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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Dana Jensen on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, Inc.; American Wildlands; Alliance for the Wild Rockies; and The Lands Council protesting the 
Jeru Lindsey Decision Notice signed by the Sandpoint District Ranger (Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests).    
  
The District Ranger's decision adopts Alternative 2 to thin trees on 986 acres, salvage 10 acres of winter 
storm damaged trees, salvage an additional 9 acres of winter blowdown trees within a previous logging 
unit, and regenerate 12 acres using irregular group shelterwood techniques.  Approximately 4 miles of 
road would be constructed and 12.1 miles would be reconstructed or reconditioned.   
 
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 Ranger's decision is clear and tracks well through the DN and EA.  Both documents are well 
organized, well-written and effectively supplemented with maps, charts and tables.  The description of 
the selected alternative is clouded, however, with jargon and non-standard terms.  The decision process 
and criteria are easily understood in the context of the purpose and need, but become confused by a new 
criteria, "most comprehensive", that is only mentioned in the DN.  
 
Mitigation measures are specific, but the "as needed" qualifier offers no direction or emphasis.  
Watershed and fish concerns are primary issues and the decision could have been more specific about 
how they tie with road construction and reconstruction. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The purpose and need is well described in the DN and appropriately detailed in the EA.  The 
consequences of the no-action alternative are clearly explored in the EA.  The benefits of the selected 
alternative are effectively developed for the vegetative elements of the purpose and need.  The 
watershed and fish benefits could have been more specific and thus added understanding to the total 
benefit picture.  
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction, and Supporting Information
 
The consistency of the decision with the Forest Plan was well documented.  The District did an excellent 
job of referring the reader to the Forest Plan rather than weighing down the documents with additional 



verbiage.  The summary table in the EA, Chapter III, is particularly useful for identifying proposed 
activities and issues.   
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments
 
Public participation activities were appropriate to the scope of the project.   Issues were clearly derived 
and alternatives developed from public comments.  Although the Coeur d'Alene tribe was sent a letter, 
personal contact with a tribal representative would have been helpful.  
 
Appeal Review Findings
 
Objection 1.  The Forest did not adequately consider the impacts of new road construction and 
road reconstruction. 
 
Response:  Road construction and reconstruction were identified as key issues that were analyzed in the 
EA (p. II-1).   The effects of road work were considered with regard to noxious weeds, soils, travel, 
watershed and fisheries, and wildlife (EA, Chap. IV, pp. 4-15).  Road decommissioning is expected to 
reduce risks to soil resources, avoid risk of sediment delivery to streams, and reduce security risks to 
wildlife (Project File, pp. 2-12).  Design criteria are expected to mitigate potential impacts.  The Forest 
has adequately analyzed the impacts of road construction and mitigated much of the potential effects.   
    
Objection 2.  This Decision is in violation of the Clean Water Act and INFISH standards, and 
Forest Plan standards with regard to additional sediment production resulting from roads. 
 
Response:   Changes to peak flows, rain-on-snow events, and water temperature are not expected to be 
affected by the proposed action (Project File, pp. 2-11; EA, Chap. IV, pp. 7-11).  Consideration was 
given to effects on Pack River, a Water Quality Limited Segment stream located downstream of the 
project area.  No effects will occur to Pack River.  Current conditions in Jeru Creek may not be in 
compliance with the Clean Water Act; however, the project is expected to result in an improving trend in 
condition.  Reconstruction of existing roads and dismantling of specified roads will concentrate less 
water from each culvert and reduce the current sediment and water delivery problems in all channels of 
Lindsey Creek.  Fish habitat is expected to slowly improve and trend toward riparian management 
objectives of INFISH.  Road 293, referred to in the appeal, is an existing road, not one scheduled for 
new construction.  Documentation indicates this project is not in violation of the Clean Water Act or 
INFISH. 
 
Objection 3.  The Forest failed to adequately survey for goshawks. 
 
Response:  The Northern Goshawk is a Management Indicator Species for the Forest.  The potential 
effects on goshawk were based primarily on an analysis of potential changes to nesting habitat 
conditions since nesting habitat appears to be a limiting feature in their habitat.  Goshawk surveys were 
conducted in the summer of 1997 during the nestling period (Project File, pp.10-24).  One goshawk was 
sighted.  The project area possess a low potential to support nesting goshawks (Project File, p.10).  All 
alternatives avoid impacts to designated old-growth and nesting habitat will not be adversely affected.  
Additional surveys are not needed. 
 
Objection 4.  The Decision fails to adequately protect sensitive plants, specifically the Moonwort 
and Deerfern. 
 
Response:  The Forest completed a Biological Evaluation on sensitive plant species.  New road 
construction will impact 10 individuals of northwestern moonwort; however, the loss of these 
individuals is not expected to result in a significant decrease in genetic exchange.  This conclusion was 



based on the analysis of remaining known individuals in the area and remaining highly suitable habitat.  
The deerfern may experience some loss of individuals through skidding operations.  The analysis of this 
species shows that the project is in compliance with the Species Conservation Strategy and will not 
contribute to a trend toward Federal listing.  Responses to comments (DN, Appendix E) made by the 
Ecology Center provide additional biological information on the two species that support the 
conclusions.  In my review of the information and analysis, I find the Forest has considered the impacts 
carefully and is adequately protecting sensitive plant species. 
   
Objection 5.   Implementation of the Jeru Lindsey Project will violate the Endangered Species Act 
with respect to grizzly bears. 
 
Response:  The Forest prepared a Biological Assessment analyzing the effects of the proposed project 
and determined the proposed action is "not likely to adversely affect" the threatened grizzly bear.  The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with this determination in a letter dated February 25, 1998 
(Project File, p. 8-1).  The Forest is not in violation of the Endangered Species Act with regard to the 
threatened grizzly bear. 
 
Objection 6.  The Forest failed to adequately analyze soils or respond to concerns about soils. 
 
Response:  Soils in the project area were analyzed using air photos, contour maps, site visits and field 
data.  The Forest Plan requires that a minimum of 80 percent of the project area be maintained in a 
productive growing area.  As a result of analysis it was determined the Forest Plan requirements will be 
met (EA, Chap. IV, p.6). 
 
Objection 7.  The Forest is ignoring or inconsistent with scientific information in the Interior 
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. 
 
Response:  The Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia 
Basin bases the cluster description on a land unit size of  an average of over 800,000 acres, not all of 
which will fit the predominant characterization of the cluster.  This project area encompasses a little 
over 1,000 acres, a minor portion of the 800,000 acres.  However, the CRB Integrated Scientific 
Assessment also describes Forest Cluster 4 as having only moderate risk of sediment hazards and good 
opportunity for hydrological integrity restoration projects (p. 274).  This project is not inconsistent with 
the CRB information. 
 
Objection 8.  The decision failed to respond to the appellants inquiry of the underlying purpose 
and need, in violation of the appeal regulations at 36 CFR 215.6. 
 
Response:  36 CFR 215.6 requires that comments received from the public during the 30-day comment 
period be responded to in an appendix to the environmental assessment.  The Forest responded to 
comments of the Appellants and the responses are found attached to the Decision Notice (Appendix E).  
The Appellants' comments on the "purpose and need" were not specifically addressed in the response, 
however, my interpretation of the focus of the comment was the Appellants' opinion that they disagree 
with the stated Purpose and Need.  It is very difficult to respond to comments that are not related to the 
adequacy of the NEPA document.  The Forest has met the requirements of 36 CFR 215.6. 
 
Objection 9.  The Forest failed to respond to public comment. 
 
Response:  The Appellants contend that the Forest failed to respond to comments that related to 
alternative methods of "vegetation management."  The Decision Notice states "there were no issues that 
generated alternatives relating to vegetation management."  Key issues, as defined in the EA (p. II-1), 



were those that helped develop alternatives.  Other issues were addressed either through design criteria 
or were dropped from analysis because there was no feasible means of addressing the issue.  
 
The Appellants commented on roads, fisheries and water concerns, threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species, snags, soils, forest fragmentation, range of alternatives, and economics.  In my review of the 
Project File (Sects. 3 and 4) and  the issues identified in the EA (Chap.II, pp. 1-3), the Forest has 
responded to the comments of the Appellants.  Many of their concerns were not considered as key issues 
but were tracked as issues handled through design criteria or dropped from analysis for various reasons; 
therefore, they did not result in the development of alternatives in response.      
 
Objection 10.  The EA did not consider a broad enough range of alternatives and should have 
considered a restoration alternative. 
 
Response:  As the Forest responded to the Appellants, a "restoration only" alternative did not meet the 
Purpose and Need of the project proposal.  Design Criteria (as described in Chap. II, pp. 4-5) will 
mitigate effects of this proposal and work toward improving conditions.  In addition, the District Ranger 
committed to post-sale projects to improve resource conditions if money is available. 
 
Objection 11.  The EA fails to analyze cumulative effects, not taking a hard look at past, current, 
and foreseeable future management activities, primarily with regard to sediment delivery. 
 
Response:  There are no foreseeable future actions that will have a potential cumulative impact.  The 
analysis of cumulative effects has included discussion of past activities that have led to the current 
conditions of instream habitat in the area (BA, Project File, 8-14).  The Jeru Ridge Timber Sale effects 
have been considered in the cumulative effects analysis as was the Sundance Burn.  The analysis does 
consider the potential for impact to Pack Creek, a Water Quality Limited Segment, concluding there 
would be no effect.  Although the cumulative effects analysis was scattered through the documents and 
file, I have found sufficient information to show they have adequately considered the cumulative effects. 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ Elizabeth L. Horn 
 
 
ELIZABETH L. HORN 
Reviewing Officer 


