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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, Inc.; Inland Empire Public Lands Council; and Alliance for the Wild Rockies protesting the 
Kootenai National Forest Supervisor's Decision Notice (DN) for the Pinkham Ridge Range Allotment. 
  
The Forest Supervisor's decision adopts Alternative 3 modified.  This decision authorizes a 10-year 
grazing permit for 267 cow/calf pairs effective in 1998.  The cattle will go off the allotment by 
September 22 each year.  Maintenance of range improvements will be shared by the Kootenai National 
Forest and the permittee. 
 
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
 
The DN is well organized and clearly discloses the decision and the rationale for making the decision.    
However, it is not as clear how sharing responsibilities for range improvements and mitigation measures 
will be tracked to assure completion. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
Although the purpose and need are well stated in the Environmental Assessment (EA), the DN would 
have benefitted from a stronger, more visible purpose and need statement.  The DN does a good job of 
relating the decision to the purpose and need, and the decision criteria are clearly stated and considered 
against the alternatives 
.    
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
Ecosystem management principles were used in developing the selected alternative.  The modified 
alternative is compared to the other alternatives.  The determination and rationale  for the Finding of No 
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Significant Impact (FONSI) are clear and supported in the EA.  While monitoring items are identified, 
there is no discussion on mitigation measures. 
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments  
 
The Forest Supervisor made good use of public comments on this project.  How comments were used 
was well documented in the EA, Response to Comments, and the DN.  However, it is difficult to track 
how some alternatives suggested during scoping were addressed. 
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
The Appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),  the National Forest 
Management Act, and the Clean Water Act.  
 
The Appellants request the decision be remanded; violations of law, policy, regulations, and the Forest 
Plan be remedied; an analysis and accounting of cost to taxpayers be completed; and an analysis of 
effectiveness of the proposed site protection and restoration measures be completed.  An informal 
meeting was held by telephone, but no agreement was reached.  No Interested Party comments were 
received.  
 
Objection A:  Whether the analysis and decision violate NEPA 
 
Argument 1:  Appellants state that the range of alternatives considered is inadequate and comments 
received were not considered.   
 
Response:  Seven alternatives were initially considered, and three were carried forward.  All seven 
issues are discussed in the EA (pp. 10-13), the ROD (pp. 1-2) and in Appendix A (Letter 2, Response to 
Comments).   In addition all Appellants' comments on the EA were addressed in Appendix A (Letter 2).   
The Forest Supervisor considered Appellants' comments in developing alternatives and considering 
effects.     
 
I find the range of alternatives and response to comments are adequate and your statement about bias 
toward grazing is opinion.  I conclude the decision complies with NEPA and Council of Environmental 
Quality requirements. 
 
Objection B :  Whether planned mitigation and monitoring are adequate   
 
Response:  The transmittal letter adequately addresses this objection, and I conclude that it is adequate. 
 
Objection C:  Whether the cumulative effects of reasonably foreseeable actions were not 
considered in violation of NEPA   
 
Argument 1:   Appellants' argue that a timber sale is planned within the boundaries of this allotment and 
cumulative effects were not considered.  
 
Argument 2:   The Appellants' contend the cumulative effects of soil compaction from grazing were not 
evaluated and it was not determined if soil thresholds would be exceeded. 
 



Response:   Possible cumulative effects are evaluated on page 39 of the EA and under "Past, Present and 
Reasonably Foreseeable Action" (EA, p. 42) and in the FONSI (DN, pp. 9-10).   
 
I conclude the cumulative effects analysis is adequate and in accordance with requirements of NEPA. 
 
Objection D:  Whether analysis of biological diversity was adequate. 
 
Argument 1:  The Appellants' contend there was no analysis of timber management and cattle-use 
impacts to ground-nesting birds and Neotropical migrants. 
 
Response:   The EA, page 24, addresses the existing condition for Neotropical birds and brown-headed 
cowbird and effects of cattle grazing are disclosed on page 40.  More specific documentation is found in 
the project file documents, 149 through 153. 
 
I conclude biological diversity was addressed in the effects analysis of the project and the Biological 
Assessment (Document 25) disclosed the selected action will not result in a loss of species viability.  
The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with these findings on September 26, 1997. 
 
I conclude the analysis and documentation in the appeal record adequately respond to all appeal 
objections, and the Forest Supervisor has complied with all laws, regulations, and policy in making his 
decision. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the Forest Supervisor's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Stephen J. Solem 
 
 
STEPHEN J. SOLEM 
Reviewing Officer 


