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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center and The Lands Council protesting the West Dry 2 Salvage Timber Sale Decision Notice signed 
by the Libby District Ranger (Kootenai National Forest).   
 
The District Ranger's decision proposes to implement Alternative 2 modified of the West Dry 2 Salvage 
Timber Sale.   
 
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 decision is stated early and accurately describes the action.  Information is adequate to provide 
understanding of the process and rationale.  The decision making process, however, is difficult to 
follow. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The purpose and need description is not particularly clear, although the tie to the Forest Plan is stated.   
More thorough scoping would have been appropriate for development of alternatives.  The benefits of 
the selected alternative are stated and indirectly compared to the no action alternative. 
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
The proposal is consistent with Forest Plan goals, objectives and Management Area direction, as 
documented in the EA and project file.  However, the project should have proceeded as a new proposal, 
offering a clear and analytical path for review and comment by the public and the agency.  
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
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Although the EA/DN state that public comments were reviewed during the analysis, there is no 
supporting narrative or description. Issues are difficult to track through the process  An alternative 
suggested in public comments received no response.  
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
The Appellants' objections focus primarily on the Decision authorizing harvest outside of the original 
West Dry Sweep EA analysis, in violation of NEPA's disclosure and cumulative effects provisions, and 
not presenting additional analysis to the public for review and comment.  A letter was sent to the public 
on January 15, 1998,  that states the Kootenai NF is "considering implementing additional activities in 
the West Dry Sweep analysis area" and inviting comments.  It also states that if anyone would like a 
copy of the original West Dry Sweep EA to review to notify the District.  As part of this package, the 
District included a review of new information occurring in the area since the 1996 analysis.   
 
In my review of the process utilized by the Kootenai NF, I have found several problems.  Because the 
Forest was proposing new activities outside of the scope of analysis of the West Dry Sweep EA, this is 
considered to be a new decision.  The provision in the Forest Service Handbook 1909.15-92-1 Section 
18.1 (Review and Documentation of New Information Received After a Decision Has Been Made) is to 
be used if circumstances relating to environmental impacts of a proposed action have changed after a 
decision has been made and prior to completion of the project.  The Kootenai NF's use of this provision 
in this circumstance was inappropriate because:  1)  the changed circumstances are related to 
environmental conditions in the area (more blowdown material) and management needs, not a change in 
impact of the original project (West Dry Sweep);  2)  the West Dry Sweep Sale had been completed 
under the 1995 Rescission Act (Public Law 104-19); and 3)  new activities were being proposed that 
were not part of the original West Dry Sweep decision (additional harvest and several watershed 
stabilization projects).   
 
Utilizing an inappropriate review process set the Forest up for an inadequate public involvement and 
disclosure process.  The January 15 letter would have been an appropriate first step in a public scoping 
process for this new decision to be made.  However, the one letter does not meet the intent of NEPA.  
NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to citizens before decisions 
are made.  An adequate environmental assessment of alternatives and effects was not documented and 
made available to the public for review and comment.  The regulations at 36 CFR 215 require a 30-day 
pre-decisional comment period; regulations stating "For proposed actions requiring an environmental 
assessment, the Responsible Official shall promptly mail the environmental assessment along with a 
letter identifying the proposed action to any person who has requested it and to persons who are known 
to have participated in the environmental analysis process." (36 CFR 215.5(b)(2)(i)).  Since this letter 
served as the initial scoping letter on the West Dry II proposal, it was not clear that this also served as 
the 30-day comment period on a pre-decisional Environmental Assessment as required in 36 CFR 215.  
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be reversed and the Appellants' requested relief be granted.   
 
/s/ J. Doug Glevanik 
 
J. DOUG GLEVANIK 
Reviewing Officer 



Director, Ecosystem Assessment and Planning 


