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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and The Lands Council protesting the Cabinet District Ranger's 
Decision Memo (DM) for the Flat Pillick Salvage Timber Sale. 
 
The District Ranger's decision adopts the Action Alternative as proposed.  The decision will implement  
harvest of approximately 190 MBF from about 50 acres.  No new roads will be constructed in relation to 
this project.  Road reconstruction will occur on Road 2702, a short loop road that provides access to 
Pillick Ridge Trailhead.  Some trees will be felled along Road 2702 to remove hazard trees and facilitate 
road maintenance.  Upon completion of sale activities, Road 2705 will be closed to motorized traffic. 
 
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 
has been thoroughly reviewed, including the Appellants' objections and recommended changes. 
 
FINDINGS 
 
My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
 
Appeal Review Issues
  
The Appellants question whether the Forest Service inaccurately analyzed impacts to the adjacent 
Scotchman Peak Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA).  The Appellants further contend that an 
Environmental Impact Statement is required because of this issue, and that the proposed action would 
negatively impact the roadless characteristics of this IRA.  Although the Appellants reference recent 
court cases in presenting their arguments, they do not identify which laws or regulations they contend 
are being violated. 
 
Objection 1.  The Appellants contend that Cutting Unit 4, as shown on the map included with the 
DM, is partially within the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area.  The DM states the project area "is on 
the periphery" of the roadless area, but nowhere does the analysis show or describe just where the 
roadless area boundary is in relation to project activities. 
 
Response:  A Roadless Area Validation for this IRA was completed for this area in April 1998, 
concurrent with the environmental analyses associated with this project.  The validation confirmed that 
the boundary for the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area is located upslope from the treatment area, and that 
Unit 4 is not located within the boundary of the IRA (DM, page 4; Project File, Document 20). 
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I conclude the analysis provided by the District Ranger adequately discloses the location of the IRA 
boundary and that the project area is not within the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area. 
 
Objection 2.  The Appellants contend that the salvage harvest will adversely affect the roadless 
area. 
 
Response:  Potential impacts to the roadless character of the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area were 
analyzed and discussed in the DM (pages 1, 2 and 4).  This project does not propose logging or skidding 
in the IRA (DM, page 4) and will not detract from the roadless character of the adjacent Scotchman 
Peak Roadless Area. 
 
I conclude the analysis and rationale provided by the District Ranger is adequate and discloses that there 
are no effects to the roadless area as a result of the project activities. 
 
Objection 3.  The Appellants contend that the District's discussion of the roadless area boundary 
involved only one local group instead of "all of the public," which is not sufficient for the District 
to comply with NEPA.  
 
Response:  Information regarding the proposed salvage, affected resources, and anticipated effects was 
shared with the general public and those people believed to have an interest in this type of proposal 
through legal ads in the Kalispell Daily Interlake and the Thompson Falls Ledger newspapers, a 300-
person group mailing describing the proposed action and requesting comments and a subsequent mailing 
to the District's mailing list (DM, page 9).    
 
I conclude the public involvement activities conducted by the District Ranger were appropriate given the 
scope of the project and are consistent with laws and regulations relating to public involvement and 
roadless areas. 
 
Objection 4.  The Appellants contend that cumulative impacts to the roadless area must be 
considered, and that an EIS should have been prepared. 
 
Response:  Potential effects to resources from this project were analyzed and documented in the Project 
File (DM, pages 3-6).  There are no effects to extraordinary circumstances; the proposed action would 
not effect the roadless character of the adjacent Scotchman Peak IRA (DM, pages 3-4).  Based on this 
and analysis of other potential extraordinary circumstances, the District Ranger determined that this 
project may be categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental impact statement or an 
environmental assessment (DM, page 4). 
 
I conclude the analysis and rationale provided by the District Ranger supports the determination that the 
project may be categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental impact statement or an 
environmental assessment. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief denied. 
 
 
/s/ Maureen McBrien 
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