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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Jeff Juel on behalf of The Ecology 
Center, Inc.; the Inland Empire Public Lands Council; the Alliance for the Wild Rockies; the Central 
Shoshone County Water District; Fred Bardelli; and Chris Wellman protesting the Wallace District 
Ranger's Decision Notice for the Striped Elf Resource Area Project on the Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests. 
 
The District Ranger's decision adopts Alternative 2.  The decision will implement harvest of 2.05 
MMBF (3,753 CCF) of timber products from approximately 390 acres.  Approximately 2.9 miles of new 
road will be built, 4.4 miles reconstructed, 4.2 miles closed or obliterated, and erosion  and sediment 
sources will be removed from approximately 46 miles of abandoned 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, and interested party comments, has 
been thoroughly reviewed.   
 
SUMMARY  
 
The Appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Forest 
Management Act, Inland Native Fish Strategy, Best Management Practices, and the Clean Water Act.  
 
The Appellants request the decision be remanded and the District Ranger be required to fully evaluate an 
alternative to accomplish watershed rehabilitation without including logging, comply with Executive 
Orders 11644 and 11989, comply with 36 CFR 219.27 and the Forest Service Manual at 7703.1, 
complete wildlife cumulative effects and viability analyses, complete a water quality analysis dealing 
with the  inadequacies identified in this appeal, and complete a roadless area boundary validation with 
full public support. 
 
An informal meeting was held, but no resolution was reached.  Interested party comments were received 
from Kootenai Environmental Alliance, Panhandle Trail Riders Association, Mullan School District 
#392, North Idaho Fly Casters, Michael Ratchford, and Defenders of Wildlife. 
 
FINDINGS 
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My recommendation is based upon the following evaluation: 
Clarity of the Decision and Rationale
 
The proposed decision is clearly stated in the DN, and actions to be implemented are described 
accurately.  Decision criteria are clearly identified, and it is easy to understand the rationale used for 
making the decision.   
 
No mitigation measures are identified in the DN or Environmental Assessment (EA); however, project 
design requirements are identified in the DN and specific design features are easily found in the EA.  
There is no project-specific monitoring plan other than water quality monitoring of Big Creek by the  
Shoshone County Water District.  Forest Plan monitoring requirements are used for all other project 
monitoring.   A reference to the monitoring plan and its location would have been helpful. 
 
Although, the DN and EA contain a general vicinity map and a map of the selected alternative, clarity 
would have been increased by including all alternatives, management areas and watershed boundaries on 
the map. 
 
I conclude the project proposal is clearly stated in the DN,  and the DN is easy to comprehend. 
 
Purpose of the Proposal and Comprehension of Benefits
 
The purpose and need are clearly stated in the DN but are labeled as "introduction" rather than purpose 
and need.  The relationship between the Forest Plan and the purpose and need is stated, and consistency 
with the Forest Plan is used to evaluate the project.   
 
Consequences of the no-action alternative are clearly stated.  The no-action alternative was given full 
consideration and would not meet the purpose and need for the project.  Benefits of the selected 
alternative are stated in the purpose and need, but benefits are not compared to the no-action alternative.  
Comparison of benefits (effects) can be found in the EA for all alternatives. 
 
Decision criteria are clearly identified in the rationale for the decision, and the source and rationale for 
each of the three criteria are given.  The purpose and need, consistency with the Forest Plan and public 
issues are all used as sources.  The relationship between the decision criteria and the selected alternative 
is clearly and succinctly documented in the DN. 
 
Alternatives are compared with each other in relation to the decision criteria.  It is clear the selected 
alternative best meets all the decision criteria.  Rationale for not giving detailed review to all alternatives 
is not stated in the DN, but specific page references to its location in the EA are given.   
 
The Responsible Official is to be commended for so clearly and concisely demonstrating  the need for, 
and the benefits of, the proposed action.  
 
Consistency with Policy, Direction and Supporting Information
 
The project is consistent with and tiered to the Forest Plan,  and the purpose and need are consistent with 
the desired condition.  However, it would have been helpful to have tied the desired condition of the 
Forest Plan more clearly to the purpose and need for the project.  It also would have been helpful to have 



displayed Forest Plan Goals in the DN/EA and to have depicted their relationship to the proposal and to 
the purpose and need.  
 
The project design actively pursues watershed restoration.  The effects of the no-action alternative are 
documented in the EA for water quality and vegetation, but are minimal for big-game habitat.  The 
decision documentation would have benefited from more fully addressing ecosystem management 
principles.  
 
The project is consistent with the Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Scientific Assessment 
(CRB).  However,  the relationship between the removal of upslope material and road stabilization in the 
riparian area and CRB findings could have been more clearly explained.    
 
The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) determination and rationale are supported by the EA.  
The Responsible Official's determination of context and intensity of significance is explained in the 
FONSI.  
 
I conclude the project is consistent with all legal and regulatory requirements as well as Forest Service 
Policy.  
 
Effectiveness of Public Participation Activities and Use of Comments  
 
While there is no written public involvement plan in the file, the strategy was well organized and 
efficient with good documentation.  Appropriate correspondence, news releases, legal ads, field trips, 
workshops, and information packets were used.  However, no tribal contact was recorded.  Public notice 
was used early on in the project. 
 
Issues identified by the public guided alternative development.  The link between public comments and 
the issues reviewed is very clear.  Issues reviewed were appropriate for the area and the project proposal.   
 
A formal content analysis was not documented, but questions were answered in the appendix to the EA.  
Responses to comments were complete and professional.  The Responsible Official acknowledged 
public comments in the DN.   
 
I conclude public participation efforts were appropriate in scope and were responsive to the public. 
 
Appeal Issues
 
The appeal record was reviewed with respect to the Appellants' issues.  It was determined the District 
Ranger complied with law, policy, and regulations pertaining to the appeal points raised. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I recommend the District Ranger's decision be affirmed and the Appellants' requested relief be denied.   
 
 
/s/ J. Doug Glevanik 
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