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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, The Lands Council, and Kootenai Environmental Alliance protesting the Boston Brook 
Resource Area Decision Notice signed by the Coeur d'Alene River District Ranger (Idaho Panhandle 
National Forests).   
 
The District Ranger's decision implements Alternative 4, modified, to harvest 8.6 MMBF of timber from 
667 acres, construct or reconstruct 2.5 miles of road, and close 38 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
 
The Decision is clear and easily understood.  Many references were made to the Environmental Analysis 
(EA) concerning design criteria.  
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The purpose and need for watershed rehabilitation and vegetation treatment is clearly stated.  The tie to 
Forest Plan goals and desired condition could be more detailed. Although public comment was 
considered, discussion on specific comments and the tie to alternatives could be stronger. 
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
The District did a good job of incorporating information from Upper Columbia River Basin Assessment, 
particularly principles and concepts.  Consultation on bull trout will be necessary to implement this 
project.  
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
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Initial public involvement was well done.  The resolution of the primary issues raised in public scoping, 
however, was hard to track through the process.  
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
A representative of the District Ranger contacted the appellant with an offer to meet.  The meeting was 
declined after some discussion of the appeal points. 
 
In the review of the appeal issues raised by the Appellants, I have found several areas of concern with 
the District's compliance with law, policy, or regulation. 
 
Range of Alternatives 
 
The District considered four alternatives in detail.  Alternative 4 was designed to simulate historical 
disturbance patterns; Alternative 3 was designed to minimize harvest openings; and, Alternative 2 was 
designed to treat vegetation with no resulting change in water yield.  All three of the action alternatives 
meet the purpose and need for the project.  Alternatives were developed from public scoping and 
respond to key issues.  Two additional alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study 
(EA, p. 12).  Three comment letters expressed a desire to see an alternative that addressed the issue of 
rehabilitation only without further timber harvest.  The purpose of the project is identified in the EA to 
begin to "change certain components of the landscape to move the watershed toward a more desirable 
character, increasing its ability to withstand future disturbances" (EA, p. 1).   The purpose is general in 
nature such that a rehabilitation-only alternative could meet and would respond to issues raised by the 
public.  Section 102 (E) of the National Environmental Policy Act requires agencies to "study, develop 
and describe appropriate alternatives to recommend courses of action in any proposal which involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 
 
Although it appears the Forest has adequate reasons for wanting to accomplish timber harvest along with 
rehabilitation to accomplish their goals, the reasons for not considering a rehabilitation-only alternative 
have not been documented well.  This should have been included as an alternative, at least considered 
and eliminated from detailed study. 
 
Sensitive Plant Survey 
 
The District did a preliminary screening of potential for sensitive plants and found a high likelihood for 
occurrence on most of the proposed harvest units (Appendix B-7, EA).  The Biological Evaluation 
determination is "may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards 
Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species."  Although the District commits 
to performing a sensitive plant survey prior to project implementation, the Project Record does not 
support how the BE determination was made without survey information on presence, abundance or 
distribution of sensitive plants in the project area. 
 
Public Disclosure and High Quality Information 
 
In reviewing the EA for the Boston Brook Resource Area Project, I have found the District has not 
incorporated high quality information with regard to some of the analysis.  For instance, throughout the 
EA the bull trout is referred to as a sensitive species rather than proposed for listing under the 
Endangered Species Act (it became listed after the Decision was signed).  This indicates the District 



may not have been using high quality or recent information in making an informed decision.  I found 
other areas of the EA to be lacking in terms of adequate disclosure of effects and incorporating high 
quality information.  I find the District has not provided adequate documentation to support the decision, 
in violation of NEPA. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be reversed and the Appellants' requested relief be granted.   
 
 
/s/  Thomas Pettigrew, Jr. 
 
 
THOMAS PETTIGREW JR. 
Reviewing Officer 


