and reduces a tiny portion on the Bitterroot National 
Forest. It is a short-term, site-specific and project-
specific amendment that will have no effect on 
meeting Forest Plan objectives or outputs.  

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The thermal cover amendment does not adjust 
management area boundaries or management 
prescriptions.  It does provide for more site-specific 
application by allowing for thermal cover reduction on 
a site specific basis where population objectives have 
been met and exceeded. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The thermal cover amendment is a one-time, site-
specific and project specific change to allow reduction 
in thermal cover on four units on winter range 
(however the reduction on Unit 125 will still meet the 
standard).  . 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

For this specific project, maintaining thermal cover 
can not be achieved at the same time on the same piece 
of ground while meeting the fuel reduction and 
restoring fire adapted ecosystem objectives of this 
project.  The purpose and need of this project is 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the Forest 
Plan. Even by not meeting the 25% requirement this 
project will still meet the Forest Plan goals and 
objectives related to elk (viable populations and 
cooperating with State goals).  These are the goals that 
the 25% requirement was intended to support. 

 
2.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, I have determined that the adoption of the thermal cover amendment 
to the Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but further 
refines and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
 
3.0   COARSE WOODY DEBRIS 
 
3.1  SITE SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following Management Area standards relevant to coarse woody debris 
and the Middle East Fork project: 
 
MA 1, 2, 3a:  (FP p. III-6, f. (4); p. III-12, f. (3); p. III-19, f. (4)) 

 Site preparation methods will assure the retention of modest levels of organic matter, including woody 
materials 8 inches or less in diameter, to provide nutrient and ectomycorrhizal levels necessary for 
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maintaining growth rates; while still providing an adequate mineral base for seed germination and 
reduction of grass competition.  On dry and harsh sites, at least 10 to 15 tons per acre of residual debris 
is needed (Harvey, et al 1981a & 1981b; Harvey, 1982).  … 

 
MA 2 (FP p. iII-13, j.(2)) 

 Natural and activity fuels will be treated to reduce slash depth below 1 ½ feet to provide for big-game 
movement.  About 25 tons/acre of down trees larger than 6-inch diameter will be left for nongame 
habitat if available. 

 
The site-specific coarse woody debris standard to be applied for the Middle East Fork project would read: 

 
To maintain soil productivity and meet wildlife objectives, coarse woody debris 
should be maintained within each Middle East Fork treatment areas at or above 
the minimum levels identified in the following table and descriptive objectives. 

 

Table 2:  Proposed Coarse Woody Debris Standards by Habitat Type 
 

HT 
Group 

Coarse Woody 
Debris 

A, B 5-10 tons/acre 
C, G 18 tons/acre 

E, F, H 14 tons/acre 
Habitat Groups are described in the FEIS {Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6}. 

 
These are minimum coarse woody debris amounts to be retained for a given habitat type. They are to be 
maintained at the treatment area (unit) level rather than on an acre-by-acre scale. To account for the natural 
variability and potential for each area, site-specific prescriptions will be developed, with appropriate 
interdisciplinary involvement, to specify the appropriate amount of coarse woody debris (CWD) to leave over 
and above these minimums. 
 
Retain the recommended woody debris with material generally in larger size classes (greater than 4” in 
diameter) and well distributed across the treatment area (Graham et al., 1994 and Graham, personal 
communication 2001). Material greater than 4 inches in diameter can be included in the tons per acre. 
 
Material should also vary by species and by size classes available across the treatment area. Material to be 
retained for coarse woody debris may or may not be felled to the forest floor. Coarse woody debris material may 
be left standing and allowed to fall naturally over time. 
 
 
3.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF WOODY DEBRIS STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose: 
The purpose of this proposed site-specific standard is two fold.  It is intended to apply the best available research 
and information to this project’s coarse woody debris design in support of the Plan’s and project’s goals and 
objectives. Secondly, it will eliminate contradicting standard direction.  The proposed ecologically based 
standard would replace the various management area standards in the 1987 Forest Plan. {FEIS p. 1-14} 
 
Intent of the Plan: 
Pertinent Forest Plan Goals (FP II-3, FP II-4) 

 Maintain soil productivity…. 
 Design fire management programs that are consistent with other resource goals (Appendices K and M) 
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Pertinent Forest Plan Objectives (FP II-6, II-7) 
 Design management activities to maintain soil productivity. 
 Eliminate backlog fuels. 

 
Need for the Amendment: 
Since the drafting of the Forest Plan there is additional scientific understanding of the amount of coarse woody 
debris that would be expected in different habitat type groups (Graham et al., 1994) providing more refined 
guidelines for meeting the Forest Plan goals and objectives. The amounts prescribed in the Forest Plan are 
sometimes contradictory to each other (i.e. 10 to 15 tons/ac. in one standard and 25 tons/ac. in another standard; 
sometimes referring to the same piece of ground).  In addition, to reduce fire intensity (flame length and rate of 
spread), heavy amounts of coarse woody debris should not be left in stands in the Middle East Fork hazardous 
fuels reduction project. This amendment also requires coarse woody debris be maintained in Management Area 
8b that did not previously have coarse woody debris requirements. 
 
3.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF MEF WOODY DEBRIS 
AMENDMENT. 
 
Direct & Indirect Effects: 
For habitat type groups A and B (64% of the treatment units in Alternative 2-Modified), 5-10 tons per acre of 
downed woody debris would be retained per acre. This overlaps, but is generally less than the 10-15 tons per 
acre mentioned in the Forest Plan (FP p. III-6, f. (4); p. III-12, f. (3); p. III-19, f. (4)), and the 25 tons per acre 
mentioned in another part of the plan (FP p. iII-13, j.(2)).  The amount of 5-10 tons per acre on these warm dry 
sites is consistent with the more recent science (Graham et al., 1994). In addition, to reduce fire intensity (flame 
length and rate of spread), uncharacteristic amounts of coarse woody debris should not be left in stands in the 
Middle East Fork hazardous fuels reduction project.  
 
Alternative 2-Modified will leave a portion of the existing stand on the site. Yarding will be either whole tree or 
leave tops attached. These yarding methods will reduce fire potential. Coarse woody residue will be left from 
designated leave trees, both standing and down, and from breakage of limbs and broken tops that will occur 
during harvest (Chip Britting, Bitterroot NF, Forester; personal communication). This amount will contribute to 
maintaining soil productivity. {FEIS p. 3.5-19}.  Where units are located close to private lands or within the 
urban interface (WUI), coarse woody residue amounts will be towards the minimum range for a habitat type 
found in the table. The proposed fuel treatments will leave slash on the ground through the winter and into late 
summer/fall (Lee McAlpine; BNF Fuels Specialist; personal communication). This will provide opportunity for 
the nutrients in the slash to be leached into the soil. The exception will be around homes and campgrounds, 
where fire is a major concern. In these cases, slash will be treated as soon as possible. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
Appendix B of the FEIS {Volume 2}, displays the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
around the Middle East Fork Analysis area.  The cumulative effects of these actions, with the actions of 
Alternative 2-Modified, in particular the implementation of the site-specific coarse woody debris standard are 
the same as displayed for Alternative 2 in the FEIS {p. 3.5-33 to 3.5-47}.  In summary, past management 
practices did not always retain coarse woody debris in quantities considered sufficient today.  Today and for the 
Middle East Fork project, additional emphasis is given to the season of harvest, ensuring that equipment 
operation are limited to designated areas, and that post-harvest activity does not reduce site and soil productivity. 
Conservation of soil organic matter and coarse woody residue are considered in every project. The intent is to 
meet and exceed the BMP’s and Soil and Water Conservation Practices outlined in Appendix A. {3.5-44}. 
 
The coarse woody debris amendment allows a quantitative measurement of the amount of coarse woody material 
to be left by habitat group based on current science. This will occur on less than 0.3 percent of the Bitterroot 
National Forest (4,938 acres). Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, one other allowance has been 
made and that was for the Burned Area Recovery Project in 2001. The Burned Area Recovery coarse woody 
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material amendment was needed to address soil and site productivity concerns related to harvest following large 
wildfires and was also based on similar current science. Treatment units within the Fires of 2000 burned 
comprised approximately 0.6 percent of the Bitterroot National Forest. Together with Alternative 2 of this 
project, the cumulative effects of modifying the coarse woody material levels will amount to less than one 
percent of the forest. However, there is no appreciable effect at the site scale, therefore no appreciable effect 
when considered at the forest scale either. {FEIS p. 3.5-48}. 
 
Cumulatively, by implementing this site-specific standard for coarse woody debris, and implementing the site 
specific standard for snags the areas is expected to still have both snags and downed woody debris as would be 
expected by habitat type, over time, fully supporting the Forest goals and objectives.  There is no perceptible 
cumulative effect of this amendment in conjunction with the thermal cover and unsuitable land Forest Plan 
amendment. 
 
 
3.4   APPLICATION OF FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this amendment is significant was done using the process in the Forest Service 
Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook states that changes 
to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  This site-specific 
amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 2-Modified Coarse Woody Debris 
Standard Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The coarse woody debris amendment does not alter the 
multiple-use goals and objectives for long-term land 
and resource management. The amendment will 
continue to work toward maintaining soil productivity. 
By replacing the current Forest Plan Standards with 
one developed with more recent studies. 
 
The amendment affects a tiny portion of the Bitterroot 
National Forest (less than 0.2 percent).  It is a short-
term, site-specific and project-specific amendment that 
will have no effect Forest Plan objectives or outputs.  
 

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The coarse woody debris amendment does not adjust 
management area boundaries. It does provide for more 
site-specific ecologically based management 
prescription application by requiring a range of coarse 
woody debris based on habitat types. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The coarse woody debris amendment is a minor 
change to Management Area standards based on more 
recent science. 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

The coarse woody debris amendment applies more 
recent science in the implementation of management 
prescriptions which provides an improved, 
ecologically based means of retaining coarse woody 
debris. 
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3.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, I have determined that the adoption of the coarse woody debris 
amendment to the Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but 
further refines and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
 
4.0   UNSUITABLE LANDS 
 
4.1  SITE SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The site-specific standard to be applied to this decision reads: 

“For the Middle East Fork project, vegetation manipulation, including timber harvest 
or removal, and associated activities are permitted to meet project objectives on 
unsuitable lands in MA 1, 2, 3a and 8b.” 

     
4.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF UNSUITABLE LANDS STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose: 
The 1987 Forest Plan describes management areas in the Middle East Fork area in which the management area 
or portions thereof, restrict management activities, including the use of “timber harvest” on lands identified as 
unsuitable for regulated timber management or production.  The Middle East Fork project is not proposing 
timber production on unsuitable lands.  However, these management areas also specify harvest that is allowed. 

 salvage harvest to meet management areas goals and standards (MA 1, p. III-5 e. (8) and MA 3a, p. III-
18 e. (7)),  

 timber harvest to meet cover/forage objectives (MA 2 at III-11 e.), and  
 timber harvest to improve winter range forage production (MA 8b at p. III-62 e. (1)).   

 
The proposed amendment would allow vegetation management, including harvest or removal and associated 
activities, to be used as a tool within unsuitable lands in management areas 1, 2, 3a, and 8b to accomplish the 
project objectives.  The amendment is consistent with the National Forest Management Act which permits 
salvage or harvest to protect other multiple-use values within unsuitable lands (16 USC 1604(k)). 
 
The Forest Plan identified portions of MA1, 2, 3a and 8b as unsuitable for timber production due to site 
limitations regarding tree growth, restocking limitations, or management area objectives; not because timber 
production would cause irreversible damage (PF-SILV-051, FEIS 3.5-4, 3.-5, Forest Plan Note #207, 5/1987; 
Forest Plan Note #51, 4/1981, Forest Plan A-1).   
 
Management area 8b is predominately grassland; however, it does include some forested lands.  Some of these 
forestlands within this management area are capable of being managed for timber production, but most are 
classified as unsuitable to manage for timber production both by virtue of the management area allocation as big 
game winter range, and also due to inherent site limitations (Forest Plan III-61).  Portions of treatment units 1, 
38, and 62 in Alternative 2-Modified are within management area 8b and include approximately 170 acres of 
non-commercial harvest treatments and 84 acres of commercial harvest treatment.  
 
Most of management areas 1, 2, and 3a are forestlands suitable for timber production, but each management area 
includes parcels (i.e. small inclusions) of unsuitable land (Forest Plan III-3, III-9, and III-15). Some of these 
inclusions are non-forested but, in the Middle East Fork most of these unsuitable lands include forest lands 
where fire exclusion has allowed Douglas-fir to encroach, tree growth is inherently slow or where droughty or 
rocky soils would make it difficult to restock the site in a timely manner. (PF-SILV-051, FEIS 3.5-4, 3.5-5, 
Forest Plan Note #207, 5/1987; Forest Plan Note #51, 4/1981). 
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In management areas 1, 2, and 3a, Alternative 2-Modified harvest treatment units 2, 6a, 6b, 10b, 10c, 12a, 15, 
24, 26r, 27, 28, 30a, 34r, 40, 44b, 50, 121, 124, 125, 126, 130, 203, 245, 255, and 406 contain minor inclusions 
of unsuitable lands.  Harvest treatment units 1, 3, 29, 29a, 37, 38, 45, 47, 51, 68r, 236, and 238 include higher 
proportions totaling approximately 700 acres of unsuitable land.  In addition, approximately 1,030 acres of 
unsuitable lands (both forest and grasslands) would be managed through non-harvest treatments (PF-SILV-051).  
Together with treatments within management area 8b, Alternative 2-modified includes approximately 800 acres 
of lands not suited for timber production where harvest will be used as a tool to accomplish the project 
objectives.  
 
 
4.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF MEF UNSUITABLE LANDS 
AMENDMENT. 
 
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects 
The project related direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of these activities are as described throughout the 
FEIS and in Appendix A of this Record of Decision.  Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, similar 
allowances for harvest within unsuitable lands have been made for three other projects totaling approximately 
370 acres forest-wide (Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report, Fiscal Year 2004, pp 15 and 171). None 
of these have occurred within the MEF analysis area.  Given the small total acreage treated and the widely 
dispersed nature of these activities in time and space, it is highly unlikely the environmental effects of the 
individual activities have or will interact cumulatively. 
 
From the Forest Plan perspective, the individual and cumulative nature of these amendments will have an almost 
imperceptible effect on achieving the overall Forest Plan goals, objectives, and desired conditions forest-wide.  
While the amendments have and will allow for maintenance of desired forest structures and fuel reduction on 
individual sites, the total harvest treatments within unsuitable lands amount to only about 1,170 acres of the 
1,577,900 acre Forest (0.07%) over the 18 year life of the current Forest Plan.  
 
4.4   APPLICATION OF FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this element of the proposed amendment is significant was done using the process 
in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook 
states that changes to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  
This site-specific element of the amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 2-Modified Unsuitable Lands Standard 
Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The unsuitable lands element of the amendment does 
not alter the long-term multiple-use goals and 
objectives for resource management in these 
management areas (within the project area or forest-
wide).  It does however, in the short-term and only 
within the treatment areas for this project, add 
emphasis to the fuel reduction and protection standards 
through the use of additional types of vegetative 
treatments, including harvest.  Other standards within 
these Management areas are being met in support of 
the long term goals and objectives (ROD Section 8.1).    
 
The amendment affects a tiny portion of the Bitterroot 
National Forest (0.05 percent in the Middle East Fork 
area, 0.07 percent cumulatively).  It is a short-term, 
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site-specific and project-specific amendment that will 
have no meaningful effect on overall Forest Plan 
goals, objectives, or outputs. 
 

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The unsuitable lands element of the amendment does 
not adjust management area boundaries. It does 
provide for more site-specific management 
prescriptions for this project to achieve multiple-use 
objectives, but would not result in significant changes 
in the overall multiple-use goals and objectives of the 
plan. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The unsuitable lands element of the amendment is a 
minor change to Management Area standards when 
considered individually and cumulatively with other 
similar amendments (see above). 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

The unsuitable lands element of the amendment allows 
for the use of timber harvest and other vegetative 
manipulation methods to achieve objectives other than 
timber production on a limited basis in this project. 

 
4.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, I have determined that the adoption of the unsuitable lands element of 
this amendment to the Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent 
with, but further refines and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 





Appendix F – Forest Plan Amendment 

APPENDIX F 
 

FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT 
 
Implementation of Alternative 4 will require a site-specific amendment to the Bitterroot Forest Plan (1987) 
{FEIS, pp. 1-11 to 1-13} to modify the following Forest Plan standards as they relate specifically to the Trapper 
Bunkhouse Project: 
 

 Elk habitat effectiveness  

 Forest-wide thermal cover  

 Coarse woody debris  

 
The requirement for a site-specific amendment to meet the Purpose and Need of the Trapper Bunkhouse project 
was disclosed in the scoping letter (PF-PUBLIC-012). The letter indicated the need for an amendment to modify 
the following standards: elk habitat effectiveness, forest-wide thermal cover, and snags. When the DEIS was 
released, it indicated that a site-specific amendment would be required to modify the following standards: forest-
wide thermal cover and coarse woody debris.  The FEIS noted the need for a site-specific amendment to modify 
the following standards: elk habitat effectiveness, forest-wide thermal cover, and coarse woody debris.   The 
information in this Appendix compliments the analysis in the FEIS regarding these amendments and it organizes 
the information into one location 
 
Section 1926.51 of the Forest Service Directives (www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html) provides guidance for 
determining what constitutes a “significant amendment” under NFMA.  Based on this guidance, this site-specific 
Forest Plan amendment is not significant because it will not individually or cumulatively significantly alter the 
long-term relationship between levels of multiple-use goods and services originally projected; and, it will not 
have an important effect on the entire land management plan or affect land and resources throughout a large 
portion of the planning area during the planning period. The amendment modifies standards but only for this 
time and place. Therefore, it is not a long term change in the plan.  The Bitterroot Forest Plan is currently being 
revised.  The change will not have an important effect on the entire Forest Plan or affect land and resources 
throughout a large portion of the planning area during the planning period.  It will affect the Trapper Bunkhouse 
area specifically (i.e. a small portion of the Bitterroot National Forest), and only for this project.  The public has 
been notified of this amendment throughout the NEPA process.  
 
For each site-specific Forest Plan standard modification, this Appendix is organized to: 

 Describe the amendment element 
 Explain the purpose and the need for the amendment 
 Describe the direct, indirect and cumulative impact of the amendment 
 Apply the Forest Service Handbook criteria for assessing whether or not the amendment is significant, 

and  
 Display the conclusion on significance or non significance 

 
 
1.0   ELK HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS (EHE) 
 
 
1.1 SITE-SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following standard:   
“Manage roads through the Travel Plan process to attain or maintain 50 percent or higher elk habitat 
effectiveness (Lyon 1983) in currently roaded third order drainages. Drainages where more than 25 percent of 
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roads are in place are considered roaded.  Maintain 60 percent or higher elk habitat effectiveness in drainages 
where less than 25 percent of the roads had been built” (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-21).  
 
The site-specific elk habitat effectiveness standard for the Trapper Bunkhouse project would read:  
“Existing elk habitat effectiveness will be maintained or improved within the Trapper Bunkhouse area.” 
 
 
1.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF ELK HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS STANDARD 
AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose 
 
The purpose of the site-specific modification is to recognize that the EHE standard is currently not being met in 
five third-order drainages in the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area, and will continue not being met in those 
drainages. However, travel management restrictions proposed in Alternative 4 will improve EHE in four of the 
five drainages that currently do not meet the Forest Plan standard, and no negative effect to EHE will occur in 
any of the drainages.    
 
Intent of the Plan 
 
The Forest Plan standard for elk habitat effectiveness (EHE) is to manage roads through the Travel Plan process 
to attain or maintain 50 percent or higher EHE in currently roaded drainages (those where more than 25% of the 
potential road system was in place in 1987), and 60 percent or higher EHE in drainages where less than 25% of 
the roads had been built (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-21). EHEs of 50% and 60% equate to 2 miles and 1 
mile of open road per square mile, respectively (Lyon 1983).This standard supports the Forest Plan objectives of 
maintaining habitat to support viable populations of wildlife species and cooperating with the state of Montana 
to maintain the current level of big game hunting opportunities (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-5).   
  
Need for the Amendment 
 
The Purpose and Need of the Trapper Bunkhouse project is not travel planning, however, some changes in road 
management are included in Alternative 4.  Although none of the road changes will negatively affect EHE, and 
in fact, improvements to EHE will occur in six third-order drainages; five drainages will continue not to meet the 
EHE standard in the Forest Plan. 
 
The DEIS did not state that a site-specific Forest Plan amendment would be needed for the EHE standard.  It 
clearly showed in the analysis of potential effects of the alternatives that the EHE standard would not be met in 
five drainages in any of the alternatives, and it also showed that improvements to EHE would be made with both 
of the action alternatives.  
 
 
1.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT, AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF TRAPPER BUNKHOUSE ELK 
HABITAT EFFECTIVENESS AMENDMENT 
 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
 
Alternative 4 would implement a number of changes to existing road use.  Restrictions on approximately 11.1 
miles of roads would change the status of those roads from open to closed for the purposes of EHE calculations, 
and would thus improve EHE percentages. These roads are listed in the Wildlife section of the FEIS (3.7) in 
Table 3.7-11. Other road use restrictions would not affect EHE percentages. Table 3.11-2 in the Recreation 
Section (3.11) of the FEIS contains a complete list of proposed road access changes.  
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The net effect of these changes would be to improve the existing EHE in six third-order drainages, and maintain 
the existing EHE in two third order drainage (see Table 3.7-10). The EHE would improve in four of the five 
drainages that currently do not meet the Forest Plan standard for EHE (Waddell-Bunkhouse, Lower Chaffin, 
Lower Trapper, and Little Trapper), although none of the four would reach the 50% minimum standard. Elk 
Habitat Effectiveness would also increase in two drainages that already meet this standard (Little Tin Cup and 
McCoy Creek).  
 
Increasing EHEs by reducing open road densities in several drainages would make the small elk herds that 
inhabit the Leavens and Hart Gulch and Spoon/McCoy areas year-round less vulnerable to disturbance from 
motorized vehicles during the summer, and to mortality from hunters in the fall. Stress to elk resulting from 
noise created by motorized vehicles would decrease in some areas. This would tend to minimize the potential 
impacts to elk populations that could result from vegetative treatments that would reduce the amount of hiding 
cover under this alternative. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
 
Since the Forest Plan standard for EHE was implemented in 1987, many, but not all, of the third-order drainages 
on the Forest have been brought into compliance with the standard. There are five drainages in the Trapper 
Bunkhouse analysis area that are currently out of compliance. In spite of not complying with specific Forest Plan 
standards for EHE, the Forest Plan objective of maintaining the current (1987) level of big-game hunting 
opportunities has been achieved. The number of hunters, as well as the number of elk, continues to increase, and 
the general hunting season has remained at five weeks. 
 
None of the ongoing or future projects listed in Appendix B to the FEIS will have a detrimental effect on EHE in 
any of the third-order drainages within the Project Area.  We have added an elk security analysis (Hillis et al. 
1991) to our environmental analysis protocol that has proven to be a better tool than EHE analysis for achieving 
the Forest Plan objective to maintain elk populations and hunting season opportunities in cooperation with the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks.  In summary, the proposed activities, in combination with past 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in this analysis area, are not expected to cumulatively degrade the 
habitat effectiveness for elk.  
 
There is no perceptible cumulative effect of this modification, in conjunction with the course woody debris and 
forest-wide thermal cover modifications to the Forest Plan proposed in this project. 
 
 
1.4   APPLICATION OF  FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this element of the proposed amendment is significant was done using the process 
in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The 
Handbook states that changes to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific 
situations.  This site-specific element of the amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 4 - Elk Habitat Effectiveness Standard 
Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The EHE amendment does not alter the multiple-use 
goals and objectives for long-term land and resource 
management. In fact, the amendment will continue to 
provide habitat to support a viable population of elk 
and big game (viability is not a concern), and will 
meet the objective of cooperating with the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to maintain 
the current level (1987) of big-game hunting 
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Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 4 - Elk Habitat Effectiveness Standard 
Amendment 

opportunities.   
 
The amendment affects five drainages on the 
Bitterroot National Forest that currently do not meet 
the standard, and though four of theses drainages will 
have improvements, none will meet the standard. It is 
a short-term, site-specific, and project-specific 
amendment that will have no effect on meeting Forest 
Plan objectives or outputs.  

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The EHE amendment does not adjust management 
area boundaries or management prescriptions.  It does 
provide for more site-specific application by allowing 
for EHE to remain below minimum standards on a site 
specific basis where population objectives have been 
met and exceeded. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The EHE amendment is a one-time, site-specific, and 
project-specific change to allow EHE to remain below 
the standard in five third order drainages. 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

For the Trapper Bunkhouse project, meeting EHE 
standards can not be achieved while allowing 
reasonable access to the Bitterroot National Forest for 
the public as shown in the alternative considered but 
not in detail (FEIS, Section 2.5.3).  The purpose and 
need of the Trapper Bunkhouse project is consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. Even 
by not meeting the EHE standard in the five third order 
drainages, this project will still meet the Forest Plan 
goals and objectives related to elk (viable populations 
and cooperating with State goals).  These are the goals 
that the EHE requirement was intended to support. 

 
 
1.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, the adoption of the elk habitat effectiveness element of this 
amendment to the Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but 
further refines and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
 

2.0   FOREST-WIDE THERMAL COVER 
 
2.1  SITE-SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following standard (2.e.(12), USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-21):“Big-
game cover/forage relationships, as described in Guides for Elk Habitat Objectives (USDA 1978), will be a 
consideration in planning timber management activities.” 
 
The Forest Plan Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. 8) more specifically states: 
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“Winter range will be managed to provide diversity of forage and hiding cover with at least 25 percent of the 
area in thermal cover at all times.” 
 
The site-specific thermal cover standard for the Trapper Bunkhouse project would read: 
 “Existing thermal cover will be maintained within the Trapper Bunkhouse treatment units to 
the extent it does not conflict with meeting the project’s objectives.” 
 
 
2.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF THERMAL COVER STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose 
 
The purpose of this site-specific amendment is to recognize and address the conflicting nature of the Forest 
Plan’s fuels/fire protection goals, objectives and standards for the wildland-urban interface and overlapping 
winter range thermal cover standard defined in the Forest Plan Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service 1987, 
p. 8).  {FEIS, p. 1-12} 
 
The LRMP, Appendix M-1, directs that fire programs be compatible with the role of fire in ecosystems, 
including: 

 Using prescribed fire to maintain healthy ecosystems that meet land management objectives. 
 Emphasizing fire ecology when applying prescribed fire, and using fire ecology reference documents. 

Attempting to integrate an understanding of fire’s role in regulating stand structure into development of 
silvicultural prescriptions. 
 
Intent of the Plan 
 
The purpose of the 1987 Forest Plan Record of Decision thermal cover requirement was to provide habitat that, 
at the time, was believed to be necessary to meet the Forest Plan objectives of maintaining habitat to support 
viable populations of wildlife species and cooperating with the state of Montana to maintain the current level of 
big game hunting opportunities (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-5).   
 
Need for the Amendment 
 

 Approximately 9% of the big game winter range in the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area currently 
provides thermal cover, which means the Project Area does not meet the 25% requirement.  Thermal 
cover would be reduced to approximately 6% with the implementation of Alternative 4.  Mapping 
indicates that portions of 10 treatment units (Units 3, 5, 23, 26, 30, 32, 49, 50, 78, and 79) are classified 
as thermal cover, totaling about 377 acres.  In order to qualify as thermal cover, stands must have 
coniferous trees 40 feet or taller and have an average crown closure of 70% or more (USDA Forest 
Service 1987, p. VI-41).  This site-specific amendment is needed because in order to meet Forest Plan 
direction related to fire and the Purpose and Need of the Trapper Bunkhouse project, thermal cover 
(which currently does not meet the requirement) will be slightly reduced. Treatments will reduce the 
crown closure below 70% on 377 acres in 10 units within the wildland-urban interface.  Thermal cover 
after treatment will go from 9% to 6% of the winter range within the project area.   
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2.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT, AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF TRAPPER BUNKHOUSE 
FOREST-WIDE THERMAL COVER AMENDMENT 
 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
 
The effects to thermal cover of Alternative 4 and this amendment are analyzed in the FEIS {p. 3.7-22 to 3.7-33}. 
   
The direct effect of Alternative 4 is that 377 acres of thermal cover will be reduced through fuel reduction 
treatments.  The open grown ponderosa pine and mixed Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine stands on the warm-dry and 
moderately warm-dry slopes probably never supported enough trees to qualify as thermal cover, and certainly in 
historic landscapes, thermal cover did not occupy 25 percent of this elk winter range. 
 
Research conducted since the Forest Plan was signed has questioned the necessity of thermal cover for survival 
of wintering elk (Cook, et al. 1998). Researchers found “no significant, positive effect of thermal cover on the 
condition of elk during any of the six experiments. In contrast, dense cover provided a costly energetic 
environment, resulting in significantly greater over-winter mass loss, fat catabolism, and (in one winter) 
mortality.” Wintering elk survived and retained body weight better in open areas than in thermal cover.  For this 
reason, whether thermal cover is necessary for individual elk survival or elk population viability seems open to 
question. For example, in the Middle East Fork project area, elk numbers are above State goals, in spite of less 
than 25% thermal cover on the north side of the river.  
 
This means that it is doubtful that the reduction in 377 acres of thermal cover through treatments in Alternative 4 
will have a quantifiable effect on observed elk population numbers in the Trapper Bunkhouse project area.  The 
reduction in thermal cover is not expected to impact the Forest’s ability to meet the State’s elk objectives.  We 
continue to meet or exceed the State’s elk objectives in most herd units across the Forest, although numbers in 
this area have not met the increased objectives established under the 2004 Elk Management Plan (Montana Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks 2004).  The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks has concurred that the loss of 
thermal cover, through treatments in the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area, should not effect elk objectives 
(USDA Forest Service 1987, p. II-5) (PF-WILD-121).    
 
Cumulative Effects 
 
Since the Forest Plan was signed, it has become apparent that many portions of winter ranges in the Bitterroot 
are incapable of producing and/or sustaining the high canopy closures that provide thermal cover. The vegetative 
communities on these warm, dry sites were typically dominated by grasses, forbs, shrubs, and relatively open 
grown ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine stands that rarely supported enough trees to qualify as 
thermal cover. Certainly, in historic landscapes, thermal cover did not occupy 25 percent of elk winter ranges in 
the Bitterroot drainage. On the other hand, the moister north-facing slopes and riparian areas have retained and 
provide thermal cover. Most of the thermal cover in winter range that has been identified in the Trapper 
Bunkhouse Project Area is on north slopes. About 9% of the winter range area is currently classified as thermal 
cover (PF-WILD-081). 
 
As stated in the thermal cover analysis above, research has cast doubt on the necessity for thermal cover as a 
major component of elk winter range. The generally upward trend of elk numbers seen on winter ranges in the 
Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area and across the Forest indicates that the recent downward trend in thermal cover 
acres across the Forest, and on adjacent private lands, resulting from fires, timber harvest, bark beetle attacks, 
and thinning to create defensible space around structures in the wildland-urban interface, may have had a 
beneficial effect on the health of the elk herd, presumably due to increased forage production. 
 
In most hunting districts in the Bitterroot, the 2004 Elk Management Plan (Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
2004) objective is to stabilize or reduce the number of elk on winter ranges. Therefore, the slight reduction in 
thermal cover resulting from management actions with the Trapper Bunkhouse project will have negligible 
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effect on thermal cover from a Forest-wide perspective, and will not likely have a measurable effect on the elk 
population in the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area or the Bitterroot Valley. Therefore, this amendment will 
contribute toward meeting the Forest Plan objective cooperate with the States of Montana and Idaho to maintain 
their hunting opportunity and elk population goals. Elk numbers are so high in the Bitterroot drainage and across 
the range of elk in Montana and the rest of western North America that there is no question or concern for elk 
viability. 
 
Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, similar amendments of the thermal cover standard for the 
Bitterroot National Forest have been made for the Burned Area Recovery (2001) and Middle East Fork (2006) 
projects. Together with this amendment, the cumulative effects of amending the thermal cover standard will 
have an imperceptible effect when considered at the Forest scale because the change in thermal cover is not 
expected to adversely affect the ability to produce elk in this Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area, and the Forest 
objective and goals are expected to continue to be met. 
 
There is no perceptible cumulative effect of this modification, in conjunction with the course woody debris and 
elk habitat effectiveness modifications to the Forest Plan proposed in this project. 
 
 
2.4   APPLICATION OF  FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this amendment is significant was done using the process in the Forest Service 
Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook states that changes 
to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  This site-specific 
amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 4 - Thermal Cover Standard 
Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The thermal cover amendment does not alter the 
multiple-use goals and objectives for long-term land 
and resource management. In fact, the amendment will 
continue to provide habitat to support a viable 
population of elk and big game (viability is not a 
concern) and will meet the objective of cooperating 
with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks to maintain the current level (1987) of big-game 
hunting opportunities.   
 
The amendment affects approximately 30% of the 
existing thermal cover in the Trapper Bunkhouse 
Project Area, representing a very small reduction on 
the Bitterroot National Forest. It is a short-term, site-
specific, and project-specific amendment that will 
have no effect on meeting Forest Plan objectives or 
outputs.  

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

 
 
The thermal cover amendment does not adjust 
management area boundaries or management 
prescriptions.  It does provide for more site-specific 
application by allowing for thermal cover reduction on 
a site-specific basis where population objectives have 
been met and exceeded. 
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Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 4 - Thermal Cover Standard 
Amendment 

 
 
 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The thermal cover amendment is a one-time, site-
specific, and project-specific change to allow 
reduction in thermal cover in 10 units on winter range. 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

For the Trapper Bunkhouse project, maintaining 
thermal cover cannot be achieved at the same time on 
the same piece of ground while meeting the fuel 
reduction and restoration of fire adapted ecosystem 
objectives.  The project’s purpose and need is 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the Forest 
Plan. Even by not meeting the 25% requirement, the 
project will still meet the Forest Plan goals and 
objectives related to elk (viable populations and 
cooperating with State goals).  These are the goals that 
the 25% requirement was intended to support. 

 
 
2.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, the adoption of the forest-wide thermal cover amendment to the 
Bitterroot National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but further refines 
and clarifies the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
 
 
3.0   COARSE WOODY DEBRIS 
 
3.1   SITE-SPECIFIC AMENDMENT PROPOSED FOR THIS STANDARD 
 
The Bitterroot Forest Plan includes the following Management Area (MA) standards relevant to coarse woody 
debris and the Trapper Bunkhouse project: 
 
MA 1, 2, 3a:  (USDA Forest Service 1987, pp. III-6, f (4); III-12, f (3); and III-19, f (4)) 

 Site preparation methods will assure the retention of modest levels of organic matter, including woody 
materials 8 inches or less in diameter, to provide nutrient and ectomycorrhizal levels necessary for 
maintaining growth rates; while still providing an adequate mineral base for seed germination and 
reduction of grass competition.  On dry and harsh sites, at least 10 to 15 tons per acre of residual debris 
is needed (Harvey, et al 1981a & 1981b; Harvey, 1982).  

 
MA 2 (USDA Forest Service 1987, p. iII-13, j (2)) 

 Natural and activity fuels will be treated to reduce slash depth below 1 ½ feet to provide for big-game 
movement.  About 25 tons/acre of down trees larger than 6-inch diameter will be left for nongame 
habitat if available. 

 
The site-specific coarse woody debris standard to be applied for the Trapper Bunkhouse project would read: 
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“To maintain soil productivity and wildlife habitat while meeting fuel reduction purpose and needs, coarse 
woody debris (material greater than 3 inches in diameter) will be left from designated leave trees, both standing 
and down, and from breakage of limbs and broken tops that will occur during harvest at or above the minimum 
levels identified in the following table.  Material will be evenly distributed on each acre.  At least minimum 
levels will also be retained after burn treatments.  Fire Groups are described in the DEIS, Chapter 3, Section 
3.3.3 C. 

 
Proposed Coarse Woody Debris Standard by Fire Group 

 
Fire 

Group 
Coarse Woody 

Debris 
2, 4 5-10 tons/acre 

6 10-20 tons/acre 
7, 8, 9 8-24  tons/acre 

 
Wood larger than 15 inches in diameter will not be intentionally ignited during hand lighting.  It is understood 
that once the fire is lit by hand crews, the fire may burn into large CWD and combust various pieces.” 
 
 
3.2   PURPOSE AND NEED OF WOODY DEBRIS STANDARD AMENDMENT 
 
Amendment Purpose 
 
This proposed site-specific standard amendment is intended to apply the best available science to the Trapper 
Bunkhouse project’s coarse woody debris design in support of the Forest Plan’s and project’s goals and 
objectives.  The proposed ecologically-based standard would replace, for this project, the various management 
area standards in the 1987 Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1987, pp. III-6, f(4); III-12, f.(3); and III-19, f(4)).  
 
Intent of the Plan 
 
Pertinent Forest Plan Goals (USDA Forest Service 1987, pp. II-3, II-4) 

 Maintain soil productivity 
 Design fire management programs that are consistent with other resource goals (Appendices K and M) 

 
Pertinent Forest Plan Objectives (USDA Forest Service 1987, pp. II-6, II-7) 

 Design management activities to maintain soil productivity 
 
Need for the Amendment 
 
Since the Forest Plan was signed, additional science has become available regarding the amount of coarse 
woody debris that would be expected in different habitat type groups (Graham et al., 1994; Brown et al, 2000), 
which provides more refined guidelines for meeting the Forest Plan goals and objectives. The amounts 
prescribed in the Forest Plan are sometimes contradictory to each other (i.e. 10 to 15 tons/acre in one standard 
and 25 tons/acre in another; sometimes referring to the same piece of ground).  In addition, to reduce fire 
intensity (flame length and rate of spread), heavy amounts of coarse woody debris should not be left in stands in 
the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area.  
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3.3    DIRECT, INDIRECT, AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF TRAPPER BUNKHOUSE 
WOODY DEBRIS AMENDMENT 
 
Direct and Indirect Effects 
 
All harvest prescriptions for the Trapper Bunkhouse project would leave a portion of the existing stand on the 
site.  Yarding will be either whole tree or leave tops attached.  Coarse woody debris (CWD) (material greater 
than 3 inches in diameter) will be left from designated leave trees, both standing and down, and from breakage 
of limbs and broken tops that will occur during harvest.  The amounts listed for each Fire Group (see table 
below) will maintain future soil productivity.  Information concerning coarse woody debris is outlined in PF-
FIRE-027. 
 

Coarse Woody Debris Requirements for Soil Productivity 
Fire Group CWD 

2 and/or 4 = Warm, Dry Ponderosa Pine and Douglas-fir 
Habitat Types 

5 to 10 tons/acre 

6 = Cool, Dry and Moist Douglas-fir Habitat Types 10 to 20 tons/acre 

7, 8, and/or 9 = Cool Lodgepole Pine and Lower Subalpine 
Fir Habitat Types 

8 to 24 tons/acre 

 
The proposed fuel treatments are anticipated to leave slash on the ground through the winter and into late 
summer/fall before prescribed burning will be completed.  This will provide opportunity for the nutrients in the 
slash to be leached into the soil.   
 
Cumulative Effects 
 
The CWD requirements for the Trapper Bunkhouse project are discussed in Section 3.6.4.B in the FEIS, and 
displayed in Table 3.6-3 of the FEIS.  The CWD requirements are based on the most current science which 
varies from the amounts shown in the current Forest Plan.  The amended CWD requirements will encompass 
less than 0.3 percent of the Bitterroot National Forest (based on the maximum treatment area of 5,827 acres in 
Alternative 4).  Since the establishment of the Forest Plan in 1987, two other Forest Plan amendments regarding 
CWD have been made for the Burned Area Recovery (2001) and Middle East Fork (2006) projects.  The Burned 
Area Recovery Project amendment was necessary to address soil and site productivity concerns related to 
salvage following large wildfires, and was also based on similar current science.  Burned Area Recovery 
treatments comprised approximately 0.6 percent of the Bitterroot National Forest.  The Middle East Fork Project 
amendment (0.3 percent of the Forest) was needed to ensure CWD retention for fuel reduction treatments were 
based on current science.  These projects, in combination with the Trapper Bunkhouse project, cumulatively 
amount to approximately 1.2 percent of the Forest.  The CWD amendment for this project will not have 
appreciable cumulative effects at the site or Forest scale. 
 
Cumulatively, by implementing this site-specific standard for CWD, the Trapper Bunkhouse Project Area is 
expected to have appropriate levels of CWD by fire group, over time, fully supporting the Forest goals and 
objectives.   
 
There is no perceptible cumulative effect of this modification, in conjunction with the site-specific thermal cover 
and elk habitat effectiveness modifications to the Forest Plan proposed in this project. 
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3.4   APPLICATION OF  FSH 1926.51 DIRECTIVES NOT SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA 
 
Our determination of whether this amendment is significant was done using the process in the Forest Service 
Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).  The handbook states that changes 
to the land management plan that are not significant can result from four specific situations.  This site-specific 
amendment is compared to those situations below:  
 

Changes to the Land Management Plan That are 
Not Significant 

Alternative 4 - Coarse Woody Debris Standard 
Amendment 

1.  Actions that do not significantly alter the multiple-
use goals and objectives for long-term land and 
resource management. 
 

The coarse woody debris amendment does not alter the 
multiple-use goals and objectives for long-term land 
and resource management. The amendment will 
continue to work toward maintaining soil productivity 
by replacing the current Forest Plan Standard with one 
developed using more recent studies. 
 
The amendment affects a small amount of the 
Bitterroot National Forest (less than 1 percent).  It is a 
short-term, site-specific, and project-specific 
amendment that will have no effect on Forest Plan 
objectives or outputs.  
 

2.  Adjustments of management area boundaries or 
management prescriptions resulting from further on-
site analysis when the adjustments do not cause 
significant changes in the multiple-use goals and 
objectives for long-term land and resource 
management.  

The coarse woody debris amendment does not adjust 
management area boundaries. It provides for more 
site-specific, ecologically-based management 
prescription applications by requiring a range of coarse 
woody debris based on habitat types. 

3.  Minor changes in standards and guidelines. 

The coarse woody debris amendment is a minor 
change to management area standards based on more 
recent science. 

4.  Opportunities for additional projects or activities 
that will contribute to achievement of the management 
prescription. 

The coarse woody debris amendment applies more 
recent science in the implementation of management 
prescriptions which provides an improved, 
ecologically based means of retaining coarse woody 
debris. 

 
 
3.5   CONCLUSION -- SIGNIFICANCE/NON-SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on consideration of the four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51, and 
considering the Forest Plan in its entirety, the adoption of the coarse woody debris amendment to the Bitterroot 
National Forest Plan is not significant.  This amendment is fully consistent with, but further refines and clarifies 
the means to achieve, current Forest Plan goals and objectives. 
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