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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of WildWest 
Institute, The Lands Council, and Friends of the Clearwater protesting the Emerald City Decision 
Memo (DM) on the St. Joe Ranger District (Idaho Panhandle National Forests). 
 
The District Ranger’s decision authorizes commercial thinning of approximately 70 acres of 
mixed species in the East Fork Emerald Creek drainage.  For the most part, treatment will 
include thinning from below, selecting residual trees based on the best tree, and leaving a basal 
area of 80 to 100 square feet per acre.  The stands will be thinned to encourage and maintain the 
growth of large, potentially long-lived, seral species (ponderosa pine, western white pine, 
western larch and Douglas-fir).  The areas will be harvested with ground-based and skyline 
logging systems.  No new roads will be constructed. 

My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the 
analysis and decision is in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  I 
have reviewed the appeal record, including the appellants’ objections and recommended changes 
and the information referenced in the District Ranger’s transmittal letter.  Although I may not 
have listed each specific issue, I have considered all the issues raised in the appeal and believe 
they are adequately addressed below. 
 
This project decision was made using a category of action that can be excluded from 
documentation in an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
as listed in Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 30, Section 31.2.  As a result, my appeal 
review will be focused on the use of the category, the review of extraordinary circumstances, and 
the project’s consistency with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and regulations.  I have 
reviewed the appeal and make the following findings: 
 
1.  The proposed action complies with Chapter 30 of the NEPA Handbook and is excluded from 
further analysis and documentation in an EIS or EA.  The project makes appropriate use of 
Section 31.2, Category 12, which permits the harvest of live trees not to exceed 70 acres, 
requiring no more than ½ mile of temporary road construction.  The appellants did not challenge 
the choice of categories.  I have reviewed the decision and supporting documentation and find it 
fits the intent of this category. 
 
2.  The resource specialists on the interdisciplinary team reviewed the proposed action for 
potential effects on resource conditions for the presence of extraordinary circumstances.  The 
mere presence of one or more resource conditions does not preclude use of a categorical 
exclusion.  It is the degree of the potential effect of a proposed action on these resource 
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conditions that determines whether extraordinary circumstances exist.  The appellants did not 
explicitly contend there were extraordinary circumstances that would preclude the use of a 
categorical exclusion; however, they did question the appropriateness and level of analysis 
conducted relative to several sensitive and threatened wildlife and fish species.    
 

• The Biological Assessments (Docs. F-1 and W-1) and Biological Evaluation (Docs. W-2 
and W-3) appropriately document effects to federally-listed threatened and endangered 
species and sensitive species.  The analysis indicates that there are no extraordinary 
circumstances related to threatened, endangered, or sensitive species as a result of the 
proposed action. 

• By definition, categorical exclusions do not individually or cumulatively have significant 
effects on the human environment (40 CFR 1508.4).  The decision and supporting project 
file provide consistent documentation that the District Ranger and resource specialists 
considered cumulative effects prior to determining that there are no extraordinary 
circumstances related to the proposed action (DM, pp. 4 to 9). 

3.  The project file shows the project is consistent with the Forest Plan and applicable laws and 
regulations.   
 

• The project will meet Forest Plan standards and Regional guidelines for soils productivity 
(DM, pp. 4 and 8) and Specialist Report (PF, Doc. SW-4).   

• Management indicator species and Forest Plan compliance are appropriately considered 
and addressed in the Wildlife Report (Docs. W-2 and W-3).   

• There is no requirement that public comments on projects such as this be individually 
responded to.  It is clear from the decision and supporting project record that the 
interdisciplinary team and District Ranger appropriately considered the comments 
provided by the appellants.  

• Compliance with the Clean Water Act, Idaho water quality standards, and Forest Plan 
water and fisheries standards were appropriately considered and confirmed.  Proposed 
activity will not further impair the down-stream water quality-limited stream segments 
(DM, pp. 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 9; and Docs. SW-4 and F-1).   

• The project is fully consistent with Forest Plan old growth requirements (DM, pp. 6 to 8; 
and supporting documentation). 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record and have found that the decisions and analyses are adequately and 
appropriately documented in the DM and project file.  I recommend the District Ranger’s 
decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 
 
 
/s/ John P. Allen 
JOHN P. ALLEN 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
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