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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, American Wildlands, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and The Lands Council protesting the 
Meadow Timber Sales Record of Decision signed by the Fortine District Ranger (Kootenai National 
Forest).   
 
The District Ranger's decision implements modified Alternative B and will harvest timber on 3,343 
acres, treat 852 acres with prescribed fire, close 25 miles of road and restrict access to an additional 37 
miles of road.   
 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the analysis 
and decision are in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The appeal record, 
including the Appellants' objections and recommended changes, has been thoroughly reviewed.   
 
FINDINGS
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
 
Clarity of the Decision and Rationale
 
Overall, this is a well-organized document.  Maps are appropriately placed in the document, easy to 
understand and, in general, quite helpful.  I find only one weakness in this document; specifically, 
monitoring requirements are difficult to find because they are scattered throughout a table of design 
criteria and are not identified as monitoring. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
This document was well done in all aspects, from describing the purpose and need to the use of public 
comments.  The no-action alternative is thoroughly discussed. 
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
The ROD clearly demonstrates the relationship between the proposed action and the Forest Plan. 
Ecosystem management principles are integral in the development of the proposed action and the 
alternatives.  I find the selected alternative to be consistent with applicable policy and laws.  
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
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Public involvement was appropriate to the scale of the project.  Numerous methods of soliciting public 
input were used.  The use of comments in identifying issues and alternatives is well documented.  
Response to comments is professional and helpful. 
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
Objection 1.  Old Growth - violation of NEPA 40 CFR 1502.24 and 1500.1(b) with regard to 
quality and integrity of scientific information, violation of NFMA for not providing for viability of 
old-growth dependent species, and redesignating MA13 in the project area without amending the 
Forest Plan. 
 
Response:  The Forest has used current and high quality scientific information as shown in the EIS, 
Biological Assessment, and the Project Record.  The Management Indicator Species for old-growth 
habitat, as designated in the Forest Plan, is the pileated woodpecker.  The analysis compared available 
nesting and feeding habitat for pileated woodpeckers under each alternative.  All action alternatives 
were predicted to maintain existing populations, therefore maintaining viability.  The Meadow Timber 
Sales Decision is in compliance with the Forest Plan requirements for old growth and does not 
redesignate Management Area 13, a concern raised by the Appellants.   
 
Objection 2.  Soil Impacts - EIS failed to consider a soils cumulative effects analysis. 
 
Response:  The analysis of soils included effects from past timber harvest and underburning (EIS, pp. 
IV-1-6).  Cumulative effects are displayed in Table IV-2 of the EIS.  The analysis of effects on soils also 
included site visits by the soil scientist.  The analysis was based on Forest Service Handbook policy 
(FSH 2509.18) and utilized results from Forest-wide monitoring of project-level effects on soil quality.  
It is my judgement that the Forest completed an adequate soils analysis that is in compliance with Forest 
Service guidelines and policy. 
 
Objection 3.  The Forest failed to meet the substantive requirements of NFMA with regard to 
economic analysis. 
 
Response:  Portions of the NFMA regulations quoted by the Appellants refer to planning at a Forest and 
Regional level (36 CFR 219.1, 219.12) and not a project level.  36 CFR 219.27 refers to management 
requirements that "guide the development, analysis, approval, implementation, monitoring, and 
evaluation of Forest Plans."  Since this project is part of the implementation of the Forest Plan, this 
statute applies to this project.  36 CFR 219.27(b)(1) states that vegetative manipulation of tree cover for 
any purpose be best suited to the multiple-use goals established for the area potential impacts (including 
economic) being considered.  The Forest completed an economic analysis using present net value of 
revenues and costs over the life of the project (EIS, pp. IV-76-77).  The conclusion of the analysis shows 
the project to be in compliance with the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan as required by NFMA 
(36 CFR 219.27).   
 
Objection 4.  No support for the Purpose and Need. 
 
Response:  The Appellants' contention is the project does not support the narrow Purpose and Need of 
"Provide timber to support local communities."  The Purpose and Need for the project is multi-faceted, 
as described on pages I-2 through I-5 in the FEIS, rather than very narrow in focus  
 



as presumed by the Appellants.  Providing timber to help support local communities is only one portion 
of the purpose of the project.  In my review of the NEPA documentation, the Project File,  
and the Interested Party comments, it is apparent that the several points in the Purpose and Need are 
supported by the project proposal. 
 
Objection 5.  Inadequate range of alternatives. 
 
Response:  The Appellants proposed a "rehabilitation only" alternative and are contending that the 
Forest did not analyze an adequate range of alternatives since this option was not analyzed in detail.  
The Forest documents (EIS, p. II-5) the reasons for not considering the alternative in detail; those 
reasons being inconsistency with Forest Plan goals, inconsistency with the Purpose and Need, and the 
unlikelihood of getting adequate funding from Congress for a "rehabilitation only" project.  I have 
determined in my review of the documentation the Forest has considered an adequate range of 
alternatives. 
 
Objection 6.  Inadequate water quality and fisheries analysis under Clean Water Act, NFMA, and 
ESA. 
 
Response:  The EIS provides a thorough documentation of the effects on water quality and fisheries 
(EIS, pp. 48-64).  The rationale for selecting the cumulative effects analysis area is documented  in the 
response to comments by the EPA and in the EIS (EIS, Ch. 5; EIS, p. IV-50; EIS, p. IV-57).  The 
documentation in the EIS and Project File support the statement that the project is in compliance with 
the Clean Water Act.  Analysis documented in the Biological Assessment shows a "not likely to 
jeopardize" determination for the bull trout (concurrence received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, letter dated March 25, 1998).  The project will not violate NFMA or ESA with regard to bull 
trout viability. 
 
Objection 7.  Assure viability of sensitive wildlife populations.  
 
Response:  A thorough analysis of the existing conditions and environmental consequences of the 
proposal was completed for each of the sensitive wildlife species.  NFMA requires that habitat be 
managed to maintain viable populations of native and desired non-native wildlife.  In those instances 
where population data were not available, the District based their evaluation on potential changes to 
habitat.  The District utilized good scientific information such as published scientific literature, master's 
theses, and survey information.  It was determined project implementation will continue to maintain 
viable populations of sensitive species.  With regard to the Appellants' concerns specific to the lynx 
analysis, the Transmittal Letter (dated June 10, 1998) adequately addresses this issue. 
 
Objection 8.  Cumulative effects on snags. 
 
Response:  Effects of the alternatives on snag habitat were documented in the EIS (pp. IV-23-25), 
including cumulative effects considering private lands.  The direct effects analysis measured available 
snag habitat, using acres of regeneration harvest, miles of road, acres of partial harvest, and acres of 
prescribed burning within the project area.  All action alternatives will meet the Forest Plan 
requirements for snag retention and, in addition, an average of nine to ten reserve trees per acre will be 
retained.   
 
Objection 9.  Inadequate reasoning for need of openings greater than 40 acres. 



 
Response:  The Forest provided sufficient response to this contention in the Transmittal Letter.  The 
District Ranger received Regional Forester approval for openings greater than 40 acres. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ J. Doug Glevanik 
 
 
J. DOUG GLEVANIK 
Reviewing Officer 


