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Digest:  

10.4 Responsibility – Assigns the responsibility for creating the Joint Review Team (JRT) and provides assignments for team members.
12.3 Role of the Joint Review Team – Establishment of the Joint Review Team to provide a timely and through interdisciplinary review of NEPA documents which are being prepared for the Forest Supervisor’s or Regional Forester’s signature.  This system of checks and balances will provide a comprehensive review by multiple resource specialists at strategic stages during document development with the intent to identify serious errors that may make the document vulnerable during an appeal or in a court of law. 
18 - 
Change Analysis - Establishes guidance on how to document and review adjustments made from “as planned” by the NEPA decision, or as other new information is introduced, to the actual implementation design.  This process applies to all decisions for the Tongass National Forest (EIS, EA, and CE).  The purpose of the process is to determine whether the actual implementation is still within the scope of the NEPA decision.
10.40 – Responsibility

10.41 - Official Responsible for Decision on Proposed Action

This direction establishes Checkpoints and other procedures to ensure that environmental analyses and decision documents produced for either the Regional Forester or Forest Supervisor’s signature are completed in a timely manner and are legally and technically adequate.  Teamwork between the Supervisor’s Office resource specialists and NEPA Coordinator (identified as the Joint Review Team – JRT) and the ID team is emphasized.  
A letter signed by the Forest Supervisor identifying the Joint Review Team members and their specific responsibilities will be sent out annually or as updating requires.
12.3 – Role of Interdisciplinary Team and the Joint Review Team
The Joint Review Team (JRT) consists of resource specialists who are assigned the responsibility of acting in the capacity as a team to review all NEPA documents which are being prepared for either the Regional Forester or the Forest Supervisor’s signature.  Assignments of personnel to the JRT will be identified as describe subsection 10.41 above.  For each NEPA review there will be 2 or 3 Primary Reviewers from the JRT, or other personnel as specifically assigned, as reviewers who are responsible for completing a “cover-to-cover” review of all documents they are assigned to. 
As environmental documents are prepared for Forest Supervisor’s signature, District and Forest level resource specialists will work together throughout the analysis and documentation process.  The objective is to ensure Forestwide consistency where needed and to produce a legally defensible document.  The emphasis will be to keep the analysis and documentation process on schedule and to resolve problems as they come up.
The JRT review is completed at four (4) basic checkpoints during the NEPA analysis and documentation.  Reviews will be submitted through the Environmental Coordinator for posting and JRT members will be notified of the start of each review checkpoint.  Upon completion of the review, consolidated comments will be forwarded to the district. A Checkpoint signoff letter for Forest Supervisor signature will be submitted once the review is completed. 
The checkpoints are identified as follows:


1. Checkpoint 1 (Notice of Intent) – The Forest Supervisor’s review and approval of a proposed action, purpose and need for action, and preliminary scoping results.  For an EIS this will culminate with the Notice of Intent (NOI) for publication in the Federal Register.  
This step includes:

· Identification of preliminary issues and the decision whether or not to prepare an EIS.  This information, and other information described in the scoping, and the rationale for the needed level of NEPA analysis will be documented.
· A map of the project design and scope of the project will be included at this stage for the JRT review.

· For proposed timber sales, this step will include a review of a Position Statement (FSH 2409.18 Chapter 20).

2. Checkpoint 2 (Issues and Alternatives) – The Forest Supervisor’s review and approval of the public scoping results, significant issues and the alternatives formulated to address them, including alternative(s) to be eliminated from detailed consideration.
This Checkpoint will ensure the alternatives respond to the significant issues and that the range of alternatives is sufficient.  

· Issue statements will include a brief background discussion of the issue and one or more indicators of responsiveness (units of measure) that can be used to evaluate the issue.
· The JRT will review the issue processing index, the issue identification and units of measure for alternative development based upon public scoping comments.
· An example of the issue processing index is found under Miscellaneous Templates at the following link:  http://fsweb.r10.fs.fed.us/staffs/ep/nepa/index.shtml.
· The No Action alternative and Proposed Action will be included as alternatives.
· Alternatives considered in detail will meet the purpose and need.  
· Each significant issue will be addressed by at least one alternative.

· Alternative descriptions will include narratives, legible maps with decipherable legends, and enough information to be able to compare them.  
· Alternatives eliminated should also be included.
At Checkpoint 2 the ID Team Leader provides the Forest NEPA Coordinator with the issue processing index, the alternatives, maps, position statement (for Timber projects) and scoping comments generated.  

Comments submitted by JRT will be consolidated by the Forest NEPA Coordinator and forwarded to the District Ranger and IDT leader.  A close-out meeting with the Forest Supervisor will be scheduled to discuss the issues identified and the alternatives generated.

3. Checkpoint 3 – Forest Supervisor’s review and approval of the draft environmental impact statement, the environmental assessment or categorical exclusion document prior to public release and identification of the preferred alternative as appropriate. 

Section 22 of this handbook (1909.15, Chapter 20) identifies requirements for an environmental impact statement.  
The JRT will review the draft environmental analysis document and provide comments to the Forest NEPA Coordinator for consolidation for the IDT.  “Required” changes will be identified on the JRT comment form; these comments will be direct and focused improvements to help ensure legal compliance for the environmental analysis document.  The JRT members anticipate their required change comments will either be incorporated into the document or a discussion why it was not included.  
The Primary Reviewers will work with the IDT to incorporate changes to produce a legally defensible NEPA document.  This Checkpoint will generally take about 3 weeks.

4. Checkpoint 4 – Forest Supervisor’s review and approval of the final environmental analysis and decision documents.
· After submitting the DEIS for public review and comment, the JRT will work with the IDT to develop a strategy to respond to the comments at the election of the Responsible Official. Response to Comments will be an important step in the JRT process to: 1) provide assistance to the IDT in developing responses requiring Forest level plan consideration, 2) and review comments for Forest-wide consistency.

· The JRT will conduct a similar review as for Checkpoint 3; however much of the focus should be on the developed response to public comments.  
· Comments are intended to strengthen the document and identify gaps in the record.  
The project planning record will be completed prior to the signing of the decision document and will be available electronically.  All final edits to the GIS layers will be incorporated into the Forestwide GIS layers prior to the decision.  An index may be requested by the JRT for review of final documents.  All EAs and EISs shall be available in electronic format.
18 - CORRECTION, SUPPLEMENTATION, OR REVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS AND RECONSIDERATION OF DECISIONS TO TAKE ACTION

18.03 - Policy  

Review the environmental documentation of projects that are planned for implementation prior to starting work or awarding contracts to determine if the environmental analysis and documentation should be corrected, supplemented, or revised.  This review needs to be documented and approved by the responsible official for the original decision.
If the review shows that there is no new information or that the new information would not result in significant environmental effects, the project can go forward without further NEPA analysis.

If consideration of new information leads to the supplementation or revision of environmental documents, a new decision based on the supplemented or revised environmental documents must be issued.
18.1 - Review and Documentation of New Information Received After Decision Has Been Made - (Change Analysis)
This direction establishes guidance on how to document and review adjustments made from the “as planned” NEPA decision or as other new information is introduced to the actual implementation design.  This process applies to decisions for the Tongass National Forest at all decision levels (ROD, DN/FONSI and DM).  The primary purpose of the process is to determine if actual implementation is still within the scope of the NEPA decision.  
Changes which could occur between NEPA and project implementation include:
· Adherence to applicable Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines.

· Economic adjustments, reconfiguration, and recombining project actions from more than one NEPA document. 

· New information, if applicable.
· New information such as updated Forest Plan implementation or new laws.
A change analysis will be completed in the following manner (some Exhibits are included for timber sale change analysis specifically): 

1. The project activity is initiated in accordance with the Selected Alternative identified in the project NEPA decision document.  The District Ranger will assign an ID team to consider and review proposed adjustments identified at the project implementation stage (timber layout, change in minerals Plan of Operations, etc). This review will include both the individual and cumulative adjustments.  The information will be analyzed in terms of how the differences of the final design relates to environmental effects of the Selected Alternative.  The new information will be evaluated within the context of the overall NEPA project.  (See Exhibits 1 through 4 - Sample IDT documentation to District Ranger.)
2. The District Ranger will review this interdisciplinary analysis and information and will make a recommendation whether or not these adjustments represent: a substantial change, significant new circumstances, or significant new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the Selected Alternative.  If no changes have occurred, this will be documented with a letter to the Forest Supervisor. (See Exhibit 5 – Sample District Ranger letter to Forest Supervisor) with copies to the SO Environmental Coordinator and appropriate Program Manager.
3. The Forest Supervisor will evaluate the District Ranger’s documentation and recommendation and will then determine if a correction, supplement, or revision to the NEPA Decision is necessary following the direction in Section 18 of the Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook (FSH 1909.15).  If it is not necessary, implementation will proceed.  Documentation of the process will be placed in the appropriate planning project file (and associated timber sale package(s)) (See Exhibit 6 – Sample Forest Supervisor letter to District Ranger).
Timber Sale Layout - Specific Direction 

Change analyses commonly occur after timber sale layout.  Any project that is subject to a change should follow the change analysis process outlined above.  The process also provides documentation for the District Ranger’s completion of the OIG Gate 3 form requirement for timber sales.  For timber sale projects, all change analyses for timber sale adjustments must be completed prior to the SO review of the timber sale appraisal package (see FSH 2409.18 Section 58 – Tracking and Reporting Gate 4).
Changes made prior to timber sale offer, but after the original unit change analysis has been approved, (i.e. reconfigured and/or re-offered packages) must undergo this process prior to appraisal and offer.  The subsequent change analysis should incorporate the previous change analysis and begin where that left off but still must compare the final implementation design with the NEPA document.

The basis for the determination of change for timber projects will be the comparison of the implementation with the planned design, silvicultural prescriptions, and the Forest Plan direction and applicable Standard and Guidelines included in the NEPA project decision.  Proposed changes in utilization standards and/or export requirements will also be reviewed to ensure changes do not alter the intent of the silvicultural prescriptions and associated NEPA analysis (e.g. meets Forest Plan direction and resource objectives, effects to communities and effects to other resources).

Timber harvest unit size and shape adjustments commonly fall into these categories:

· Mapping slivers between planned and actual boundaries;
· Differences created by logical logging setting locations or related to logging feasibility of the planned unit;
· Resource mitigation measures that result in unit size adjustments; 
· Dropping or adding additional logging settings relative to the exterior boundary of the planned harvest unit.
Road related adjustments may include differences between the planned and actual road corridor locations, miles, and key resource items such as stream crossings and locations on slopes greater than 67%.  
Exhibit 1 – Change Analysis Review Signoff Letter for a Timber Sale
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	United States

Department of

Agriculture
	Forest

Service
	Alaska Region

Tongass National Forest

XX Ranger District
	RD Address


File Code: 1950





Date:  

To:  District Ranger, XXX Ranger District
A review has been completed for: (Insert Project Name here).
This [Project Name {i.e. Turbo Otter Sale} if applicable] was part of the Small Otter Timber Sale EA (EIS, EA or CE).

The following review team members have reviewed the NEPA analysis and decision for this project and have prepared and reviewed the documentation in Exhibits 1-3.   These team members represent the affected resources by the changes made during implementation of the project.  (FSH 1909.15/ FSM 2431.3)

Include names and signatures-
  




Name



Signature
(  ) Archaeologist    

(  ) Botanist                            
(  ) Forester


 

(  ) Fisheries Biologist
(  ) Geologist

(  ) Hydrologist

(  ) Lands

(  ) Landscape Architect
(  ) Logging Systems Engineer





 

(  ) Recreation






(  ) Soil Scientist

(  ) Silviculturist
(  ) Transportation Planner  

(  ) Wildlife Biologist
/s/Signature

Title     -    (Review Coordinator):
cc: District Staff Officers
EXHIBIT 2

Sample Resource Documentations to District Ranger

(Included in the package to the Forest Supervisor)
<Timber Sale Name> Change Analysis 

(Notes- Updated NEPA unit narrative cards should be used here instead of the following format, if they are available electronically.    

If the following format is used, all resources must be addressed for each alternative.   Resources with no changes can be collectively addressed in one sentence.)
Unit 1

No changes from the planned unit cards for silviculture, timber, wildlife, geology, scenery, recreation, heritage, lands or transportation. 

Watershed/Fisheries

Final layout includes a minimum 100’ TTRA buffer on Class II and a side-slope buffer on Class III streams bordering the southern boundary.

Soils

Excluded approximately 2 acres of muskeg/low volume forest in NW corner of the unit.

Unit 2

No changes from the planned unit cards for silviculture, timber, soils, geology, scenery, heritage, lands or transportation. 

Watershed/Fisheries

Class III stream side-slope buffer extended upslope to unit backline to provide additional protection to notch and eastward to exclude an area of non-productive forest.

Wildlife

SE unit boundary modified to provide uncut deer travel corridor exclusion along existing clearcut edge (see ROD p.4).  A small non-productive forest exclusion placed on backline.  No further retention planned beyond exclusion areas.

Unit 3

No changes from the planned unit cards for the watershed/fisheries, soils, geology, heritage, recreation, lands or transportation. 

Wildlife

Reserve trees designated by operator during harvest by use of contract provision R10-C2.302# Reserve Trees, where safe to do so.

Timber

Change from shovel yarding to running skyline.  Change utilization standard to optional removal of material less than 10” dib top.

Scenery

The addition of acres and change in silviculture prescription still meets the visual quality objective of Modification. 

SILVICULTURE

The addition of acres and change in yarding system does not alter the intent of the silvicultural prescription. 

Unit 205a

No changes from the planned unit cards for silviculture, timber, geology, recreation, scenery, heritage, or lands. 

Watershed/Fisheries

Class III buffer expanded to exclude an area of over steepened soils and cliffs.  Most of the trees within this buffer have characteristics of wind-firmness.  Unit boundary modification will likely eliminate the need for tail holds in riparian areas or across Mustang Lake.  Several Class IV streams in lower part of original unit boundary are no longer within the modified boundary.

Soils

Steep slopes and cliffs adjacent to Class III stream were excluded from unit.  The shape of this exclusion isolated a large portion of the lower unit from the upper landings.  This required an extension of the temporary road from the managed stand to the NE into the lower portion of unit 5.

Wildlife

Lower portion of unit below lower temporary road was dropped to meet deer winter range retention requirements.  No further retention planned.  Timing restriction on logging and temporary road construction between April 1 thru June 15 for sandhill cranes (R10-C6.316#).

TRANSPORTATION

Extend temporary road 0.5 mile from the managed stand to the NE into the lower portion of unit.  

EXHIBIT 3

Sample Timber Layout Documentations to District Ranger 

(Included in the package to the Forest Supervisor)

<Project Name> Change Analysis Summary

Location: 

Background:   - [include NEPA document, date, any information about previously offered sales, reconfigured sales, etc.] 

Date of Implementation: 

Project defined issues that have been affected by the changes.   [Issues that have no changes can be documented as such.] 
Tables 1-3  

Sample Tracking Tables

EXAMPLE:  Change Analysis Tables of Cumulative Change

Table 1:  Summary of Differences between Planned and Implemented Units and Roads




Totals for <NAME> Project

	
	Planned
	Actual
	Change (+/-)
	Percent Change (+/-)

	Number of

Harvest Units
	 
	 
	 
	

	Acres of Harvest


	
	
	
	

	Timber Volume (MMBF)

(incl. R-O-W)
	
	
	
	

	Road Construction

(Miles)
	
	
	
	

	Road Reconstruction

(Miles)
	
	
	
	

	Temporary Road Construction

(Miles)
	
	
	
	

	Class I

Stream Crossings
	
	
	
	

	Class II

Stream Crossings
	
	
	
	


Table 2:  Unit Specific Differences between Planned and Implemented  

This Offering


Totals for <NAME> Project

	Unit Number
	Planned Acres
	Actual

Acres
	Change (+/-)
	Planned Silvicultural Rx
	Actual Silvicultural Rx
	Rationale for change of Silv. RX and does it still meet the resource objectives and Forest Plan direction 

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3:  Road Specific Differences between Planned and Implemented  

This Offering


Totals for <XYZ>  Project

	Road

Number
	Planned Miles
	Actual

Miles
	Change (+/-)
	Planned construction methods
	Actual construction method
	Rationale for changes

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


EXHIBIT 4
Sample Documentation to District Ranger - Sample Unit Adjustment Map
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Exhibit 5 - Transmittal Letter from District Ranger to Forest Supervisor
	File Code:
	1950/2430
	Date:
	June 30, 2006

	Route To:
	(1950), (2430)

	
	

	Subject:
	La Brea Timber Sale Change Analysis   

	
	

	To:
	File (1950, 2430)   

	
	

	


The Thorne Bay Ranger District is preparing to offer the La Brea Timber Sale from the Cobble Creek Project CE as part of the Tongass Timber Sale Program.  The sale will be comprised of one unit originally offered as the Cobble Creek Timber Sale.  The enclosed attachments provide detailed descriptions of the differences in layout and a cumulative summary of these differences.  These adjustments are the result of on-the-ground reconnaissance, layout, and interdisciplinary review.  

I have reviewed the enclosed information and consulted with an interdisciplinary team of specialists involved in unit preparation.  I have determined that this timber sale as implemented will not result in substantial change to the proposed action (40 CFR 1502.9 (c) (1) (i)) or reveal significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9 (c) (1) (ii)).  I have found that the differences do not result in a change in the environmental effects displayed in the Final NEPA Document and decision document for the selected alternative within the context of the overall project and that no further analysis is required by NEPA.  

I have also determined after an interdisciplinary review and consideration of this information within the context of the overall project, that a correction or supplement to the environmental documents is not necessary and implementation should continue (FSH 1909.15, 18.1).
	
	

	/s/ Jason Anderson
	 

	JASON C. ANDERSON
	 

	District Ranger
	 


Enclosures

La Brea Timber Sale Change Analysis, Exhibits 1-4
cc:  IDT Leader, Timber Planner, NEPA Coordinator, 

	File Code:
	2810/1950
	Date:
	April 13, 2006

	Route To:
	 

	
	

	Subject:
	Kensington Gold Project Change Analysis #2    

	
	

	To:
	Forest Supervisor   

	
	

	


On April 4, 2006, Coeur Alaska submitted a proposal for modification of the approved Plan of Operations for the Kensington Gold Project for review and approval.  I have reviewed the proposed modifications and compared the environmental consequences of the modifications with the environmental consequences documented in the Kensington Gold Project Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD), published December 23, 2004.  

The ROD documented your selection of Alternative D which includes the development or expansion of various mineral material sites.  The uses for these materials are stated to include general fill, facility foundations, and other construction needs including embankment construction.  Reclamation is to occur at the end of mining operations or earlier, as described in the Reclamation and Closure Plan.  Alternative D also calls for the construction of a 1-mile cutoff road (the Tailings Facility Access Road) to connect the Jualin Access Road and the Pipeline Access Road.  This road is to be subject to all Forest Service standards and guidelines. 

Jualin Borrow Source # 3 and Topsoil Storage

Proposed changes to the Plan of Operations include the expansion of Jualin Borrow Source #3 and Topsoil Storage (Parcel # 20 in the POO Appendix 1: Reclamation and Closure Plan).  The current source is located entirely on private lands and all usable material has been accessed within the prior-approved boundaries.  The proposed expansion affects both private and National Forest System (NFS) lands, resulting in a total of 8.5 additional acres, 2.3 acres of which are NFS lands.  Materials from Jualin Borrow Source # 3 will be used for the construction of roads and settlement ponds.  This area is proposed for additional topsoil storage once the competent rock has been removed.
Tailings Facility Access Road

Since issuance of the ROD, project-specific engineering, safety, and environmental considerations have resulted in modifications to the alignment of the Tailings Facility Access Road (Parcel # 23 in the POO Appendix 1: Reclamation and Closure Plan), that connects the Jualin Access Road and the Pipeline Access Road.  The new road will impact an additional 6.6 

acres of NFS lands.  The proposed road would include a switchback and be constructed to a shallower grade of an estimated 10% over the entire length, compared with the previously planned 15%.  The proposal further describes the road width to be 26 feet (approximately 30 feet with berm width included), rather than the 15-foot single-lane road outlined in the Plan of Operations.  

Summary Table of Proposed Modifications

	Parcel #
	Description
	ROD Approved Disturbance Area
	Proposed Acres as of April 2006
	Total

	
	
	Total
	Private
	Public
	

	20
	Jualin Borrow Source # 3 and Topsoil Storage
	3.6
	6.2
	2.3
	12.1

	23
	Tailings Facility Access Road
	2.6
	0.0
	6.6
	9.2

	
	TOTALS (All Parcels):
	194.1
	6.2
	8.9
	209.2


Resource Specialists have examined the proposed modifications and agree that they fall within the scope of the December 2004 FSEIS and ROD.  There will be no anticipated impact to cultural resources, fish habitat, wildlife, sensitive plants, hydrology, soil, air quality, or recreation.  
Difference in Effects by Resource 

Wetlands – Jurisdictional wetland issues will be resolved with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during the design and layout of the road.
Visuals –Though there will be a limited increase in exposure of the quarry site from Berners Bay, the project lies within a "Modified Landscape" LUD, and therefore falls within the VQO of "modification".

Recommendation

I have analyzed the environmental consequences of the modifications and compared those consequences with those documented in the December 2004 FSEIS and ROD.  I have determined that the effects of these proposed changes will be negligible and are consistent with the effects disclosed in the December 2004 FSEIS and ROD.  An additional 15.1 acres of land will be affected by the proposed modifications, 8.9 acres of which are NFS lands.  The Land Use Designation for the areas affected by the proposed modifications is Modified Landscape with a Minerals Overlay.  The proposed changes are consistent with applicable management prescriptions in the Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan.

I recommend that a determination be made that the proposed modification does not constitute a substantial change in the proposed action relevant to environmental concerns (40 CFR 1502.9(c) (1) (i)).  The new information leading to the proposed modification does not constitute significant new circumstances bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9(c) (1) (ii)).  Within the context of the overall project, I further recommend that a correction, supplement, or revision to the Kensington Gold Project FSEIS is not necessary (FSH 1909.15, Sec.18).
If there are any questions, please contact me or Tongass Minerals Program Manager Jeff DeFreest.
	
	

	/s/ Pete Griffin
	 

	PETE GRIFFIN
	 

	District Ranger
	 


cc:  Dennis Rogers   

Enclosures (map)

Exhibit 6– Transmittal letter from Forest Supervisor to District Ranger

	File Code:
	2430/1950
	Date:
	April 17, 2006

	Route To:
	 

	
	

	Subject:
	Licking Creek Change Analysis-Addendum for Log Export/Employment   

	
	

	To:
	Lynn Kolund, District Ranger, KMRD   

	
	


This is in reply to your memo (file designation 2430/1950) of March 31, 2006 regarding the change analysis for the Licking Creek Timber Sale authorized by the Licking Creek Final EIS and Record of Decision.  I have reviewed the information outlined in your memo and enclosures.  I have also looked at the cumulative totals included in the summary comparisons of changes.  

I have determined that implementation of these timber sales as depicted will not result in substantial change to the proposed action (40 CFR 1502.9 (c) (1) (i)) or reveal significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9 (c) (1) (ii)).  I have also determined after an interdisciplinary review and consideration of this information within the context of the overall project, that a correction or supplement to the environmental documents is not necessary and implementation should continue (FSH 1909.15, 18.1).

I concur with your recommendation that no further analysis is required under the National Environmental Policy Act.
	
	

	/s/ Forrest Cole
	 

	FORREST COLE
	 

	Forest Supervisor
	 


cc:  
Stanley A McCoy

Charles Streuli

Cynthia Sever

Karen Iwamoto 

	File Code:
	1950/2810
	Date:
	April 14, 2006

	Route To:
	(1950), (2810)

	
	

	Subject:
	Kensington Gold Project:  Change Analysis #2    

	
	

	To:
	District Ranger, Juneau   

	
	

	 


I have reviewed your 2810/1950 letter of April 13 forwarding your recommendations regarding the Kensington Gold Project, Plan of Operations (POO).  The review addressed proposed modifications to the alternative that I selected in the December 2004 Record of Decision for the Kensington Gold Project.

I concur with your analysis and recommendation that the proposed modifications do not represent a substantial change requiring a revision or supplement to the Kensington Gold Project Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS).  Additional environmental documentation is not required prior to project implementation 

A sale for National Forest System mineral materials extraction and disposal is required.  An updated pit plan for “Jualin Borrow Source #3” is also required.

I approve the revised Plan of Operations for the Kensington Gold Project.  The FSEIS (p. 4-74) requires the operator to “conduct early season goshawk surveys prior to road construction or reconstruction and use, and for a minimum of 2 years after operations begin”.  In addition, the operator must have the proper BMPs in place prior to ground disturbing activities.  The project may be implemented with the modifications as proposed.

Please ensure these approved changes are incorporated in the POO and Reclamation and Closure Plan, including the bond calculations.  The bond amount may require review and adjustment.
	
	

	/s/ Forrest Cole
	 

	FORREST COLE
	 

	Forest Supervisor
	 


cc:  
Steve Hohensee

Dennis Rogers

Tom Crafford

ADNR   
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