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Executive Summary

Introduction

The following is a summary of public comment received by the Forest Service regarding the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for roadless conservation. The comment period was
July 10, 2001, to September 11, 2001. The Forest Service received approximately 726,440
responses—including letters, emails, and faxes—approximately 52,432 of which are original
responses. The balance of the responses are form letters, which the Content Analysis Team
defines as five or more letters consisting of identical text submitted by different people. One
example of each form type is coded and entered into the data base to ensure that the concerns are
considered. The balance of the forms are sorted by form type, tallied by state, and the total
number of each recorded in the database. The analysis provided in this document is based on the
approximately 52,432 original responses and the one example of each form letter.

These responses have been analyzed using a process called content analysis. Although this
analysis attempts to capture the full range of public issues and concerns, it should be used with
caution. The respondents are self-selected; therefore their comments do not necessarily represent
the sentiments of the entire population. The analysis attempts to provide fair representation of the
wide range of views submitted, but makes no attempt to treat input as if it were a vote. The goal
of the content analysis process is to ensure that every comment is considered.

Content Analysis Process

The content analysis used on this project is a method developed and refined, over the years, by a
specialized Forest Service unit, the Content Analysis Team (CAT). This method employs both
quantitative and qualitative approaches. It is a systematic process designed to provide a mailing
list of respondents, categorize the comments contained in each response,' and identify and
summarize similar comments from different responses. The process produces a relational
database in which categorized comments are linked to original letters and from which various
types of information can be reported.

Through the content analysis process CAT strives to identify the concerns raised by all
respondents. Breadth and depth of comment are important. CAT’s intention is to represent the
public’s viewpoints and concerns as fairly as possible, and to present those concerns in such a
way as to assist the Forest Service to effectively respond to them.

Project Background and Document Overview

The Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) proposes an evaluation of roadless area
values and public concerns in anticipation of a new rulemaking which will specifically address
roadless area management in National Forest System lands.> Management of inventoried
roadless areas was previously addressed in the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (Rule), signed

! A response is a single, whole submission—e.g., a letter, e-mail, fax, presentation at a public meeting, etc. A
comment is a specific, identifiable expression of concern within a response.

? National grassland roadless areas are also included in this statement, but for convenience this document refers to
national forests unless a respondent’s comment makes specific reference to national grasslands.
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by the Secretary of Agriculture, Dan Glickman, on January 5, 2001. On May 10, 2001, the U.S.
District Court for the District of Idaho enjoined the Forest Service from implementing the Rule, a
decision that is under appeal. The ANPR identifies 10 questions to assist in the identification of
values and concerns regarding the protection of roadless areas:

1. Informed Decisionmaking. What is the appropriate role of local forest planning as
required by NFMA in evaluating protection and management of inventoried roadless
areas?

2. Working Together. What is the best way for the Forest Service to work with the

variety of states, tribes, local communities, other organizations, and individuals in a
collaborative manner to ensure that concerns about roadless values are heard and
addressed through a fair and open process?

3. Protecting Forests. How should inventoried roadless areas be managed to provide for
healthy forests, including protection from severe wildfires and the buildup of
hazardous fuels as well as to provide for the detection and prevention of insect and
disease outbreaks?

4. Protecting Communities, Homes, and Property. How should communities and
private property near inventoried roadless areas be protected from the risks associated
with natural events, such as major wildfires that may occur on adjacent federal lands?

5. Protecting Access to Property. What is the best way to implement the laws that
ensure states, tribes, organizations, and private citizens have reasonable access to
property they own within inventoried roadless areas?

6. Describing Values. What are the characteristics, environmental values, social and
economic considerations, and other factors the Forest Service should consider as it
evaluates inventoried roadless areas?

7. Describing Activities. Are there specific activities that should be expressly prohibited
or expressly allowed for inventoried roadless areas through forest plan revisions or
amendments?

8. Designating Areas. Should inventoried roadless areas selected for future roadless

protection through the local forest plan revision process be proposed to Congress for
wilderness designation, or should they be maintained under a specific designation for
roadless area management under the forest plan?

9. Competing Values and Limited Resources. How can the Forest Service work
effectively with individuals and groups with strongly competing views, values, and
beliefs in evaluating and managing public lands and resources, recognizing that the
Agency cannot meet all of the desires of all of the parties?

10. Other Concerns. What other concerns, comments, or interests relating to the
protection and management of inventoried roadless areas are important?

In the list of public concerns accompanying this executive summary, the topics addressed by
these 10 questions are organized into logical groupings within six chapters. Chapter 1,
Introduction to National Roadless Protection Rulemaking, covers general reasons for and
against developing a national roadless rule in general and the Rule in particular, and the
adequacy of the above 10 questions. Chapter 2, Process, Planning, Policies, and Laws, covers
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concerns related to the National Forest Management Act, National Environmental Policy Act,
interim direction, other policy concerns, appeals and litigation, and various other legal concerns.
Chapter 3, Public Involvement, covers concerns related to Questions 1, 2, and 9. Chapter 4,
Roadless Area Values, covers concerns related to Question 6. Chapter 5, Forest Management,
covers concerns related to general forest management; concerns related to Questions 7 and 8; and
concerns related to agency organization and funding. Chapter 6, Protecting Forests,
Communities, and Private Property Access, covers concerns related to Questions 3, 4, and 5.
These question numbers appear in parentheses next to the chapter or main section title covering
that topic.

There is no chapter or section of the document devoted to Question 10, Other Concerns.
Comments that specifically reference Question 10 range from simple requests to implement the
Rule as it now stands to reiterations of concerns addressed in other questions. Thus it is
impossible to categorize most responses to Question 10 into groupings which differ from
responses to the other nine questions. The topics people address which do not logically fall under
Questions 1 through 9 are accounted for in Chapters 1 and 2, as well as in the sections on general
forest management and agency organization and funding in Chapter 5.

One further point needs to be made regarding the organization of the chapters around the
questions posed in the ANPR. While some respondents do specifically reference the 10 questions
in their remarks, many others do not. All responses are considered in the content analysis
process, and every effort is made to identify all concerns and present them in a logical, readable
format. Because the ANPR poses specific questions, this document is organized topically around
those questions. But because the organization is topical, all concerns which address a given
subject are included within the same section, whether the respondent raising that concern
specifically references the question associated with that topic or not. In this way the document
attempts to present the public concerns as a response to the questions posed in the ANPR, while
at the same time presenting all related concerns raised by the public.

The issues relating to roadless area management, and likewise the concerns expressed by the
public, are highly interrelated. The chapters into which the concerns are organized, therefore,
must be seen as broad, overlapping areas. Every effort has been made to organize respondents’
comments into natural, clear, and accessible categories. However, due to the common,
overlapping themes which run through these issues, similar concerns often appear in multiple
places.

Following the six chapters described above are six appendices. Appendix A describes the content
analysis process; Appendix B is the coding structure used for this analysis; Appendix C is an
index of public concerns; Appendix D is a demographics report; Appendix E is an organized
response campaign report; Appendix F lists specific places respondents request be included
in/excluded from roadless area protection or to be recommended/not recommended to Congress
for wilderness designation; and Appendix G provides a list of preparers of this document.

Finally, regarding terminology, many respondents refer explicitly to the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule signed January 5, 2001. Others are not so explicit, and in some contexts it is
not clear whether the respondent is referring specifically to that Rule or to a national roadless
rule in general. When it is clear that a comment refers to the actual Roadless Area Conservation
Rule signed January 5, 2001, then reference in the analysis is made specifically to the Roadless
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Area Conservation Rule, or the Rule. When it is not clear whether the respondent’s reference is
specific or generic, then reference in the analysis is made to a national roadless rule.

General Overview of Public Comment

Respondents differ in their views of whether there is a need for the ANPR and a new round of
national roadless rulemaking. In general, those who doubt the need argue that the Rule was
adequate in process as well as content, and they ask that the Rule be implemented. Those who
believe there is a need for a new rulemaking say the process for the Rule was rushed, that a new
round of comment is justified, and that the Rule should not be implemented. These two
viewpoints are integrally tied to comments regarding forest management in general.

Some respondents emphasize protection and preservation; they ask that restrictions on active
management be imposed at the national level and that natural systems be allowed to operate
without human intervention. Others emphasize active management of resources; they ask that
resource decisions be made at the local level, arguing that land managers and local citizens not
only have a greater stake in decisions close to their community, but also have a historical
perspective on past decisions which they believe shows that active management is better for the
environment.

Some respondents assert that the values they most associate with forest lands are clean water and
air, biodiversity among plant and animal life, unfragmented wildlife habitat, and opportunities
for solitude and mental rejuvenation. Thus, they tend to stress the intrinsic value of untouched
areas, and believe there is a need to allow natural processes—including, under certain
circumstances, wildfire and insect/disease outbreaks—to operate without human interference.
They state that human interference upsets nature’s balance and that the Forest Service must have
a national policy to protect these areas not only for the health of the environment but for future
generations of people to experience.

These respondents submit that there is too much active management; that these activities are
subsidized; that long-term economic costs are ignored; and that human intervention has and
continues to have effects on the environment which mitigation cannot undo. These respondents
also believe that these perceived effects on the environment primarily benefit local communities
and natural resource industries, and they do not think the nation as a whole wants or benefits
from active management of the National Forest System. They ask the Forest Service to establish
a programmatic policy that restricts management of undeveloped areas.

Some respondents also assert that natural resource industries are in decline. They question claims
that public land management policies and laws are responsible for job losses and economic
hardship in rural areas. They believe it is the cyclical and competitive nature of these industries
themselves and the societal preferences and priorities they see shifting towards other uses of the
national forests. According to these respondents, the nation as a whole is coming to value forest
lands more for the ecological health and recreational opportunities they provide than for the
timber and minerals that can be taken from them. They maintain that people in declining
industries have in the past had to adjust to new economic realities, so now people dependent on
natural resource industries must adjust. Some suggest that government-sponsored retraining
programs should be developed, but in general they say that rural communities must make an
effort themselves to adapt.
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In short, many of these respondents say undeveloped lands foster happy and healthy lifestyles
and best provide the environment with clean air and water, genetic diversity of plant and animal
life, and opportunities for recreational solitude and renewal.

Many of these individuals also question the reasoning behind this new round of review and
comment. They say the Rule was the result of a three-year public review process that included
over 600 public meetings and 1.6 million responses, most of which reflected satisfaction and
expectation that the Rule would be implemented. They believe the Forest Service should have
more vigorously defended the Rule in litigation and not started a new rulemaking process. They
ask why the ANPR was released for comment and suspect this Administration is taking the
interests of local communities and natural resource industries over what they see as national
interests and environmental benefits. Respondents report feeling disenfranchised and wonder
whether their comments will have any influence. These parties urge the Forest Service to
implement the Rule in the form in which it was signed in January 2001.

Other respondents offer a different perspective. They believe National Forest Systems lands can
be safely developed and products taken without long term effects, and they assert that active
management is necessary for forest health. These respondents believe that forest thinning is
essential to prevent fuel buildup and catastrophic wildfire, that access is necessary to carry out
such thinning projects, to fight fires that do occur, and to carry out other management activities,
such as eradicating invasive species and treating for insects and disease. All these activities, say
these respondents, constitute good management of our natural resources—benefiting the natural
environment, the plant and animal species that reside in these forest lands, and the people who
use and enjoy the products such management affords.

These respondents often mention that they care about the environment and that they understand
where needed natural resources come from and how to manage them while caring for the land.
They suggest that those who do not rely on the land for a living are so far removed from the
direct sources of energy and consumer goods that they do not understand the connection back to
the land. They believe those who work in active natural resource management and see the
connection are better qualified to offer comment on public land management than those for
whom a visit to a national forest is a recreational pastime.

Some of these respondents relate that their livelihoods have been tied to forest lands for most of
their lives, or for generations, and that they value those ways of life. They want to continue, and
see their children continue, to enjoy the rural lifestyle and close ties to forest lands; they request
that federal policies not be adopted which restrict their access to and use of these lands. These
people sometimes add that, were it not for some national policies, natural resource industries
would be thriving, forest lands would be healthier, and rural economies would not be struggling.
They believe the federal government should not issue national policies regarding public land
management. They say they have a right to use of these lands—a right, they believe, the
government is increasingly failing to respect.

Some respondents state that the Rule is the product of biased federal rulemaking. They say it was
unduly influenced by organizations having sufficient resources to wage letter-writing and
postcard campaigns that they cannot compete with, and believe it was signed into law by a
President intent on furthering closure of roadless areas to future active management. These
respondents do not believe all the issues were looked at carefully. They ask that the Forest
Service abide by the injunctions set in place by the District Judges and reevaluate local
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community effects, local decisionmaking, forest health issues, and fire management. These
members of the public urge the Forest Service to forego a national policy in favor of site-specific
evaluation of roadless areas within the local forest planning process.

Prominent Themes in Public Comment

Trust and Integrity

Comments regarding trust and integrity are usually made in the context of other concerns; these
comments can be found in numerous sections throughout the document. Because relatively few
comments are directed solely to trust and integrity, the section in Chapter 3 which specifically
addresses this topic is not large. Nevertheless, trust and integrity is one of the most prominent
themes running through public comment on the ANPR.

Some respondents question the integrity of the former Administration in creating the Rule,
alleging that it was created mainly to curry favor with those wishing to close roadless areas to
active management, that it was ill-advised and pre-decisional, and that it was developed without
adequate response or review of input from people living in close proximity to the national
forests. These people state that the ANPR represents a chance to set things right (although some
argue that any attempt to formulate a national rule should be abandoned). Other respondents
question the integrity of the current Administration for reevaluating the Rule and possibly
proposing a new one. They question why the current Administration, as they see it, has
inadequately defended the Rule in court. They often state that the Administration is not fully
considering the concerns of the many people who requested the Rule’s implementation and is
putting too much emphasis on local communities’ and natural resource industries’ needs and
concerns.

In summary, trust and integrity issues have been and continue to be at the forefront of public
comment on the proposal to establish national management protocols for roadless areas.
Respondents of all viewpoints assert distrust in both the Agency and the Administration to the
extent that they claim their own concerns are being disregarded or unfairly impacted.

Process, Planning, Policies, and Laws

National Forest Management Act

Some respondents urge compliance with the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). The
Forest Service, they say, should comply with NFMA by providing a fair and open public
involvement process; by including input from local, state, and federal elected officials; and by
ensuring that forest plans are in compliance. Generally, those who stress the need to comply with
NFMA say the Forest Service was not in compliance in its development of the Rule. Some,
however, assert that the Agency is in compliance, inasmuch as the Rule is no different from other
national-level direction that forest planning must incorporate.

In addition to general comments regarding compliance with NFMA, some comment specifically
on the relationship between a possible roadless rule and the Planning Regulations. Comments
include the suggestion that the Rule be implemented under the existing Planning Regulations;
that roadless area regulations be coordinated with the Planning Regulations; and that decisions
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regarding roadless area management be postponed until completion of the revised Planning
Regulations. Respondents also comment on the revision of the Planning Regulations. Some
suggest public involvement should be emphasized. Others suggest that ecological sustainability
should not be given first priority in planning; rather equal consideration should continue to be
given to social, economic, and ecological values. On the other hand, some respondents
emphasize that revisions must not weaken existing environmental safeguards.

National Environmental Policy Act

Some respondents urge the Forest Service to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) by including input from local, state, and federal elected officials; by providing accurate,
site-specific information about roadless areas, thereby eliciting meaningful, informed comment;
and by providing an adequate range of management alternatives. Some respondents assert that
the Rule violated NEPA by being predetermined, and that the process went forward without
adequate information upon which to comment and without taking into account significant
concerns raised by the public and elected officials.

Respondents also comment about environmental analysis documents. In this regard, a number of
respondents express confusion over the status of the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
relative to NEPA and, consequently, over the necessity to produce environmental analysis
documents. Some imply that the ANPR is a NEPA process, and their comments suggest that they
believe a new EIS has been prepared. Others believe they are still commenting on EIS for the
Rule. Beyond that, a number of people remark on the adequacy of the Rule EIS. They suggest
that it did not present a sufficient range of alternatives; that the Forest Service should correct
deficiencies or substantiate statements made in it; and that a supplemental EIS should be
prepared which provides adequate maps of roadless areas and quantifies the miles of existing
roads in roadless areas.

Interim Direction

Some respondents comment on the interim direction outlined in the Forest Service Chief’s June
7, 2001, memo to staff. Some state that this direction should be kept in place until forest plans
are revised. Others state that interim direction should not be implemented. Some say it is not
strong enough, suggesting that it returns the Forest Service to the situation that existed prior to
the creation of the Rule, with roadless areas being managed solely through the forest planning
process. Others say it is too strong—that although it does not technically rule out activities in
inventoried roadless areas, in practice no Forest Service decisionmaker will enter Roadless Areas
without fear of litigation or reprisals from their superiors. Therefore they consider this an illegal
implementation of the Rule and say it violates injunctions placed on the Forest Service by
District Judges.

Other Policy Concerns

A number of respondents comment on the relationship between a possible rule on roadless area
management and other planning processes. In this context, some ask the Forest Service to
evaluate the cumulative effects of multiple management proposals—such as the Rule, the
Planning Regulations, and the Roads Policy. Another concern is that inadequate attention was
given to the cumulative effects of a national roadless rule when combined with other National
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Forest System land withdrawals such as wild and scenic river areas, wilderness areas, national
recreation areas, etc.

One policy often mentioned is the proposed Roads Policy. Some stress that the Forest Service
should decide roadless area management only after the Roads Policy has been completed and
after roads analyses have been conducted by the Forests, thereby providing better road and trail
inventories, and a better understanding of what constitutes a road, how roads are to be managed,
and what needs to be closed or reconstructed.

Appeals and Litigation

Some respondents discuss the appeals process in general. They believe appeals are interfering
with forest management and preventing the implementation of plans which were, themselves,
years in the making. People suggest that time limitations be imposed on the appeals process and
that litigants be required to submit to arbitration before their cases can proceed to court.

Comment varies over how the Forest Service should respond to litigation over the Rule.
According to some, litigation usually arises during the site-specific decision process, so decisions
made at the national level should help cut down on litigation. Others suggest that the reason the
Rule is tied up in litigation now is because the Forest Service did not pay sufficient heed to
public concerns expressed during that comment period. These people say the Agency should
delay any decision on the Rule until judicial review, so that the impacts of proposed management
can be appropriately analyzed.

Other Legal Concerns

Legal issues are frequent topics of comment. A number of respondents ask the Forest Service to
review the legal validity of the Rule; others assert that it has no legal validity and that the
Agency should develop a new rule that complies with the law. In addition to these general
comments about the legality of a national roadless rule, some address the applicability of specific
federal acts. Following are concerns regarding some of the more frequently cited acts.

Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA) — Respondents urge the Forest
Service to comply with ANILCA by providing reasonable and timely access to inholdings; by
excluding the Tongass National Forest from the final rule; and by, in general, foregoing
sweeping national level withdrawals such as the Rule. On the other hand, at least one respondent
suggests that ANILCA needs to be revised to allow ownership of private inholdings within
roadless areas without the accompanying obligation to allow roaded access to them.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) — Comments on the ADA arise most frequently in
connection to access. Some respondents comment that roadless protection will negatively affect
the ability of elderly or physically impaired forest visitors to access roadless areas. They claim
that the ADA legally obligates the Forest Service to maintain roaded access or allow it to be
developed. Others, however, downplay the legitimacy of this concern, saying there is already
sufficient access and that the preservation of access for the elderly and handicapped should not
be used as an excuse to build roads.

Clean Water Act (CWA) — Respondents state that the Forest Service must comply with the
CWA by including in management plans roads that cross streams or wetlands and by obtaining
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the necessary permits and exemptions for closing forest system roads. Some suggest that the
CWA and the Endangered Species Act should be integrated early in the forest planning process.

Endangered Species Act (ESA) — Some respondents urge the Forest Service to comply with the
ESA. Others, however, comment on impacts of the ESA itself. Some assert that the ESA should
be eliminated in its present form because of its impact on private property rights, because of its
role in closing roads, and because of its use in litigation. Some state that there are groups who
use the ESA as a weapon against traditional uses of forest lands, and that the Forest Service
should support legislation which would prevent litigation over the ESA and reimbursement of
legal fees.

Mining Laws — Respondents urge the Forest Service to comply with mining laws (Mining Law
of 1872 and Mining and Mineral Policy Act) to ensure access to mineral deposits in National
Forest System lands and to enable this country to remain free of foreign dependence on raw
materials. Others suggest such laws should be repealed to ensure protection of roadless areas.

Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA) — Some comment that a national roadless
rule would effectively eliminate multiple use management of roadless areas. Many argue that a
national roadless rule should not be implemented because, under MUSY A, public lands must
remain open to uses such as natural resource management and motorized recreation. Others,
however, claim that multiple use does not mean that every use must be accommodated in every
part of the forest and that protection of roadless areas is in keeping with MUSY A. Further, some
say, the Forest Service is in violation of the Act because they see little evidence of sustained
yield and believe forests have been damaged without proper restoration.

Revised Statute 2477 (RS 2477) — Some assert that the Forest Service must comply with RS
2477 with respect to road closures. Many respondents argue that a national roadless rule should
not be implemented because it would close many roads whose status as public rights-of-way is
protected under RS 2477. One respondent reminds the Forest Service that State law reserves the
right to public access to all section lines, while another believes the Agency has no clear
direction or policy regarding RS 2477 roads and asks the Forest Service to clarify its position,
especially as it relates to roadless areas.

Public Involvement

Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1)

Decisionmaking Authority — The question of what informed decisionmaking requires, and who
should be involved in the decisionmaking process, elicited considerable response. Some suggest
the Forest Service should decide the management direction for roadless areas, rather than
politicians or the public. Others recommend that Congress should manage federal lands because
congressional representatives would be more responsive to constituent concerns. These
respondents also believe that members of Congress would be better able to address local
conditions and that a congressional decision is needed to end the present stalemate surrounding
roadless area management. Others suggest decisionmaking parties include individual states,
American Indians, and variously composed committees of experts.

Local versus National Decisionmaking — Much of the comment on informed decisionmaking
addresses the question of whether roadless area management decisions should be made at the
local (forest planning) level or the national level. Respondents who believe decisions should take
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place through the local forest planning process say it is not the place of the federal government to
issue national mandates regarding management of individual forests; that the forest planning
process has worked well in the past; that it affords adequate public involvement with all
interested parties; and that it allows adequate consideration of local conditions and needs.
Further, some respondents comment, since local residents have more knowledge about the
resources and the most to lose if a bad decision is made, it is appropriate for them to have a
strong voice in management decisions.

Others say it is appropriate for roadless area management to be decided at the national level.
According to these people, the local forest planning process has proven it cannot adequately
protect these areas because local people tend to weigh the profit potential from commercial
activities above the damage such activities may cause. They also feel that because of the
importance of preserving these areas for the benefit of all Americans, decisions should be in the
best interest of the whole country. Further, these respondents emphasize, these forests are
national forests, thus all Americans—not just local residents—have a legitimate interest in their
management and are equally entitled to have their views considered.

The Forest Planning Process — Opinions concerning decisionmaking roles are reflected in
comments regarding the forest planning process. Those who believe roadless area management
decisions should be made at the local level state that the forest planning process can and should
identify local concerns, attitudes, issues, and problems that might remain unknown at the
national level; consider site-specific conditions and needs of roadless areas; work with local
stakeholders; and implement sustainable forest management practices, etc. In contrast, those who
prefer decisionmaking at the national level claim it is appropriate for the forest planning process
to adhere to the Rule and maintain maximum amounts of roadless areas.

Working Together (Question 2)

The question of how the Agency can best work with all interested parties through a fair and open
process involves two related issues: 1) the adequacy of the actual processes and methods used to
engage the public; and 2) the adequacy of involvement and collaboration made possible by those
methods.

Processes and Methods — In general, those who ask for implementation of a national roadless
rule state that the methods used to engage the public for the Rule and the level of collaboration
achieved were adequate—as contrasted, they say, with the level of involvement offered for the
ANPR. On the other hand, those who ask that the Rule not be implemented generally assert that
the public involvement process for that rulemaking was biased and unresponsive, and that there
was insufficient collaboration.

With respect to methods used to engage the public, a number of respondents urge the Forest
Service to make greater efforts to notify people of upcoming proposals. People complain that not
everyone has access to the Federal Register nor the time to peruse it on a regular basis. They
suggest using mass media, conducting nationwide polling, posting information on local and
national web sites and providing opportunities to respond over the web site, or maintaining a
current mailing list to inform people of pending management proposals.

Many people state that the public meetings held in association with the Rule were inadequate,
that they were biased, scheduled at inconvenient times and places and with inadequate advance
notice, conducted by officials who were ill-informed about the proposal, and lacked site-specific
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information upon which to offer meaningful comment. They stress the need for an adequate
comment period. Other respondents assert that the number of meetings held—over 600—testifies
to the high level of public involvement encouraged in association with the Rule. These meetings
were open to everyone, these people state, and everyone had opportunity to express their views.
They also point to the volume of comments received for the Rule—1.6 million—as evidence that
the comment period was adequate. These respondents say it is the ANPR that offers inadequate
opportunity to comment.

Opinion varies over how public comment should be analyzed. Some urge the Forest Service to
give equal consideration to all comments, while others urge that greater weight should be given
to some parties, such as those representing local and resource-dependent interests. Some
respondents argue that because some interest groups have the resources to organize form
letter/postcard campaigns and others do not, the content of comment should be considered rather
than the number of comments received. Others assert that everyone has an equal opportunity to
submit comment and that the fact that so many respondents to the Rule request its
implementation shows that most people want stricter roadless area protections. They contend
that, as this is a democratic nation, the will of the people should conclude the issue.

Public Involvement/Collaboration — Many respondents urge the Forest Service to establish
strong lines of communication to promote a better understanding in the agency and among the
general public of how public land management affects natural resource dependent communities.
These respondents stress the need for adequate local input and participation in the
decisionmaking process, and they urge the Agency to work closely with states, counties, and
local governments. They write that the Agency listens more to people who do not understand
local concerns and that the Agency cares more for the environment than for the people whose
lives are affected. Some believe the Rule was unduly influenced by groups of people not directly
affected and that such groups should be excluded from the decisionmaking process.

Other respondents believe the Agency weighs the concerns of local residents and natural
resource industries too heavily, and that their own views have not been adequately considered.
Some say industrial groups should be excluded from the decisionmaking process because of their
vested economic interests.

Not all comment regarding public involvement/collaboration is divided. Some respondents state
that it is not wise to rely too much on collaboration to begin with, saying that it can lead to
policies that are merely agreeable rather than high quality; that it is limited to solving only the
easy problems; and that the time commitment it imposes makes it an unrealistic solution. A
number of people point out that agreement between parties may not be possible. Others,
however, urge greater collaboration with all groups, with agencies such as the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and generally with all interested parties. These respondents agree that close
collaboration with diverse groups will enhance the decisionmaking process by fostering
cooperation and mutual trust and respect.

American Indian Rights and Interests — Because of the unique status of American Indian
tribes and the government-to-government relation that exists between them and the U.S.
Government, special care has been taken to review comments from tribes and tribal interests
separately from comments of other respondents who discuss tribal interests. Accordingly, the
section in Chapter 3 which addresses American Indian Rights and Interests is composed of two
subsections: Comments of American Indian Tribes/Tribal Interests, and Comments from Other
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Respondents Regarding American Indian Tribal Interests. (This distinction is based on how
respondents identify themselves or their organization in their letters. It is possible that among
comments attributed to other respondents are comments actually made by tribal members or
tribal interests, but if so it cannot be determined from the letters.)

Most tribal representatives specifically ask that treaty rights be respected, often requesting
consultation or special consideration, while supporting the Rule as a means of providing a
measure of protection for resources such as anadromous fish populations and American Indian
culture and sacred sites. Non-tribal respondents on this topic tend to be of the same mind,
supporting the Rule to protect tribal interests and urging the Forest Service to give high priority
to American Indian concerns. Another view is that the Rule should not be applied to reservation
forests because it would negatively affect American Indians economically by restricting timber
removal and recreation.

Competing Values/Limited Resources (Question 9)

The Federal Register notice for the ANPR asks, “How can the Forest Service work effectively
with individuals and groups with strongly competing views, values, and beliefs in evaluating and
managing public lands and resources, recognizing that the Agency cannot meet all of the desires
of all of the parties?”” Comments which address this question are closely related to comments on
collaboration in general. Many respondents suggest that competing values be addressed through
enhanced collaborative efforts by the Forest Service. Some suggest using professional
negotiators, public relations consultants, and conflict resolution specialists. As noted earlier in
this summary, some suggest bringing together advisory panels composed of different interest
groups. Others suggest meeting with different groups both individually and collectively to
develop agenda items important to all parties. According to these respondents, what is paramount
is that a forum be provided in which all views are respected and compromises worked out. To
that end, several respondents urge the Forest Service to make greater efforts to educate the public
about public land management issues as a way of resolving conflicts. Further, respondents go on,
efforts at collaboration and education will be more effective if the Forest Service first sets out to
restore the public’s trust, clarifies its own purpose and mission, makes use of the best available
science and information, trains its personnel to work with a diverse constituency and to facilitate
cooperative meetings, and applies its policies to all interests consistently.

Some respondents remark that the best way to deal with competing values is to implement the
Rule, stating that it represents the wishes of most Americans. Others state that the public
involvement process used to develop the Rule did not comply with applicable laws, particularly
NFMA and NEPA. These people say the best way to deal with competing values is through
compliance with these laws which, they argue, dictate that competing values should be addressed
at the local level through the forest planning process.

Roadless Area Values (Question 6)

Characteristics of Roadless Areas

Respondents suggest a number of characteristics of roadless areas that ought to be taken into
account, including environmental, social, and economic values (to be discussed in the following
sections). One point of disagreement involves natural resource management in roadless areas. A
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number of respondents believe the potential economic value of natural resources is integral to the
evaluation of roadless areas. Others state that the value of these lands should not be based on the
value of the natural resources they can yield. A common remark is that the values associated
with roadless areas were adequately identified and considered during the course of public
involvement for the Rule.

In connection with a general evaluation of roadless areas, many respondents ask that maps and
inventories be updated with current, accurate information; that mapping errors be corrected; and
that inventories be completed for biological features, natural resources, and existing
infrastructure. Respondents also ask that certain terms be defined, such as road, road building,
unroaded, and roadless area. People say they are confused over how these terms are being used.

Environmental Values

Respondents offer considerable comment on the environmental values of roadless areas. Many
comments reflect the need to manage roadless areas to protect and preserve environmental
values. These respondents address the need for ecosystem/restoration management, the
advisability of multiple use management, the effects of activities on the environment, and
specific resources—water quality, air quality, soils, scenery, and wildlife.

A number of respondents state that roadless areas should be managed within an ecosystem-based
framework. They believe healthy ecosystems cannot be managed at the site-specific level and are
concerned that if there is not overarching direction, connectivity will be lost at the landscape
level. They argue that local decisionmaking too often does not take into account other land
management decisions, thus resulting in issues not being resolved in a manner they believe is
sufficient. Some suggest ecosystem-based management could be furthered by allowing the public
to sponsor or adopt an area of the forest or by encouraging non-profit organizations to support
the preservation of pristine areas.

The topic of multiple use management arises frequently in comments addressing environmental
values. As noted earlier in this summary, some respondents comment that, under multiple use
management, resource use—including timber removal, mining, grazing, and motorized
recreation—ought to be allowed. These respondents state that allowing any single use preference
to dominate would be unfair and in violation of the multiple use mandate. They say that, per
MUSYA, the Forest Service is legally obligated to manage for multiple uses. Conversely, other
respondents argue that multiple use management does not mean that every use must be
accommodated in every part of the forest.

Public comment regarding the effects of various activities on the environment differs as well.
Some respondents claim that road building, use of natural resources, and motorized recreation
damage the environment beyond the land’s ability to recover. They state that mitigation efforts
cannot undo much of the damage that has already occurred nor the future damage that will occur
if activities such as road building and timber removal are allowed to continue. Other respondents
disagree and argue that these activities do not harm the environment; in fact, some claim, they
benefit it.

Some respondents ask the Forest Service to protect roadless areas in order to preserve watershed
health. One point of difference in these views concerns the effects of timber removal on water
quantity. According to some, removing timber increases water quantity because less dense tree
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stands permit greater absorption of water. Others, however, state that timber removal does not
increase water quantity and is generally destructive of natural resources.

Respondents also urge the Forest Service to protect roadless areas in order to preserve air
quality; to address the effects of timber removal and road building, which they believe causes
erosion and landslides; and to protect scenic resources.

Respondents offer considerable comment on the need to protect wildlife and wildlife habitat; and
just as comments differ regarding the effects of activities on watershed health, so they differ
regarding the effects of activities on wildlife and wildlife habitat. According to some, road
building, timber removal, and motorized recreation are harmful to wildlife. These respondents
comment that road building, active management of natural resources, and motorized recreation
fragment wildlife habitat. Others declare that these activities do not pose the danger to wildlife
and wildlife habitat that other members of the public claim. Roads, they state, do not impede
wildlife movement; vehicles do not disturb the wildlife; and removing timber, particularly in the
form of thinning, benefits wildlife by promoting plant growth and feed for wildlife and birds.

Social Environment and Values

Respondents make a number of points regarding the social values they associate with roadless
areas and the management direction the Forest Service should take to protect these values.

People urge the Agency to protect these areas for their natural grandeur and beauty; for their
intrinsic value; for what they represent to America, especially the western experience; and for
their contribution to quality of life. People say roadless areas are needed as refuges from the
stresses of urban life; and as places to find solitude, natural quiet, spiritual renewal, and to spend
time with their families. They point out that with our increasing population and growing
urban/suburban sprawl, roadless areas are needed more than ever to serve as respites from the
press of humanity and all of the usual demands of life. Other respondents say that preserving
these values requires that the Agency not give these areas special roadless protection. These
people argue that roadless protection threatens western traditions and culture; that it unfairly
restricts motorized users’ ability to enjoy these areas; and that, by restricting motorized access, it
restricts the ability of family groups—which include people of all ages and physical abilities—to
use these areas, thereby reducing family stability and togetherness.

Respondents also ask that these areas be protected through a strong national rule for the sake of
future generations (a particularly frequent assertion); for their educational value; and for their
value in promoting human health and welfare through physical and emotional rejuvenation.

Economic Environment and Values

Comment on the economic values associated with roadless areas covers a wide array of topics.
Respondents address the adequacy of analysis of economic factors; the effects of roadless
protection on local communities/economies, including employment and tax receipts; effects on
the global economy; effects on the mining, oil, and gas industries; and government subsidies.

Some respondents question the data, methods, and models used for the economic analysis in the
Rule EIS. They urge the Forest Service to conduct adequate cost-benefit analyses before issuing
a new rule; and some state, in particular, that the Agency should use the most up-to-date
economic valuation tools for ecological valuations as well as other non-market values. People
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also ask the Agency to assess and consider the resource damage from commodity uses, to
consider commercial interests of local areas, and to quantify recreation-based data for all
roadless areas.

Respondents addressing economic issues differ over the impacts of roadless protection on local
communities and their economies. Some argue that the protection of roadless areas will greatly
benefit local economies because roadless areas are coming to be more highly valued for their
pristine condition than for their developable natural resources. They thus stress the importance of
these areas to the tourism industry in general—particularly to recreational non-motorized users,
the mountain biking community, recreational fishing and hunting, outfitter-guides, the outdoor
gear industry, and commercial fisheries—and to companies seeking locations which provide a
high quality of life. Others, however, assert that roadless protection will negatively impact local
economies. These respondents state that restrictions on road building and timber removal will
harm natural resource-dependent rural communities, mining-dependent communities, timber-
dependent businesses, the motorized recreation-dependent tourism industry, and the
homebuilding industry. They state further that low-wage recreation-based jobs are no substitute
for commodity-based high-wage ones.

Some respondents who comment on the impacts on local communities/economies specifically
mention the tax receipts made available to local communities from resource management
activities. Some assert that resource management should be allowed to continue, to maintain tax
receipts from timber removal and minerals royalty payments. This revenue, they say, is vital to
local economies and an important source of funding to local schools. Others, however, suggest
that the rural school financing system should be reconsidered and changed to reduce the need for
high timber removal levels.

Comments on the impacts of roadless protection to the global economy typically take one of two
forms. Some state that restricting natural resource development, as well as exporting our natural
resources, leaves us too dependent on foreign resources. These respondents conclude that the
Forest Service should encourage domestic development of natural resources. Other respondents
suggest that if domestic timber removal is restricted, it will likely be carried out in other
countries which have lower environmental standards than ours and thus contribute to
environmental degradation on a global level.

Some respondents urge the Forest Service to consider the impacts of roadless protection on the
mining industry, employees, and mining-dependent communities. In this context, they mention a
number of specific areas and operations which would be negatively impacted by such protection.
The main gist of these comments is that restrictions on roaded access would restrict mineral
discovery and management, and that these restrictions would so disrupt the ability of mining
companies to carry out their operations as to impose significant economic hardship.

Finally, a number of commentors address subsidization of private industry, particularly the
timber industry. Respondents assert that subsidization by the federal government gives timber
companies operating on public lands an unfair advantage over private forest owners. They say
that below-cost timber sales are unfair to taxpayers—using as an example their understanding
that the United States faces budget deficits and that tax dollars are needed for other programs—
and that such sales require roads that the Forest Service lacks the funding to maintain. They say
the Forest Service should consider all relevant factors in timber sale decisions and require timber
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companies to cover the full cost of any road construction, removal, or restoration that is found
appropriate.

Forest Management

Activities (Question 7)

Travel Management — A number of respondents comment on the road and trail systems in
national forests. Some suggest that the entire road and trail systems be evaluated to determine
long-term management needs; which existing roads are needed, where new roads should be built,
and which roads should be obliterated; and the environmental effects of existing routes. People
also say roads and trails should be adequately maintained, and some suggest that the Forest
Service should seek the assistance of motorized recreation groups in maintaining these
travelways. Responses vary, however, over the question of whether new road construction ought
to be allowed and whether existing roads ought to be closed.

Some respondents assert that road construction ought to be allowed in roadless areas. Common
reasons cited are the Agency’s general obligation to provide adequate access to citizens,
including the disabled; the need to allow resource-dependent communities to use forest lands
without undue governmental obstruction; the need to disperse recreation, and thus offset the
environmental impacts which would follow from concentrated use in other areas; and the need to
maintain an adequate infrastructure for forest management activities, primarily forest health
treatments. Other respondents who comment on this topic, however, state that road construction
should be prohibited in roadless areas. They say that roads lead to increased activity in general
and increased natural resource management in particular; that roads provide an avenue both for
abusive human behavior and for invasive species; that they lead to increased mortality of
endangered species; and that both environmental and human well being require the existence of
untouched, pristine areas. These respondents believe access to forest lands is adequate, and more
is not needed.

The question of road closures does not generate the same level of comment as the question of
new road construction. In general, those who request that new road construction be prohibited
also request that roads be obliterated under certain conditions. Primarily, they ask that all user-
created routes be obliterated and natural conditions restored. Those who request that new road
construction be allowed generally ask that no roads be closed, for the same reasons that new road
construction should be allowed.

Natural Resources Management — The management of natural resources is a topic which
generates a good deal of comment. As mentioned before, some believe the Forest Service should
encourage natural resource management, and assert that such active management can occur in
roadless areas without harm to the environment or to wildlife. Others urge the Agency to resist
pressure to manage roadless areas, both because of the public support for the Rule and because
they believe industrial activities and preservation of roadless values are mutually exclusive.
While respondents comment on virtually all areas of natural resource management, recurring
topics are timber removal and mining.

A number of individuals and organizations believe timber removal should be allowed in roadless
areas. Many cite reasons why it should be allowed—to maintain forest health; to supply the
wood products central to American culture; to avoid dependence on foreign countries for these
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supplies; and to support resource-dependent communities. Other people, while asking that timber
removal be allowed, suggest preferred harvest methods to reduce negative environmental effects.
These suggestions revolve primarily around removing trees without the use of roads; harvesting
in already roaded areas; selectively removing or thinning; and requiring replanting following
removal.

Many of those who address timber removal that it be completely prohibited in roadless areas, or
that it be prohibited or severely restricted in general. These respondents state that the
environmental cost of timber removal is too high, in the form of erosion, siltation, and wildlife
habitat disruption. Generally, these respondents say that timber removal should be allowed only
when genuinely needed for forest health treatments or to protect communities and human life.
With respect to forest health, however, some state that wildfire and insect and disease outbreaks
are natural occurrences, and that forests left to experience these natural influences will be
healthier in the long run.

Comments are mixed over mining, oil, and gas development. A number of respondents state that
the Forest Service ought to provide substantially more analysis of the impacts of national
roadless protection on mineral development than was provided in the Final EIS for the Rule.
These respondents urge the Agency to address oil and gas resource potential in National Forest
System lands in general and in roadless areas in particular; to address effects of the Rule; and to
address the legal obligation to allow access—especially roaded access—for mineral exploration
and development. These respondents argue, as do those who request that timber removal be
allowed, that continued mining is needed to supply the mineral products and energy sources
central to American society; to avoid foreign dependence; and to support natural resource-
dependent communities. Likewise other commentors, while asking that mining be allowed,
suggest preferred methods to reduce environmental effects. These suggestions include, for
example, drilling by manual means only, slant drilling, or other techniques which do not disturb
the surface.

Of those who comment on mining, however, many state that it should be prohibited in roadless
areas. Generally respondents say they want mining prohibited for environmental reasons. Some
allege that many impacts from mining are unnecessary because they are associated with mining
claims that are either invalid or do not support the discovery of mineral deposits.

Recreation Management — The topic of recreation management generates a fair amount of
comment. Some respondents urge the Forest Service to provide the maximum amount of
recreational opportunities possible in concert with protecting the environment. Some ask that the
Rule not be implemented on the grounds that the Agency failed to adequately address its effects
on recreation, and say that it would overly restrict recreational uses. Others state that the Rule
achieves an appropriate balance of uses and that restrictions in roadless areas are necessary and
justifiable. Other points of difference are over what types of recreation should be allowed in
roadless areas and how various recreational uses should be restricted. While respondents offer
comment on virtually all forms of recreation, they comment most often on motorized recreation
(including off-road vehicles and, to a lesser extent, snowmobiles), followed by hunting/fishing
and ski area development/expansion, respectively.

Many respondents write that motorized recreation is a growing pastime in this country and that it
has become a much loved tradition in their own families. They explain that it allows entire
families—including members of all ages and physical abilities—to enjoy the outdoors together,
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and to enjoy it within the short timeframes made necessary by busy working schedules. These
respondents assert that motorized recreation, engaged in responsibly, is not a threat to the
environment or to wildlife, and ask that no more restrictions be placed on their form of
recreation. Many others who address this topic request that motorized recreation be banned
entirely from roadless areas, and often ask that it be prohibited or severely restricted in the rest of
the forest as well. These respondents feel that the impacts to the environment and to wildlife are
too serious to allow unrestricted use of this form of recreation. Other respondents advocate a
middle ground with respect to motorized recreation. Some who ask that it be restricted
acknowledge that it is here to stay and must be accommodated in certain areas and subject to
restrictions; others who say it should be allowed likewise acknowledge the need for some form
of regulation.

Of those who address hunting and fishing, many say these activities should be allowed to
continue—for their recreational value, as tools for wildlife management, and to meet subsistence
needs. Some believe, however, that hunting and fishing should be prohibited in roadless areas
because they think they are not effective management tools and that restrictions are poorly
enforced.

Those who address the topic of ski area development/expansion state that development and
expansion should be allowed to continue because there is a growing demand for winter
recreation, and because ski area operations can be compatible with roadless protection. Others
oppose expansion, saying a need has not been demonstrated.

Designating Areas (Question 8)

At issue is the question of whether inventoried roadless areas should be recommended to
Congress for wilderness designation, or whether they should be maintained under a specific
designation for roadless area management in forest plans. Many respondents who address this
topic say Question 8 misrepresents current policy, which does not impose an either/or decision,
and believe it inflames public debate over wilderness acreage, which, as they point out, is a
separate issue from the Rule. A number of individuals write in a short ‘vote’—such as
recommend all roadless areas for wilderness or no more wilderness. Others provide suggestions
for evaluation criteria and various management designations for these areas. Given this wide
range of comment, only broad trends can be summarized here.

Comment on this issue sometimes reflects an underlying confusion, both with respect to use of
the term wilderness and to the process by which areas are officially designated as wilderness.
With respect to use of the term, many respondents—whether commenting specifically on this
issue or on others—speak of the need to protect wilderness areas. Often it is clear from the
context of these comments that the respondent is not speaking of designated wilderness areas,
but simply of wild, undeveloped areas; but sometimes the writer’s intent is not clear. With
respect to designation, many respondents seem to be unaware that wilderness designation is
made by Congress, and assume it is made by the Forest Service. Care has been taken to capture
the writer’s concern as accurately as possible while avoiding reading into a comment a meaning
that was not clearly intended. With that caveat in mind, some themes can be identified regarding
public comment on wilderness and roadless designation.

A number of respondents urge that all roadless areas should be recommended to Congress for
wilderness designation, stating that only a wilderness designation can adequately protect these
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areas. Others suggest that all qualifying roadless areas be recommended; and some state that
additional recommendations should be made strictly on a site-specific basis based on local
condition, need, and input. Other respondents urge the Forest Service not to recommend roadless
areas for wilderness designation, stating that a wilderness designation is too restrictive and that
there are already enough wilderness areas. Both those who request more wilderness designation
and those who request no more wilderness designation mention specific areas they say either
should or should not be recommended. Finally, respondents suggest specific criteria for
wilderness recommendation based on ecosystem considerations, location, and acreage; and
suggest various management alternatives for areas which do not meet wilderness criteria, ranging
from special roadless area management to withdrawal from roadless status altogether to allow
more use of these areas.

This same range of beliefs is displayed in comment on roadless area designation as well. Many
who address this topic urge the Forest Service to manage roadless areas under a specific roadless
management designation which would protect these areas without imposing the same level of
restrictions as that of wilderness management. Others suggest creating multiple roadless
prescriptions that could be applied based on site-specific conditions, or allowing forest plans to
modify roadless management prescriptions. On the other hand, some urge the Forest Service not
to create a specific roadless area designation at all—because conditions and situations vary too
much for such a designation to be needed or workable; because the mere presence or absence of
roads is not sufficient justification; and because it will strain forest budgets. Others say simply
that the Agency should not designate any additional roadless areas, primarily because they
believe it will negatively impact recreational access. Respondents also suggest specific criteria
for roadless designation based on ecosystem considerations, existing infrastructure, inventory
status, and acreage. Finally, some respondents urge the Forest Service to use appropriate existing
management categories to protect roadless qualities, or to develop other new management
categories.

A number of people suggest that specific areas be included in, or excluded from, roadless area
protection. One specific area of note is the Tongass National Forest. According to some, the
Tongass should be excluded from a national roadless rule because its inclusion would be
contrary to Alaska state and federal laws; because of the time and effort that has gone into
development of its recently revised forest plan; because active management is necessary to
preserve the environment and forest health; and because communities depend on timber from
these areas. Many others who address this topic state that the Tongass should be included in a
national roadless rule because of the area’s social values; because local businesses, fishing, and
tourism industries depend on the area’s wild characteristics; and because protection is necessary
to preserve the environment and environmental values such as biodiversity, old growth, fish and
wildlife habitat, etc.

Protecting Forests, Communities, and Private Property
Access

Protecting Forests (Question 3)

Many people offer general comments on this topic or stress the need for more in-depth analysis,
particularly with respect to fire management and management of insects, disease, and noxious
plants. People assert either “active” management or “ecosystem/restoration” management will
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best maintain forest health. These different assertions stand out in comment on roads/roaded
access and selective timber removal for forest health purposes; on strategies for managing fire;
and on strategies for managing insects, disease, and noxious plant and invasive species spread.

Many respondents urge the Forest Service to allow road construction/roaded access for forest
health management, including fire hazard reduction and pest management. Others state that
forest health should not be used as an excuse to build roads in roadless areas. These parties say
roads are not necessary—that roadless areas can be accessed by other means—and that roads
actually spread disease and noxious weeds.

These same assertions are found in comments on timber removal. Many urge the Forest Service
to allow timber removal to reduce the risk of wildfire, insects, and disease. Suggested methods
include salvage timber removal and thinning. Conversely, others state that forest health should
not be used as an excuse to harvest timber because removing timber actually increases fire risk
and severity. These respondents specifically urge the Agency to stop timber removal.

Likewise, some suggest that fire management strategies should include multiple techniques, such
as monitoring, grazing, prescribed burns, the construction of firebreaks, and maintenance of
existing fire trails. Some suggest the Forest Service should actively suppress forest fires because
letting forests burn is not environmentally responsible. Other respondents assert that wildfire is a
component of a healthy forest. These respondents state that natural fire maintains diverse forests
and wildlife habitat; that it rejuvenates ecosystems; that dead timber is a critical part of the forest
ecosystem; and that firefighting is a waste of money, dangerous, and more harmful to the
environment. They conclude that the Forest Service should not suppress forest fires.

A number of respondents request that the Forest Service actively work to control insects, disease,
and the spread of noxious plants. Suggested methods include timber removal, prescribed fire, the
use of chemicals and other solutions, etc. Others say the Forest Service should acknowledge that
native insects and diseases are part of a healthy ecosystem—that they are vital to ecological
sustainability and biodiversity, and play an important role in forest nutrient cycling and renewal.
These respondents urge the Agency not to use pesticides and herbicides and rather to rely on
natural remedies, to prohibit road construction in roadless areas, and to encourage a proliferation
of songbirds and other species that feed on insects.

Protecting Communities (Question 4)

A number of respondents comment on the question of how to protect communities and private
property near inventoried roadless areas from natural events. Topics include land use ordinances
and building codes, management of the urban-forest interface, and the question of whether the
Forest Service or private property owners should bear the major responsibility for private
property protection.

Of those who address private property protection, some believe that people should not be
allowed to build in areas adjacent to public land at risk of wildfire. They suggest the Forest
Service promote land use ordinances which keep residential development away from public
lands. Others advise that insurance companies could do much to either discourage development
in high risk areas or to encourage safer development. Suggestions include either increasing rates
or refusing coverage for homes built in locations at risk of wildfire; offering reduced rates to
those that meet fire danger reduction standards; and making private developments in these areas
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generally less qualifiable for recovery insurance. Some also suggest that building codes should
be revised to set a standard for construction in fire-prone areas.

With respect to management of urban-forest interface areas, some people suggest the Forest
Service establish buffer zones between private property and roadless areas, or that communities
be allowed to construct such zones. Other respondents urge the Forest Service not to fragment
roadless areas by constructing buffer zones; and according to one respondent, the Forest Service
should recognize that extensive vegetation management in forest-urban interface areas does not
reduce potential home fire losses.

Respondents suggest various actions the Forest Service can take to better protect private property
from natural disasters—thinning dense stands or clearing hazardous materials near communities,
conducting prescribed burns, establishing quick response procedures, providing local water
access for fire hoses, etc. In particular, some suggest the Forest Service should educate private
property owners regarding the dangers that exist in roadless areas and the steps they should take
to protect their property.

Some comments on this topic express that it is, or should be, incumbent upon private property
owners to build away from high-risk areas and to employ building standards and materials
designed to lower the risk of fire damage. Some respondents argue that fire protection provided
to communities and homeowners should be paid for by the private property owners, not by
taxpayers. In summary, some respondents say the Forest Service should bear the cost of
replacing private property damaged by wildfire, but others believe the property owner should be
financially accountable for his/her choice to build in high risk areas.

Protecting Access to Property (Question 5)

While respondents offer a number of general comments on this issue, most specific comment
centers around access to National Forest System lands through private property and access to
private property through National Forest System lands.

Some people urge the Forest Service to prevent public lands from being landlocked by private
lands. They say that when that happens, traditional access routes are sometimes closed by private
property owners, which they believe effectively turns the enclosed public land into a private
preserve from which the general public is barred. Thus respondents urge the Agency to maintain
public rights-of-way through private property.

Many comments on access to property address access through public land to private land. A
number of people believe this is a non-issue. They say that since access is protected by existing
law, the Rule has no impact on access to inholdings; they question whether more is being
addressed in Question 5 than just reasonable access. Much comment on this topic consists of
suggestions by which access can or should be maintained, ranging from maintenance of existing
roads to airstrips and helispots. People also point to the local planning process and collaboration
with local officials as effective ways of addressing access issues.

Conclusion

Some respondents emphasize protection and preservation; they emphasize the need to allow
natural systems to operate without human intervention and believe restrictions on active
management of roadless areas will be most effective if imposed at the national level. They
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request implementation of a national roadless area management policy that lays down strong
restrictions from which no individual forests are exempt. Other respondents emphasize active
management of natural resources; they emphasize the knowledge local citizens have of forest
conditions and believe that management decisions can best be made at the local level. They
request continuation of local decisionmaking, which allows for different management
prescriptions for different roadless areas depending on condition and need. These different
viewpoints are evident in nearly all the comments offered on the ANPR.

Most respondents express concern for and love of national forest lands. While some advocate
taking a hard stance for their positions, others acknowledge that people who care deeply about
the land can honestly disagree about how it should be managed and believe that a degree of
compromise is necessary.

XXii Executive Summary



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

Chapter 1
Introduction to National Roadless Protection
Rulemaking

This chapter includes two main sections: National Roadless Protection — General Remarks, and
Issue Identification.

National Roadless Protection — General Remarks

This section includes two subsections: Need For a National Roadless Rule General and Need for
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Need for a National Roadless Rule General
Summary

A number of respondents question the need for a national roadless rule. They wonder why the
Forest Service does not simply continue guidance under existing law, where they believe that the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) provides both guidance and opportunities for public
input on a forest by forest basis, hence the Agency should not need a national policy. Some also
point out that environmental laws are already in place, obliging the Forest Service to manage
their jurisdictions in accordance with these laws. Others suggest the Forest Service delay
development of a new rule until judicial resolution of the current Roadless Area Conservation
Rule or until the forest plan revision process takes place.

Other respondents assert that a national roadless rule is needed. One of the most common reasons
given for needing one is they believe the current forest planning process has failed to protect the
environment in the past (see Chapter 3: Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1): Local vs.
National Decisionmaking: National Decisionmaking

1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the need for a national
roadless rule.

We are still mystified why the Department needs a new rule at all. The National Forest Management Act
(NFMA), an existing law, clearly provides for public input to forest plans on a forest-by-forest basis.
NFMA provides for a public involvement process (local, regional, and national) whereby anyone
interested in the management of a particular [forest] can comment on, and be directly involved in, the
management of those lands. (Elected Official, Fremont County, ID - #A4942.20201)

You should also seriously consider whether this entire process is really warranted. The Forest Service is
perfectly able to manage the lands it controls under its existing management prescriptions. Another
Washington based management directive is duplicative of existing powers, a waste of time and money
and will never take the place of local management. (Organization, Steamboat Springs, CO -
#A18447.10112)
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BECAUSE EXISTING LAW ALREADY MANDATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

An area of concern to many is the area of environmental protection afforded the Forest Service lands.
Environmental protection is currently mandated and governed by many federal laws with jurisdiction on
Forest Service lands—the Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, and numerous other laws governing
environmental activity on public and private property. Additional protection in the form of “roadless”
areas is not warranted nor justified. (Business or Association, Novato, CA - #A17652.10112)

BECAUSE EXISTING LAW ALREADY PROVIDES FOR ADEQUATE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN FOREST
MANAGEMENT DECISIONS
As forest users and outdoor enthusiasts we are used to providing input on forest service plans and
projects. We did so on the original roadless area proposal. Imagine our surprise when the Clinton
administration released its top-down, government-knows-best roadless proposal. None of our comments
were considered in that proposal. That Roadless Rule flew in the face of NEPA and NFMA direction for
obtaining public input. In fact, we are still puzzled why the Department needs a new rule at all. The
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), an existing law, clearly provides for public input to forest
plans on a forest-by-forest basis. NFMA provides for a public involvement process (local, regional and
national) whereby anyone interested in the management of a particular forest can comment on, and be

directly involved in, the management of those lands. (Organization, Saint Anthony, ID -
#A13225.20200)

Develop a National Roadless Rule

2. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a national roadless rule.

Why do we need roadless areas? You’ll get as many different reasons as there are people: spiritual,
wildlife and wildlife habitat, fisheries, water quality, tranquility, soils, intact ecological processes,
freedom, wildness. The list could go on. Separately, these are good reasons; however, taken together, the
reason becomes overwhelming. The American public, whether they live next to a roadless area or in a
large eastern city, wants roadless protection. Protecting roadless lands means no roads, no logging, no
ORVs, no mining, period. Our roadless lands don’t need protection from fire or insect and disease, they
need protection from human intervention, which has done more in the last fifty years to throw our
forestlands out of whack than Nature could ever do. (Organization, Missoula, MT - #A21359.10111)

BECAUSE ONCE THESE AREAS ARE GONE THEY’'RE GONE FOREVER

I hike in wilderness areas all over New Mexico as often as I can. I raft several times a year through
wilderness areas in Colorado. The beauty and peace of these areas is unsurpassed. The bounty of the
wildlife living in these areas is also a thing of wonder. Once these areas are gone they can never be
reclaimed. Wilderness areas are what make our country so unique, and are part of our heritage.
(Individual, No Address - #A4648.10111)

If these lands are protected now, future decisions under different conditions could change land
designations as needed. If roads are allowed now, there is no turning back. The USFS and US taxpayer
cannot continue in the business of subsidizing local resource based economies that refuse to move into
the 21st century. The whole world is changing a lot. If small towns aren’t willing to change also, too
bad. Keep in mind that this country will likely be around for a long time while our population continues
to grow. If we do not stop this road building now, there will not be nearly enough roadless land around
to meet our needs when our population reaches 400 or 500 million, as we are well on the way to doing.
Once these lands are roaded, you can NEVER go back! (Individual, Boise, ID - #A8715.10111)

My family, and I regularly seek out these roadless areas. So much of the backcountry is currently taken
over by off-road vehicles, extraction industries, and development. We need these last roadless areas to
be protected before they are gone forever. (Individual, Helena, MT - #A5298.10111)
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BECAUSE INDIVIDUAL STATES ARE UNABLE TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT ROADLESS AREAS

Most of this land is in the rural West and our western politicians, like our current president, are a little
too accommodating to the oil, timber, and mining industries. This is the reason we need federal
protection of these areas. Our western leaders in their quest for “states rights” seem to have forgotten
that the balance of power between Federal state governments was “hardwired” into the constitution by
America’s founders, who brilliantly recognized that the sharing of authority among state and federal
governments would allow each to make its separate contribution to the building and sustaining of the
country and its citizens. It is called federalism and it works.

Besides, many of the Federal programs currently in existence were created to achieve what the states
have been unable or unwilling to do on behalf of their citizens. (Individual, Ketchum, ID -
#A7766.12200)

BECAUSE MOST NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS ARE ALREADY MANAGED FOR MULTIPLE USES

In Idaho, we have over 8 million acres of unprotected roadless lands in need of protection. By far, the
majority of National Forest lands are already open to multiple use management, and the remaining
National Forest roadless lands, which make up less than 3% of lands in the United States, deserve the
greatest protection that can be afforded in order to ensure their preservation as intact, virgin ecosystems
that will provide clean water, air, wildlife habitat, and undisturbed recreation opportunities for future
generations. (Individual, Idaho Falls, ID - #A1330.10111)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS ARE NEEDED TO PRESERVE ENVIRONMENTAL AND HUMAN VALUES

Roadless areas are the more remote sensitive areas of the United States. Activities from extraction
industries often have greater impacts in these areas. Clearcutting and roadbuilding in these arecas may
produce flooding, erosion, landslides, and stream silting. I urge you to leave these areas wild in order to
safeguard water recharge areas, species diversity, and air pollution filtering. (Individual, Westminster,
MD - #A1604.10111)

We need the freedom, and resources, to get lost in the beauty of nature. We are quickly running out of
such places. Forest areas need to be preserved. Logging should be banned in the roadless areas. These
tracts of forest need to be protected, as they provide protection for wildlife. They also provide clean
water and help to clean the air. (Individual, Rochester, NY - #A3718.10111)

I support roadless protection because roadless areas protect water quality for fishing, swimming,
drinking, and life. As stated earlier, roadless areas function as biological strongholds for rare wildlife,
provide large, relatively undisturbed landscapes important for protecting the greater ecosystem, present
opportunities for healthy exercise, recreation, and solitude, and offer opportunities for scientific study
and research. (Individual, Seattle, WA - #A4885.10111)

As a seasonal wilderness ranger, avid outdoorswoman, and an American citizen I use National Forest
land to cross country ski, hike, mountain bike, camp, fish and most importantly to learn. I have learned
that a healthy forest has a diverse biological make-up that I have fortunately witnessed as a brown bear
dined on salmon. I have learned that National Forest land is the primary provider for Americans’ clean
water. I have also learned the value of peace and solitude on extended hikes or travels that have revived
my spirit. For these reasons and several more is why our remaining roadless National Forest Land
should remain roadless. (Individual, Juneau, AK - #A13354.10110)

BECAUSE THE MAJORITY OF CITIZENS ENJOY USING ROADLESS AREAS

From a purely economic standpoint, roadless land provides far more short and long term returns than
does extractive practices. This is evidenced by a couple of simple observations:

National Parks and Wilderness areas are under ever-increasing pressure due to crowding/over-use.
Indeed many areas have had to go to a reservation system (see Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area in my
area) to limit the number of people. Clearly the majority of citizens of this country enjoy using roadless
land and are even willing to pay for it (the trail-head user fee now imposed by the USFS). (Individual,
Seattle, WA - #A4885.10111)
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TO SETTLE CONTROVERSIES REGARDING ROADLESS AREAS

On many national forests and grasslands, roadless area management has been a major point of conflict in
land management planning. The controversy continues today, particularly on most proposals to harvest
timber, build roads, or otherwise develop inventoried roadless areas. The large number of appeals and
lawsuits, and the extensive amount of congressional debate over the last 20 years, illustrates the need for
national direction and resolution and the importance many Americans attach to the remaining
inventoried roadless areas on National Forest System lands (FEIS Vol. 1, 1-16). These disputes are
costly in terms of both fiscal resources and agency relationships with communities of place and
communities of interest. Based on these factors, the agency decided that the best means to reduce this
conflict is through a national level rule.” (Organization, Plymouth, MN - #A7116.16000)

Do Not Develop a National Roadless Rule

3. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not develop a national roadless
rule.

BECAUSE CURRENT LAW ADEQUATELY PROTECTS THE ENVIRONMENT

An area of concern to many is that of environmental protection regarding Forest Service lands.
Environmental protection is currently mandated and governed by many federal laws with jurisdiction on
Forest Service lands, including but not limited to the Clean Water Act, Clear Air Act, and numerous
other laws governing environment-related activity on public and private property. Additional protection
in the form of “roadless areas” is unjustified: it is duplicative and unnecessary. (Individual, Reno, NV -
#A20857.20000)

BECAUSE THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT ALREADY ADEQUATELY PROVIDES FOR PUBLIC
INPUT
The Clinton roadless rule was an abomination and an affront to our constituents and us. We are relieved
to hear Secretary Venemon is going to reexamine the rule.

We are still mystified why the Department needs a new rule at all. The National Forest Management Act
(NFMA), an existing law, clearly provides for public input to forest plans on a forest-by-forest basis.
NFMA provides for a public involvement process (local, regional and national) whereby anyone
interested in the management of a particular forest can comment on, and be directly involved in, the
management of those lands.

Former President Clinton chose to override that public involvement process with a top-down,
Washington-knows-best approach. In effect, he chose to impose his own values on the rest of us. As a
result there are now 8 lawsuits, involving 7 states, in 6 federal districts, and 4 federal circuits. The
federal judge hearing the case in Idaho stopped implementation of the rule, saying it was “fatally
flawed”. It appears to us, therefore, that the Clinton rule need only be set aside and we can return to the
public involvement process for forest planning. That is the long and short of our input. We will respond
to your 10 questions, but they will be largely redundant because our answers tie directly back to this
point: GET RID OF THE CLINTON RULE; REINSTATE NFMA. (Elected Official, Clark County,
ID - #A23504.20201)

BECAUSE THE COURTS HAVE ESTABLISHED THAT NATIONAL FORESTS ARE NOT WHOLELY DEDICATED
TO RECREATIONAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES

This national rulemaking attempt, in addition to completely sidestepping NFMA planning requirements,
considers only land preservation alternatives (with the exception of the no-action alternative) and
ignores the multiple-use mandate that the Forest Service must follow. The courts have separated the
sustained-yield and multiple-use mandate of national forests from other Congressional mandates, such as
national park management, and have clearly distinguished national forests as being not wholly dedicated
to recreational and environmental values. (Tribal Corporation, Anchorage, AK - #A20340.20202)
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BECAUSE FORESTS ARE IN BETTER SHAPE NOW THAN AT ANY OTHER TIME IN RECENT HISTORY

I believe this whole exercise is unnecessary. The forests are in better shape now than they have ever
been within recent history, further restrictions are unnecessary. (Individual, Tustin, CA -
#A20777.10112)

BECAUSE THE AGENCY ALREADY HAS ENOUGH REGULATORY CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT

AUTHORITY TO PROTECT THESE AREAS
The proposed regulations were only an attempt to limit legitimate development and use by certain
commodity producers such as those in mining, and timber and food production as well as to limit access
and use by off-highway vehicle users. The Forest Service already has more than enough regulatory
control and management authority to control and protect areas within National Forests. Travel
management plans can achieve many of the same results. The only thing travel management cannot do is
prohibit legitimate and legal development and use of natural resources such as timber and mining. Under
the proposed regulations almost any area could be designated roadless regardless of its current use and
available access. The approach taken in the Roadless Rule again undermined the Forest Service’s
credibility to effectively work with local communities and has further eroded the trust and confidence
Lander County has in the agency to manage natural resources. (Elected Official, Lander County, NV -
#A27730.12230)

4. Public Concern: The Forest Service should delay development of another
national roadless rule

UNTIL JUDICIAL RESOLUTION OF THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

A finding that the 2001 roadless area rules are invalid could change the type of roadless area proposal
that this Administration chooses to advocate and adopt. If the Administration’s roadless are initiative is
compared against the baseline of the roadless area uses allowed under the controlling forest plans (rather
than the baseline level of protection under the invalid January 2001 roadless area rules), the Forest
Service may have more room to adopt measures that include greater preservation of roadless areas than
the forest plans provide for, but which allows for more forest health protection and developmental uses
than under the January 2001 roadless area rules.

The Forest Service and this Administration would be exposed to greater public criticism: (1) if it starts
with one roadless regulatory proposal, then shifts course after the roadless area rules have been
invalidated in court; and (2) requests public comment several times on different rulemaking proposals,
and NEPA, and RFA compliance documents.

Thus, the public interests in efficient government, in not wasting the public’s time in commenting on
likely-unlawful proposals, and in legal certainty all favor obtaining judicial resolution of the roadless
cases before the Forest Service proceeds too far on another roadless rulemaking proposal. (Association,
Kalispell, MT - #A20940.20000)

UNTIL FOREST PLAN REVISION PROCESSES TAKE PLACE

The Roadless Initiative is not following the regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA)
or the Wilderness Act. Many of the national forests are in the process of revising their forest plans. This
latest initiative has thwarted the national forest planning process. The Forest Service should wait until
the Gila National Forest planning process to consider such a substantial withdrawal of multiple use
lands. (Manager, Sierra County, NM - #A22059.20201)

Need for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
Summary

General Comments — Some respondents state that the Forest Service should clarify the need for
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule since, they say, it does not address the stated purpose and
need and prove there should be a nationwide ban on road construction.
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Implementation of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule — People comment on whether or
not the Roadless Area Conservation Rule should be implemented as is, revised, or eliminated all
together. The reasons given are numerous and varied. Some respondents state that the 2001 Rule
meets the five principles of roadless conservation. Furthermore, they believe the current Rule
adequately addresses the issues of fire management, forest health, access, and local input, so do
not think there is a need to revise the current Rule. Others believe the Rule did not adequately
address these principles at a local level, so consequently the Rule needed to be re-opened for
public input. These principles included; informed decisionmaking, collaboration, forest
protection, private property protection and ensuring legal access (see Chapter 3: Informed
Decisionmaking (Question 1): Local vs. National Decisionmaking: National Decisionmaking).

Respondents also question the need to repeat the process due to allegations that there was not
enough opportunity to comment last time around. According to these respondents, the time spent
on public involvement for the draft Rule was more intensive than the current ANPR 60-day
comment period. These respondents also felt that being asked to comment on 10 questions
indicated that those answers would be given more weight than simple comments about roadless
policy in general. They also question the objectivity of the 10 questions and assert that the
majority should prevail, regardless of specificity. Respondents also disagree with what they
believe the Forest Service is saying about not having any local and State support for the Rule.

Respondents also assert that revisiting this process will have several negative effects. First, they
say, it will be a waste of taxpayer money. Others say that revisiting the Rule will weaken public
trust in the federal government in general, and in the forest planning process in particular. They
question why their concerns were not heard during the first two go rounds of comment.

Other respondents request that the Rule not be implemented. Just as those who ask that the Rule
be implemented question the motives behind the current process, those who ask that it not be
implemented question the integrity of the previous roadless process. Several say the Rule was
developed using emotion, not logic, or based on subjective reasoning. Respondents question the
validity of the Rule since, they assert, it lacks site-specific information. Some point out that they
believe there is a lot of information available to the Agency that the previous process did not
avail itself of.

Some respondents believe the government is intruding into their geographical part of the country
and their way of life, while other individuals state that the existing Roadless Rule does not
adequately consider effects of fire fighting, public safety, access to private property and still
others write that policies and regulations, in place prior to the Roadless Rule, were adequate for
forest health and conservation.

Finally, one respondent advocates that inadequate road maintenance funding should not be used
as a reason for implementing the Rule. This respondent suggests that other alternatives, such as
requests for additional funding for roads from Congress, or allowing road maintenance by the
private sector, should be considered and published for public comment.”

Revision of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule — Individuals who suggest revising the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule request fewer restrictions, while those who request more
restrictions generally ask for the Rule to be strengthened. The reasons given for revising the Rule
generally echo the reasons for not implementing the Rule mentioned in previous paragraphs.
There are respondents who believe the Rule should be revised because the process leading to its
development was inadequate. Other respondents who request the Rule be strengthened generally
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ask that the exemptions be removed from the existing Rule, such as public health and safety and
go on to request that the Rule should have more restrictions, such as prohibitions on motorized
recreation and hard rock mining.”

Defense of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule — Respondents request that the Forest
Service, the Department of Agriculture, and the executive branch defend the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. They assert that the new Administration the Rule’s legality and request and
request that all three levels of government mount a defense against the lawsuits challenging the
Rule.

Several individuals specifically request that the Rule not be defended in court. One respondent, r,
asserts that the Administration should not spend taxpayer money defending against laws suits
that they see as legitimate and view any defense as restricting and giving in to only one segment
of the population.

Other General Comments — Some individuals state that the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
is difficult to interpret and needs clarity. Others say the Forest Service should abide by decisions
already made, and emphasize work on other priorities such as compliance with NEPA, the threat
of unnatural wildfire, and the spread of noxious weeds. Some respondents comment that a rule
should not be developed which will affect eastern and western states differently, while another
individual suggests separating the Rule into two distinct policies, for administrative purposes,
local prescriptions and cumulative effects.

Need for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule General

5. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the need for the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule.

BECAUSE THE RULE DOES NOT ADDRESS THE STATED PURPOSE AND NEED

We note that in the DEIS (3-6) there is a reference that the regions with the highest population densities
have the least amount of inventoried roadless areas and that the highest demand for the unroaded
benefits are in these areas. However, we also note that the areas with the most inventoried roadless areas
(Alaska and Idaho) are in fact farthest from the population centers (DEIS 3-3). Given [where] the
demands for roadless lands are located, it appears that the proposed action with its emphasis on
unroaded areas in low population density areas does not address the stated purpose and need. (Elected
Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.10000)

First, we feel the ANPR fails the test of Executive Order 12866 requiring agencies to identify a need for
new regulations. The Forest Service has stated that the three reasons for the proposed rule are: (1) road
construction can alter the fundamental characteristic of roadless areas; (2) budget constraints limit the
number of roads that can be adequately maintained; and (3) the controversy over management of
roadless areas causes costs and delays. However, the Forest Service did not identify a market failure or
other compelling public need for the proposed rule. None of the three stated reasons indicate a need for a
nationwide ban on road construction within Forest Service managed lands. In fact, a review of our
company’s cooperation and partnership with the Forest Service demonstrates that all three of the above
concerns can be successfully addressed and mitigated through a local control and planning process.
(Business or Association, Pocatello, ID - #A20842.10000)

BECAUSE ONLY A SMALL PERCENTAGE OF ROADLESS AREAS IS PROJECTED TO BE DEVELOPED
BETWEEN 2000 AND 2004

I agree with Secretary Veneman’s 5 principles.

Chapter 1 Introduction 1-7



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Other Resource potentials really are not realistic for the Tongass if roads can’t be built - logging, at least,
would be nearly impossible. Current Forest plans assign about 41 percent of total .LR.A. to roadless
management. This is enough. Only about 16 percent of the total .LR.A. is productive timberland that
might have roads built for timber harvest, according to your figures. And if the Forest Service Roadless
Area Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest Service, November 2000,
pages 2-25) estimated that less than two-tenths of one percent of the total of inventoried roadless areas
(94,600 acres of 58.5 million acres) might be developed between 2000 and 2004, then what is the need
for the Roadless Rule? (Individual, No Address - #A1133.10110)

6. Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how current management
does not provide the protection which it is the purpose and need of the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule to provide.

The roadless proposal implies that the current management does not “protect” these areas however none
of the materials to date have examined the site specific management currently in place for these areas.
We suggest that any analysis include a review of the management currently in place and describe how
these strategies do not provide the perceived protection that is the purpose or need for the proposed
action. (County Attorney, Grant County, OR - #A17667.30100)

Implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule

7. Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule as it now stands.

I am writing to support the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now stands. This
policy was developed after extensive public hearings and legislative consideration over time.

We need to keep a BALANCED approach to forest conservation to save our remaining 30% of
America’s wild national forests from logging, mining, and drilling—activities already allowed on most
national forest lands. The current rule adequately addresses the issues of fire management, forest health,
access, and local input. (Individual, Fort Lauderdale, FL - #A20.10110)

I can attest that America is what it is today because of its beautiful woodlands that house creatures great
and small and a variety of plants/trees. We must do everything we can to protect the woods. Clinton’s
wild forest protection act was not a hasty decision. Instead, it was born out of many years of research
and discussions with average citizens and scientists in the field. It is what Americans want. So please let
Clinton’s roadless area plan stand as is with no modifications that would only destroy it. (Individual,
Columbia, MO - #A24.10110)

On May 4, USDA Secretary Veneman announced that the Forest Service “will implement the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule” and that the administration “is committed to providing roadless protection for
our national forests.” If the administration is sincere in its support of the protection provided by the
Roadless Rule, it will respect the clearly expressed wishes of the public and decide not to tamper with
the rule. (Organization, Washington, DC - #A20424.10150)

I am writing to you to urge you to preserve the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it
now stands (including in it the recently protected Tongass National Forest). This policy is the product of
the most extensive federal rulemaking in history, with more than 600 public hearings and 1.6 million
public comments, 95% of which support the strongest protection. (Individual, Brooklyn, NY -
#A172.10111)

I still strongly support the protection of wilderness areas covered under the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule since they provide, among other things, clean drinking water; protect water quality for drinking,
fishing, and swimming; function as biological strongholds for rare wildlife; provide large, relatively
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undisturbed landscapes important for protecting the web of life; serve as barriers against the spread of
weeds and pests into pristine areas; offer opportunities for scientific study and research; provide open
space and unspoiled vistas; and preserve areas needed for traditional Native American religious and
cultural observances. (Individual, Roanoke, TX - #A4626.10150)

Not to flagellate a dead equine, but this process, in and of itself, is the most pressing concern to me. Like
a recalcitrant child, the Forest Service continues to ask the same questions, hoping to get a different
response. Well, it’s not going to happen. The overwhelming majority of Americans want to protect
roadless areas. The overwhelming majority of people who commented on the roadless rule (be they from
NYC or Montana) supported the Rule as it is written. I will be one of literally tens of thousands of
people who write this simple message to you. The Forest Service should support and implement the
Roadless Rule just as it is. (Individual, Lewiston, ID - #A29569.10150)

BECAUSE ONLY A NATIONAL RULE CAN GUARANTEE PROTECTION OF NATIONAL FORESTS THROUGH
CHANGING POLITICS AND PERSONNEL
We SUPPORT THE ROADLESS CONSERVATION POLICY—JUST AS IT IS . . . Only national
protection will guarantee that Idaho’s wild national forest lands remain intact regardless of changing
politics and personnel. (Individual, Clayton, ID - #A5310.10150)

I support the roadless Area Conservation Rule as it is. National protection is best for these lands. During
18 seasons of work in Wilderness (Absaroka-Beartooth) and on Lookouts, I’ve seen how a change in
personnel and politics can change land-use. If we’re serious about keeping roadless areas intact (and I
think we should be) national protection is the best way to do it. (Individual, Billings, MT -
#A8697.10150)

Because the National Forests are a national resource, only national protection of the roadless areas will
guarantee that wild national forest lands, in those states where they exist, (such as Wyoming, where 1
grew up, or Montana, where I have hiked and hunted in wilderness areas) will remain intact regardless
of changing local and national politics and personnel. (Individual, Sommerville, MA - #A9107.10111)

I am writing to you today to express my strong support of the roadless Area Conservation Policy, and to
urge the U.S. Forest Service to implement the policy as it is currently written. Only national, coherent
protection will guarantee that our wild, roadless national forest lands remain intact for generations to
come—regardless of shifting politics and changing agency staff. Our partly owned roadless lands are
part of an invaluable, irreplaceable national treasure; it is incumbent upon us to ensure this treasure can
be cherished by our children and their children. (Individual, Portland, OR - #A19217.10111)

BECAUSE IT PROVIDES CONSISTENT STANDARDS

A national policy is needed to establish a set of standards to protect all National Forest roadless areas.
Please implement the Roadless Conservation Rule that was set to go into effect in March. (Individual,
No Address - #A3061.10150)

Question 1: Generically speaking, forest planning as mandated by NFMA is the appropriate arena for
making determinations concerning Roadless Area management. However, there must be regulations that
aid Forest Supervisors and the plan revision team that provide a consistent procedural approach to
Roadless Area management. (Individual, Quarryville, PA - #A15217.13130)

SDSAF urges the Bush administration to develop a new rule that:
- establishes national standards to guide roadless area conservation

- requires Forest Service line officers to apply those standards through the forest planning process.
(Professional Society, Rapid City, SD - #A21751.13130)
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BECAUSE THE FIVE PRINCIPLES OF ROADLESS CONSERVATION HAVE ALREADY BEEN FOLLOWED

Simply I believe that the five principles of roadless conservation that you ask the public to follow in this
case, informed decisionmaking, collaboration, forest protection, private property protection and ensuring
legal access, have already been closely followed. (Individual, Clayton, GA - #A15320.10111)

BECAUSE IT IS BASED ON THE BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE

Other concerns. My main other concern, which I related in part in previous comments, is that your
decision be based on the majority of public comments and on the best available science, not by politics,
especially what I fear will be the influence of special interests on the environmental policies of the
current administration. In the previous planning process, 95% of respondents were in favor of protecting
the remaining roadless areas. While I appreciate the importance of forest products, I also appreciate the
importance of the values that are unique to our remaining roadless habitats and that should be protected.
Scientifically, it has been well established that roads are major causes of noxious weed invasions,
degradation of fisheries and spawning beds, disruption of hydrologic cycles, spread of exotic diseases
and pests that threaten forests (e.g. Chestnut blight, sudden oak death syndrome), erosion, and fire.
Many important animal species avoid roads (wolves, grizzly bears, black bears, wolverines, fishers,
martens, lynx, bobcats), while many native plant species are displaced by weeds that are only able to
enter systems because roads acted as corridors for their invasion. The scientific basis of maintaining
roadless habitats is well established and supported by overwhelming evidence that has been compiled by
some of the world’s best scientists. I know this very well because my Master’s research explored the
ecological effects of roads (including a current paper just submitted to Conservation Biology, authored
by myself and a USGS scientist), and my current Ph.D. research concerns ecological effects of roads on
exotic plant invasions, including a paper that I am about to submit to Ecological Applications.
(Individual, Davis, CA - #A30523.10150)

BECAUSE ONCE THESE PLACES ARE GONE THE’'RE GONE FOREVER

The term roadless values is relative. To loggers and developers, it means money. To those of us who
enjoy the outdoors for recreation, sometimes it can mean sanity. Let the rule stand as written. Again |
say this—and cannot say it strongly enough—WHEN THESE FORESTS ARE GONE THEY ARE
GONE FOREVER! Surely 95% of the people who took the time to give input can’t ALL be wrong.
Let’s give the American public its due and listen. I hope these comments will not be met with the silence
I love hearing in the forests. They are there for us—Iet’s be there for them. (Individual, Rex, GA -
#A576.10150)

Roadless areas may be the most important use of the National Forest, which is dedicated as a land of
many uses. Roadless areas encourage biodiversity, offer unique recreational opportunities and protect
wilderness for future generations. A shockingly small percentage of land in the United States is in
designated roadless area. We must protect these remaining areas because once they are violated they
cannot be replaced. Wilderness is not a renewable resource. (Individual, Afton, WY - #A10526.10150)

BECAUSE IT IS LONG OVERDUE

For many years, 1 have participated in the forest service planning process before government
committees, the Bolle Commission, on primitive areas, on Wilderness areas, RARE I, RARE II, and the
Tongass Land Use Management Plan 1975 through 2000. I can say after 47 years of documented
involvement in the forest service planning process, that the Roadless Rule was long overdue. When
Congress passed the Organic Act in 1897, and President Theodore Roosevelt added 140 million acres to
the national forest system in 1907, it was to protect the remaining public forests from the timber barons
and the railroads. There has been over 100 years of public testimony on the Roadless Rule, attempting to
protect the watersheds of our nation.

The Forest Service, which after WWII should have changed its name to the Road Service for the timber
Industry. That is clearly evident in the Tongass National Forest in Alaska on Prince of Wales Island.
This 1.5 million acre island owned by the public and administered by the USFS in Alaska has almost as
many miles of road as the entire State of Alaska (365 million acres+) and 190 miles of road on Prince of
Wales Island (1.5 million acres).
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If it had not been for President Theodore Roosevelt in 1909 adding more than 140 million acres to the
national forest system, we would have nothing left for the Roadless Rule. This has not been a rushed
process. The Roadless Rule is documented in public administration for having the largest public hearing
in USFS history and coming up with a ruling in 18 months. If only the congress could do so well.
(Individual, Juneau, AK - #A2317.10111)

TO AVOID REPEATING MISTAKES OF THE PAST

It is of paramount importance that we understand when our roadless areas and wilderness are gone, they
WILL BE GONE.

If you doubt my words, look at countries [which] have done just that. Surely we can learn from their
mistakes, before it is too late for us and our lands.

I ask that you honor my and the 1.5 million of American people’s request to leave all the million acres of
roadless areas BE. (Individual, Grass Range, MT - #A18058.10111)

I have heard of the Cedars of Lebanon, but today they exist only on the Lebanese flag. The Landes arca
of France is nothing but sand dunes now because of over cutting of a huge forest area in order to
construct sailing ships. Please, let us not make similar mistakes. (Individual, APO, CA -
#A12817.10111)

The Maine woods is just beginning to recover after being logged and burned in the mid 19th century, the
pine forests of the Great Lakes states have still not recovered from similar treatment 100 years ago. The
western fir and pine forests are riddled with logging roads and clear-cuts, except for a few islands of late
successional forest and roadless areas. Last year, I, and a million people like me, supported the cessation
of logging, roading, and mineral leasing in roadless areas of the national forests. We did so to preclude
repeating the same mistakes that our culture did as it moved west. Now we are being asked to
reconsider. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A7998.10111)

I have lived in Alaska since 1972. I have a Masters degree in resource economics. Economics is the
study of scarce resources. Our forest resources belong to us all, subsistence hunters and urban dwellers
alike, fishermen and tourists and residents. Except for one industry, the timber industry, which has
already cut down 70% of the best Tongass habitat, the rest of us depend on intact habitat and plenty of it
for fishing, hunting, berry and mushroom gathering, and just camping with the kids. Must we repeat all
the mistakes of the lower 48? (Individual, Juneau, AK - #A23012.10111)

BECAUSE IT REPRESENTS A BALANCED APPROACH TO FOREST CONSERVATION

The January ruling, as published, provides for the remaining 31% of our forests to be protected as
roadless lands. As the January roadless conservation rule sets forth, a grand compromise balances
roadless conservation versus development. Setting aside only 31% of our forests is, in the face of all the
forests that have been cut, drilled and mined to date, less than optimal. However, it is a worthy
compromise and it needs your unwavering support. (Individual, Oswego, IL - #A12043.10111)

I recently receive a copy of the “Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule” to review. I have
completed my review and I am writing this letter in support of the Rule.

The Rule represents a balanced approach to forest conservation and protecting important roadless areas
from damage caused by activities already allowed on most National Forest Lands. The Rule in its
present form adequately addresses the issues of fire management, forest health, access, and local input.
Because I am an elected official, the opportunity for local input in always a plus for me. I am opposed to
weakening National Forest protection in favor of logging and development in roadless areas on a forest-
by-forest basis. This type of practice has led to a steady decline of these precious lands.

The comprehensive and inclusive public process outlined in the Rule should reassure decision makers of
the public support for the Roadless Areas Rule. The forestlands provide numerous amenities, which are
enjoyed by all Americans. The Rule will allow logging to continue on most Forest Lands while
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protecting 31% of these lands for other values. This balance is very important to me and is the primary
basis for my support of the Rule.

Therefore, 1 encourage the implementation of the “Roadless Area Conservation Rule as promulgated.”
(Individual, Little Rock, AR - #A19226.10111)

The last wild roadless areas of our National Forests are critical for priceless ecological services such as
clean water sources, and habitat for diverse fish, wildlife and plant species. They also provide unique
recreational opportunities for those who like to hike, hunt, camp and fish. Over half of our national
forests are already open to logging, mining, roadbuilding, and other development. The 58.5 million acres
protected by the Roadless Rule should remain protected from logging and other destructive activities not
only for the benefit of all Americans today, but also for future generations. (Individual, Charlottesville,
VA - #A5097.10111)

Presently, 51 percent of the national forests remain open for logging, mining, and other resource
activities, while only 18 percent have been designated as wilderness areas. The rule, without
modifications, will ensure that the last 31 percent remains unspoiled and protected from logging, mining
and road-building. I support the Roadless Area Conservation Rule, without modification, because it
achieves a true balance between the recreational and extractive uses for our national forest lands. I am
concerned that changes to the rule will significantly weaken protections for these special places. I urge
you to let the rule stand as it is written in the January Record of Decision. (Individual, Concord, NH -
#A19701.10150)

Much to the dismay of the public, National Forest Service lands are already heavily roaded and
frequently harvested for timber. PRECISELY BECAUSE IT IS NECESSARY TO BALANCE THE
ECONOMIC INTERESTS OF TIMBER COMPANIES WITH THE MORAL, AESTHETIC
AND RECREATIONAL INTERESTS OF THE PUBLIC, THE FOREST SERVICE SHOULD
MAINTAIN THE ROADLESS RULE AS IT PRESENTLY EXISTS. (Individual, No Address -
#A5948.10000)

BECAUSE IT STILL LEAVES AMPLE AREA FOR OTHER USES

Protecting less than one-third of the national forests from logging and road building for recreational use
and resource conservation should leave more than enough areas remaining for special interest logging
and other commercial uses. (Individual, Tucker, GA - #A4543.10111)

As a frequent recreational user in our National Forests, I would like you to know that I am very
concerned about the current proposed changes to this rule that was previously commented on by 1.6
million Americans, myself included. I have been hiking and camping in nearly two dozen of our
National Forests and found roadless areas to be in need of the protections that this rule will (in its current
form) enable. Furthermore, there are ample areas of the USFS system open to commercial exploitation.
Personally, I would prefer that my grandchildren be able to experience the wild Monogahela, Kaibab or
Tongass as they have always been than to say someone made money by culling these forests in the past.
(Individual, Rockville, MD - #A4974.10111)

BECAUSE IT ADEQUATELY PROTECTS OTHER INTERESTS

We do not need more timber roads in the forest just to log one quarter of one percent of the national
timber supply. The rule as it stands exempts all acres currently under lease for logging. Furthermore, it
preserves existing access for motorized recreation, mountain biking, hunting and fishing. It also permits
construction of new roads for fire suppression and for stakeholders with existing statutory rights. It also
allows for the cutting and removal of trees for fire prevention. (Individual, No Address - #A3605.10150)

I am writing to express the support of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF)
for the Forest Service Roadless Area Rule (Rule) as adopted on January 12, 2001. The protection of
wildlands and roadless areas provided by the Rule is important to many Californians. In its existing
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form, the Rule poses no major impediments to CDF in its collaborative work with the US Forest Service
to protect the citizens and natural resources of the state. CDF appreciates the degree to which the final
Rule was responsive to the issues raised both by CDF in its scoping letter of December 21, 1999, and by
The Resources Agency of California in its letter of July 28, 2000, resending to the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. (State Agency, Sacramento, CA - #A18110.10150)

BECAUSE SO MUCH FOREST LAND HAS ALREADY BEEN ACTIVELY MANAGED

Please enact the roadless rule! Too much of our forest land is logged, developed, and industrialized. The
forests are shrinking every day, and this is one of the most important steps to take to ensure the future of
woodlands. One day, even if not in our lifetime, someone will ask Why did they destroy the most
important habitat on Earth? What was the reason? Was it money? Was it pressure from logging and
mining companies? Was it pressure from PROGRESS??? (Individual, No Address - #A4590.10110)

Enough of America’s forests and wild lands have already been ruined as a result of poor planning and
misuse by unconcerned industry interests. There are no good reasons for altering the Conservation Rule,
as it contains provisions for fire management, forest health, access, and local input. (Individual, Davis,
CA -#A170.10111)

I care about conservation and am deeply concerned about the possibility of losing valuable wild land to
roads and the uses that would engender. There are so few truly wilderness areas left. What about the
people who want a true wilderness experience? Soon the world, and worse, the United States will have
no areas left to provide that if we further encroach on what we have left. Please don’t rescind the
‘roadless’ rule, but let it stand. (Individual, Hopkins, MN - #A217.10111)

Under current forest plans, about 60 percent of the remaining roadless areas are available for road
construction and logging. The Roadless Area Conservation Rule is needed to prevent further incremental
loss of roadless areas. The appropriate role for forest planning is to provide additional protection of
roadless areas, such as preventing off-road vehicle damage, and identifying roadless areas omitted from
Forest Service inventories. (Individual, No Address - #A4758.10110)

BECAUSE WILDERNESS AREAS ARE TOO HIGH IN ELEVATION AND TOO FAR SEPARATED FROM EACH
OTHER TO ADEQUATELY PRESERVE BIODIVERSITY AND WILDERNESS RECREATION
Years before the process that led to the Roadless Area Rule began I had, through research and personal
experience, come to the conclusion that protecting roadless areas was absolutely essential for the long-
term health of the forest and its indigenous wildlife. While one third of the White River—750,000
acres—is designated Wilderness, these areas fail to protect biodiversity or provide adequate
opportunities for wilderness recreation for two fundamental reasons: they are too high in elevation and
too far separated from each other and from centers of human population. The Roadless Rule, as it stands,
would correct these critical deficiencies in the management of the White River National Forest and
provide more benefits than costs to our local communities and economy. (Organization, Carbondale, CO

-#A17314.10111)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS SERVE A DIFFERENT PURPOSE THAN WILDERNESS AREAS

The National Forests belong to all Americans and this decision should not be placed in the hands of local
officials. Roadless arcas and Wilderness areas are different, and both deserve protection. Roads are
gateways to logging and ORV use, and the large body of literature on edge effects and habitat
fragmentation should make this decision easy—Please keep the Roadless Rule intact. (Individual,
Boulder, CO - #A20981.13110)

BECAUSE THE ORIGINAL PROCESS WAS SUFFICIENTLY LOCAL

In an increasingly “small” world, local is a term that has a changing meaning. In terms of national public
lands, such as the National Forest System, all planning is inherently local. Since National Forests are
“owned” equally by the citizens of the United States in a collective manner, it shouldn’t matter whether
a person lives in Florida or Nevada when it comes to management decisions on a National Forest in any
given location. In that regard, I believe that the original national process used in 1999 and 2000 to
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develop the Roadless Rule was appropriate and sufficiently “local”. (Individual, La Pine, OR -
#A22107.10151)

BECAUSE IT REPRESENTS THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE

I read the newspapers and magazines. I use the Internet for research. I listen to the broadcast news. So
please don’t continue to insult my intelligence by maintaining that somehow the “public” has not had
adequate input to the roadless area policy currently hanging fire in this administration. That’s just
nonsense. Feeding to the uninformed as a way of circumventing the expressed will of the people is
almost criminal. Roadless policy has been studied and commented upon more thoroughly than any other
forest policy in this nation’s history. Good grief. (Individual, Spokane, WA - #A1057.12200)

The Sitka Conservation Society has consistently worked to protect America’s last remaining Roadless
Areas and inclusion of the Tongass National Forest in the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. We
strongly oppose timber sales in any of the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on the Tongas.
Apparently, the American public agrees with us. In no fewer than eighteen separate opinion polls
(conducted by both Republican and Democratic pollsters), the American public has shown strong
support for national forest conservation. It is estimated that 76% of Americans (62% Republicans)
support the Roadless Rule and inclusion of the Tongass N. F. (Organization, Sitka, AK -
#A12003.10150)

In the case of the RACR, it is now mandatory that the Forest Service implement this rule to try to build a
positive relationship with this national public. Subverting this national public desire will eventually lead
to the demise of the Forest Service—the public wrath will not be denied. You are embarked on a course
of consciously subverting a clear public mandate for the protection of roadless areas.

Many rural and local people support the roadless rule as part of the broad national mandate. The Forest
Service must find ways to deal with the rhetoric of the few who would subvert not only the national will,
but also what is best ecologically for the land. The vitriol of the minority against the RACR can be
mitigated if the Forest Service simply worked with this constituency within the framework of the
RACR—and you have lots of flexibility to do so. Environmental groups complained strongly during the
development of the RACR that too much flexibility was embodied in the rule. This flexibility over time
would allow the Forest Service to work with these local minorities in a positive way. Instead, your
approach is to deny the clear and broad mandate and move to disenfranchise the people who own these
forests and pay the bills. Hardly wise. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A13493.10150)

The forest service must serve the broad public interest by fully protecting the environmental, wildlife
and aesthetic values overwhelmingly supported by the public and by firmly opposing economic
exploration values which are completely incompatible with the maintenance of roadless area
characteristics. The Forest Service should be respectful to those seeking to undermine roadless area
values but must enforce the rules and the law, even if unpopular with a tiny minority of citizens and
corporate interests who selfishly promote personal, temporary, economic gain overall other values.
Those who promote commercial exploitation demands must be respectfully reminded that the vast
majority of forest service lands are already managed for economic values and that a small percentage of
the public lands in the Unites States of America must be managed for primarily ecological and aesthetic
values. In a democratic society worthy of the name, the will of the majority must prevail, particularly
when it is the result of an exhaustive, legally scrupulous process for seeking such public will. American
citizens overwhelmingly want complete protection of our roadless areas as wilderness. (Individual, Port
Angeles, WA - #A6179.15165)

The process for the ANPR has been less than honorable. The ANPR states in part that “there was
inadequate opportunity for public review and comment on the roadless rule”. This is the opposite of the
truth. Over a three-year period, over 1,600,000 Americans gave their opinion on the RACR. About
1,500,000 of them supported increased roadless protection. The scale of the public hearings was
unprecedented. Yet, in response to these false allegations of inadequate opportunity for public comment,
the ANPR allows only a poorly publicized 60-day comment period, in which comments on 10 questions
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(8 of which are clearly biased towards the extractive industries that would benefit from alterations to the
RACR) are given more weight than simple comments about roadless policy in general. The public has
spoken, and the administration has an ethical and legal obligation to abide by the RACR. (Individual,
Boulder, CO - #A14055.10152)

The Forest Service conducted an unusually extensive public participation process in California to solicit
public input. The agency held 63 public meetings throughout the state. Support for the roadless area rule
was and remains widespread and strong in California. Public opinion polling conducted in the state
indicated that support was approximately 3 to 1 statewide. Approximately 140,000 public comments
were submitted on the draft proposal from California; the overwhelming majority was in support. (State
Agency, Sacramento, CA - #A18110.15110)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS IN EASTERN FORESTS ARE SO SCARCE

A key finding of the recent interagency Southern Appalachian Assessment (SAA) was that only 4% of
the 37 million acre multi-state region is in a roadless condition. Most of this acreage is on the National
Forests. Roadless areas are the last vestiges of wilderness in the East. They are rare and precious, small
and disparate. And destined to become smaller and even more degraded if present Forest Service policy
and practices are not stopped. As an example of how bad the situation is, when the 600,000 acre Daniel
Boone NF was recently “inventoried”, only a single tiny stand-alone roadless area (of around 1800
acres) was found on the entire Forest. Less than a half of 1% of the 1.1 million acres of NFs in
Mississippi are inventoried as roadless by the FS. According to the May 2000 DEIS (pg. B-10), only 7%
of the acreage in all the Southern Region NFs are designated as roadless areas. The entire Eastern United
States (Forest Service Regions 8 and 9) contains less than 4% (1,543,000 acres) of the inventoried
roadless lands outside of Alaska (see DEIS page 3-98). (Individual, Staunton, VA - #A29325.10111)

BECAUSE IT PRESERVES THE STATUS QUO

This rule preserves the status quo of actual uses in our National Forests by limiting development of areas
that have never been developed, while not impeding already approved activities. The result of the public
process is precedent-setting because it is typically the opposition to a proposed action that garners the
greatest level of support and comment. In this case, it was supported for the status quo that received the
overwhelming support of Americans. (Individual, Evergreen, CO - #A28071.10153)

8. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Court’s
concerns do not justify a departure from the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule.

What are the Court’s and the plaintiff’s concerns that the Service has pledged to address? In its May 4
report to the Court, the Service has said that it shares the Court’s concerns about the process through
which the Rule was promulgated, and that it wants to “ensure that Americans who live near these
inventoried roadless areas have sufficient and meaningful opportunity to comment upon the Rule’s
development and implementation.” As we understand them, these statements signal three things: 1. The
Service intends to address the specific NEPA irregularities found by the Court. 2. The Service intends to
provide for substantial public participation in the current review and in considering any subsequently
proposed modifications to the Rule. 3. The Service intends to ensure that citizens who live near roadless
areas have a voice in decision making under the Rule.

While we by no means wish to convey that the FRWG agrees with the Court’s analysis or the plaintift’s
concerns, it should be emphasized that none of these concerns even comes close to undermining, or
justifying a departure from the Rule’s basic construct: management by considering site-specific
exceptions from a national standard. On the contrary, these concerns clearly are capable of being
addressed within that construct, through this rulemaking and perhaps through supplemental NEPA
documentation . . . . (Organization, Washington, DC - #A23283.15150)
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9. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that revisiting the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule will have negative effects.

IT IS AWASTE OF TAXPAYER MONEY

I understand that more comments were received on this regulation than ever in Forest Service history,
and the great majority favored the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. It is reasonable to assume that
many millions more agree with the million or so people who took the trouble to write. I cannot fathom
therefore why this public comment period has been reopened except to fish for a different answer, one
more to the liking if the narrow interests opposing this rule. I object to taxpayer money being wasted on
revisiting a good rule that went through a lengthy and competently run public process. (Individual,
Juneau, AK - #A23012.10152)

I would like to express outrage at the waste of taxpayer money being perpetrated in the name of properly
determining public sentiment. Roadless-Area legislation proposed under the last administration resulted
from one of the most all-encompassing public-outreach exercises ever undertaken. To claim that
abundant opportunities were not available for public comment is to criminally misrepresent the efforts of
those who came before you to this question. The American public spoke clearly and forcefully. Their
present attempt to find some justification for ignoring those voices is undemocratic and unworthy of the
American people or the resources for which they are quite obviously concerned. (Individual,
Bloomington, IN - #A30275.10153)

It is baffling to people who are not career politicians as to how the government can spend the money on
RARE I and RARE II, spend the money and the manpower over the years developing a policy and
soliciting public comment, and then throw away the investment due to nothing more than a change of
administration. This waste of taxpayer money is appalling. DON’T WASTE THE TIME AND MONEY
OF THE PAST; DON’T THROW IT AWAY. (Individual, Lake Tomahawk, WI - #A29653.75600)

IT WILL WEAKEN PUBLIC TRUST IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Any efforts to change this publicly mandated policy would significantly weaken the protections our wild
forests deserve and would also weaken the public’s trust in our federal government to do what is
morally, ecologically and ethically right. (Individual, Morrisville, PA - #A4931.10111)

IT WILL WEAKEN PUBLIC TRUST IN THE FOREST SERVICE PLANNING PROCESS

The existing Rule provides a reasonable approach to protecting roadless areas on our national forests,
including adequate exceptions to address concerns referenced in the ANPR. It was adopted after
extensive study and public involvement, including 600 local hearings and over 1.6 million citizen
comments, 95% in favor of the Rule. Through these public meetings and public comments on the
roadless area conservation rule, there has been ample demonstration of public support for maintaining
roadless areas in an unroaded condition. Reliance on this public involvement is crucial for continued
respect and confidence in the Forest Service process. (Individual, Asheville, NC - #A22623.10153)

The ANPR implies that local decision-making is needed because protection is warranted for some
roadless areas but not others. It states that most roadless areas previously were not recommended for
wilderness designation due to low wilderness values, inadequate public support, or “other resource
potentials.” It observes that the resource values of roadless areas “vary in importance,” specifically
pointing out that roadless areas contain 9 million acres of “productive timberland.” These statements
exhibit the anti-wilderness, pro-timber mentality that has eroded public trust in Forest Service planning
and created broad support for national regulatory protection of roadless areas. (Organization,
Bellingham, WA - #A22958.10161)

IT WILL POLARIZE THE POLITICAL CLIMATE AND INCITE PEOPLE TO RADICAL ACTIONS

We all know why this roadless issue is being revisited and will ultimately be compromised to appease
political interests. Let’s at least have the decency to disclose the truth and the real consequences of
building more roads, the uncertainty of the science behind this analysis should also be disclosed so that
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decision makers realize they’re going into this half blind, we don’t have the ability to accurately predict
the impacts and mitigation for anticipated impacts oftentimes fail. On the political end, you’ll appease
some greedy and/or misguided folks by building more roads but you’ll anger untold masses of people
and this will serve to further polarize the political climate and incite environmentalists toward radical
avenues to achieve their goals. There is little choice when the proper channels have been followed that
culminates in an executive order and then it’s torn apart by special interests. (Individual, No Address -
#A137.12210)

10.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that many groups
support the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

SOME WESTERN GOVERNORS

The administration states that “western governors” are opposed to this ruling. That is a gross stretch of
the truth. My governor, Gary Locke of Washington State, is a STRONG supporter of the ruling, as is
Governor Kitzhaber of OR and Governor Davis of California. Our states collectively have more roadless
areas than any of the “western governors” states that are now whining about public process. (Individual,
Seattle, WA - #A84.15130)

LOCAL RESIDENTS

The Bush administration’s claim of lack of local input is disingenuous at best. Local communities were
heavily involved in the planning process for the Roadless Rule. Nearly three years in the making, the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule was the most extensive Federal rule-making process in history. Over
600 public meetings were held nationwide, the majority of which were held on or in the vicinity of the
national forests affected by the rule. In Alaska, roughly 7,500 people commented on the Roadless Rule
and 6,200 of those comments favored the rule and inclusion of the Tongass and Chugach National
Forests. In Sitka, 69 people spoke at the public hearing held by the Forest Service, and 63 spoke in favor
of the policy, I’'m not sure how much more local than that you can get—Sitka is surrounded by the
Tongass N.F. (Organization, Sitka, AK - #A12003.10153)

The Conservation Rule was adopted after much public deliberation and the receipt of more comments
(reports are an estimated 1.6 million) than have been received on any other issue. There could hardly
have been more informed decisionmaking. You ask about what local participation should be involved,
but there were 430 public meetings, including at least two meetings for every national forest. We
understand that over 23,000 people participated in those meetings. This was a fair, open and very
extensive process. Thus, input from local interests has already taken place. The Forest Service has
already gone to a great deal of time and expense to solicit views from the public and from those near
each national forest for input into the Conservation Rule. That rule is further supported by an
environmental impact statement. (Organization, Birmingham, AL - #A21582.10153)

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT, CONTRARY TO CHIEF BOSWORTH’S ASSERTIONS,
MANY RURAL RESIDENTS APPLAUD THE ROADLESS RULE. The majority of those who
attended the meetings at the National Forest level during scoping and the development of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement endorsed the RACR. In fact, many local residents called for even
stronger protections than the final rule afforded roadless areas because they were concerned about
quality of life issues and their local economies . . . . It is misleading for the Administration to portray the
roadless rule as a federal land grab that local communities oppose. As evidenced by the testimony given
at the 600 National Forest hearings, that is simply not the case. The record is clear: the majority of
Americans, rural and urban, want their wild, public forests conserved. (Organization, Nevada City, CA -
#A4941.10152)

The current Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule should stand as it is currently written.
Last summer, I attended the public hearing in Bellingham, Washington regarding the proposed roadless
policy. The public support for the roadless policy at that meeting in a western timber county was
overwhelmingly in favor. Nearly all those who spoke . . . at the hearing were local Whatcom County

Chapter 1 Introduction 1-17



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

citizens. The few people I saw who spoke against the roadless policy were all from outside the area.
(Elected Official, Whatcom County, WA - #A4955.10153)

AVERAGE CITIZENS

There are several areas where this [snowmobiles and ATVs] type of recreation can be done yet we have
a militia-oriented radio host here telling people to break down the gates to trails that they illegally put in
to begin with. These people threaten, spread anti-governmental conspiracy theories, give assassination
lists on the air, threaten and commit property damage to those who speak out about their racism (I know
this first hand as I have become a target of theirs along with my children after they called a Jewish
Holocaust survivor a cheap whore on the air and then went into the Jewish banker world take over
garbage) yet they are the only ones complaining about the Roadless issue. Normal, honest, non-militia
citizens love it. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A26418.15123)

I just wanted you to know that some of the supporters of this popular government effort come from
“middle-of-the-road” backgrounds. I live in southern California and own the brunt of my real estate in
southern Oregon-Josephine County. I am neither hippy nor logger and was a republican activist until the
advent of king George Bush . . . Currently, I am employed by Albertson’s grocery chain. (Individual, No
Address - #A899.15111)

TRIBES

Your quote includes states, tribes, and other stakeholders in addition to local communities. That’s all
well and fine, but didn’t states, tribes and other stakeholders already comment? What tribes are you
soliciting comments from? The ones who have joined a lawsuit against the Forest Service? I currently
live on the Nez Perce Reservation. The Nez Perce and their ancestors have lived in central Idaho for
thousands of years. You can’t get more “local” than that. The Nez Perce Tribe fully supports the
Roadless Rule. Didn’t you get their first letter? The Tribe has written a second letter, once again
supporting the Rule. If you are truly looking for “local” input, I would suggest you read their letter.
(Individual, Lewiston, ID - #A29569.10152)

Do Not Implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule

11.Public Concern: The Forest Service should not implement the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

I, myself do not see any real purpose to the roadless areas except to keep the public away from public
land. Is there something going on here that I don’t know about? I can peacefully co-exist with livestock
and many western ranchers can’t survive without the grazing permits that roadless areas put an end to.
The large companies own thousands of acres of timberland, so, all that you are really hurting in the
timber industry are the small companies that need public lands in order to stay in business. I don’t
believe in so-called clear cutting and I think that any company cutting trees on public land should have
to clear off old, dry brush that would cause disastrous forest fires. And, has anyone stopped to think that
everything that we have came out of the ground in one way or another? It surely doesn’t seem that way
to me. (Individual, No Address - #A8252.10112)

The roadless rule should be abolished totally and completely, never to be resurrected. Anything short of
this is pure insanity, and totally un-American. It smacks of the Communist approach to people and
resource control, and certainly doesn’t seem at all to represent the values of freedom that I grew up with.
(Individual, Manti, UT - #A27830.10130)

BECAUSE IT IS THE PRODUCT OF A BIASED PROCESS

I am writing to oppose the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now stands. This
policy is the product of the most biased federal rulemaking in history, with most emphasizing eastern
states absentee landlords who have no direct livelihood interest. (Individual, Spokane, WA -
#A1711.10120)
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I am very opposed to the Roadless designations being pursued by your agency throughout the United
States. While I do favor reasonable and effective management of our national resources, including
forests, this process extends way beyond what is reasonable. It is clear that environmental extremism is
alive and well in our national service staff, and this is hugely disappointing to people who pay their taxes
in support of government, and expect to have access to public lands when they visit. The extent of
closures in forests and other public lands is just not acceptable.

I have always held a favorable view of the Forest Service, until recently. The Roadless Initiative has
changed my view. Please share my message with other staff within your unit who are involved in Forest
Planning and Land Use decisions. (Individual, Yucaipa, CA - #A12.10130)

I am writing to support revisiting the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now
stands.

The rule represents a one sided approach to forest conservation, and in essence locks up the forests.
What happened to the multiple use concept that allows responsible logging, mining, and drilling.
(Individual, Salina, UT - #A1119.10130)

I am writing to ask you to repeal the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Rule as it now stands. This policy is
the product of the most one-sided opinion of federal rulemaking in history.

The rule represents a one-sided approach to forest conservation. Each specific area needs to be examined
and ALL parties concerned must be informed and given their fair chance to voice their opinions.

The best thing to do is to trash the roadless plan as it is written and draft a new plan for the National
Forests that includes access for the public recreation and responsible extraction of our valuable resources
that these forests provide. (Individual, Phoenix, AZ - #A1699.10150)

BECAUSE IT IS BASED ON EMOTION, NOT LOGIC

I believe the proposed Roadless plan was based on emotional and unprovable science, by people who
think with their hearts instead of using common sense logic. (Individual, No Address - #A1729.10130)

BECAUSE BENEFITS OF THE RULE ARE INFLATED BASED ON SUBJECTIVE REASONING

Benefits of the proposed rule are inflated based on subjective reasoning. There is scant evidence in the
FEIS that the Forest Service has truly done any analysis that objectively considers the long-term impacts
of this proposal. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.20203)

BECAUSE IT WAS DEVELOPED WITHOUT LOCAL INPUT AND DUE PROCESS

I am strongly opposed to the Clinton Roadless Initiative Program. The program was implemented
without local input and due process and in my opinion is in violation of the U.S. Constitution. I believe
the U.S. Forest Service needs to consider the needs of all user groups when implementing policies that
affect these users. (Individual, No Address - #A47.10130)

We believe there are significant policy and legal concerns with the January 2001 roadless regulations. It
is essential that these decisions are made only after taking into account local conditions, local values and
local input. The failure by the previous Administration to do this is precisely why the regulations are
criticized for failing to provide an adequate opportunity for public comment (the over one million form
e-mails and postcards generated by the Heritage Forest Campaign notwithstanding) and contributed
heavily to the injunction issued by the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho in Kootenai Tribe of
Idaho v. Veneman, No. CV01-10-N-EJL, and State of Idaho v. United States Forest Service, No. CV01-
11-N-EJL (D. Id. opinions filed April 5 and May 10, 2001). We urge the current Administration not to
repeat the same mistake. (Association, Rockville, MD - #A13306.10130)

I think the entire roadless area designation process should be rethought out. Numerous public hearing
should be held in all affected forest areas. Input from local people who depend on the use of forest
service lands for economic survival should be consulted. These would include farmers, ranchers,
loggers, miners, oil men.
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This policy should not be implemented until the people of the west have a chance for input. (Individual,
No Address - #A527.10133)

When the initial Roadless Area Conservation was announced in January, 2001, ARRA believed along
with millions of other Americans, that the policy developed was a result of a top down approach dictated
from Washington without the benefit of input from Americans living in close proximity to the forests
managed by the U.S. Forest Service. Re-opening this rule for additional comment is an important step in
remedying this serious oversight by the previous Administration. (Organization, Washington, DC -
#A5069.10131)

I attended two public hearings on the proposed roadless rule last year. It was evident from responses to
questions at the hearings that local and regional Forest Service personnel responsible for implementing
the roadless rule were not fully certain of the content of the rule, not sure of the rule’s implications for
forest health and not confident of their ability to interpret the rule and then enforce it locally. The whole
tone was of local administrators who had been blindsided by an initiative which their constituency had
no part in shaping, but which they were now expected to defend and implement. (Professional Society,
Eagle River, WI - #A19071.10132)

Alaskans are never heard on these issues because a bunch of people who have never been here, and do
not understand how we live drown out our voices from the lower 48. It is not fair, and it is not right that
people in Boston have more say about how we in Alaska live our lives than we Alaskans do. Nobody
here cares how people in Boston live—why should outsiders have so much control over our lives?
Imagine what would happen if Alaskans were able to shut down the third largest industry in the lower
48, as people from the lower 48 have done to us. There would be a revolution down there. (Individual,
Anchorage, AK - #A15680.10131)

BECAUSE IT IGNORES PROGRESS MADE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

The State of North Dakota has worked diligently with Forest Service personnel, oil and gas interests,
ranchers and the environmental community during the planning process to address concerns regarding
the Grasslands Management Plan. The Roadless rule trumps those efforts and ignores the progress being
made at the local level. Implementation of the roadless rule will impede future cooperation among those
groups. (Governor, State of North Dakota, - #A22065.15162)

BECAUSE ROADLESS ISSUES WERE ADEQUATELY DEALT WITH IN RARE | AND RARE I

We would hope that the Forest Service would by now have reasoned that the reason for so many
lawsuits relating to the roadless review is because the agency clearly stepped out of bounds when
considering the roadless review. It would be in the best interest of the Federal Government to rethink its
position on roadless areas. Those issues were dealt with in the first go round of wilderness known as
RARE I and RARE II. (Elected Official, San Juan County, UT - #A4890.10137)

Last summer, New Mexico’s forests burned out of control, destroying millions of dollars of homes,
private property and timber, not to mention the livestock and wildlife habitat, and the danger to
watersheds as the late summer rains begin to fall. These fires burned so hot and fast because of years of
fire suppression combined with restrictions on logging and grazing, creating a fuel load that was simply
a disaster waiting to happen. It will take literally generations for these forests and watersheds to heal.
The FS now is considering implementing an initiative across the US to limit timber harvest and road
construction, making fire control even more difficult. The NMWGI strongly opposes the creation of
roadless areas. (Organization, Albuquerque, NM - #A8813.10112)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS ARE ALREADY ADEQUATELY PROTECTED

We do not need any more protection for, so called roadless areas. We have enough laws, already in place
to keep all the off the road travel stopped. All the proposed wilderness study areas, have been inspected
by congress and deemed not suitable for wilderness designation. What is it environmentalists don’t
understand about congress’ decision. (Individual, Bishop, CA - #A4796.10112)
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Areas not suitable for road construction are presently being adequately protected under policies now in
existence without a national roadless policy. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A1071.10112)

I am writing because I do not support the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now
stands. This policy is the product of the most extensive federal rulemaking in history, with more than
600 public hearing and 1.6 million public comments, and I believe the Forest Service has adequate
means at its disposal to take proper care of all of its valuable resources without a need for more rules.
(Individual, Grand Junction, CO - #A1696.10150)

The policies in effect prior to the Roadless Conservation Rule were completely adequate. (Individual,
Albuquerque, NM - #A10497.10112)

I would support the no-action alternative. The Forest Service already has adequate administrative
authority to control road development and Manage Lands. Page S-7 of the DEIS states. “Road
construction and reconstruction would continue to be prohibited only where land management plan
prescriptions prohibit such action”. In Lander County a majority of unroaded portions of inventoried
roadless areas already have vehicle access restrictions. The proposed rule is very similar to the no action
alternative. The proposed rule is overly restrictive and limits local decisionmaking authority, particularly
in communities like Austin, Kingston and Hadley that rely upon the development and use of the natural
resources on the National Forest Lands. (Individual, Austin, NV - #A15794.10130)

BECAUSE THERE SHOULD BE NO ROADLESS AREAS

There should be no roadless areas therefore there is no need to develop a process to designate roadless
areas. (Individual, Ogden, UT - #A494.10130)

BECAUSE IT DOES NOT REPRESENT A BALANCED APPROACH TO FOREST CONSERVATION

The rule represents an unbalanced approach to forest conservation. In federal forests where 87% of the
land is already off limits to timber harvest, this wacko policy will set aside the last remaining forest land
as wilderness—not to be managed for multiple uses. (Individual, Salem, OR - #A188.10130)

The rule does not represent a balanced approach to forest conservation. As written, it does not
adequately address issues of fire management, forest health, access, and local input. (Individual,
Pasadena, CA - #A979.10130)

I am writing NOT TO support the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now stands.
This policy should be done away with.

The rule REPRESSES a balanced approach to forest conservation. (Individual, Knoxville, TN -
#A456.10112)

As responsible users of the nation’s public lands, we strongly urge that the Roadless Initiative (proposed
by the previous presidential administration) be eliminated. It does not properly balance the needs of
American citizens/taxpayers and environmental issues. We represent a significant number of groups and
individuals who will be adversely affected by this measure, and we hope that the Forest Service
President Bush, and Vice-President Cheney will act in the manner we suggest and expect. (Business,
Corona, CA - #A747.10130)

As a native Montanan, I love the area I live in and appreciate the beauty of the natural world around us.
My family and I respect the land and the creatures who live there. All of the people I know feel the same
way.

The idea of closing off another 60 million acres of land to roadless areas seems crazy to me. We have
lost countless small businesses and mills as it is and after the fire season of 2000 it amazes me that this is
even an issue. We enjoy clean air and water here in Montana but with all of the smoke from the fires last
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summer many people suffered from respiratory problems, especially the elderly, which is a high
percentage of our state’s population. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A994.10130)

BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ADDRESS THE DIFFERENT NEEDS OF EASTERN AND WESTERN FORESTS

The proposed Roadless Rule is a continuation of the non-use policies presently saturating the
management of our forests. Preservation by non-use may be reasonable in extreme cases like New Jersey
but it is not necessary in the Rocky Mountain region.

The proposed Roadless Rule is way out of balance with the needs of the public. (Organization, Helena,
MT - #A13226.10130)

I am not sure that you read these letters. I think that you just count for or against. I live in the west not
the east and I want a say in what happens to the forests in my area. I don’t know anything about the
National Forests in the east and wouldn’t presume to tell them how to manage them. I don’t want a one-
size-fits all policy for our forests. In my opinion this isn’t a Congressional decision. (Individual,
Centerfield, UT - #A12776.10130)

BECAUSE IT DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECTS WESTERN STATES

We would like to add our support in opposition to any further designation of roadless or wilderness
areas.

Our western states have more public lands than any other geographical area (with the possible exception
of Alaska) and this land mass should not be treated as a National Park for the rest of the country.
(Individual, Columbia Falls, MT - #A1070.10112)

I am opposed to the roadless plan to lock up the natural resources and our public lands, I am an avid
snowmobiler, hunter, fisherman, and all around user of public lands. This plan will lock me and
thousands like me out!!! STOP THE WAR ON THE WEST!!!! (Individual, Whitefish, MT -
#A1030.10130)

There is an angry rebellion gathering momentum. The decision to ‘rethink’ the recent changes in Federal
Roadless Policy may be just in time; an opportunity to hear what the people of Nevada, as well as all the
western states, are beginning to stand up and shout. (Individual, Gerlach, NV - #A1066.10130)

BECAUSE IT WILL MAKE THE JOB OF MANAGING FORESTS MORE DIFFICULT

In the environmentalists’ fight to obtain this roadless area they placed a full page ad in the Idaho
Statesman indicting that nothing would change if the roadless initiative was enacted. If this is truly the
case, then why do we have to enact such a ridiculous policy in the first place. Of course the answer to
that is that it does change things, it makes your job of managing an already cumbersome and politically
controlled national forest system even more difficult. (Individual, No Address - #A14.10112)

In closing, I will refer to the current society of American Foresters Position Statement, Roads in Forests,
renewed June 13, 1999, which explains the purpose of roads in the national forest system. “Under the
Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, . . . the National Forest Management Act, the Forest Service . . .
manages for seven separate purposes—water, wildlife, recreation, timber production, grazing, minerals,
and wilderness.” “To implement management plans, the Forest Service, and all forest managers, must
have access to their forests through a well-maintained road system. In the case of public forests, this
requires a substantial, dependable road budget for maintenance as well as reconstruction. Roads should
be seen as a capitol investment, “We are concerned that the roadless regulations deviate from the
multiple use statutory intent, and is inconsistent with the society of American Forester’s road position.
(Association, Salem, OR - #A21754.10112)

BECAUSE IT IS BASED ON INADEQUATE INFORMATION

The lack of site-specific information available to the Forest Service during the promulgation of the
January 12, 2001 rule is readily apparent when one considers that, as an example, the “roadless area”
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within the Grand Mesa-Uncompaghre National Forest system (“GMUG”) here in Colorado included
within its boundaries 1) an existing underground coal mine which had previously conducted surface
activities using temporary roads, 2) areas which in fact (if not by regulatory definition) contain roads,
and 3) federally-owned minerals being developed under existing lease and ripe for future lease. The
GMUG “roadless area” is adjacent to other existing mines operating under recently granted BLM leases
which eventually would move into that area as additional coal resources are pursued. The dearth of
information available to the Forest Service and to the public resulted in a predetermined outcome as
boundary lines were fixed under a “national” rule before more specific local information was made
available which pointed to a different approach. (Business or Association, Denver CO - #A20676.10141)

BECAUSE ITS SUPPORT HAS NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY DEMONSTRATED

The Roadless Conservation Rule was NOT supported by a majority of Americans, so therefore, it needs
to be either corrected or eliminated. (Individual, Orange, CA - #A6764.10131)

The roadless initiative was ill conceived and poorly executed—at the instigation of conservation
organizations who never have (and probably never will) represented the will of the people of this
country. One point five million out of 250 million, plus—what a joke . . . . (Individual, Gorham, NH -
#A8943.10132)

BECAUSE THERE IS OPPOSITION TO IT

On March 31st of this year, the Montana State gave final approval of a House Joint Resolution in
support of multiple use of National Forests and urging Congress and the President to overturn the
Federal Roadless Initiative. That resolution was patterned after the Roadless Resolution passed by the
membership of the Montana State AFL-CIO at their 2000 annual convention.

The Montana Coalition of Forest Counties has taken a strong position against the proposal. Lincoln and
Flathead County Commissioners each placed the issue on their respective ballots and approximately
80% of the voters voted in opposition to the Roadless Initiative. (Elected Official, State of Montana, MT
- #A18045.10130)

It astounds me that in spite of the reported over 1/2 million comments that were submitted in opposition
to the roadless rule that the agency proceeded with the plan like no one had objected to it. (Individual,
Austin, NV - #A15794.10130)

BECAUSE IT WILL PROMPT CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE PROTESTS

I could go on and on concerning the financial impact the rules would have and expound on dozens of
other arguments. Let me forego all that and close by saying this. In 1776 a band of patriotic Americans
boarded a ship in Boston Harbor and threw tea overboard in the first act of rebellion against a tyrannical
government which had overstepped its bounds. I would consider the imposition of the proposed forest
service rules to be just such an overstepping of government’s bounds in the instant case. If that happens,
I will be one of the first to step to the plank and walk up the gangway to act in defiance of my
government. | say that as a proud citizen and a veteran who has served our country in time of war. A few
weeks ago I pointed out our kitchen window toward the mountains we love so dearly and told my wife
that if people like Al Gore and the Forest Service have their way, we were as close to those mountains as
we would ever be able to get. I tell you now, I am not alone in my sentiment. My passion for my
mountains is shared by thousands upon thousands of others. We are a vast army who are not going to
simply stand by and watch the Forest Service take away our rights of access to the forests we have been
raised in and are now raising our children and grand children in. I will not be alone if and when the time
comes that I must raise my mighty pen, my wallet and my fist against my government trying to take
away my access to the mountains and forests that have formed a heritage and a home for me and my
family. (Individual, Mount Pleasant, UT - #A26116.10112)

BECAUSE IT WILL INCREASE SAFETY HAZARDS

Restricting options for fire-fighting and forest management does not serve the public interest or protect
the National Forest System. In its current form, the Final Rule will impose negative economic effects
that are not justified by any corresponding benefits. Rather, the Final Rule compounds existing safety
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hazards, lacks an important phase of regulatory review, and arguably does not meet the Forest Service’s
mandate to manage and preserve NFS resources. HAI [Helicopter Association International] urges the
Department of Agriculture to revise or repeal the Final Rule at its earliest opportunity. (Business,
Alexandria, VA - #A30200.12120)

12.Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use inadequate road
maintenance funding as a reason for developing the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

One of the problems cited by the agency as a justification for this rule is the fact that the USFS does not
have adequate resources to properly maintain existing roads. This problem also can be addressed by
considering an alternative of requesting additional funding for roads from Congress, or allowing road
maintenance by the private sector which uses them for resource development. None of these alternatives
were considered by the agency.

The January 12 Rule could have been crafted so that temporary (non-paved) roads may be permitted on
an as-needed basis. Such an alternative should have been considered and published for public comment.
(Business or Association, Spokane, WA - #A17351.17240)

13.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that support for the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule is the result of misrepresentation of current
forest management practices.

The “wide public agreement” cited in support of the former President’s plan is, I would argue, the result
of years of misrepresentation of both the nature and the impacts of current national forest management.
Long-time opponents of road building in national forests, such as the Wilderness Society and the Sierra
Club, have joined with lawmakers who are anxious to curb spending on “corporate welfare” to continue
their opposition to “below cost timber sales”. The implication of much of what has been said is that
roads are built in national forests solely for the purpose of making it easy for private companies to log
those forests. Ignoring the fact that contributing to the nation’s timber supply is one of the reasons for
the existence of the national forest system, it must come as a great surprise to the millions who drive into
national forests to hunt, fish, picnic, camp, and sight-see that these roads are intended only for logging.
In truth, logging income pays for most of the roads, but we seldom hear talk of “below-cost recreational
services” being provided. It would be an interesting experiment for the Forest Service to shut down its
road system to public access and see if loggers are the only ones who complain. (Professional Society,
Orono, ME - #A17644.15120)

Revision of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule

14.Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

This current Roadless Area Rule as approved by President Clinton is grossly wrong - procedurally,
politically, economically, socially, biologically, and particularly defies common sense. It needs to be
reassessed and re-issued considering the biological and environmental needs of the forest, the social and
economic needs of the public and to place the desires of some segments of the grossly underinformed
public in a proper context. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - #A13335.10130)

TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS FOREST HEALTH, ACCESS, AND LOCAL INPUT

The Rule must be significantly revised to promote forest health, access, and local input. Careful, active,
and local forest management will ensure the long-term protection of our forests. Modifications to the
Rule should be facilitated to properly implement Congress’ mandate for multiple uses of our forest.
Local forest decisions should be supported by accurate, site-specific information. (Elected Official,
Shasta County, CA - #A4943.10130)
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The rule must be significantly revised to adequately address forest health concerns, access to private and
state inholdings, and local input. Roadless areas must be accurately mapped at the forest level, including
an inventory of classified and unclassified roads, in order that informed decisions can be made.
Modifications to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule must take into consideration the need to access
the national forest to provide for Congressionally mandated multiple uses. (Elected Official, Afton, WY
- #A6066.10141)

The Coeur d’Alene Chamber of Commerce supports environmentally sensitive and responsible natural
resource management, which ensures that forests are healthy for all who depend on them. In the spirit of
keeping our public forestlands healthy and open to families, recreationists, foresters and other land
management professionals, the Chamber asks the Forest Service to revise the Roadless Rule so that it
truly protects roadless area values. Without a comprehensive and locally based process, future decisions
regarding how to manage roadless areas will not result in any real protection of the many forest values
people care about. We encourage you to provide a meaningful process that will allow those who are
most affected by management decisions on public lands to be included and heard. (Business, Coeur
d’Alene, ID - #A18004.10130)

The roadless designations should be based on what is good for the locale on a local level, say the state
level. It should be based on what is good for the forests, people and animals that inhabit it, not on some
group’s personal agenda for the west. (Individual, Centerfield, UT - #A12776.10130)

TO ADDRESS ACCESS FOR RECREATION AND RESOURCE USE

I am writing to support a decision to repeal the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it
now stands. This policy is the product of the most one-sided opinion of federal rulemaking in history.

The rule represents a one-sided approach to forest conservation. Each specific area needs to be examined
and ALL parties concerned must be informed and given their fair chance to voice their opinions.

The best thing to do is to trash the ‘roadless plan’ as it is written and draft a new plan for the National
forests that includes access for the public for recreation and responsible extraction of our valuable
resources that these forests provide. (Individual, Phoenix, AZ - #A1179.10130)

The Roadless Area initiative must be tossed out and rewritten as it did not address issues of recreational
access. (Individual, Thousand Oaks, CA - #A891.10130)

TO OMIT FROM CONSIDERATION LANDS SUITABLE FOR TIMBER REMOVAL

I would like to see you revise the plan, omitting land that is suitable for timber production unless it also
has some good potential for recreation or other uses. (Individual, Bigfork, MT - #A1079.10130)

TO PROVIDE FOR REASONABLE MANAGEMENT

I’m taking the time to write to you today because I’m concerned about the unjust closure of public land
to use by responsible U.S. citizens. The dishonest establishment of the Clinton/Gore Roadless Rule
made me very uneasy about the way access to public land is being handled. Caring and fair-minded
individuals like you and I can see that it is an extreme measure that greatly needs revision. I urge you to
modify this rule so that public land is thoughtfully and responsibly cared for while still being available
for reasonable, managed use. No one wants these lands abused, but over-reacting to extremist alarms
helps only a few special interests, and shuts the rest of us out. Please take another look and the roadless
rule, and make it into something that it is good for everyone. (Individual, Pleasant Plains, IL -
#A5445.12220)

BECAUSE IT WAS THE PRODUCT OF AN INADEQUATE PROCESS

Please fix the flaws in the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Their inadequate process was contrary to
law. Local, State and Federal concerns were ignored. 421,000 acres of private land were affected.

Forest health, public access and local input were not addressed. Mapping and classifications of roads did
not get done. Congressionally mandated multiple users were not considered. (Individual, Deer River,
MN - #A2873.10120)
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I would like to express my appreciation to you and the Forest Service for deciding to take a more
informed look at the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. This original process was started in a flawed and
illegal manner and seemed to have its conclusions before it began to analyze the information.
(Association, Yreka, CA - #A8302.10120)

15.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking does not substantiate the need to revise the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Despite a series of assertions about the existing Rule and roadless area management more broadly, the
ANPR does not substantiate the need for revisiting this long-contentious issue. Some of its assertions
directly call the existing Rule into question; others do so only indirectly. None, however, shows how the
rationale for and substantiation of the Rule as faulty or inadequate. (Organization, Olympia, WA -
#A20145.11100)

Strengthen the Roadless Area Conservation Rule

16.Public Concern: The Forest Service should strengthen the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

I would like to see the roadless plan preserved and even expanded. The timber companies represent a
very small percentage of the population of the country and the vast majority of us want those roadless
areas preserved. In my state of Washington, on the previous public comment period the responses were
96% in favor of the roadless initiative. If you are a Government of the people and not of the
corporations, which is of course a debatable issue, then please preserve these great and beautiful lands
for my son and his children. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A534.10150)

The rules of Roadless Area Conservation need to be strengthened, not weakened. The total National
Forest System is only 8.5 percent of the total land base of the United States. That leaves 91.5 percent for
economic exploitation. The 58.5 million acres of inventoried roadless areas should not be opened for
economic use. The United States must protect and conserve this national resource for the treasure it will
be in the future. (Individual, Zanesville, OH - #A758.10150)

The Roadless Are Rule currently under reconsideration will preserve these jewels. It does not need to be
changed. You ask, how should communities and private property near inventoried roadless areas be
protected from the risks associated with natural events, such as major wildfires that may occur on
adjacent federal lands? The current Rule allows for emergency access to all Roadless Areas; if anything
this should be strengthened to ensure a continuation of Roadless status after emergency roads have been
constructed. (Individual, Brunswick, ME - #A5070.10150)

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule should be implemented without change and strengthened to stop
damage to these areas by ORV use and hard rock mining. All timber sales in the Tongass National
Forest that violate the Rule should be stopped immediately. This administration should defend the Rule
against lawsuits and quit trying to weaken environmental safeguards and public participation processes
in the development of forest plans. (Organization, Tulsa, OK - #A15362.10150)

BY ELIMINATING EXCEPTIONS

If the Clinton administration’s Roadless Initiative needs any changes at all, they are to tighten up some
of the loopholes that allow exceptions, such as for “public health” and “safety”. (Individual, Leadore, ID
- #A20898.10150)

BY IDENTIFYING AREAS WHICH SHOULD NOT BE EXEMPTED FROM THE RULE

The Service should begin by defining the types and locations of roadless areas for which exceptions to
the prohibitions should not be considered. This would provide an important improvement to the Rule by
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placing the most socially and ecologically important inventoried areas off limits to road building and
timber harvesting. Through the rulemaking, the Service should establish categories of roadless areas for
which exceptions should not be granted, and then document and map those areas in the course of
subsequent forest plan revisions. These would include areas with important or scarce social and
ecological values such as: source drinking water areas, reference areas for research, areas of high or
unique biological diversity and old growth forests, areas where other roadless lands are scarce, areas that
provide cultural or historic importance, and all areas that provide unique or important season habitat for
wildlife, fish and plant species. (Organization, Washington, DC - #A23283.10150)

Defense of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule

17.Public Concern: The Administration should defend the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule against lawsuits.

Failing to appeal the Idaho court’s preliminary injunction blocking enforcement of the January 12th rule,
constitutes an abdication of responsibility and dereliction of duty on the part of the new administration.
(Individual, Chico, CA - #A17483.10159)

It is the Bush Administration’s attempts to thwart The Rule that is of greatest concern by far. The Bush
Administration should stop . . . undermining the legality of the rule (which they are doing by
collaborating with the plaintiff) and should instead, immediately begin mounting a vigorous defense
against the lawsuits challenging the Rule. (Individual, Hatboro, PA - #A8834.10159)

By allowing the deadline to pass, the federal government failed to appeal the court’s decision.
Fortunately, a coalition of Environmental Organizations has stepped in to fill the breach, despite the
handicap of the federal bailout. Due to its failure to appeal, the new administration has now turned its
back on, and shown a total lack of concern, for the 1.6 million interested parties who have submitted
comments, 95% of whom supported the prohibition of new roads in the national forest roadless areas.

Dale Bosworth, in his letter of June 7, 2001, stated that “it is necessary for the agency to act decisively,
proactively, and with common sense to ensure that our efforts to protect roadless values will not be
confined to legal proceedings in courtrooms scattered throughout the country.”

Rather than vigorously defending the public interest in open court, the Forest Service has acted in fear of
litigation. Perhaps their actions are based on the fact that the court’s decision is consistent with their
existing bias demonstrated in the Federal Register and the several press releases of the USDA. The new
administration appears to put its total faith in one lower court judge’s decision, without review by a
higher court. Instead of judicial review in open court, it appears that the decision will be made in
Washington D.C. behind closed doors by politically motivated decision makers. If the conclusions
already adopted by the new administration are carried out, the roadless issues will not be carried out by
numerous courtrooms throughout the country, but will be based on local concerns confined to vastly
more individual national forest proceedings throughout the entire nation. (Individual, Chico, CA -
#A17483.10159)

I write to ask, as an official comment on any changes to the Roadless Rule, that the rule not be
undermined through the creation of loopholes and exemptions to the protections in the original policy.
Similarly, I ask that you do whatever is necessary to defend the current rule, that was to be implemented
in June, from current legal challenges. Then the public could regain some faith in the Forest Service as
an organization that was dedicated to environmental protection and restoration of public lands instead of
one that was captive to corporate interests. The Roadless Area Conservation Rule should be
implemented immediately, and without exemption, as it was signed on January 5, 2001. (Individual,
Portland, OR - #A4816.10150)

You also claimed in the Federal Register, as further justification for the current rule making, that, “eight
lawsuits, involving seven states, in six judicial districts of four federal circuits have been filed against
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the January 12, 2001 rule.” Apparently you think that because so many suits were filed in so many
districts in so many circuits, that you should just roll over and play dead. The filing of a lawsuit, of even
many lawsuits, does not mean, however, that the federal government took an improper action. The
federal government should have vigorously defended its rule on court, rather than caving in and starting
the rule making all over again.

Also in Federal Register you cite the preliminary injunction issues by the Idaho District Court. I believe
this court’s decision will be easily reversed on the appeal which has been filed by third parties. . . . The
federal government should have appealed the District Court’s decision, and should have vigorously
defended its Roadless Rule before the Circuit Court. Instead, no appeal was filed, and rather than
waiting for a decision on the appeal filed by other parties, the government decided to launch another
public process and change the rule. (Individual, Sitka, AK - #A24495.10159)

Do you remember Attorney General John Ashcroft saying during his Senate confirmation hearings that
he would enforce the laws of the land? Why did Ashcroft’s office not vigorously fight the lawsuits
brought by Boise-Cascade, the state of Idaho and others against the Roadless Area Conservation Rule?
No matter how ill-advised it was for the Bush administration to put the current comment period, we are
faced with the following questions: During this holding period, is the Roadless law of the land, or is it
not the law of the land? If it is not the law of the land, how can the Boise-Cascade, the state of Idaho and
others bring lawsuits against it? Should not any attempt to bring such suits against non-law have been
forcefully fought by the Attorney General’s office? If the Roadless Rule is the law of the land during this
holding period, why did the Attorney General’s office only put up a token defense in court against the
lawsuits? Is it that by some TECHNICALITY that the state of Idaho, Boise-Cascade and others can
bring lawsuits against a law of the land, which at the same time is not the law of the land from the
standpoint of the Attorney General’s office? (Is this not comparable to “It depends on what your
definition of ‘is’ is”?) Did John Ashcroft give FALSE TESTIMONY before the Senate confirmation
committee when he said that he would enforce the law of the land? (Individual, Los Alamos, NM -
#A13846.10159)

18.Public Concern: The Administration should not defend the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule against lawsuits.
Most Americans oppose this rule. Don’t implement the original rule, and don’t waste taxpayer money

defending it against industry and other lawsuits. These are PUBLIC lands and do NOT belong to the
environmentalist crowd alone! (Individual, Marthasville, MO - #A6704.10130)

Other

19.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.
I am writing to state my support of the Forest Service’s efforts to fix the fatal flaws in the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. This rule was passed with flawed if not misguided information and is subject to

legality due to its substantive concerns by elected officials. It is also difficult to interpret. (Individual,
Mayport, PA - #A8711.10141)

20.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that it has already issued
a decision on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule and should now
emphasize work on more pressing issues
The Forest Service has already issued a decision for the protection of inventoried roadless areas. It
seems that the only reason you are revisiting this issue is because of the new administration. The Forest
Service should build on its past accomplishments, not undo them. The Forest Service should emphasize

work on more pressing issues, such as compliance with NEPA, the threat of unnatural wildfire, and the
spread of noxious weeds. (Individual, Bemidji, MN - #A8784.10150)
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21.Public Concern: The Forest Service should separate the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule into two policies to administer lands in the eastern and
western United States.

There appears to a much different view about public lands in the western US than here Back East of the
Mississippi River, and there are a lot of differences in the areas being considered. The eastern US has a
much larger population and unfortunately very little public land as compared to the West. We seem to
treat our areas as more tourism/recreational areas versus the agricultural/resource banking of western
counter parts.

The Forest Service, if it hasn’t already, should seriously consider breaking the roadless area plan into
two (2) separate plans for administrative purposes. This would allow the Forest Service to address issues
such as fire hazards and inholdings, which are more serious in the West. The eastern US has very little
roadless areas left and reserve/refuges for many plants and animal species that are overlooked or
unknown to the general public. The forest system holds much more than robins, deer, bear, and a few
raccoons. Many new animals are found in the Smokey Mountains National Park each year, though they
may be butterflies, moths, or lichens, it still matters. It wouldn’t be here if it didn’t. (Individual, Granite
Falls, NC - #A21281.45341)

22.Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that one state does not
shoulder disproportionate effects of a national roadless rule.

The Forest Service must be willing to develop a procedure to ensure that its national policy is carried by
the nation as a whole. In other words, the Forest Service must ensure that the citizens of Wyoming are
not forced to shoulder a disproportionate share of what is in essence a national decision, demanded by
people who have never stepped foot in the State and will suffer no economic or emotional hardship as a
result of sending the Service a preprinted postcard allegedly “supporting” the Roadless Actions. If the
Forest Service cannot ensure that Wyoming does not end up carrying a particular national policy, then it
should not be adopted. Until the impact of the Forest Service’s actions can be distributed equally across
the entire country, then the interests of Wyoming must take precedence. (State Agency, Cheyenne, WY -
#A22608.13120)

Chapter 1 Introduction 1-29



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Issue Identification

This section includes one subsection: Adequacy of Questions in the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking.

Adequacy of Questions in the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking

Summary

In general, comments which question the adequacy of the 10 questions posed in the Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking come from those who ask that the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule be implemented. Those who ask that the Rule not be implemented do not often comment
specifically on the adequacy of the 10 questions. These respondents view the questions as
adequate, not by saying it specifically, but in their general agreement for taking another look at
issues associated with roadless areas.

Most commonly, respondents who question the adequacy of the 10 questions allege that the
questions are unclear, biased, misleading, and have built-in assumptions designed to lead to
certain responses. Some believe that these questions have already been addressed in the previous
rule and it is disingenuous to ask them again. These respondents sometimes assert that they do
not think the new Administration likes the previous policy, so they are looking for different
answers that seem to have nothing to do with genuine concern for social, economic or ecological
issues. Respondents state that the questions are framed to favor advocates of active management
and allows resource users to define the terms of the debate.

As noted above, the view that the 10 questions are adequate is generally implicit in comments
which stress the need to more fully consider roadless issues before making a decision. A few
respondents, however, explicitly say the questions are a positive step toward adequate public
involvement.

Adequacy of Questions; General

23.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize various problems with
the 10 questions asked in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

THEY ARE UNCLEAR

Really, it is unclear what is meant by “local forest planning” in this question. For sure, this must not
mean that local citizens should have any more influence over roadless decisions than non-local citizens.

Also, I continually see the terms “protect and manage” when reading what the USFS [United States
Forest Service] will do within inventoried roadless areas. It’s unclear what the author of the questions
meant by including these 2 words. Why do they automatically belong together? What’s the difference
between these 2 words as they are used here? Is it possible to protect an area and not manage it? Yes, it
sure is. It certainly is possible to manage an area, and not protect it. This has been happening (in places)
on federally managed Forest Service lands for decades. (Individual, Grangeville, ID - #A830.11110)

[How should roadless areas be managed to provide for healthy forests and to protect forests from severe
wildfire, insects and disease?]

1-30 Chapter 1 Introduction



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

The question is a paradox; a question with diametrically opposed statements. (Individual, Philomath, OR
-#A943.11130)

These properties are in roaded areas, so if any fire harms them, it is in a roaded area. This question is
pretty strange. (Individual, Wheaton, IL - #A52.11140)

This question is vague. What are you evaluating the IRAs for? Are you evaluating them for
consideration as designated Wilderness Areas? Are you evaluating them for recreational potential?
Clearly, the factors to consider when “evaluating IRAs” depend upon the purpose of the evaluation. The
Forest Service has already identified positive values of roadless area conservation, such as wildlife
habitat, clean water, recreational opportunities, scientific research values, and even economic values that
come from recreational use and the improvement of nearby property values due to the improved quality
of life that comes from nearby natural areas. (Individual, Palo Alto, CA - #A15827.45100)

The question is worded, what are the characteristics, environmental values, social and economic
considerations and other factors the U.S.F.S. should it consider as it evaluates inventoried roadless areas.
The question should have been worded thusly. What are the characteristics, environmental value, social
and economic “values” and other factors the U.S.F.S. should consider as it evaluates inventoried
roadless areas. (Elected Official, Iron County, MI - #A3612.11160)

[Question 3] This question implies that fire, insects, and diseases are undesired elements in a forest
ecosystem, even in roadless areas. I would have expected a question to have been phrased in this way 40
years ago, but not today in light of a more thorough understanding of forest ecosystem processes. The
use of the term “healthy forests” in this context is unscientific and inappropriate (see McClelland and
McClelland. Wildlife Society Bulletin. 1999. 27[3]: 846-857). In the remaining roadless areas,
commercial logging is not needed as part of any scientific management strategy. (Individual, West
Glacier, MT - #A5946.30100)

THEY ARE BIASED

This is another unfair question in that it suggests States, tribes, organizations, and private citizens do not
presently have access to their properties. There is nothing in the ban on new roads that closes any
existing access to anyone’s properties. The only access that this ban on new roads would entail is that it
will prevent timber and mining companies from destroying portions of our forests by grading roadways
so they can access our natural resources, and therefore destroy even more timber and remove more hills
and mountains for profit. (Individual, Port Angeles, WA - #A1044.11150)

The Roadless Area Conservation Plan already provides for access to state and private in-holdings.
Roadless areas would be treated like any other national forest lands regarding in-holder access. This
again is a biased question that can leave a reader with the false conclusion that there is no in-holder
access under current rules. (Individual, No Address - #A4502.11150)

This [Question 3] is a biased and bold question! I will illustrate by rewording it. How should inventoried
roadless areas be managed to provide for healthy watersheds, including playing an ever more-important
role in protection of biodiversity, protection of water quality, and providing the correct balance of
natural processes to give the ecosystem the resiliency to weather insect and disease outbreaks or wildfire
over many disturbance cycles, spanning hundreds of years? (Individual, Lacey, WA - #A17998.11130)

How should communities and private property near inventoried roadless areas be protected from the risk
associated with natural events, such as major wildfires that may occur on adjacent federal lands?

I would turn this around to read: How should inventoried roadless areas be protected from the risks
associated with proximity to communities and private property, such as tree or wildlife poaching,
human-caused wildfires, illegal roadbuilding etc? (Individual, Lacey, WA - #A17998.11140)
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We believe the public has already spoken on this matter. This new round of comment is less open and
responsive than the first round. There are no public hearings and the ten questions are inappropriately
biased against roadless area protection, i.e. we all want to see lives and homes protected during wildfire,
but roadless areas play little if any role in that protection. A new round of comments would likely yield
the same results as the previous round and is therefore unnecessary and a waste of taxpayer dollars. We
can only conclude that this latest call for input is an attempt to delay, weaken, or perhaps ultimately
scrap the RACR. (Organization, Missoula, MT - #A21359.11100)

THEY HAVE BUILT-IN ASSUMPTIONS

Should Inventoried Roadless Areas selected for future roadless protection through the local forest plan
revision process be proposed to Congress for wilderness designation, or should they be maintained under
a specific designation for roadless area management under the forest plan?

The phrasing of this question assumes that the RACR will be shelved and that all roadless area
considerations will revert to the individual forests. It is my understanding in responding to this
questionnaire that this has not yet been decided. I hope this is the case. (Individual, Seattle, WA -
#A11805.25000)

The “10 questions” format for scoping on this proposal is also inappropriate, as it presupposes an
outcome that drastically revises the RACR. The questions also pose issues that have been asked since
the first day of RACR rulemaking. I must therefore conclude that these questions simply provide a cover
of rationality over a decision prompted by a change in Administration, not by any genuine policy matters
grounded in ecology, sociology, or economics. (United States Representative, Georgia, - #A693.11100)

The assumptions underlying your questions are blatantly anthropocentric, and are skewed toward
allowing continued exploitation of natural areas. They seemingly grow out of the conviction that humans
are the only species that matters, and that they have the right to appropriate every square inch of the
earth’s surface to their own material ends, regardless of the damage done to plant and animal
communities. Property rights are evidently assumed to trump all other rights, just as monetary values are
assumed to trump all other values. Monoculture is better than diversity, and 100 years of “custom and
culture” are entitled to jeopardize the results of millions of years of evolution. (Individual, Dallas, OR -
#A3697.11100)

[Question 9] The very premise of this question is false and therefore it should be either rephrased or
eliminated from consideration. (Organization, Denver, CO - #A29624.11190

THEY LEAD TO CERTAIN RESPONSES

We have made a few brief comments within the context of the 10 questions in the Federal Register
notice. We do note that the text of the questions, many of which seem to overlap, seems predisposed to
yield a certain answer. Additionally, the questions ask for opinions on natural resource management
much broader than the rulemaking in a short (60-day) comment period. Although we do not disagree
with the direction the 10 questions lead respondents in, we think this is a peculiar and possibly
inappropriate way to elicit public comment. (Association, Washington, DC - #A17887.11100)

Should inventoried roadless areas selected for future roadless protection through the local forest plan
revision process be proposed to Congress for wilderness designation or should they be maintained under
a specific designation for roadless area management under the forest plan? . . . You have crafted this
question in a leading fashion, with intent to obfuscate the matter and arrive at a predetermined outcome,
which is to throw the Rule out by throwing it into the planning process for each national forest. This
would be a disastrous outcome because it will result in certain elimination of inventoried roadless areas.
(Individual, Ward, CO - #A18076.11180)

[Question 3] Well, what do we mean by healthy forests? That’s a loaded term. Allowing wildfire to play
its natural role so that buildup of hazardous fuels does not occur seems to be wise; active management of
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the urban interface seems to be wise, but wholesale “management” of large blocks of remote
backcountry seems ridiculous. The Bitterroot and other fires have shown that what matters in saving
buildings is treatment in the immediate vicinity, not the backcountry miles away. The way this question
is worded appears to lead the respondent toward an answer that must already be in someone’s mind.
(Individual, Jackson, WY - #A10527.30100)

THEY ARE TOO OPEN TO INTERPRETATION

That’s a broad question that can be interpreted to mean too many different things. (Individual, Eagle
Creek, OR - #A29956.11130)

THEY ARE NOT RELEVANT

[Question 8] This does not seem to be relevant. Some of the current roadless areas may become special
wilderness areas. So what? The important thing is that the roadless areas are protected from roads and
logging. (Individual, Elmhurst, IL - #A8039.25000)

THEY DISTRACT PEOPLE FROM THE MAIN ISSUES

You really know how to word a question to get the goat of those who feel the “local forest plan revision
process” is simply a way to thwart the will of the majority. This question is entirely independent of the
original and rightful ruling and could be addressed without revising the rule and it appears to be an
attempt to distract opinion from the main issues. Geez people, the rightful ruling states that, “areas
currently inventoried as roadless remain roadless without resource extraction”. Is it that complicated? As
long as that happens then, the ruling and the people’s will be upheld. (Individual, Seattle, WA -
#A21682.11180)

THEY DISCOURAGE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Our organization objects to the delayed implementation of the roadless policy by the Secretary of
Agriculture. We object to the questions that you put forth—directing public comments to such issues as
fire, access to inholdings, floods and forest health. This directed questioning tactic discourages public
input to such issues as wildlife or fish species viability, quality wildlife habitat, clean water, backcountry
hunting experiences and scenery. As you are well aware, the Science report for the Interior Columbia
Basin Planning effort pointed out that roadless areas were the most intact parts of the Rocky Mountain
ecosystem in the planning arca. We are disappointed and discouraged that a professional land
management agency would resort to such public involvement tactics to solicit a skewed public response
on such valuable natural resources affecting far more resources issues than those for which you solicited
comment. (Organization, Helena, MT - #A8255.11100)

First of all, I think your 10 questions are designed to intimidate citizens from commenting on the
“roadless area” issue. And yes, I do realize these questions are optional. (Individual, Idaho Falls, ID -
#A27740.11100)

THEY ONLY REFLECT THE VIEWS OF THE SMALL MINORITY WHO OPPOSE ROADLESS AREA
PROTECTION
The ten questions for public comment mostly rehash the complaints and myths of the small minority that
opposes roadless area protection. For example, the ANPR asks for input on the best way to provide
access to private and state land inholdings in roadless areas, even though the Raodless Rule makes it
abundantly clear that it has no effect on inholder access. These issues were fully addressed during the
three-year public process leading up to January 2001. (Organization, Pikeville, TN - #A5167.10152)

THEY ATTEMPT TO JUSTIFY THE REVERSAL OF THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

We feel the 10 questions, to help guide the decision process, are just a poor attempt to illicit opinions
and comments that coincide with those of industry so that the reversal of these rules can be justified. We
are insulted by the way the questions attempt to manipulate the public into responding unfavorably to the
Current Rules. (Individual, Seattle, WA - #A19246.11100)
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The above are all shamelessly leading questions, obviously fishing for an answer to justify the Forestry
Circus’, the current administration’s and the various public lands commodity industries, and their
bought-and-paid-for elected hacks’ clamor for “local control”. A pox on all of you.

This is an obvious situation where they didn’t like the answers received, so they reworded the question,
making them more leading and asked them again, hoping for answers more to their liking. (Individual,
Dillion, MT - #A28767.11100)

THEIR INTENT IS TO DIVERT ATTENTION FROM THE ADMINISTRATION’S ATTEMPT TO DISQUALIFY THE
RULE
The 10 questions are general in scope and non-scientific in nature, and one can only assume that their

intent is to divert attention from the administration’s attempt to completely disqualify the Rule.
(Individual, Livingston, MT - #A17081.11100)

THEY ARE AN ATTEMPT TO GIVE GREATER WEIGHT TO LOCAL CITIZENS’ COMMENTS

In earlier stages of the RAC process a truly historic level of public involvement occurred, both on a
national level and on a local level throughout the National Forest system. The process was fair and open
(in sharp contrast to this one’s lack of any intention to hold public hearings). Comments from the whole
spectrum of local advocacy groups was solicited and obtained. Local people turned out in droves to
voice their opinions. The interest groups that are not objecting to the outcome are the same ones who
have been benefiting at the expense of other users and the public treasury for decades. Dissatisfied with
the result of open and public hearings, they now want a more closed process specially designed to give
greater value to their comments than the ordinary citizen’s. We believe question two is a sham that is
intended to produce the rationale for granting that desire. (Organization, Juneau, AK - #A23263.11120)

THEY FOCUS EXCLUSIVELY ON THE ROLE OF LOCAL FOREST PLANNING AND FAIL TO MENTION THE
ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

The management of roadless areas is a matter of national importance. We are concerned that the
questions to the public in the July 10 notice focus exclusively on the role of local forest planning in
managing the country’s national forests—and never mention the role of national policies like the
roadless rule. We urge the agency not to undermine the rule’s guaranteed protections for future
generations by giving local agency officials broad discretion over the management of roadless areas.
(United States Senator, New York - #A23325.13110)

THEY ENCOURAGE CONFLICT BETWEEN DIVERSE GROUPS

I recognize that this input was solicited in order to get comments on the rule-making process. As for the
questions on the USFS roadless area response website, in my opinion they take the wrong approach.
They seem directed at creating an area-by-area food fight at the local level, pitting environmentalists
against the timber, mining and ranching interests (and perhaps some tribal elements), to determine the
fate of each and every tract of land. (Individual, Whitethorn, CA - #A27998.11100)

THEY ARE FRAMED TO FAVOR RESOURCE USERS

I am outraged by this process and the questions included with the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. The framing of the questions show bias favoring advocates of exploitation and of “local
control,” which translates into weakened protection of roadless areas. I am one of many, many citizens
who spent hours and hours participating in the Forest Service’s three-year process that led to the
Roadless Rule, and I am incensed that more of my time is required to respond to this issue after the
conclusion of the process and the announcement of the Rule, and that efforts are made to relax
environmental safeguards protecting our forests and to weaken public participation in forest
management decisions. (Individual, Blue Ridge, GA - #A15666.11100)

THEY LET RESOURCE USERS DEFINE THE TERMS OF THE DEBATE

And now, they’re asking for more comments to further delay protection for wild areas. It’s like telling
citizens to vote again because they didn’t like the results. They’ve posed ten questions that let industry
define the terms of the debate. The questions favor private over public rights, subdivision and industrial
development over conservation, and they raise many issues already addressed by existing policies—such
as fire, access to inholdings, floods, and forest health. (Individual, Twain Harte, CA - #A15652.11100)
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THEY DO NOT CONTRIBUTE TO A HEALTHY AND REASONABLE DEBATE ABOUT THE VALUE OF
ROADLESS AREAS

The recent attempt to revisit the roadless area policy is appalling, and shows a disturbing contempt for
public participation. The 10 questions posed for consideration are absurdly slanted toward heavy handed
management, and do not contribute to a healthy, reasoned debate about the value of roadless areas, I ask
you to protect our roadless areas, and implement the roadless area policy that was to be the roadless area
policy that was to be implemented at the start of this year. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A17681.12111)

24.Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why none of the 10
questions in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking address inventoried
roadless areas as fully functioning ecosystems.

My first question is: who wrote these questions?

So much of the focus is on local decisionmaking. These roadless areas are in our National Forests. This
is a national issue.

The true magic, at least in an ecological sense, is that these inventoried roadless areas represent fully
functioning ecosystems. No question directly pertains to this issue. Why is this?

Two questions relate to fire management and private property. The focus on this issue is excessive. It is

unfortunate that one of these ten valuable questions was wasted in this manner. (Individual, Walla
Walla, WA - #A17698.11100)

25.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify whether the 10 questions in
the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking are an attempt to conduct
scoping for a new or supplemental EIS.

AND WHETHER PREVIOUS PUBLIC COMMENTS WILL BE CONSIDERED

We take issue with the Bush Administration adding questions and issues, after the fact, that are outside
the scope of the Environmental Impact Statements on the Roadless Policy without conducting a proper
NEPA process. Is this scoping for a new or supplemental EIS? Why have our previous comments been
ignored? (Organization, Bigfork, MT - #A17742.11100)

26.The Forest Service should recognize that all of the issues addressed in the 10
questions in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking were already
addressed.

I support the Roadless Area Conservation Rule just as it is. The questions posed in this new review
process have already been answered in the rule to my satisfaction. The vast majority of land in this
country is roaded and open to development. The tiny amount that is not should be kept roadless and wild
to provide the ecosystem services that only natural wild lands can provide. (Individual, Missoula, MT -
#A5609.10150)

None of these issues were left unaddressed in the original rule. It is a waste of my time to have to
reiterate my support for this Rule. But I will do so anyway, because I feel a strong commitment to
America’s future. (Individual, Lewiston, ID - #A29569.10152)

27.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the 10 questions in
the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking are no substitute for the public
involvement process.
It is clear that this current 10 Question Game is a attempt by the Cheney/Bush administration to overturn
the Roadless Rule in order to favor their friends in the extractive industries and the ORV crowd for
political purposes. It is also in violation of the NEPA regulations, since the major action of reversing the

Roadless Rule (or of severely weakening it) requires a long process of public hearings with ample
opportunity for all interested citizens to comment. This 10 Question Game is no substitute for the public
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process. I am requesting the environmental and legal organization to which I belong to file suit against
the USFS for a clear and egregious violation of NEPA. (Individual, Mancos, CO - #A15596.20203)

28.Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate the use of questions to
solicit public comment.

Eliminate the future employment of difficult comment requirements such as these questions. They only
serve to confuse and/or discourage potential responders. Majority must rule in the democratic system,
and it strongly supports the Roadless Rule as proven by the overwhelming response of the last comment
period. Comment periods should remain, but without the impediment of cryptic questions. (Individual,
Lafayette, CO - #A26745.15152)

29.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the 10 questions in
the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking are a positive step toward
adequate public involvement.

You are on the right track with your request for response on the roadless issue rather than the
Clinton/Gore process, which everyone knew was a scam. Your questions are thoughtful and if responded
to honestly, with real concern for the roadless areas by all the parties, should give you a good basis on
which to make your decisions. The process can be considered democratic but it is not a popular vote.
You will never get anything close to agreement from all the stakeholders on the roadless question
because the views are so polarized and strong. (Individual, Sandy, OR - #A13471.15000)

This questionnaire is a positive step in ensuring that the voice of all Americans can be heard, rather than
the shouting voices of a few. (Individual, Atlanta, GA - #A16459.14410)

Adequacy of Specific Questions

30.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that Question 3 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking is biased.

BECAUSE IT IMPLIES THAT THINNING AND ROAD CONSTRUCTION ARE ESSENTIAL TO FOREST HEALTH

[Question 3] This question is clearly phrased to suggest that heavy-handed thinning and road
construction are essential to the desired forest health and wildfire hazard objectives. This is patently not
true. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A9106.30100)

BECAUSE IT REFLECTS A LACK OF KNOWLEDGE OF FOREST ECOLOGY

[Question 3] This question reflects a poor understanding of forest ecology. (Individual, South Royalton,
VT - #A22114.11100)

31.Public Concern: The Forest Service should define “near” as used in Question
4 in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

How should communities and private property near inventoried roadless areas be protected from the
risks associated with natural events, such as major wildfires that may occur on adjacent federal lands?

Define “near”: how “near” is “near”? (Individual, Leadore, ID - #A28841.35200)

32.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that Question 4 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking is misleading.

BECAUSE IT IMPLIES THAT ROADLESS AREAS POSE A FIRE THREAT TO HOMES AND COMMUNITIES

[Question 4] The wording of this question makes the roadless areas seem like a threat. In most forests,
they are so small and remote that they are much less of a threat than the roaded parts of the forest. In
most cases they are probably not at the borders of the national forests, so they are not next to homes or
communities anyway. (Individual, Northfield, MN - #A22395.11140)
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[Question 4] This is a very misleading and poorly worded question which seems to blame roadless arecas
for the fire threat to private property, when in almost every case it is the already roaded and mismanaged
Forest Service lands that need the species and spacing control work to reduce fuel loading and create
safer zones where it will be easier to stop fires near private property. (Individual, Olympia, WA -
#A20849.11140)

[Q4] First, this question implies that National Forest inventoried roadless areas are prone or somehow at
greater risk to natural events such as lightning, insects or disease than roaded National Forest lands or
adjacent communities and private lands. Also, this question could easily be turned around: “How should
National Forest lands be protected form risks associated with natural events (or individual carelessness)
that may occur on adjacent community or private lands?” All property interests, public and private, share
equal risk for the occurrence of natural events. Likewise, adjacent owners share a responsibility to
prevent or control fire, insect or disease on their respective lands.

Some techniques, such as creating defensible space along property lines and in urban interface zones,
can reduce the risk of fire, insect or disease spread. However, to posit this question in a manner that
suggests roading somehow reduces the risk of natural events on those lands is ludicrous. (Individual,
Lyons, OR - #A13491.35000)

33.Public Concern: The Forest Service should address various problems with
Question 5 in the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

IT IS OUT OF SCOPE FOR THIS ANALYSIS

What is the best way to implement the laws that ensure States, tribes, organizations, and private citizens
have reasonable access to property they own within inventoried roadless areas?

This question is beyond the scope of this analysis. (Individual, Cave Junction, OR - #A17110.11150)

IT REFLECTS AN INADEQUATE REVIEW OF THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

Roadless areas are the same as all other national forest lands with respect to inholder access. Posing this
question does not reflect due attention having been paid to the Roadless Area Rule by the one asking it.
(Individual, Bigfork, MT - #A17221.11150)

IT RAISES SUSPICIONS THAT MORE IS BEING ADDRESSED THAN REASONABLE ACCESS

It is not clear why this question is on the list since inholdings already have legal access. It raises
suspicions that more is being asked for than reasonable access. (Organization, Anchorage, AK -
#A17358.40100)

DEFINE “REASONABLE ACCESS”

What is the best way to implement the laws that ensure states, tribes, organizations, and private citizens
have reasonable access to property they own in inventoried roadless areas?

This question is another straw dog. Define “reasonable access”. (Individual, Leadore, ID -
#A20898.11150)

34.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that Question 6 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking should be asked during the National
Environmental Policy Act process.

[Question 6] You are asking a question that will be different then for every area of the country. (Not all
communities are the same.) This question must be asked during the NEPA process, not now.
(Conservation District, Meeteetse, WY - #A17665.11160)
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35.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify whether Question 8 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking refers to the designation of
additional roadless areas.

BEYOND THOSE ALREADY IDENTIFIED IN THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

[Question 8] We are not clear whether you refer to the designation of additional roadless areas beyond
those already identified in the Roadless Area Rule. (Individual, Deridder, LA - #A28678.11180)

36.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that Question 8 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking is inappropriate for addressing
roadless area protection.

BECAUSE WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE

Who, by the way, designed the 10 questions for you? Look at Question 8. We are supposed to be
commenting on future rule making for roadless designation, or so I assume. Yet, you throw in the
question for us to answer which ties it to wilderness designation. That is like throwing red meat to the
wolves. We are not in the wilderness debate. We are supposed to be restricted to “roadless.” They are
not the same. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A27715.11100)

BECAUSE THE FOREST SERVICE IS ALREADY REQUIRED TO INVENTORY FOR WILDERNESS AREA
CANDIDATES DURING THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS

[Question 8] This is a moot question. The Forest Service is already required to inventory for candidate
wilderness areas in the planning process. (Organization, Moab, UT - #A30528.11180)

37.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that Question 9 in the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking goes beyond the issue of
management of inventoried roadless areas.

[Question 9] goes well beyond the issue of management of inventoried roadless areas and is the essence
of the debate over the purposes for which the National Forests are managed. (Organization, Chantilly,
VA - #A3350.13200)
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Chapter 2
Process, Planning, Policies, and Laws

This chapter includes six main sections: National Forest Management Act, National
Environmental Policy Act, Interim Direction, Other Policy Concerns, Appeals and Litigation,
and Other Legal Concerns.

National Forest Management Act

This section includes four subsections: National Rulemaking General, Compliance with the
National Forest Management Act, Planning Regulations, and Relationship to Other
Plans/Policies.

National Rulemaking General
Summary

A number of respondents question the Forest Service’s legal authority to issue national
regulations which change land allocations in national forests. They believe this is outside the
parameters of the National Forest Management Act. Others, however, assert that national
rulemaking is entirely consistent with NFMA. According to some respondents, they believe it
was Congress’s intent in passing NFMA to help the Forest Service make local forest planning
decisions based on accurate local information. They also think that NFMA inherently recognizes
interests at the local level frustrating the achievement of national needs. Consequently, these
respondents ask that programmatic decisions be reserved at a national level with the Secretary of
Agriculture bearing the responsibility for assuring that national forest management is consistent
with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

38.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify its legal authority to issue
national regulations.

WHICH CHANGE LAND ALLOCATIONS IN ANY NATIONAL FOREST

We believe the Forest Service lacks the legal authority to issue a national regulation that either changes
land allocations in one or more national forest management plan or establishes a land allocation outside
the forest planning process prescribed by the national Forest Management Act (NFMA). (Business or
Association, Rockville, MD - #A13306.20201)

It would be unlawful for the Forest Service to adopt any similar national level rules which alter a forest
plan by changing the allowed land use in roadless areas, but without also amending the governing forest
plan.

The July 10 notice suggests that one regulatory option the Forest Service has under consideration is to
leave in place temporary some form of rules generally prohibiting road construction and timber
harvesting in all inventoried roadless areas, until long-term management decisions are made on a
roadless area-by-area basis during revision of each forest plan. 66 Fed. Reg. 35919 the “best way to
achieve this objective is to ensure that we protect and sustain roadless values until they can be
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appropriately considered through forest planning”. The Forest Service lacks legal authority to adopt a
regulatory option which purports to change the forest plan’s decisions on allowable multiple uses in a
roadless area without first amending the governing forest plan. (Business or Association, Terra Bella,
CA - #A15588.20201)

39.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Secretary of
Agriculture does have the legal authority to issue a national roadless rule.

The first question, which asks “What is the appropriate role of local forest planning as required by
NFMA in evaluating protection and management of inventoried roadless areas,” deserves an additional
response. While congress clearly intended the NFMA to help the Forest Service make local forest
planning decisions based on accurate local information, it also recognized the danger of parochial
interests at the local level frustrating the achievement of national needs. Consequently, it reserved to the
Secretary of Agriculture the responsibility for assuring that national forest management was fully
consistent with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. This broad statutory authority provides
the Secretary with all the authority, and indeed the duty, to adopt a national roadless area conservation
rule. See 16 U.S.C. 1607. [Footnote 5: similarly, this statute provided ample authority for the Secretary
of Agriculture to exercise discretionary review over the administrative appeals of the 1997 TLMP
decision and modify that decision to protect high-value community use areas on the Tongass in the final
1999 TLMP decision.] (Organization, Juneau, AK - #A23091.20201)

The National Forest Management Act and other laws clearly provide authority for executive action
through the Secretary of Agriculture. I absolutely oppose further fragmentation of decision-making as
proposed by President Bush and others. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A20844.12110)

NFMA provides that plans may “be amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption after public
notice. . . . “Thus, a national role setting forth standards for the protection of Roadless Areas that has the
effect of amending local forest plans is fully consistent with NFMA’s procedures. Just as local forest
planning must incorporate the effect of other national-level decisions, e.g., congressional wilderness
designation, Forest Service Manual and Handbook directives, and national monument designation, so,
too, local planning has to accommodate national level policy decisions regarding road building and
protection of Roadless Areas. Unless national circumstances change, e.g., road maintenance backlog is
eliminated and social preferences for protecting back-country, wildlands are reversed, local forest
planning is not the appropriate venue to revisit national roadless policies. (Organization, Sitka, AK -
#A12003.20201)

Compliance with the National Forest Management Act
Summary

Respondents encourage the Forest Service to comply with the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA). Some assert that compliance is necessary to ensure a fair and open public involvement
process. Compliance can be achieved, some suggest, by addressing specific environmental
protections mandated by the Act; by providing enough staff and resources in the field to
implement forest plans and achieve objectives; or by simply withdrawing the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. Several respondents suggest the Forest Service consider the Senate’s report
on NFMA, which stipulates that there should be no national land management prescriptions.
Many also stress the need, under NFMA, to hold adequate public meetings (see Chapter 3:
Working Together (Question 2): Adequacy of Public Involvement Processes/Methods: Adequacy
of Public Meetings). Additionally, one of the more common comments is that, per NFMA,
decisionmaking must occur at the local (forest planning) level (see Chapter 3: Informed
Decisionmaking (Question 1): Local vs. National Decisionmaking: Local (Forest Level)
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Decisionmaking and Chapter 3: Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1): The Forest Planning
Process).

Others suggest that the Forest Service apply NFMA processes to national level decisionmaking.
The assertion becomes one of separating site specific, local management and national protection
and consistent decision making across all forests.

40.Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the National Forest
Management Act.

The NFMA should be knowledgeable about protection of flora and fauna in the roadless areas and make
decisions on that basis. (Individual, Metuchen, NJ - #A507.20201)

My comments on this latest iteration of the “roadless area” nonsense will be relatively brief, as my
opinion of the whole situation has not changed since Clinton made his initial proclamation in October,
1999. The whole process was, and still is, blatantly illegal, in that it violates NFMA (16 USC 1604 (f)(1))
that calls for one integrated plan dealing with all the uses and resources present on a National Forest, not
a separate plan for roadless areas or anything else. It sill violates the planning regulations in even the
new version of 36CFR219 that requires the management of roadless areas to be dealt with in Forest
Plans, not separately (36CFR219.9(b)(8)). It also violates the release language in all the individual State
Wilderness Acts that came out of the RARE II process, that state that these areas are available for
multiple use management pending revision of Forest Plans. It’s time to comply with existing laws and
regulations, and forget this nonsense of dealing with roadless areas outside the Forest Planning process.
(Individual, East Kingston, NH - #A4893.20200)

TO ENSURE A FAIR AND OPEN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

The most effective, proven tool for working with various groups to ensure that concerns about roadless
values are heard and addressed through a fair and open process is the NFMA-mandated forest land and
resource management planning process. The Forest Service must allow all interested parties, to offer
their views and to help define the issues without being constrained by a pre-established planning format.

Establishing forest-level advisory committees as envisioned by NFMA can strengthen this process.
Removing the bureaucratic, straitjacket requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act would
facilitate this approach. Meaningful, productive relationships evolve from the contacts on the individual
National Forests. This is where specifics can best be applied on the ground to work to the benefit of local
individuals, the community, the state and the nation. (Individual, Lawrenceville, GA - #A6196.15161)

Legally, the protection and management of inventoried roadless areas can only be addressed through the
planning process required by NFMA. In fact, the Clinton Administration’s Roadless Rule violates
NFMA by amending the land management plans for the Tongass without following NFMA procedures
and without the required local involvement. 16 U.S.C. subsection 1604 (f). Furthermore, the Roadless
Rule violates NFMA principles of multiple use and sustained yield (16 U.S.C., subsections 1600, 1602,
and 1604). (Ketchikan Gateway Borough, AK - #A17476.20201)

BY ENSURING THAT FOREST PLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE

According to the NFMA, the Secretary of Agriculture shall involve the public in the development of
management plans. Those plans must be developed, maintained, and revised as necessary for each unit
(where “unit” means each National Forest) of the NF System. The plans must provide for multiple use as
provided in The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, taking into account the “coordination of
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness”. Protection of these
resources is paramount and forest plans and revisions must include ways to protect the resources from
fire, insect infestation and other types of harm. This would include the construction of roads, if
necessary, to abide by this mandate. Maximizing the multiple use aspects of the forest is mentioned
numerous times throughout the NFMA, and it is the sole purpose of 16USC532. (Individual, Los
Alamos, NM - #A3720.20202)
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BY ADDRESSING SPECIFIC ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONS MANDATED BY THE ACT

There are numerous issues of scientific concern you refuse to discuss, despite the fact that the 1982
regulations originally mandated forest protections specifically to address watershed protection;
protections for endangered species and their habitats; ways to seek removal of species from endangered
species list, and that the plan must preserve healthy populations and habitats for larger animals for larger
animals such as mammals, birds, and fish. You refuse to support these regulations of the 1982 NFMA.
(Individual, Melvindale, MI - #A30286.20201)

BY PROVIDING ENOUGH STAFF AND RESOURCES IN THE FIELD TO IMPLEMENT FOREST PLANS AND
ACHIEVE OBJECTIVES

Competing Values and Limited Resources: There will likely never be full agreement between all the
parties interested in the national forests. With a lack of political consensus to change the statutory
mission of the national forests, the Forest Service must adhere to the current body of legislation, most
importantly to the National Forest Management Act. The Forest Service should re-emphasize local
forest-level decisionmaking as the best possible means of achieving desired resource conditions. In
addition, the agency should ensure that there are enough staff and resources in the field so that forest
plans are implemented and objectives are achieved. (Organization, Rapid City, SD - #A17010.13110)

BY WITHDRAWING THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

NFMA provides that plans may “be amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption after public
notice . . . .” Thus, a national rule setting forth standards for the protection of roadless areas that has the
effect of amending local forest plans is fully consistent with NFMA’s procedures. I believe that it can be
hard for those who live close to large roadless areas and take them for granted to see their significance in
a national and global setting. Thus, I think it is appropriate that a national policy to protect them be
created. (Individual, Sitka, AK - #A15506.10150)

I do not support the U.S. Forest Service’s Roadless Initiative in its present form for a variety of reasons.
My main point of disagreement is that the roadless initiative appears to be designed to circumvent the
National Forest Management Act process of review, and prevents local users of public land,
representatives and U.S. Forest managers the opportunity to have reasoned and studied input. Creating
50 to 60 million acres of additional wilderness will mean that nearly 50% of all US National Forest lands
are severely restricted and that millions of Americans will be prevented from accessing previously
accessible lands. (Individual, Irvine, CA - #A937.10131)

The primary tool for evaluating and establishing management direction for all inventoried roadless areas
should continue to be the planning process mandated by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA).
This is a time-proven, science-based process that provides an opportunity for people to comment about
individual forests and specific areas in those forests. (Individual, Juneau, AK - #A17238.10120)

UNTIL THE STATUTORY SYSTEM IS MODIFIED

Until such time that the statutory system is modified, the Forest Service must comply with the planning
process as mandated by NFMA. (Individual, Edgewood, NM - #A5638.20201)

41.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the Senate’s report on
the National Forest Management Act.

WHICH STIPULATED THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO NATIONAL LAND MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS

Twenty-five years ago, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) established forest planning at the
local level as the tool by which local people (those most knowledgeable regarding the particular forest)
including agency personnel, industry, the environmental community, local government representatives
and other interested parties could work together to make decisions regarding the most appropriate use of
these public lands. 16 U.S.C. [Sections] 1601-1614. All subsequent resource plans and provisions
governing occupancy and use of the lands within a given forest must be consistent with the adopted
forest plan, which then guides those activities for a period up to fifteen years. The wisdom of this
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localized planning process has not changed, nor have events over the course of time pointed to the
necessity for abandoning a local focus in favor of a national rule.

The importance of local knowledge and participation in decisionmaking was highlighted in the Senate
Report to the NFMA, when Congress concluded that it was “unwise to legislate national prescriptions”
for all national forests because of the “wide range of climatic conditions, topography, geologic and soil
types” on individual national forests. Further reading of the Senate Report reveals a specific directive to
the Forest Service that “there is not to be a national land management prescription.” S. Rep. No 94-893
at 26 (1976) reprinted in 1976 U.S.C.C.A.N.6684, 6685. (Business or Association, Denver, CO -
#A20676.20201)

42.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the National Forest
Management Act has not prevented development of roadless areas.

The National Forest Management Act has not prevented relentless consumption of roadless areas by
excessive road building and logging. (Individual, Carson City, NV - #A11788.20201)

43.Public Concern: The Forest Service should apply the National Forest
Management Act to national-level decisionmaking.

TO ADDRESS THE DESIRES OF ALL AMERICANS

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) needs to be dealt with on a national level. While the
concerns of local citizens regarding issues close to home is important, national concerns are important,
as well. Many of Wrangell, Alaska’s 2000 plus citizens grew up with and rely on the timber industry,
however, their feelings should not out-weigh the sentiments of millions of other Americans. In addition,
local Forest Service authorities may be strongly influenced by their friends, neighbors, and other
community members. They may be more familiar with physical details and specifics of their managed
areas than other United States citizens, but the protection and management of National Forests is a
national issue. Furthermore, if local forest planning officials feel that the nation is not informed on their
issues, then they should take the initiative to better inform the national public. (Individual, Akron, OH -
#A17697.13100)

Planning Regulations
Summary

A number of respondents comment on the relationship between a possible roadless rule and the
Planning Regulations. Comments include the suggestion that roadless area regulations be
coordinated with the Planning Regulations; that the Roadless Area Conservation Rule be
implemented under the former Planning Regulations; and that decisions regarding roadless area
management be postponed until completion of the revised Planning Regulations.

Respondents also comment on revision of the Planning Regulations. Some say the Planning
Regulations should address management direction of unroaded areas smaller than inventoried
roadless areas. Some suggest that ecological sustainability should not be given first priority in
planning; rather equal consideration should continue to be given to social, economic, and
ecological values. On the other hand, some respondents assert that revisions must not weaken
existing environmental safeguards. Additional suggestions include removing the phrase “at the
discretion of the decision officer,” including oil and gas leasing decisions and procedures; and
removing the objection procedures and retaining existing appeal regulations.

Additionally, there are comments suggesting that the Forest Service should prioritize completion
of forest plan revisions once the new Planning Regulations are finalized . Another asserts that the
Forest Service should comply with the new Planning Regulations before finalizing the Roadless
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Rule because they will provide clear direction in how the agency must carry out local forest
planning to ensure the ecological sustainability of roadless areas. Several respondents also
request that the Forest Service should seek further public input before taking further actions
regarding the Planning Regulations and Roads Policy. Finally, one individual states that the
Forest Service should explain why the word “access” was removed from the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 212 rule without notifying the public in federal register notices, and should
open the CFR 219 rule for full public discourse.

44.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate the roadless area
regulations with the Planning Regulations.

I cannot possibly offer meaningful comments on the validity of conducting roadless area management
decision through planning until I clearly understand how “planning” will be conducted once the planning
regulations are revised. Therefore, if Roadless Area management decisions are made through forest
planning, this rulemaking must be postponed until the Planning Rule changes are finalized. (Individual,
Moab, UT - #A15790.14422)

BY EVALUATING THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE

The roadless regulations and planning regulations must be coordinated. There must be a comprehensive
evaluation of the social and economic impact of each alternative on surrounding communities. This
should be based on real data, not models bearing little resemblance to the real communities. (Individual,
Boise, ID - #A5165.16120)

THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE SHOULD ELIMINATE THE NATIONAL APPLICATION OF THE CURRENT
RULE AND ESTABLISH NATIONAL STANDARDS TO GUIDE THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS

There appears to be a conflict between the current rule and the recently revised regulations as 36 CRF
Part 219 Guiding the Development of Forest Plans (Nov.9, 2000; 65 FR 67571).

The current rule intent is to provide lasting protection for inventoried roadless areas within the National
Forest System in the context of multiple use management.

However, the recently revised regulations guiding the development of Forest Plans provide that during
the plan revision process or at other times as deemed appropriate, the responsible official must identify
and evaluate inventoried roadless areas and unroaded areas and then determine which, if any, of those
areas warrant additional protection and the level of protection to be afforded.

With the current rule in place, the responsible official in the plan revision would not be able to determine
which, if any, of the inventoried roadless areas warrant additional protection and the level of protection
because of the direction contained in the current rule.

To resolve this conflict, the Sect. Of Agriculture would have to eliminate the National application of the

current rule and establish national standards to guide Forest Service officers in applying these standards
through the Forest Service Planning Process. (Individual, McMinnville, OR - #A3361.12000)

45.Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule under the former Planning Regulations.
If the Roadless Conservation rule is to be reconsidered and left to local planning, it should be done so

under the planning rules that were in place during the development of the original plan, not what is
presently in place. (Organization, Huntsville, AL - #A13542.16120)

The process under NFMA using the old (existing) Planning Regulations without the RACR seems to
work well. The process should be open . . . and use sound science to guide final decisions. (Individual,
Logan, UT - #A13482.20201)
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46.Public Concern: The Forest Service should postpone decisions regarding
roadless area management until completing the revision of the Planning
Regulations.

In the same Federal register volume notice [Vol. 66, No. 132/Tue. July 10 2001] the Forest Service
states: “The Forest Service is committed to protecting and managing roadless areas as an important
component of the National Forest System. The best way to achieve this objective is to ensure that we
protect and sustain roadless values, until they can be appropriately considered through forest planning.”
However we are uncertain as to which Forest Planning Regs we will be legally operating under or
within, therefore we are unable to interpret much of the language proposed in the Proposed Forest Plan
Revision still incomplete.

There are so many interrelated subjects all overlapping it makes commenting impossible.

We can give general comments, but they are meaningless until we have all the final outcomes after all
lawsuits have been settled and we are certain which rules will be used and which regulations we will be
operating under. (Fire Department, Uinta County, WY - #A15287.14422)

I cannot possibly offer meaningful comments on the validity of conducting Roadless area management
decisions through planning until I clearly understand how planning will be conducted once the planning
regulations are revised. Therefore, if Roadless Area management decisions are made through forest
planning, this rulemaking must be postponed until the Planning Rule changes are finalized. (Individual,
Quarryville, PA - #A15217.14422)

The “appropriate role” of the planning procedures required by NFMA is impossible to determine since
the planning regulations have been recently revised and then subsequently temporarily withdrawn. It is
impossible for the general public to answer this question until the Planning Rule changes are finalized.

Since the primary purpose of any NEPA process is full public disclosure of proposed changes and their
impacts on the human environment we would advise the agency to withdraw the rule until the planning
regulations are finalized. (Organization, Salt Lake City, UT - #A15263.14422)

PARTICULARLY THE 36 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 219 RULE

Although your present directives (2400-2001-3, 7710-2001-1 and 7710-2001-2) and proposed new rules
might alleviate those concerns brought forth by the above mentioned lawsuits, they by no means
alleviate those still lurking that were not addressed and are not presently being addressed from future
litigation.

Definitions at 219.36 are contradictory to new or reconstructed roads, yet we concern ourselves with
219.35 transition issues. Most publics applaud the move to establish procedure and management
direction for “roadless” protection to the forest management and resource planning process without full
knowledge of the November 2000, 36 CRF 219 rule as it stands today.

Until the various interests, including forest personnel, have a complete understanding of what 219 states,
and inconsistencies in the management rule are remedied, the “Roadless” Area Conservation at 36 CFR
[219] should immediately be suspended until the appeal procedure is complete. The forest management

rule implementation date should be postponed at that time for the same reason. (Individual, Rock
Springs, WY - #A15658.16100)

47.Public Concern: The Forest Service should review and amend the Planning
Regulations.

We feel the best action would be to abandon this effort and put more effort into revising the Planning
Regulations and updating the individual forest plan. (Business, Colville, WA - #A3362.16120)

TO ADDRESS THE APPROPRIATE MANAGEMENT DIRECTION FOR UNROADED AREAS

Scoping for the roadless conservation rule included provisions for identification and development of
appropriate management direction of unroaded areas smaller than inventoried roadless areas. This
component has dropped from the roadless conservation rule and placed in the planning process. Brief
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note of unroaded areas was made in the 2000 revision of the planning regulations. However, these
regulations are currently being revised further and it is unclear how the topic of unroaded areas will be
integrated into these planning regulations and the implementing language in the Forest Service Manual
and Handbook. We advocate attention to the delineation of and appropriate management direction for
unroaded areas in the revised planning process. (Individual, Asheville, NC - #A22623.16120)

WITH RESPECT TO EMPHASIS GIVEN TO ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY AND TO TREATMENT OF
UNROADED AREAS

The new planning regulations developed under the out-going Clinton administration are not an

improvement. They need to be reviewed to fix some serious flaws:

A. The change from equal consideration of social, economic and ecological values TO ecological
sustainability as the first priority in the management of National Forests is not good for quality land
stewardship. Determining ecological sustainability is very complex with no hard and fast science on how
to make the “call”. This will leave most decisions ripe for litigation where the courts will end up
deciding how to best manage natural resources. Itasca County does not support court managed National
Forests.

B. Moving the issue of unroaded areas from the Roadless Rule to the new Planning Regulations (late in
the process) without any public review and comment is no way to treat constituents and was very likely
an illegal move. Unroaded areas are vaguely defined and leave us with unknown impacts when their
management is finally resolved.

**A positive aspect of the new planning regs is that there is more emphasis on local government
cooperation and the local Forest supervisor is designated as the responsible official/decision maker.

Decision making at the local level is a good idea. (Elected Official, Itasca County, MN -
#A2561.16120)

WITHOUT WEAKENING EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SAFEGUARDS

It should not revise the forest planning regulations so as to greatly weaken existing environmental
safeguards and public participation opportunities in the planning process. (Organization, Oak Ridge, TN
- #A12830.16120)

It is disingenuous for the Bush administration to suggest that local forest planning will adequately
protect roadless areas. The administration is simultaneously revising the forest planning regulations to
greatly weaken existing environmental safeguards of public participation opportunities. There is no
reason to believe that roadless areas will be protected by future forest plans any better than they have
been in the past. (Individual, Hatboro, PA - #A15489.16120)

BY REMOVING THE PHRASE “AT THE DISCRETION OF THE DECISION OFFICER”

The new planning regulations need to be revisited to return mandatory coordinated planning with local
government to the regulations, removing the “at the discretion of the decision officer” portion. This will
greatly aid the Service in meaningful collaborative planning. (Business or Association, Alturas, CA -
#A17770.14422)

BY INCLUDING OIL AND GAS LEASING DECISIONS AND PROCEDURES

Include oil and gas leasing decisions and procedures in the body of the regulations. Make both the 36
CFR 228.102(d) and (e) decisions in the LRMP. (Business, Denver, CO - #A25688.10130)

The final rule published in the Federal Register on November 9, 2000 circumvented the decision making
process with respect to where and what level of oil and gas leasing decisions will be made as a part of
the planning process. No reference to leasing is made in Sections 219.10 Site-Specific Decisions or
Authorized Use of Land or 219.26 Identifying and Designating Suitable Uses. Nevertheless, it is
critically necessary to include specific direction on how oil and gas leasing is to be integrated into the
planning process. To meet the legal requirements of the Mineral Leasing Act, the Energy Security Act
and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Lease Reform Act, it is essential for direction to be included in the
regulations establishing standards for making both the 36 CFR 228 Part 102 (d) and (e) leasing
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decisions, availability and specific lands decisions, in the planning process. A key element of the process
must be that the FS make both of these decisions during planning to avoid the unnecessary and costly
supplemental NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) documents currently required to make the
“specific lands” leasing decision. Furthermore, a discussion of oil and gas resources and how they will
be integrated into the forest planning revision and amendment regulations needs to be added to the
regulatory preamble as well as the rule itself. (Business, Denver, CO - #A25688.65310)

BY REMOVING THE OBJECTION PROCEDURES AND RETAINING EXISTING APPEAL REGULATIONS

Abandon the “pre-decisional objection” procedures and retain existing appeal regulations. (Business,
Denver, CO - #A25688.10130)

48.Public Concern: The Forest Service should prioritize completion of forest plan
revisions once the new Planning Regulations are finalized.

The Forest Service needs to move forward with the development of a realistic revision of the NFMA and
the implementation regulations. Upon the completion of the new Planning Regulations, there should be a
priority placed on the completion of Forest plan amendments and/or revisions. These
amendment/revisions should be done for each individual National Forest although some analysis may be
necessary at a larger scale to properly analyze the effects to the ecosystem. I also strongly recommend
that future Forest Plans be “ground proofed” as the final step in the planning process. “Ground proofing”
is the only way to eliminate the questionable assumptions, gross generalizations, and the subjective
values. Future plans must be explicit enough for reasonable people to properly evaluate and understand.
(Individual, Colfax, WA - #A5421.13200)

49.Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the 2000 Planning
Regulations.

Though not fully in force until November 2002, the Forest Service must comply with new planning

regulations effective November 9, 2000. The regulations provide clear guidance in how the agency must

carry out local forest planning to ensure the ecological sustainability of roadless areas. (Individual, Penn
Valley, CA - #A12007.20200)

50.Public Concern: The Forest Service should seek further public input before
taking further actions regarding the Planning Regulations and Roads Policy.

Of great concern to us is that you have allowed the Forest Service to suspend significant parts of both

the planning and road management rules in the absence of any public involvement or consideration. We

request that the Forest Service seek public input before taking further actions concerning these rules,
which are of considerable importance to us all. (United States Senator, Georgia, - #A23325.16110)

Involvement of the public in the planning process is an issue that has been a component of the planning
regulations. An aspect that has gotten increased attention in the 2000 planning regulations is the role of
the public in developing Forest plans through a collaborative process. This emphasis should be retained
as the planning regulations are revised further. (Civic Group, Roanoke, VA - #A1713.16120)

51.Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain why the word “access”
was removed from the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 212 rule without
notifying the public in federal register notices, and should open the CFR 219
rule for full public discourse.

Suspend the “roadless rule”, explain to the public why the word “access” was removed from the 212 rule
without notifying the public in federal register notices, and open the 219 rule in its entirety for full
public discourse. (Individual, Rock springs, WY - #A15658.25200)
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Relationship to Other Plans/Policies
Summary

Several respondents urge the Forest Service to coordinate roadless area management with local
forest plans. As one person points out, that the national forests are more often than not,
disconnected areas, that make it difficult to coordinate all different types of direction, such as fire
plans and ski resorts, hence close cooperation must be achieved. Other respondents remind the
Forest Service that they are obligated to coordinate land management planning with other
Federal, State, Tribal and County planning. While another respondent points out that the Agency
should be also coordinating the Roadless Rule with the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project planning process.

52.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate roadless area
management with local forest plans.

The Forest Service cannot legally enact a rule that changes existing forest plans without going through
the process of amending those forest plans. The issue of overriding existing forest plans strikes
especially close to home for members of this Association, who spent the better part of 7 years involved
in the revision of the Black Hills National Forest plan, only to see the decisions about how to manage
Roadless Areas in the Forest changed by the Washington, D.C. Clinton Roadless Rule. (Organization,
Rapid City, SD - #A17010.16000)

Fire has been a major issue during these last two summer seasons, and will probably grow in importance
in the coming years. The Moose fire has burned to within 4.5 miles of our ski resort and has involved
some of the proposed roadless parcels. How can our Flathead Forest management plan implement a
comprehensive fire plan with this patchwork of lands? Do they take a “let it burn” approach to these
5,000+ acre parcels, and then try for control/containment on surrounding lands? What is the impact on
wildlife, fish, water quality, and air quality both within the roadless parcel and the surrounding areas
which may be both public and private? (Permit Holder, Whitefish, MT - #A20669.30410)

The regionalized method to planning allows for local concerns to be incorporated in to the planning
effort. Instituting a blanket policy, such as the roadless policy, does not address the concerns Southeast
Alaska might express in the Tongass Land Management Plan.

The Tongass Land Management Plan is a flexible and living document designed to change with the
times. National mandates, such as the roadless policy, eliminate the public’s opportunity to provide
meaningful input. (Tribal Association, No Address - #A23324.16100)

53.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate land use management
with the planning and land use policies of local governments.

The Forest Planning regulations specify that the responsible officer for making planning decisions, such
as the roadless policy, is to undertake a review of the planning and land use policies of local
governments and display the results of this review within the environmental impact statement. This
coordination with the local land use plans and communities must occur in the initial steps of developing
forest land use management programs. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.14430)

Roadless Proposal is in opposition to County Comprehensive Land Use Plans. We also wish to remind
the USFS that by law and policy public land management agencies must recognize and consider County
Comprehensive Land Use Plans as they manage public land. These county land use plans are developed
through a formal public process including public hearings and legislatively adopted. The documents
provide a legal foundation on which lands within the county should be used. All counties in Utah have
recently updated their Comprehensive Land Use Plans. Through this process the citizens identified and

2-10 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

prioritized how land should be used. In all cases county citizens identified “access to public land” as
their highest priority and number one objective regarding public land issues. We recognized the USFS is
not bound by law to follow theses county plans and that they only need to be “considered” when making
management decisions. (Professional Society, No Address - #A27584.16000)

The debate over the purpose of the national forest extends far beyond management of roadless areas and
has been greatly heightened in recent times. This proposal will not answer that question but makes the
case for sticking with the existing planning framework as created by NFMA. Reworking the new
planning regulations to retain the mandatory coordination with local government will help insure that
local involvement remains high. The Service needs to remember that the goal is not planning and
collaboration but implementation of management on the ground. (Business or Association, Alturas, CA -
#A17770.15160)

It is important to recognize that, along with local forest plans, agencies such as Caltrans, who are
responsible for transportation facilities in and through Forest Service lands, prepare and maintain long-
range plans for their facilities. These plans must be considered by the Forest Service, so that decisions
are not made unilaterally. (State Agency, Sacramento, CA - #A28870.12313)

54.Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the Giant Sequoia National
Monument Management Plan.

The Giant Sequoia National Monument Management Plan should be an obvious necessity, overseen by
the Department of Interior and the National Parks System. The U.S. Forest Service, which seemingly
should shepherd the forests, has allowed itself to become timber-oriented. So putting thousand-year-old
trees under the jurisdiction of that Service which sees no problem in chopping trees down would be as
disastrous as dismissing the endangered species list because, say, it’s not important that our children
actually see a bald eagle. (Individual, Frazier Park, CA - #A5010.16100)

55.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate roadless area
regulations with the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
planning process.

We are particularly concerned about the application of this roadless review of the lands within the
Interior Columbia Basin project area. The counties were repeatedly told that planning for this region was
to be ecosystem wide and in collaboration with the counties. While it was envisioned that a collaborative
process was being established, the imposition of a new roadless policy without questions as to the
integrity of the Interior Columbia Basin planning process. The ICBEMP cannot succeed if it is
overridden by a piece-meal approach developed outside the region. The ICBEMP is [not] only an
ecosystem strategy it is, and probably most important, a new collaborative approach to forest
management that was designed to collaboratively resolve the very issues raised in this proposed
rulemaking (i.e. proper treatment of roadless areas, transportation systems, and forest health and
recovery). (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.16130)
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National Environmental Policy Act

This section includes two subsections: Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
and Environmental Analysis Documents.

Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
Summary

Respondents state that the Forest Service should comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). To that end, individuals suggest the Agency include input from local, state, and
federal elected officials; provide accurate, site-specific information about roadless areas to allow
informed comment; ensure that the outcome is not predetermined; avoid committing resources
such as to prejudice selection of an alternative; or simply withdraw the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. Some respondents, however, assert that NEPA is itself to blame for the Rule.
They believe the Forest Service should work toward revising the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process which, they consider to be an ill-conceived rule and is the cause of
declining level of timber removal on federal lands.

56.Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

In response to your question, the appropriate role of local forest planning regarding the Roadless
proposal is to ensure compliance with all laws and regulations. The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the Council on Environmental quality (CEQ) regulations are the key federal law and
regulation. The pending Roadless proposal is under NEPA and its CEQ regulations. Catron County
Commission requested last year to be a partner in the Environmental Impact statement process.
Unfortunately, Catron County Commission did not receive any response regarding our request pursuant
to 40 CFR 1506.2. Hence, the appropriate role of the Forest Service is to follow the rules and procedures
of NEPA and CEQ, and request that the State and affected counties be involved, government-to-
government, in the environmental analyses and documentation. (Elected Official, Catron County, NM -
#A15538.20200)

The best way to work with different groups and different people who want different things is to continue
to use the NEPA process, where all participants have a voice. Whatever the process though, it must be
regulated by an umbrella of federal environmental laws which are designed to ensure the viability and
sustainability of the forest ecosystem and all of its inhabitants. Opinion on roadless management would
only be acknowledged if those opinions maintained or promoted the long-term survival of the forest
ecosystem. We cannot meet all the desires of all groups, but we must be responsible enough to maintain
and improve our natural resource base, and not let it fall victim to short term political favors or
unreasonable economic considerations. (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A5998.20203)

BY HOLDING FAIR AND OPEN PUBLIC MEETINGS AND CONSIDERING SUBSTANTIVE WRITTEN
COMMENTS
The creation of the Roadless Initiative violated several laws. The ‘public meetings’ were a sham at
which those supporting the Rule were given more time and more opportunity to comment. Substantive

written comments were evidently disregarded. Inadequate time was allowed for comment. These are all
NEPA violations. (Individual, Cedaredge, CO - #A10364.20203)

Many of our local citizens attended the community hearings in Plumas and other counties that were held
by the Forest Service. The hearings were called “listening sessions” and we believe that they fell short of
NEPA requirements. (Elected Official, Plumas County, CA - #A4846.20203)
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BY INCLUDING INPUT FROM LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ELECTED OFFICIALS

I am encouraged by your efforts to solve the problems that the Roadless Area Conservation Rule will
cause if implemented as is. This is an example of the NEPA process completed without accurate
information or the input of local, State and Federal elected officials. (Business or Association,
Alexandria, LA - #A5426.20200)

I am writing to support the Forest Service’s efforts to fix the fatal flaws in the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule as it now stands. This policy is the product of a deeply-flawed NEPA process, which
was conducted without adequate, accurate information about the affected areas, and which ignored
significant concerns raised by local, state, and Federal elected officials. (Individual, Buckley, WA -
#A704.20203)

This rule is the product of a deeply flawed NEPA process, which was conducted without adequate or
accurate information about the affected areas, and is contrary to the agency’s legal authority. I agree
with U.S. District Judge Edward Lodge’s decision that the U.S. Forest Service violated public disclosure
requirements before approving the Clinton administration’s roadless plan and that the initiative violated
the National Environmental Policy Act. (Business or Association, Concord, NH - #A1050.20203)

This rule is the product of a deeply flawed NEPA process, which was conducted without adequate or
accurate information about the affected areas, and is contrary to the agency’s authority. I agree with US.
District Judge Edward Lodge’s decision that the U. S. Forest Service violated public disclosure
requirements before approving the Clinton administration’s roadless plan and that the initiative violated
the National Environmental Policy Act.

The rulemaking process ignored substantive concerns raised by local, state, and federal elected officials.
For instance, in January 2000 the NH House of Representatives voted overwhelmingly to oppose
President Clinton’s plan, voting 269-62 to support a resolution opposing President Clinton’s action to
establish vast roadless areas in the White Mountain National Forest and called up President Clinton to
rescind his “roadless” area proposal and allow decisions regarding land allocation to be made through
the Forest Planning process. The Democratically-led NH Senate passed the same resolution and
Governor Jeanne Shaheen expressed strong opposition to the plan as well. Many New England residents
rely upon access to the sustainable timber base on the White Mountain National Forest and have long
participated in and supported the collaborative forest planning process as the only legitimate way to
make decisions about all aspects of national forest management. (Individual, Cornish, NH -
#A1712.20203)

BY INCORPORATING ACCURATE INFORMATION ABOUT ROADLESS AREAS

We are pleased to read that the Forest Service is attempting to fix the fatal flaws in the Roadless
Conservation Rule. This policy is the result of a poorly conducted NEPA process. It was made without
accurate information about the roadless areas. It ignored significant concerns raised by elected officials
and the public. (Individual, Boise, ID - #A13385.10120)

BY ADEQUATELY ANALYZING ALL ISSUES AND CONCERNS IN THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION
RULE FINAL EIS

[The Roadless Area Conservation Rule] violates NEPA by failing to adequately and accurately analyze
all issues and concerns in the FEIS. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.20200)

BY PROVIDING SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION

How could the public possibly provide comments when the areas to be impacted by the rule were not
identified; no information was provided on the location and size of the roadless areas to be studied or on
environmental issues or alternatives. The environmental, social, and economic implications of the
roadless rulemaking could not be properly analyzed in any environmental impact documents without this
information.

The Forest Service must remember that NEPA requires site-specific analysis. In California v. Bergland,
483 F. Supp. 465 (E.D. Cal. 1980), aff’d sub nom., California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982),
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the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit rejected under NEPA, a blanket approach to roadless
reviews. In its review of the Forest Service’s RARE II program, the court in Block held that, “having
decided to allocate simultaneously millions of acres of land to nonwilderness use, the Forest Service
may not rely upon forecasting difficulties or the task’s magnitude to excuse the absence of a reasonably
thorough site-specific analysis of the decision’s environmental consequences.” Id. at 765. Indeed,
“broad, generic statements neither inform the public of the environmental consequences of action, nor
require the agency to take a ‘hard look’ at environmental factors.” 483 F. Supp. at 465 (“site-specific
information is especially vital in considering wilderness issues.”). The January 12, 2001, rule has the
same fatal flaws as noted by the Federal District Court. The Forest Service, in pursuing this ANPR
process, should dedicate time and resources to mapping the national forest system to determine exactly
what areas are considered roadless, as well as the resources that are located in such areas. (Business or
Association, Washington, DC - #A29622.10135)

BY PROVIDING THE PUBLIC WITH ADEQUATE INFORMATION TO ALLOW INFORMED COMMENT

Binding NEPA regulations require that there “shall be an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action”
that will be addressed in the EIS (40 C.F.R. 1501.7). In the rulemaking process resulting in the January
12 Rule, the Forest Service completely failed to provide the public with adequate information on details
of the roadless area initiative to allow informed public comment on the scope of issues to be addressed
or on the significance of issues related to the proposed action. How could the public possibly provide
comments when the areas to be impacted by the proposed rule were not identified, and no information
was provided on the location and size of the roadless areas to be studied or on environmental issues or
alternatives? The environmental, social, and economic implications of the roadless rulemaking could not
be properly analyzed in any environmental impact documents without this information. (Business or
Association, Spokane, WA - #A17351.10135)

BY ADEQUATELY STUDYING THE ISSUES BEFORE INITIATING POLICIES

It appears that the intent of NEPA has been badly violated with the current roadless policy as there does
not appear to have been a proper study taken before implementation of this policy was made.
(Individual, South Royalton, VT - #A13393.20203)

BY ENSURING THAT THE OUTCOME IS NOT PREDETERMINED

NWMA is obligated to point out that the Forest Service would likely not be engaged in this ANPR
process if adequate compliance with NEPA had occurred in developing the January 12 Rule. The Forest
Service should learn from its past mistakes. The rulemaking process resulting in the January 12 rule was
a rushed process with a predetermined outcome. Decisions were made based on inadequate or
incomplete information, and pertinent data were ignored. (Business or Association, Spokane, WA -
#A17351.10135)

This rule is inconsistent with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Forest
Management Act, the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, the Organic Administration Act and most other
legislation under which the national forests are managed. . . . although some hearings were held, the
decision was made to go forward with the roadless area plan long before the hearings were held. For the
most part, those who opposed the plan were ignored. Only those who favored the plan were heard. This
is contrary to the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. (Business, No Address -
#A17224.20200)

BY NOT COMMITTING RESOURCES SUCH AS TO PREJUDICE SELECTION OF AN ALTERNATIVE

Under the NEPA regulations an agency can not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternative or
otherwise limiting the choice of alternatives before making a final decision. We note that the Forest
Service has been closing and obliterating roads with the stated intent to create larger unroaded areas. To
ensure that the agency allows for proper review and comment by the public, we suggest that all roadless
areas created or enlarged by road closures be identified. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR -
#A11811.45100)
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BY WITHDRAWING THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

I was very pleased that the Federal Judge in Idaho recently ruled that there is strong evidence that the
Forest Service policy was predetermined and that the agency violated the National Environmental Policy
Act. It is my hope that your Administration will agree with the Judge’s ruling and seek to withdraw the
rule. (Individual, Provo, UT - #A2875.20203)

I am writing to support the Forest Service’s efforts to fix the fatal flaws in the Roadless Area
Conservation rule as it now stands. This policy is the product of a deeply-flawed NEPA process, which
was conducted without adequate, accurate information about the affected areas, and which ignored
significant concerns raised by local, State, and Federal elected officials. (Individual, Temple City, CA -
#A753.10130)

This letter is in support of the Forest Service’s worthwhile efforts to rehabilitate the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule (Rule). Shasta County supports the reasoned and reasonable oversight of land uses,
on federal land and elsewhere. Sound land use policies are developed through open, deliberative, and
participatory processes, as required by the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). The Rule’s
shortcomings can be traced to its hasty enactment, without sufficient opportunities for review, analysis,
public input, and refinement. Shasta County supports the Forest Service’s efforts to go back and address
these critical shortcomings. (Elected Official, Shasta County, CA - #A4943.10130)

57.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that it is circumventing
the National Environmental Policy Act by requiring additional comments after
the record of decision was issued for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

I am appalled that the NEPA process is being circumvented and ignored by requiring additional
comments after the ROD was completed. (Individual, Lacey, WA - #A27032.20203)

58.Public Concern: The National Environmental Policy Act should be revised.

I encourage the Forest Service to work toward revising the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process which has led to this ill-conceived rule and to the continually declining level of timber harvest
on federal lands. (Business or Association, Escanaba, MI - #A8364.20203)

Environmental Analysis Documents
Summary

General Comments — Some respondents state that, in general, management decisions on
roadless areas should require environmental assessments rather than EISs, since many of the
areas are already roaded. With respect specifically to the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, however, some suggest that if the Agency believes the prior review was so
inadequate as to require additional action, the extent of which is not now known, that an
additional environmental review under NEPA should be required. Some believe that if this is not
done, it weakens the process and jeopardizes the final Rule. They are also concerned about the
possibility of a revised Rule not requiring an EIS before entering Roadless Areas. Respondents
wonder how the public would then be involved in these site specific decisions.

Roadless Area Conservation Rule EIS — A number of respondents assert that the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule Draft EIS was inadequate in a number of ways: it was not sufficiently
site-specific and did not consider a sufficient range of alternatives; it failed to adequately discuss
environmental and economic impacts; it failed to address meaningful input by affected citizens
and parties; and its underlying analysis was insufficient. Additionally, some respondents state
that the Final EIS included vital aspects of the policy which were not included in the Draft EIS,
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such as restrictions on lands outside of unroaded portions of inventoried roadless areas; thus they
believe the public was denied adequate opportunity for comment. Some suggest that the Forest
Service should prepare a supplemental Draft EIS; suggestions include quantifying miles of
existing roads in inventoried roadless areas and providing maps of roadless areas. Another
person states that the Finding of No Significant Impact document, which allowed the roadless
initiative to proceed, violated legal requirements for land withdrawals over 5,000 acres.

One individual takes exception to the Agency’s claim that “it is difficult, and perhaps infeasible
to collect in a short timeframe, on a national scale, the local data needed to produce a sufficient
EIS that analyzes all relevant information or that proposes an adequate range of alternatives.”
This respondent asserts that the Forest Service has 30 years of data regarding EIS implications
all over the country and believes the Agency does have a great deal of experience that shows that
diminishing roadless areas diminish our forests. Finally, some respondents refer to the
alternatives presented in the Draft EIS and offer their preferences.

Environmental Analysis Documents General

59.Public Concern: The Forest Service should require an environmental
assessment or EIS before undertaking any significant action.

RATHER THAN ARBITRARILY PROHIBITING ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Before any action can be taken that would result in a significant environmental impact, such as the
construction of a new road, an environmental assessment (EA) and if necessary an EIS, has to be done.
This is the best way to manage projects on our National Forests, taking each situation on its own, rather
than arbitrarily prohibiting all road construction. (Organization, Albuquerque, NM - #A8813.15169)

Moreover, at the same time the Bush administration wants to hand the fate of roadless areas to this
process, it has proposed weakening the process itself. It wants to make writing an environmental impact
statement optional and not required, for example. Now how in the heck is the public supposed to
participate in local forest planning if the Forest Service does not provide an EIS to explain the different
management options? If the administration really wants local input, it should aggressively uphold and
apply the National Environmental Policy Act, instead of trying to avoid and ignore it. (Individual,
Boulder, CO - #A20728.20203)

60.Public Concern: The Forest Service should require environmental
assessments for roadless areas rather than EISs.

BECAUSE MANY OF THE AREAS ARE ALREADY ROADED

Since many of the areas and conditions on the land are already roaded simple EAs not EISs should be all
that is necessary. Forest Supervisors need to be able to flatly state that roadless conditions do not exist,
or have not existed and the areas are needed for semi-primitive motorized recreation and forest
management activities. (Individual, Alturas, CA #A28581.45500)

61.Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct an additional
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act.

IF THE PREVIOUS REVIEW WAS INADEQUATE AS TO REQUIRE ADDITIONAL ACTION

If the prior review was so inadequate as to require additional action, the extent of which is not now
known, an additional environmental review under NEPA should be required. (Individual, Chico, CA -
#A17483.20203)
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62.Public Concern: The Forest Service should prepare another EIS for a revised
Roadless Rule.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provides an excellent tool for local citizens and
governmental officials to provide input into a considered decision on determining the need for and
extent of additional “roadless” areas. NEPA requires “site-specific” analysis of the specific major federal
actions. It requires that “responsible officials” prepare an adequate Environmental Impact Statement on
such actions as the “Roadless Area Conservation” plan that has been proposed. Meaningful input by
affected citizens and parties is a “must” for an adequate EIS. Such an EIS was not properly prepared for
the rule implemented in January 2001. (Business or Association, Novato, CA - #A17652.20203)

If your roadless proposal is implemented in Alaska, you will eliminate all major uses, except one,
backpacking, in a significant portion of the National Forests in Alaska. Such an action by the federal
government constitutes a significant environmental impact on the human environment and must be
documented in an environmental impact statement in accordance with NEPA, in fact, you are required to
document the impacts of this proposal on each individual forest by completing an environmental impact
statement for each forest affected by the proposal. (Individual, Eagle River, AK - #A23920.20203)

The NEPA process with scoping meetings, preparation of an EIS, circulation of the document to the
public and evaluation of comments followed by decision on the best plan seems like a reasonable
approach. (Individual, Las Vegas, NV - #A28178.20203)

PRIOR TO RELEASING LANDS FOR OTHER MANAGEMENT PURPOSES, AS REQUIRED BY CALIFORNIA V.
BLOCK
Since the designation of some lands for roadless protection will also result in other lands being released
or designated for other development usage, the draft EIS should discuss the impact and management
activities expected on the released lands. This analysis is necessary to comply with the requirements of
CALIFORNIA V. BLOCK, 690 F. 2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982) that an EIS is required prior to releasing lands
for other management purposes. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.25000)

TO FACILITATE WORKING TOGETHER WITH ALL INTERESTED PARTIES

The best way to do this would be to go through a full EIS process, and hold public meetings nationwide
and allow all individuals and organizations to comment. This has already been done, and the results
are in. Any attempt to repeat the NEPA process until the citizenry becomes so jaded with it that people
cease to participate makes a mockery of NEPA and our democratic form of government. There is no
reason to give states or local communities any greater weight than any other citizen in this process. Since
collaborative processes by their very nature exclude large and diverse segments of the public, they
should not be used to form public policy. Instead, the full NEPA process, which allows participation by
all Americans, is the model of choice. (Individual, Laramie, WY - #A10590.10152)

THAT MEETS PAGE LIMITATIONS

The environmental document should be held to less than 150 pages as specified under Section 1502.7
Page Limits of NEPA. Including volumes of data in the text is confusing to public and makes the
document unapproachable to the public. The volumes of data should be taken out of the EIS and put into
separate Appendices. The EIS document should be condensed to measurable and quantitative
discussions with reference to Appendices as required. The decision-making should be based on the key
issues and the key measurable and quantitative impacts associated with those issues. (Organization,
Helena, MT - #A13226.20203)

63.Public Concern: The Forest Service should employ the programmatic
approach to EISs consistently.

The Forest Service is a multiple use agency; to not allow multiple uses on National Forest System (NFS)
land should be carefully analyzed and specifically identified. If a programmatic approach and EIS works
in this case, why wasn’t a programmatic EIS of oil and gas leasing and potential oil and gas
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development wells on NFS land used? This inconsistency in NEPA [policy] must be fully explained in
the roadless EIS if we continue down this path. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A30049.20203)

64.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the Finding of No
Significant Impact document, which allowed the roadless initiative to proceed,
violated legal requirements for land withdrawals over 5,000 acres.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT AND FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT
REQUIREMENTS

The Roadless Initiative was flawed since its inception. The Finding of no Significant Impact (FONSI),

which allowed the Initiative to proceed violated NEPA and FLPMA requirements for land withdrawals

over 5,000 acres. (Individual, Cortez, CO - #A9094.45310)

Roadless Area Conservation Rule EIS

65.Public Concern: The Forest Service should address inadequacies in the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule Draft EIS.

IT FAILED TO SUBSTANTIATE STATEMENTS

In several areas of the draft EIS, the desire to return the forests to a “pre-European settlement
conditions” is described. What are pre-European settlement conditions? How will the conditions be
verified?

In the draft EIS, you refer to the “strong public sentiment for protecting roadless areas and the clean
water, biological diversity, wildlife habitat, forest health, dispersed recreational opportunities and other
public benefits they provide.” How many people does this “strong public sentiment” actually represent?
(Organization, Albuquerque, NM - #A8813.10135)

IT WAS NOT SUFFICIENTLY SITE-SPECIFIC AND DID NOT CONSIDER A SUFFICIENT RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES
The Ninth Circuit federal court of appeals has held that a prior attempt at “national evaluation of
roadless areas categorization was insufficiently site-specific and did not consider a sufficient range of
alternatives.” Id. at 35919, citing California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753 (9th Cir. 1982). The Federal Register
notice of July 10, 2001, for the solicitation of comments for review of the Roadless Rule, further
explains the folly of the national guidance approach:

Similarly, with respect to January 12, 2001, rule, it is difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a
short timeframe, on a national scale, the local data needed to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all
relevant information or that proposes an adequate range of alternatives. Moreover, within an extended
timeframe, collecting and analyzing the information may unnecessarily duplicate the forest planning
process.

66 Fed. Reg. 35919. COHVCO suggests that the Department of Agriculture and Forest Service heed
their own advice and abrogate, in its entirety, the Roadless Rule, as a misbegotten and illegal attempt to
usurp the legislative function from the Congress and a fruitless endeavor to overlay a broad national
policy on a functional and working local forest planning process. (Organization, Denver, CO -
#A29624.10139)

The DEIS does not abide by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS did not
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. The DEIS needs to be
rewritten to fully evaluate other middle ground alternatives and their economic impacts and compare
them to the single alternative being proposed by the USFS. The current DEIS also predetermines the
outcome of the final rule. (Business or Association, Juneau, AK - #A23080.10136)
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IT FAILED TO ADEQUATELY DISCUSS ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

The DEIS was very verbose in talking anti-road philosophy and in taking a negative viewpoint about
roads. But the DEIS is very lacking in not talking about any specific negative or positive environmental
or economic impacts that will result in Alternative 2, 3, or 4. The DEIS fails to acknowledge those
improvements in road building technology that have been developed. There are no specific economic or
environmental impacts on the individual Forests or IRAs.

According to NEPA and 40 CFR 1500-08), an EIS is supposed to lay out the best estimates of specific
and cumulative impact of both the detrimental and beneficial impacts of alternatives to allow the public
to balance the impacts and make a scientifically based decision. But this DEIS has few specific instances
of the impacts listed; many impacts are ignored, and the cause and effect analysis of the linkage of the
impacts on the way the Forest Service currently builds roads is very weak.

The DEIS will not allow the public to make an informed decision. There is a saying that applies here: If
we can’t get the facts right, we will get the decisions wrong. The DEIS has failed to elucidate those
facts. (Union, No Address - #A28881.10135)

IT FAILED TO ADDRESS MEANINGFUL INPUT BY AFFECTED CITIZENS AND PARTIES

We strongly encourage the Forest service to solicit and take serious comments made by local citizens,
local, county and state government officials and others to all actions taken by the agency affecting the
various forest management plans and areas of jurisdiction under their supervision. Local citizens and
officials often “know best” how individual actions on Forest Service lands will affect both the local
communities as well as the various resources on the land involved. (Business or Association, Novato,
CA - #A17652.15111)

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provides an excellent tool for local citizens and
government officials to provide input into a considered decision on determining the need for an extent of
additional “roadless” areas. NEPA requires “site-specific” analysis of the specific major federal actions.
It requires that “responsible officials prepare an adequate Environmental Impact Statement on such
actions on the “Roadless Area Conservation” plan that has been proposed. Meaningful input by affected
citizens and parties is a “must” for an adequate EIS was not properly prepared for the rule implemented
in January 2001. (Business or Association, Novato, CA - #A17652.20203)

ITS UNDERLYING ANALYSIS WAS INSUFFICIENT
Our review of the Preceding EIS led us to conclude that the underlying analysis upon which these

proposed rules were based was insufficient. The minerals and hazards analyses were too superficial for
specific commentary. (State Agency, Cheyenne, WY - #A22609.14100)

66.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the final Roadless
Area Conservation Rule includes restrictions on lands outside of unroaded
portions of inventoried roadless areas.

RESTRICTIONS WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE ALTERNATIVES

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our perspective on RAC through the advanced notice of
rulemaking. We were especially disappointed that the final RAC rule included restrictions on lands
outside of unroaded portions of inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) since those restrictions were not
included in the alternatives offered for public comment and offer the greatest concern for continued
access to intermingled state lands. This does little to build trust and the “working together” partnerships
the USDA Forest Service says it is seeking. (State Agency, Saint Paul, MN - #A30025.45000)
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67.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the public was not
given the opportunity to comment on vital aspects of the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule which were added to the Final EIS, but which were not part
of the Draft EIS.

The Forest Service did not give the public opportunity to comment on vital aspects of the Roadless
policy that were added into the Final EIS, but not part of the initial analysis done in the Draft EIS.
(Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A28689.20203)

When the initial Roadless Area Conservation Rule was announced in January 2001, I couldn’t help but
feel that the policy developed was a result of a top down approach dictated from Washington without the
benefit of input from Americans living in close proximity to the forests managed by the U.S. Forest
Service. I base this upon the fact that the FEIS was so radically different from any alternative in the
DEIS that it appeared that the DEIS and review was a “smokescreen” to divert attention while the real
rule was written. Reopening this rule for additional comment is an important step in remedying this
serous oversight by the previous Administration. (Organization, Huntsville, AL - #A13542.10131)

68.Public Concern: The Forest Service should prepare a supplemental Draft EIS.

USDA should prepare and circulate a new or supplemental DEIS. The intent behind the new or
supplemental DEIS would be to see that the public is fully informed and that all relevant data and
information is contained in the DEIS. Maps and diagrams should be specific, detailed, and clear with
respect to applicable boundary lines, including IRAs, proposed new roadless areas, areas affected by the
Roadless Initiative, management prescriptions within national forests, permit boundaries within national
forests. (Permit Holder, Mammoth Lakes, CA - #A21901.14000)

THAT QUANTIFIES MILES OF EXISTING ROADS IN INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS

If the agency relies upon the environmental analysis done in connection with the final rule issued
January 12, 2001, [Footnote 17: 66 Fed. Reg. 3243] it must:

1) Prepare a supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which quantifies the miles
of roads existing in Inventoried Roadless Areas in order to know the potential for road loss in the event
that any or all of these roads require, but are denied, road reconstruction. (Organization, Chesapeake,
VA -#A11804.10130)

THAT PROVIDES MAPS OF ROADLESS AREAS

Prepare a supplement to the Final EIS, which provides maps of roadless areas that indicate locations of
all classified and unclassified roads lying within these roadless areas. (Organization, Chesapeake, VA -
#A11804.10135)

69.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that data from the past 30
years of Environmental impact statements is sufficient to analyze the effects
of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

It states that “it is difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a short timeframe, on a national scale, the
local data needed to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all relevant information or that proposes an
adequate range of alternatives.” The administration has 30 yrs. of data regarding EIS implications all
over the country and a great deal of experience that shows that diminishing roadless areas diminishes our

forests. It overtly attempts to nullify the EIS by making this statement and again opens the door to
special interests. (Individual, Brookport, IL - #A17229.10152)

70.Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative 3D.
BECAUSE IT REPRESENTS THE BEST CHARACTERIZATION OF ROADLESS AREA VALUES AND
MANAGEMENT PLANNING

I supported the roadless area conservation proposal and feel that the Prohibition Alternative 3, including
stewardship logging and fuel removal and Procedural Alternative D most closely fit my idea of what
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roadless areas should be and what the procedure should be for planning at the forest level. Although not
as high a concern from the horse use point of view, but because of hunting, fishing and wilderness
values, I supported Alternative T3 for the Tongass National Forest. (Individual, Wauconda, WA -
#A5442.10150)

71.Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative 4D.

I support strengthened versions of alternatives 4 (including the Tongass National Forest) and D to
prohibit all destructive activities in all roadless areas larger than 1,000 acres. (Individual, Portland, OR -
#A17383.45320)

72.Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative T4.

I believe if you would review a summary of the combined effects not addressed in the EIS for alternative
T4 you would conclude it is the least impacting and again could still be reversible in the long term.
(Individual, North Little Rock, AR - #A814.10161)

WHICH EMPHASIZES FRAGILE ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION OVER LOCALLY CONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT

I take exception, however, to your preferred alternative regarding the Tongass National Forest
alternative. I would request that you adopt alternative T4 which emphasizes fragile ecosystem protection
over local control development. This would provide a form of population control in an environmentally
sensitive area. I also feel that local control will promote oil development regardless of the other elements
of the equation. (Individual, North Little Rock, AR - #A814.45623)
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Interim Direction

This section includes two subsections: Interim Direction General and The Interim Directive.

Interim Direction General
Summary

Some respondents suggest that the Forest Service establish interim direction for roadless area
management for various reasons. One reason given is the length of time between Forest Plan
Revision, 4-6 years and the uncertainty of the Roadless Rule status. These respondents believe
there should be guidance during this time period or no work will be done on the ground. There
are other individuals who ask that direction goes further than the ten questions in the ANPR and
list items such as; all lands originally identified as roadless should be given full interim
protection plus progress should be made on identifying new areas.

Some say interim direction should be established for national forests which are revising or have
recently revised their forest plans; and some that it should be established to protect areas that
cannot be actively managed during the current planning cycle or for smaller areas in forests
through project-by-project analysis. Others assert that it should be established in collaboration
with other agencies and affected users. Some specifically suggest that it should be established for
mining.

On a similar note, respondents also suggest establishing a temporary moratorium on activities in
roadless areas—for at least 50 years; for development projects that are inconsistent with the
Rule; until litigation has been resolved; until the entire maintenance and reconstruction backlog
is eliminated; until a new management policy is developed; or until the Agency determines what
type of forestry should be practiced.

Finally, some respondents urge the Forest Service to clarify that the Rule is not now in effect and
that roadless areas will continue to be managed according to already existing procedures and
classifications.

73.Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish interim direction for
roadless area management.

Unfortunately, forest management planning can often take 4-6 years to complete. While this time frame
can be managed in some circumstances, the specter of the Roadless Area Rule (as of January 12, 2001)
makes this completely unworkable. The Forest Service must decide and clearly articulate what is
expected during the interim period between the flawed Roadless Area Proposal and the amended rule.
The most logical outcome is that the status quo is preserved until the new rulemaking can be completed.
Areas that were previously designated as inventoried roadless areas that allow road construction and
reconstruction, should continue to be managed in that fashion. The Forest Service has no basis on which
to pretend that the enjoined rule has been implemented. There areas should continue to be managed in
the same fashion as they were prior to the January 12, 2001 rule—local decisions made on a case-by-
case basis. (Business, Wright, KY - #A23085.12460)

Should the Forest Service still deem it necessary to reopen discussion of the Roadless Rule, the
following issues and concerns should be addressed along with the 10 questions in the ANPR.
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All the lands originally identified should be given full interim protection and the process for identifying
additional areas should be implemented, until the process is complete. (Business, Spokane, WA -
#A22047.12400)

TO ADDRESS ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT FOR NATIONAL FORESTS WHICH ARE REVISING OR HAVE
RECENTLY REVISED THEIR FOREST PLANS UNDER THE 1982 PLANNING REGULATIONS
Some Forests such as the five Southern Appalachian Forests are continuing the revision of their plans
under the 1982 planning regulations. These currently have no direction regarding delineation of
unroaded areas or the development of appropriate management direction for them in the planning
process now underway. We urge you to provide interim direction to address this situation. (Civic Group,
Roanoke, VA - #A1713.45000)

The Forest Service is currently moving forward with timber sales and oil and gas leases in roadless
areas. There is a long list of pending timber sales and oil and gas leases for roadless areas in Colorado
and Wyoming that will likely proceed if the Roadless Rule is not implemented—a stark illustration of
the need for a national rule and the inadequacy of depending on forest-by-forest planning to protect
roadless areas. Furthermore, we note that, in the interim while the fate of the Roadless Rule is being
decided, the three Colorado forests with recently revised plans (i.e., Routt, Rio Grande and Arapaho-
Roosevelt NFs) are not even covered by Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth’s August 22nd directive to
regional forest managers that would, at the very least, afford protection for roadless areas during this 60-
day comment period. (Organization, Denver, CO - #A21367.12440)

TO PROTECT AREAS THAT CANNOT BE ACTIVELY MANAGED DURING THE CURRENT PLANNING CYCLE

Recognize that there are areas for fiscal or other reasons, cannot be actively managed during the current
planning cycle, protect them and leave their management to future planning. (Individual, Fairfield
Glade, TN - #A325.25230)

FOR SMALLER AREAS IN FORESTS THROUGH PROJECT-BY-PROJECT ANALYSIS

We should . . . give interim protection to the smaller acreages in forests through project by project
analysis as a transition to the forest planning process. (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A31208.12450)

IN COLLABORATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES AND AFFECTED USERS

Interim protections for roadless areas could be put in place while local forestland and resource
management plans are updated or amended. Such amendments should be the product of comprehensive
collaborative planning with local and state agencies and other affected resource users. Assessments of
roadless areas could be part of collaborative wilderness reviews that are conducted in association with
the plan amendments. In some cases, better management and maintenance of existing roads, off-highway
vehicle management and other measures could protect important values without a wilderness
designation. (State Agency, Carson City, NV - #A17669.12400)

74.Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish interim direction for
mining.
IN GUNNISON COUNTY

Discussion of these areas in the Forest Management Planning process is certainly appropriate.
Unfortunately, this planning process can take four to six years. In many instances this time frame may be
satisfactory, but in the case of the coal mines in Gunnison County the enjoined rule is already impacting
the daily operations of the coal mines. There also needs to be a more immediate solution to this problem
between now and the time the revised forest management plan is completed. (Elected Official, Gunnison
County, CO - #A22061.12400)

75.Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish a temporary moratorium
on activities in roadless areas.

I also urge the agency to immediately halt all development projects in roadless areas that are inconsistent
with the rule. Despite President Bush’s pledge to uphold the roadless policy, the Administration
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mustered no defense of the plan when it was recently challenged in court. To make matters worse, the
Forest Service is moving forward with destructive logging projects in some of the nation’s most pristine
forests, including Alaska, Oregon, California, and Idaho. For example, logging projects on the Six
Rivers National Forest in northern California and on the Tongass National Forest in Alaska threaten
roadless areas, imperiled fish and wildlife, and scenic and recreational values. It is fair to ask then, why
as the Service asks for more input and as the President expresses his commitment to conserving wild
forests—the agency is preparing and implementing logging projects in roadless areas? (Individual, Napa,
CA - #A1037.12440)

FOR AT LEAST 50 YEARS

It is my professional opinion based upon my career as a logging engineer/forester with the USFS in
Alaska, Montana and Idaho that the remaining biologically productive unaltered areas throughout the
National Forest System, especially the Tongass should have a development moratorium of at least fifty
years, the Roadless Rule of January 2001 best accomplishes this. (Individual, Sitka, AK -
#A1056.12440)

FOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS THAT ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION
RULE
I write to support the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Rule and to respond to your intentions
to amend this balanced approach to forest conservation. I urge the agency to immediately halt all

development projects in roadless areas that are inconsistent with the rule. (Individual, Buckley, WA -
#A5962.10150)

WHILE THE MATTER IS BEING LITIGATED

We believe this ANPR is a waste of time and taxpayers’ precious resources. The health of our national
forests and the will of the American populace would be better served if the FS recommends the
following with respect to the IRAS:

Declare a complete and strict moratorium on further road building and material extraction like logging,
grazing and mining, while this matter is being fought in our judicial system. While these very words are
being written, new roads are being laid on the IRAS, and mature old growth trees are being felled in
Alaska, California, Oregon and Utah. The protection and management of “Roadless values” cannot
happen in this scenario. (Organization, Seattle, WA - #A11782.12440)

UNTIL THE ENTIRE MAINTENANCE AND RECONSTRUCTION BACKLOG IS ELIMINATED

Other Concerns. On December 17, 1999, I commented by e-mail on National Forest System Roadless
Areas. I suggested that the Forest Service establish a temporary moratorium (rather than complete
prohibition) on activities within the current roadless areas until such time that the Forest Service
completely eliminates its entire maintenance and reconstruction backlog. In essence, this would result in
a total rehabilitation of all degraded lands including erosion control, weed control and reforestation. It
would put pressure on the Forest Service and Congress to provide funds to accomplish this enormous
job. Then, and only then, would the Forest Service be permitted to make carefully planned entries
through the Forest Planning process into the present roadless areas.

I still think this is a reasonable approach and will again offer it as a suggestion to improve environmental
conditions on all National Forest lands. (Individual, Salmon, ID - #A8830.12400)

UNTIL A NEW MANAGEMENT POLICY IS DEVELOPED

I would like the Forest Service to immediately call for a moratorium on all commercial exploitation and
development of roadless areas in our National Forests. This moratorium should be in place until we can
develop a new policy on what constitutes responsible forestry. If I could have my wish, I would have
that moratorium applied to all National Forest lands! (Individual, Washington, DC - #A27348.12440)

UNTIL THE AGENCY DETERMINES WHAT TYPE OF FORESTRY SHOULD BE PRACTICED

The Roadless Initiative presents us with a unique opportunity to address the central question at the heart
of all the disputes that have mired the Forest Service in the past: What type of forestry should we
practice? This question can initially be posed in the context of the roadless areas, but can and should be
expanded to the entire National Forest system. Until we do that, we should act according to the
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precautionary principle and institute an immediate moratorium. (Individual, Washington, DC -
#A27348.12440)

76.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify that the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule is not in effect and that the lands will be managed
according to already existing procedures and classifications.

Clarify that during this new rulemaking period that the enjoined Roadless Area Rule (January 12, 2001)
is not in effect and that the lands will be managed according to procedures and classifications in effect
prior to that time. (Business, Wright, WY - #A23085.45500)

The Interim Directive
Summary

According to some respondents, the Forest Service should make the Interim Directive effective
until forest plans are revised; some say it should be strengthened to prevent any further loss of
the roadless area base. One group asserts that it would essentially return land management to its
prior state by leaving the fate of roadless areas to the forest planning process. On the other hand,
one business states that it is essentially an implementation of the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule, and thus violates the district court ruling.

77.Public Concern: The Forest Service should make the Interim Directive
permanent.

UNTIL FOREST PLANS ARE REVISED

We urge you to make permanent the interim directive dated June 6, 2001. This directive clarifies the
scope of local authority to make decisions in inventoried roadless areas until Forest plans are revised.
(Civic Group, Roanoke, VA - #A1713.12400)

78.Public Concern: The Forest Service should strengthen existing interim
protection of roadless areas.

TO PREVENT ANY FURTHER LOSS OF THE ROADLESS AREA BASE

Our National Forest Roadless Resource is a precious one that continues to grow smaller as development
activities disqualify areas from the roadless inventory. Only under the most exceptional circumstances
should development activities be allowed in our roadless areas and only under the authority of the Chief.
The interim protections now in place are insufficient and full of exceptions. They should be
strengthened. As the U.S.F.S. takes more time to come to grips with the roadless issue, it is imperative
that the finite roadless base be undiminished. This should include all National Forests including the
Tongass and regardless of the status of management plans, revisions or supplements. (Organization,
Cave Junction, OR - #A17235.12450)

BY ADOPTING THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE UNTIL FEDERAL OFFICERS ARE CONVINCED
OF ITS NEED

Please push for the adoption of the Roadless Rule! At least for some interim period until federal officers
are convinced of absolute need! (Individual, Meeker, CO - #A6184.12400)
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79.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the Interim Directive
would return land management to its prior state.

BY LEAVING THE FATE OF ROADLESS AREAS TO THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS
We are troubled by the Interim Directive on the Roadless Rule, which essentially returns us to the

situation that existed prior to the creation of the Roadless Rule, that is, with the fate of roadless areas
being left to the forest planning process. (Organization, Washington, DC - #A18031.12400)

80.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the interim direction
outlined in the June 7, 2001, memo to staff is an implementation of the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

WHICH IS A VIOLATION OF THE DISTRICT COURT RULING

I have recently reviewed a copy of your letter of June 7, 2001 to the Regional Foresters, Station
directors, Area Directors, and WO Staff. This letter, in effect stops all planned actions within existing
Inventoried Roadless Areas by reserving to yourself the decision authority for timber harvest and road
construction.

I, and my clients, are interested in your response to the following comments . . . :

Although you could argue that your action does not, in effect, stop activities within inventoried areas, it
is clear to us that in the real world of Forest Service operations this action has the same effect as the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule of May 12, 2001. Why shouldn’t we consider this an implementation
action of the above Rule which is a violation of the District Court Ruling? (Business, Colville, WA -
#A2593.12400)
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Other Policy Concerns

This section includes two subsections: Other Policy Concerns General and Other Policy
Concerns — Specific Policies.

Other Policy Concerns General

Summary

Foremost among general policy comments is the comment that the Forest Service should
evaluate the cumulative effects of multiple management proposals and policies. Suggested
proposals and policies to evaluate include the Roadless Area Conservation Rule, the Planning
Regulations, and the Roads Policy; and other withdrawals of National Forest System lands;
multiple use mandates, and the fire plan, etc. Likewise, respondents ask the Forest Service to
address related policies and regulations concurrently, in order to understand the cumulative
impacts of these proposals. They believe a piecemeal approach will create additional confusion
and will never get to the heart of the issues associated with the Roadless Actions. One individual
requests that the Forest Service withdraw the Roadless Initiative, the revised Transportation Plan
and the revised Forest Planning Rules and work towards a “fair use plan”. In particular, people
wonder how the roadless rule and the topic of unroaded areas will be integrated into the Planning
Regulations and the Forest Service Manual and Handbook.

81.Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the cumulative effects of
multiple management proposals.

THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE, THE PLANNING REGULATIONS, AND THE ROADS POLICY

The Forest Service must address the cumulative impact of three related, yet uncoordinated rulemakings,
regarding Planning, Inventoried Roadless Area Management, and the Forest Transportation System.
(Individual, Des Moines, IA - #A12587.16100)

THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE AND OTHER WITHDRAWALS OF NATIONAL FOREST
SYSTEM LANDS

The DEIS fails to adequately consider cumulative impacts. The CEQ regulations specify that direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts, both adverse and beneficial, must be considered in a NEPA analysis.
The USFS has not considered the cumulative impacts of the various USFS pending environmental
initiatives. There is no recognition at all of the cumulative impact of the proposed Roadless Areas
program with other withdrawals of National Forest Lands including those for wilderness areas, wild and
scenic river areas, Forest Service natural areas, and others. (Business or Association, Juneau, AK -
#A23080.10141)

THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE, MULTIPLE USE MANDATES, AND THE FIRE PLAN, ETC.

Over-arching policies such as multiple use, the fire plan, etc. must be clearly described and their
interrelationships and mandates impacting the roadless proposal must be clearly stated. This will permit
an evaluation by interested parties as to the strength of the justifications used to rationalize local and
regional decisions with national policies. (Business or Association, Sacramento, CA - #A15787.16000)
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82.Public Concern: The Forest Service should concurrently address related
policies and regulations.

THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE, PLANNING REGULATIONS, AND ROAD MANAGEMENT
POLICIES

The United States Forest Service (USFS) has issued three Interim Directives related to National Forest
management and the transportation system. The USFS has now requested comments regarding those
interim directives (see Volume 66, Number 163, pp. 44111-44114; and Volume 66, Number 165, pp.
44590-44591). The first two interim directives related to “approval of activities in roadless arecas—one
to Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2400 Chapter Zero Code, which covers timber harvest decisions, and
another to FSM Chapter 7710, which governs decisions on road construction and reconstruction in
roadless areas [the Transportation Policy].” 66 F.R. 163, 44112. The third interim directive relates to the
Road Management Rule and portions of the Forest Service Manual associated with forest-scale roads
analyses. See 66 F.R. 165, 44590. The interim directives and the ten questions . . . are interrelated and
interdependent. For those reasons, the State of Wyoming believes that all of these matters and issues
should be addressed concurrently using one comprehensive process that will allow the States and the
impacted parties to fully assess the cumulative impact of the Roadless initiative, Planning Regulations,
Transportation Policy, and Road Management Rule. A piecemeal approach will only create additional
confusion and will never get to the heart of the issues associated with the Roadless Actions. (State
Agency, Cheyenne, WY - #A22608.10120)

83.Public Concern: The Forest Service should withdraw the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule, the revised Roads Policy, and the revised Planning
Regulations.

Please withdraw the Roadless Initiative, the revised Transportation Plan and the revised Forest Planning
Rules and work with all involved for a fair use plan. (Individual, Buckley, WA - #A6702.10130)

84.Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the topic of unroaded
areas will be integrated into the Planning Regulations and the Forest Service
Manual and Handbook.

In initial scoping for the roadless conservation rule, a key component of the proposed rule was
identification and development of appropriate management direction of unroaded areas smaller than
inventoried roadless areas. This component has been dropped from the roadless conservation rule and
placed in the planning process. Brief note of unroaded areas was made in the 2000 revision of the
planning regulations. However, these regulations are currently being revised further and it is unclear
how the topic of unroaded areas will be integrated into these planning regulations and the implementing
language in the Forest Service Manual and Handbook. We advocate attention to the delineation of and
appropriate management direction for unroaded areas in the revised planning process. (Civic Group,
Roanoke, VA - #A1713.45000)

Other Policy and Project Concerns — Specific Policies
Summary

Some respondents suggest that the Forest Service should review its own manual. According to
one, roadless area management is already laid out in the Forest Service Manual, section 7703.1.
Another respondent suggests the Forest Service coordinate review of the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule with review of the Forest Service Manual 7710 revision because they have
complementary direction.

The other specific policy most often mentioned is the Roads Policy. Some simply ask that the
Forest Service support the Roads Policy. Several respondents, however, suggest the Forest
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Service address the cumulative effects of the Roads Policy in combination with the Roadless
Rule. Likewise, one individual suggests the Agency inform the public regarding the impact of
the Roads Policy on management of inventoried roadless areas. Others assert that the Forest
Service should coordinate the Roads Policy with the Rule, and that roadless area management
should be decided only after completion of the Roads analysis. These respondent is would be
helpful to have a clear definition of roads and road policies before revisiting the Roadless
Inventory issue.

Forest Service Manual

85.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult the 7703.1 Forest Service
Manual for roadless area management direction.

Roadless area management direction is specifically laid out for the FS in Forest Service Manual 7703.1,
“Make road construction and reconstruction decisions locally, with public involvement and based on
thorough analysis considering the latest scientific information on the adverse effects of roads on
ecosystems.” (State Agency, Las Cruces, NM - #A18061.20500)

86.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate review of the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule with review of the Forest Service Manual 7710
revision.

BECAUSE THEY HAVE COMPLEMENTARY DIRECTION

Your review of the roadless rule should coincide with reexamination of the manual policy governing
road management (FSM 7710), which was recently put in place. This policy reversed or seriously
constrained the management decisions in many forest plans and their extensive public involvement. The
roadless rule and the FSM 7710 revision have complementary direction.

Changing only one of them will result in ambiguous direction. The road policy, which precludes all road
construction and most road maintenance in uninventoried roadless areas, irrespective of size or shape,
preempts any land management decision in forest plans that would require constructing and maintaining
a road system in these areas. The road policy effectively would drive the land management decisions—a
perversion not only of NFMA but also of fundamental management principles. (Individual,
Lawrenceville, GA - #A6196.16000)

Quincy Library Group

87.Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the Quincy Library Group
legislation.

Though the QLG land base classification will sunset with the term of the pilot project, considerable
acreage of productive forest lands are not being rehabilitated or reforested. The ultimate resolution to the
classification of the various unroaded areas will hopefully be resolved through local participation in the
land management revision process. The QLG legislation directs the three forests to commence the
appropriate forest revisions within two years of the signing of the Act and I urge your support of that
effort. If the national environmental crisis industry desires to dictate the management policies for a
particular parcel of land in one of the affected eight counties, then let them come to the community
meetings and express their opinions like the rest of us. (Professional Society, Chico, CA -
#A29719.16100)
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Recreation Agenda

88.Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule conforms to the Recreation Agenda.
The roadless rule also conforms to the tenets outlined in the Forest Service’s Recreation Agenda,
released less than one year ago. The Agenda highlights the need to maintain the integrity of the

landscape setting and protect natural character for ecological sustainability and the recreation
experience. (Organization, Silver Spring, MD - #A13495.16000)

Roads Policy

89.Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the Roads Policy.

I am writing to express my full support for the three primary actions identified in the proposed road
management strategy. This type of management approach will allow the Forest Service to retire the most
environmentally damaging roads and at the same time allow the public better access to our national
forests with better constructed and maintained roads. (Individual, Mount Shasta, CA - #A8360.10157)

90.Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the cumulative effects of
the Roads Policy in combination with the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.
When combined with the Forest Service transportation policy that limits the amount of roads in the

national forests, this rule creates a minimalist road system that cannot adequately respond to changing
transportation needs. (Individual, Eagle, ID - #A17754.16110)

When this initiative is combined with the new transportation policy, it creates a permanently shrunken
road system at a time when Forest Service data indicates the most popular use on service land is
recreational driving (and it’s increasing rapidly). (Business or Association, Alturas, CA -
#A17770.30200)

91.Public Concern: The Forest Service should inform the public regarding the
impact of the Roads Policy on management of inventoried roadless areas.

It is important for the public to be given information by the agency on the impact that conformance with
the Roads Policy will have on management decisions made for Inventoried Roadless Areas. (Individual,
Moab, UT - #A15790.14120)

92.Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate the Roads Policy with
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.
Clearwater National Forest:
North Fork Country

Closure of a few, unnecessary dirt roads could unite the large roadless areas in the North Fork into one
whole of over 1,000,000 acres. These areas should be prioritized for obliteration as the roadless policy
and the roads policy work together at restoring the destruction that has taken place on our national
forests. (Organization, Moscow, ID - #A22654.16110)

It is believed that the proposed Roads Policy will have an impact on the availability of recreation
opportunities, but is unclear how the roads and roadless policies will interact. In reevaluating the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule the Forest Service must consider the context of other recent initiatives
such as the Roads Policy. The Forest Service should present an overview that explains the interaction of
the separate regulatory acts. (Individual, Victoria, KS - #A2874.16110)
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93.Public Concern: The Forest Service should decide roadless area management
only after completion of the Roads Policy.

The primary characteristic that should be evaluated is whether or not roads exist in the so-called roadless
areas. It is inconceivable that the roadless area initiative would go forward when the definition and
standards for roads, road construction and maintenance are being reviewed. The Road Rules will not
even be out for public review until 2002. How can one determine what constitutes a roadless area and
propose management of roadless areas when the definition and rules for roads has not been finalized.
The first step should be to complete the Road Rules and then revisit the roadless areas to determine
whether the definition still fits. (Organization, Murphy, ID - #A18024.45200)

The entire inventoried roadless area should be shelved and reviewed only when the Road Rules have
been completed and a determination can be made as to whether the inventoried area even conforms to
the definitions to be developed in the Road Rule. . . . The roadless inventory is now more than 20 years
old. The USFS is currently in the process of developing new rules for roads including definitions,
construction standards and reconstruction standards etc. The process is operating backwards by trying to
establish designated roadless areas and determine the management of those areas without first
completing the Road Rules. The USFS should complete the Road Rules, consider public input as to road
definitions and then re-visit the roadless areas to determine their status with regard to the new
definitions. If the roadless areas are finalized with specific dictated management schemes, it will be
meaningless for the public to participate in the Road Rules. Alternatively, the Road Rules may change to
the point that current roadless areas would no longer qualify but would already be anchored to a roadless
management scheme. (Organization, Murphy, ID - #A18024.14421)

Sierra Nevada Framework

94.Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the Sierra Nevada
Framework decision.

As elected officials concerned about the Sierra Nevada region from various counties throughout
California, we are writing to urge your continued support of the Sierra Nevada Framework Decision.
The national forests are an important part of our public lands legacy that should be managed wisely for
the benefit of this and future generations.

We believe that the recent Sierra Nevada Framework provides a comprehensive, scientifically sound and
balanced approach to addressing the region’s priorities. Our constituents, both urban and rural, rely on
national forests for a number of benefits including clean water and air, wildlife, plants, recreation,
community safety, sustainable timber production, and the region’s high quality of life.

Due to past forest management practices, there are thousands of acres in the Sierra Nevada that now
have forest conditions that heighten the risk of catastrophic wild fires. We support the Framework’s
strategic focus on reducing the small trees, brush, and ground fuels that contribute to wild fire risk.

We also support the Framework’s protection of tourism and recreation which are the main economic
engines of the Sierra Nevada. Over a ten-year frame, the Framework Decision will support more than
137,000 jobs based upon recreation spending. The amount of wages paid in recreation-related
employment is estimated at $2.66 billion (in 1997 dollars).

For the first time, the Framework establishes a comprehensive aquatic and riparian habitat conservation
strategy which includes riparian buffer zones and special protection for critical areas near streams,
meadows and lakes. We are very interested in maintaining a healthy ecosystem to support wildlife and to
help ensure a continuing supply of clean water for the many beneficial uses for the people of California.

We strongly urge you to support the Sierra Nevada Framework as it stands. Revision of this decision
could diminish the forests, watersheds and Sierra communities that rely on them. It is time to move away
from past conflict and embrace the Forest Service decision as a positive step forward for all
Californians. (Elected Official, Placer County, CA - #A12069.16000)
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Other

95.Public Concern: The Forest Service should incorporate rulemaking 65 FR
11680m 11682 into future planning efforts.

WITH RESPECT TO THE REQUIREMENT TO CONSULT WITH AFFECTED STATE, TRIBAL, AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS IN IDENTIFYING TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
The Proposed Rules failed to incorporate the requirement for “consultation with affected State, tribal,
and local governments in identifying transportation needs” as set forth in the companion rulemaking (65
FR 11680m 11682). We suggest that in any future planning efforts that this consulting provision be
closely followed. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.15000)

96.Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage the forests with the pre-
1994 direction.
The only acceptable choice for your multiple-choice initiative is Alternative A. Do Nothing. Please with

draw your environmental takeover rule and get back to managing the Federal Forests and Forestland
with the pre 1994 policy. (Individual, Salmon, ID - #A22536.10130)
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Appeals and Litigation

This section includes two subsections: Appeals and Litigation General and Appeals and
Litigation — Specific Cases.

Appeals and Litigation General
Summary

Respondents assert that endless appeals are interfering with forest management and preventing
the implementation of plans which were themselves years in the making. People suggest that
time limitations be imposed on the appeals process and that litigants be required to submit to
arbitration before their cases can proceed to court. Some suggest that the Forest Service should
not make settlement agreements with groups who bring ‘citizen lawsuits’ to curtail activities.
One individual suggests employing a land-use clearing house, an ombudsman to sort out the
issues before it goes to court.

97.Public Concern: The appeals process should be limited.

District Rangers and Forest Service Supervisors must be empowered to make decisions affecting
National Forests. There should be one level of administrative appeal to decisions and no appeal should
go higher that the Regional Forester level. Administrative appeals should be addressed promptly to
avoid unnecessary delays. Appeals taken to the judicial level should be bonded and the appellant should
be required to pay financial damages that result from frivolous appeals. Financial damages should
include administrative costs by the federal government and costs incurred by third parties affected by the
appeal. (Governor, State of South Dakota, - #A23354.12125)

REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW POLICIES AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

The current processes of redress of Forest Service decisions (appeals and litigation) needs a major
overhaul or special provisions made for policy related to roadless areas (Q10). I suspect that any policy
changes that this process results in that are different from the protections provided by the last
administration’s proposal will be vigorously challenged through the legal system. This is acceptable and
necessary on a national scale. Endless appeals and litigation of every decision to implement new policy
on the local level by extremists on either side of the issue needs to have limits. The gridlock over
activities we are experiencing today and the repeated hardships imposed on rural western communities
(near to where most of the “roadless areas” are located) by current administrative/legal review processes
is not beneficial to the people of this nation. (Individual, Challis, ID - #A28346.10139)

REQUIRE LITIGANTS TO SUBMIT TO ARBITRATION BEFORE THEIR CASES CAN PROCEED TO COURT

I get really frustrated by law suits that are meant to tie up money, land and personal over picky little
things.

I think that such suits should go to arbitration first before they end up in court. Let a judge determine if
the case merits a trial, leave room for an appeal, then let it go to court if it makes it that far.

Too many special interest groups are abusing the system to get what they want at great cost to public
interests. (Individual, Centerfield, UT - #A27645.10139)

RESTRICT LITIGATION TO ENTIRE MANAGEMENT PLANS, NOT INDIVIDUAL SALES OR ASPECTS THEREOF

Lawsuits by environmental groups need to be curtailed or contained somehow. When every sale or 80%
of all sales are taken to court, it is an abuse of the power to litigate. I suggest that the management plan
for the whole be challengeable, but not each individual sale or aspect. Perhaps have the forest service
present a year’s plan as a whole. If they wanted to challenge the proposed sales they would have to show
the whole plan to be flawed, not the pieces, and not just flawed possibly, but hard science to show that
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the plan would cause significant irreparable harm to the forest. The possibility of harm should not be
cause to prevent public use of the resource. (Individual, Boseman, MT - #A59.20000)

98.Public Concern: Time limitations should be imposed on litigation.

Limitation should be placed on the time required to settle a lawsuit, this may require an act of Congress
to establish or pay local judges to adjudicate matters on a rapid timetable. Taxpayers should be freed
from payment for any lawsuit and the cost associated therefrom should be borne by the parties involved,
i.e., if the forest Service is being sued, and they lose the lawsuit, the cost thereof awarded by the judge
should come from the Forest Service already approved budget and lawsuits should not be part of an
approved budget. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A3380.12000)

99.Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow litigation to sidetrack the
legitimate forest planning process as defined by the National Forest
Management Act.

The appropriate role of forest planning in resolving the roadless issue was well defined in settlements of
RARE II lawsuits. Unfortunately, attempts to resolve the issue through forest planning as defined by the
National Forest Management Act of 1976 have failed due to the appeal process and lawsuits. The forest
planning process should be allowed to work as intended by the 1976 act. IWIT has invested considerable
effort in the forest planning process only to see forest plans not implemented because of the effort of
outside groups. (Business or Association, Moscow, ID - #A5428.20201)

100. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not make settlement
agreements with groups who bring ‘citizen lawsuits’ to curtail activities.

On the Shawnee NF in Southern Illinois, the residents were dependent on recreation and tourism using
trails into the Shawnee. Alleging “trail erosion” conservation groups were successful in closing trails
into half of the areas used by customers and clients of the local residents. Grapefruit-sized stones were
placed on the horse-trails to make sure horses could [not] use them. Even hiking was prohibited. This
sort of closure is totally inappropriate. They nearly destroyed the tourist-dependent businesses. In
“citizens lawsuits” to close national forests, the FS should not make “settlement agreements” with those
groups. They should force the issue into higher courts on the basis of Acts of Congress. Congress never
intended for these abuses to take place by closing the national forests to public use. (Organization, Three
Rivers, CA - #A28739.90410)

101. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a land-use
clearinghouse to sort out issues before litigation.

The Departments of Agriculture and Interior should not have to go to court to defend every decision they
make. You guys are overworked and the courts are overworked. What this country needs is a land-use
clearing house, an ombudsman, someone or something, to sort out the issues before it goes to court. And
those decisions should be based on a realistic, non-political point of view that prioritizes, and re-
prioritizes, the current needs of the country. (Individual, No Address - #A8879.15160)

102. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow Environmental
Protection Agency data in court.

AS IT POINTS TO A LACK OF DUE PROCESS

In no way should EPA studies be allowed as data in court, this points to a lack of due process. We need
to allow the people of the United States of America the chance to life, liberty and happiness. Please
allow the citizens to make these joint decisions by working with the Forest Service and BLM.
(Individual, Sandy, UT - #A6747.15110)
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Appeals and Litigation — Specific Cases
Summary

A number of respondents discuss appeals and litigation with specific reference to the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule. According to some, litigation frequently arises because of polarization
of the public regarding cumulative effects and access issues. These respondents conclude that
implementation of a national policy would cut down on both litigation and appeals during local
decisionmaking.

One individual asserts that any attempt to modify the Rule through settlement of litigation would
be illegal. Others suggest that the only reason the Rule is tied up in litigation now is because the
Forest Service did not pay sufficient heed to public concerns expressed during the previous
comment periods. These people say the Agency should delay any decision on the Rule until
judicial review so that the impacts of proposed management can be appropriately analyzed.

Some respondents assert that the Forest Service should meet the stated objectives presented in its
review of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule to the U.S. District Court. Additionally, others
call on the Forest Service to address specific issues related to the legal challenge to the Rule
brought by North Dakota interests.

Roadless Area Conservation Rule

103. Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the existing
Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

TO ELIMINATE PROLONGED AND COSTLY LEGAL BATTLES

The implementation of the existing rule will eliminate prolonged and costly legal battles that have been
the history of the “local decision process.” The local decision making process usually results in battles
between extractive industries and environmentalists on issues of roads and cumulative impacts.
(Individual, Juneau, AK - #A11676.10159)

The Roadless Rule deals with specific issues that the Forest Service determined were inadequately
considered and handled in forest-specific planning processes for many years. As written, it takes a
targeted, balanced, and fiscally responsible approach to these issues. It addresses only two management
categories, logging and roads (and only in areas long since identified and mapped by individual national
forests, as corrected during the Rule’s public comment period). These are activities that the Forest
Service found had costs—both ecological and economic—and cumulative national-level significance
that were not reflected in local planning processes. The essence of the Rule, and its promise to lead your
agency into a more responsible and less contentious future, lies in barring most logging and road-
building in previously inventoried roadless areas, and in foreclosing reconsideration of that decision at
the local level. (Organization, Olympia, WA - #A20145.10111)

104. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that any attempt to
modify the Roadless Area Conservation Rule through settlement of litigation
would be illegal.

Merely being in litigation on the rule in a Federal Courtroom (far removed from public scrutiny) does
not relieve the administration of its duties to the Congress and the public they represent. It is my firm
belief that any attempt to modify the rule through settlement of litigation would be illegal under current

law and certainly a breach of public trust in their elected officials. (Individual, Broomfield, CO -
#A211.10159)
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105. Public Concern: The Forest Service should pay greater heed to public
comment.

TO AVOID LITIGATION

The material enclosed with this letter is on account of Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Plan
Final EIS volume 3 response, p. 2, #5 - “The public submitted a large number of suggestions about
national forest and grassland management in general, rather than roadless area conservation in specific
. ... In most cases, Volume 3 explained that these were outside the scope of the analysis.” [emphasis
mine] This attitude forced states and organizations into litigation. The USFS basically told those
Americans, “So what? Sue us!”—and they did. Such attitude gives rise to question the reasons for over
40 firefighters killed over the last two fire seasons.

Nonetheless, as you state on page four of your advance notice of proposed rulemaking, request for
comment (36 CFR Parts 219 and 294), “Eight lawsuits, involving seven states in six judicial districts of
four federal circuits have been filed against the January 12, 2001, rule.” Had the former Chief and down-
line Washington D.C. officials in CEQ and USFS environmental who collaborated together in ignoring
comments pertaining to the resultant lawsuits reviewed the comments and questions of the day equally,
you would not now be wasting taxpayer dollars pleasing the courts. (Individual, Rock Springs, WY -
#A15658.10139)

106. Public Concern: The Forest Service should delay any decision on the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule until judicial review.

It would be inefficient, and may not be in the public interest, for the Forest Service to proceed with any
rulemaking proposal that tinkers at the margins with the January 2001 roadless area rules, (e.g., by
transforming them from permanent rules into rules which govern only until a revised forest plan has
been issued) before the legal constraints on nationwide roadless area rules are resolved in the roadless
area cases. If the Forest Service initiates rulemaking now, the agency’s NEPA, NFMA, and Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFA) compliance documents would likely assume that the 2001 roadless area rules are
in effect under the “no action” alternative, and would compare the incremental impacts of the new
proposal to that baseline. If a final court order in the roadless cases later sets aside the roadless area
rules, then (at the very least) the NEPA, NFMA, and RFA documents on the proposed revised rules will
have used the wrong baseline for calculating the incremental impacts of the proposal. New documents
would have to be prepared that analyze impacts from a “no action” baseline that consists of the
protection of, and uses allowed in, individual unroaded areas under the governing forest plans. The
agency’s time and money in preparing the draft documents will have been wasted. The public comments
on draft NEPA and RFA documents will have been for naught, and the public would be asked to
comment on revised documents. (Business or Association, Terra Bella, CA - #A15588.10139)

SO THAT THE IMPACTS OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT CAN BE ANALYZED AGAINST THE APPROPRIATE

BASELINE
The Forest Service should defer further Roadless Rulemaking until the Roadless Area Cases
resolve the legal constraints on national roadless rules. . . . If the Forest Service initiates rulemaking

now, the agency’s NEPA, NFMA, and Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”) compliance documents
would likely assume that the 2001 roadless area rules are in effect under the “no action” alternative, and
would compare the incremental impacts of the new proposal to that baseline. If a final court order in the
roadless cases later sets aside the roadless area rules, then (at the very least) the NEPA, NFMA and RFA
documents on the proposed revised rules will have used the wrong baseline for calculating the
incremental impacts of the proposal. New documents would have to be prepared that analyze impacts
from a “no action” baseline that consists of the protection of, and uses allowed in, individual unroaded
areas under the governing forest plans. The agency’s time and money in preparing the draft documents
will have been wasted. The public comments on draft NEPA and RFA documents will have been for
naught, and the public would be asked to comment on revised documents.

Further, a finding that the 2001 roadless area rules are invalid could change the type of roadless area
proposal that this Administration chooses to advocate and adopt. If the Administration’s roadless area
initiative is compared against the baseline of the roadless area uses allowed under the controlling forest
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plans (rather than the baseline level of protection under the invalid January 2001 roadless area rules), the
Forest Service may have more room to adopt measures that include greater preservation of roadless
areas than the forest plans provide for: but which allow for more forest health protection and
developmental uses than under the January 2001 roadless area rules. The Forest Service and this
Administration would be exposed to greater public criticism: (1) if it starts with one roadless regulatory
proposal, then shifts course after the roadless area rules have been invalidated in court; and (2) requests
public comment several times on different rulemaking proposals, and NEPA, NFMA, and RFA
compliance documents. Thus, the public interests in efficient government, in not wasting the public’s
time in commenting on likely-unlawful proposals, and in legal certainty all favor obtaining judicial
resolution of the roadless cases before the Forest Service proceeds too far on another roadless
rulemaking proposal. (Business or Association, Rockville, MD - #A13306.20200)

Public Concern: The Forest Service should meet stated objectives

presented in its review of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule to the U.S.
District Court.

108.

Forest Service Position in Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman] (Consolidated)

The Forest Service identified the following objectives in its review of the roadless regulation to the
Idaho U.S. District Court and in the ANPR: (1) protect roadless area values and characteristics; (2)
remedy procedural concerns, including but not limited to (a) lack of site-specific identification of the
areas; (b) exclusion of actual roaded areas; (c) assure that any amendment responds to local information
and conforms to NEPA and NFMA; and (3) protect communities, homes, and property under a good
neighbor policy. Declaration of Dale N. Bosworth, May 3, 2001. The Forest Service also represented to
the federal court that it has adopted a more formal policy to implement the above objectives, including
protecting access to property. 66 Fed. Reg. at 35919. To date that has not occurred in North Dakota.
(Organization, Denver, CO - #A21358.10131)

Public Concern: The Forest Service should address issues related to the

legal challenge brought by North Dakota interests.

The National Grasslands were acquired for specific purposes, which are established in the complaints in
condemnation. The United States chose to specify the public purposes and they were incorporated and
adopted in the judgment of condemnation. Thus, the United States is still subject to the terms and
conditions. These have been fully described and discussed in the HAND [Heritage Alliance of North
Dakota] comments and the chapter on roads.

Furthermore, the county royalty rights and state lands further limit the Forest Service ability to restrict
land uses. The lands should remain in agriculture use, available for mineral development and recreation.
Even the artificial constraints like prohibiting hunters from cross-country access to retrieve their big
game are unwarranted and should be repealed. (Elected Official, McKenzie County, ND -
#A27737.90100)

STATE-GRANTED PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY ALONG SECTION LINES

The roadless rule does not take into account North Dakota laws that allow for public right-of-way along
section lines throughout the National Grasslands. North Dakota’s previous Attorney General issued an
opinion which supported this local right-of-way access, and our current Attorney General has just
announced that the state of North Dakota will join the legal challenge to this roadless rule submitted by
North Dakota interests earlier this year. (United States Representative, North Dakota, - #A23212.20400)

The access and private property rights issue has been controversial in North Dakota for some time.
Several counties have filed lawsuits, as has the State of North Dakota. The North Dakota suit claims the
roadless areas and road-building ban are contrary to a law created by the Dakota Territorial Legislature
in 1871. The law designated all section lines in the state as public highways, regardless of whether a
road actually existed. The state suit claims any Forest Service proposal that would deprive the state of its
right to develop section lines would be illegal. (Business or Association, Bismarck, ND -
#A30187.20400)
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ROADLESS ISSUE AS IT APPLIES TO THE NORTH DAKOTA LITIGATION IS
INACCURATE

The Forest Service’s description of the roadless issue as it applies to the North Dakota litigation is . . .
inaccurate. The Forest Service notes that there are 8 lawsuits in six different jurisdictions and all express
a common theme of inadequate public comment and review. Id. The North Dakota case takes the
position that countless comments on the Dakota Prairie Grasslands Draft Plan Revision, the roadless rule
and forest road transportation regulations that North Dakota lands managed by the Forest Service are not
subject to the same laws and roadless management is both without legal authority and not feasible given
the extensive network of roads and rights-of-way which run through each and everyone of the “roadless
conservation areas” in North Dakota. The North Dakota situation is also different because the final plan
revision converts the proposed wilderness areas to roadless conservation areas, while purporting to make
site-specific determinations that these areas have “roadless values” which were actually “wilderness
values.” The decisions in the forest plan are no more accurate or valid than the roadless regulation now
so heavily criticized throughout the country. (Elected Official, McKenzie County, ND -
#A27737.10139)

ROADLESS AREAS RECOMMENDED AS WILDERNESS IN THE NORTH DAKOTA DRAFT PLAN REVISION
WERE ALSO RECOMMENDED AS ROADLESS AREAS IN THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE
The Idaho litigation specifically took the national roadless regulation process to task for the failure to do
a site specific inventory, to provide accurate maps, or to provide sufficient information and time for the
affected interests and state and local governmental entities to comment. See Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v.
Glickman, No. 01-10, Complaint [sections] 71-72; Kempthorne v. U.S. Forest Service, Complaint
[sections] 163-66. However, additional notice and comment will not address the legal deficiencies of the

FEIS in North Dakota where the underlying legal and factual assumptions are wrong.

The roadless conservation areas in North Dakota were first proposed as recommended wilderness areas
in the draft plan revision released in July 1999. Northern Great Plains Plan Revision, DEIS, App. C. The
comment period for the draft plan revision overlapped with the initiation of the roadless conservation
rule and the areas designated in the regulation are identical to those proposed for wilderness in the draft
plan revision. (Organization, Denver, CO - #A21358.10130)

THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE FAILED TO RECOGNIZE THE EXTENSIVE ROAD SYSTEM IN
AREAS IN NORTH DAKOTA IDENTIFIED AS ROADLESS

One of the major issues regarding proposed wilderness and now roadless conservation areas in North
Dakota is the fact that these areas have extensive road systems. This fact is admitted in the 1987 Custer
Forest Plan. See Appendix C, FEIS. The 1999 draft plan revision, which preceded the roadless
rulemaking by a few months, omits any enumeration of roads, although these roads still exist. The 2001
final plan revision and FEIS do not address the specific comments made about each unit, especially the
roads found throughout these units. Thus, the record shows a specific failure of the agency to deal with
the material information, that these units are not roadless, but in fact are “roaded areas”.

The ANPR does not correct this failure because it incorrectly assumes that all of these roadless
conservation areas are in fact roadless. Unless and until the Forest Service addresses this issue, no
amount of process will undo the harm to North Dakota communities and governmental interests.
(Elected Official, McKenzie County, Watford City, ND - #A27737.45514)

Other Cases

109. Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose its role in the Luppi
case.

As an inholder myself I have been trying to get some response to the following article in the New
American. Could you, please comment on the Luppi case and the Forest Service’s part in it. (Individual,
No Address - #A26701.14140)
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Other Legal Concerns

This section includes three subsections: Other Legal Concerns General; The U.S. Constitution;
and Federal Laws, Acts, and Policies.

Other Legal Concerns General

Summary

Most general comments regarding legal issues revolve around the Forest Service’s legal
authority to enact regulations such as the Roadless Area Conservation Rule and the legal
adequacy of the Rule in general. One organization responds that the USFS has only as much
authority to make law as may be delegated to it by Congress under Congress’s constitutional
authority to make law. This respondent believe that agencies cannot create legitimate regulations
in, what they consider, defiance of Congress by calling inherent regulatory components such as
definitions ‘policy’. Some respondents assert that the Forest Service should not implement the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule because it fails to adhere to existing laws, regulations, and
policies.

Other respondents urge the Agency to develop a new national roadless rule that is fully
compliant with the law and suggest that the fair way to address the concerns raised by interested
parties is to urge the Administration to develop a new rule that is fully compliant with the law,
including the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act.”

Another individual comments more broadly that legal criteria must be developed which strictly
defines what government agencies and private corporations can and cannot do on public land
because, this respondent goes on, both the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management
have shown themselves incapable of protecting the environment. A state agency urges the Forest
Service to support the consolidation of existing federal legislation and rules because they believe
there are too many statutes and regulations pulling the USDA Forest Service in too many
directions. At the same time, one individual says the Forest Service should stop trying to enact
legislation through changing rules and regulations in the Federal Register. Finally, one
respondent suggests that foresters be required to review their assigned territory annually and
make management recommendations to their supervisors for the purpose of reviewing and
updating relevant laws, regulations, and policies.

110. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that it has only as
much authority to make law as may be delegated to it by Congress.

TO MAINTAIN ITS LEGITIMACY WITH THE PUBLIC

The USFS has only as much authority to make law as may be delegated to it by Congress under
Congress’s constitutional authority to make law. The agencies cannot create legitimate regulations in
defiance of Congress by calling inherent regulatory components such as definitions “policy.”

The matter of legitimacy arises when a government is perceived by those it governs to act outside the
bounds of its authority. The reason the Soviet Union lost its hold over its constitutive nations and fell
apart was not because the Soviet Union ran out of machine guns, jack booted thugs, barbed wire, dogs,
hydrogen bombs, or KGB agents. It was because the Soviet government lost legitimacy in the eyes of its
citizens.
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The USFS may believe that, no matter how unlawful its rules and no matter how much these rules are
hated by those upon whom they are imposed, all USFS needs is a large enough army of armed enforcers
to get its way. But the perception of a certain degree of legitimacy is necessary, even in a totalitarian
state such as the Soviet Union. To many westerners, USFS must obey the law or suffer the consequences
that will inevitably occur as you erode your own legitimacy. (Organization, Tonopah, NV -
#A20337.12230)

111. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not implement the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule.

BECAUSE IT FAILS TO ADHERE TO EXISTING LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES

Our opposition to the Rule is based on our belief that the Rule violates numerous existing national laws,
including the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), the Tongass Timber Reform
Act (TTRA), the Organic Administration Act (OAA), and the Multiple-use Sustained Yield Act
(MUSYA). Alaska would be irreparably harmed by the failure to follow these existing laws and by the
arbitrary amendments to the revised Tongass Land Management Plan (TLUMP) that implementation of
the Roadless Rule would create. (Elected Official, Petersburg, AK - #A23084.20200)

In my judgment the entire Roadless area Conservation Rule effort should be dropped. The Roadless
Area Conservation Rule is illegal because it was conducted without adequate information about the
affected areas; it was pre-decisional; it was based on new Planning Regulations (36 CFR 219) that have
been withdrawn; it is illegal under the Washington State Wilderness Acts; it amends or revises
individual Forest Plans without compliance with the National Forest Management Act; the EIS did not
have an adequate array of alternatives; and the analysis ignored substantial concerns raised by the public.
(Business or Association, Colville, WA - #A3091.20000)

The January rules violated the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Multiple Use Sustained
Yield Act (MUSYA), the Acts of Congress designation Wilderness areas in a State and releasing
remaining roadless areas for the multiple uses prescribed in forest plans, (Statewide Wilderness Acts),
and other laws, as we allege in the lawsuit brought by AF and PA and 16 other plaintiffs, American
Forest and Paper Association v. Veneman, No. 01-CV-00871 (D.D.C.) and in our comments on the
proposed roadless area regulations. We have attached copies of our July 14, 2000 comments and our
Second Amendment Complaint. We incorporate those documents by reference.

In brief, the January 2001 roadless area rules unlawfully attempt to override and ignore the forest plans
and the multiple use allocation process mandated by the NFMA and Statewide Wilderness Acts.

In AF and PA v. Veneman, AF and PA’s position is that national level rulemaking on roadless areas is
unlawful unless the Forest Service conducts the rulemaking in a manner that also complies with the
constraints in the NFMA, MUSYA, the Statewide Wilderness Acts, and other laws. We believe that the
January 2001 roadless area rules are unlawful and must be set aside. (Business or Association, Terra
Bella, CA - #A15588.20200)

112. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a new national
roadless rule that is fully compliant with the law.

I believe that the only fair way to address the concerns raised by interested parties is to urge the Bush
administration to develop a new rule that is fully compliant with the law, including the National
Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act. This may include a determination
that some roadless areas be recommended for permanent wilderness designation; some roadless areas be
identified for protection of their outstanding roadless characteristics in the National Forest Plan; and
some existing roadless areas be allocated to allow roads to be built for management of the resources and
to allow public vehicle access. (Individual, McMinnville, OR - #A3714.10130)
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113. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with existing federal
laws, acts, and regulations.

SO STATES, COMMUNITIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS MAY BENEFIT FROM THE ENTIRE
RANGE OF USES

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule, published January 12, 2001 was challenged by the State of
Alaska’s Complaint filed in District Court January 31, 2001. At least five other states, tribes and various
interested parties have also challenged this rule. The Facts and Claims of the Alaska Complaint
enumerates specific violations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA),
Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA), The Organic Administration Act (OAA) and the Multiple-Use
Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA). Alaska has been irreparably harmed by the failure to follow these laws
and by the arbitrary and capricious amendments to the revised Tongass and Chugach National Forest
Land Management Plans.

The Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce supports Alaska’s Complaint and endorses the Forest Service’s
decision to re-examine the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

It is imperative that National Forests be managed in accord with the above statutes, so states,
communities, organizations and individuals may benefit from the entire range of uses including intensive
commodity and recreation use: dispersed and remote backcountry experiences as well as Wilderness
Areas designated by Congress. Management plans and action programs must be science-based.
(Business, Ketchikan, AK - #A8066.20200)

114. Public Concern: Legal criteria must be developed which strictly defines
what government agencies and private corporations can and cannot do on
public land.

BECAUSE BOTH THE FOREST SERVICE AND THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT HAVE SHOWN

THEMSELVES INCAPABLE OF PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT
I live surrounded by heavily-roaded National Forest Service Land, and have seen USFS land that is
roadless. The latter surpasses the former in terms of habitat, watershed, and ecosystem quality.
Historically the USFS and its companion agencies (BLM, etc.) have shown absolutely no capability to
manage for ecosystem health, watershed quality or habitat protection, nor should any reasonable citizen
expect those agencies to protect limited resources in the near future. The full letter of the law must be
brought to bear in order to define what government agencies and private corporations can and cannot do
on public land. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A21345.13100)

115. Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the consolidation of
existing federal legislation and rules.

National Forest planning processes and land management decisions would benefit from a consolidation
of existing federal legislation and rules (i.e., there are too many statutes and regulations pulling the
USDA Forest Service in too many directions). (State Agency, Saint Paul, MN - #A30025.20000)

116. Public Concern: The Forest Service should stop trying to enact legislation
through changing rules and regulations in the Federal Register.

I believe that the Forest Service and other Federal agencies need to stop trying to enact legislation
through changing rules and regulations in the Federal Register. The Federal Register was never meant to
be a vehicle to bypass Congress and due process of law. If scientific studies show that an area has
wilderness value or is too sensitive to have roads then propose it as wilderness and work through
Congress for the proper designation. There should not be a separate designation as “Roadless” which
amounts to de facto Wilderness. (Individual, Elko, NV - #A30690.20000)
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117. Public Concern: The Forest Service should require foresters to review their
assigned territory annually and make management recommendations to their
supervisors.

FOR THE PURPOSE OF REVIEWING AND UPDATING RELEVANT LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES

The forest service has undertaken a project that is long over due. To dig deep into the regulations, laws,
policies. They sure need a thorough re-reading for the purpose of updating each set of rules, polices,
regulations, and even updated laws that need re-writing. From year to year each forester should be
required to review the territory that he or she is assigned to. After this review each should write a
thorough report of his findings in his territory. Also make recommendations to his supervisor.
Remember this should have in mind that these changes mentioned above will have to be programs
through your congressman, so that funds are appropriated for the job. (Individual, Celina, TN -
#A11902.13212)

118. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid extreme interpretations of
environmental laws.
Stop giving Environmentalists the benefit of the doubt.

Work to the short sides of the environmental laws instead of pushing their extreme limits. (Individual,
Greeley, CO - #A28995.20000)

The U.S. Constitution

Summary

The constitutional issue most frequently mentioned by respondents is the doctrine of states’
sovereignty. Some respondents assert that the Roadless Area Conservation Rule is a violation of
states’ sovereignty inasmuch as it seeks to control land within state borders. According to one
individual, the only land the government should manage for is forts, post offices, and other
conceived legitimate needs. According to others, the claim that federally owned lands within a
state are illegally occupied, and a violation of that state’s sovereignty, is false and believe that
these lands are owned in common by all Americans, and should not be managed for the benefit
of local residents and landowners.

One association asserts that the Rule seeks to protect spiritual values of the land which are
associated with, they believe, religious connotations which they conclude, if the Roadless Rule is
implemented would constitute a violation of the establishment clause of the First Amendment.
Another respondent urges the Forest Service to comply with the commerce clause of the
Constitution by avoiding any policy that would make it easier to remove timber in one state than
in another. Others advise compliance with the Second and Tenth Amendments; and according to
one respondent, the Forest Service should consider the constitutional impacts of one
administration summarily dismissing the previous administration’s rulings.

119. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule is in line with the U.S. Constitution.

I challenge the authority of the [Executive] Branch of government to make rules and regulations of this
nature. I challenge any act of Congress that violates our Constitution. The Roadless Initiative and ESA
do indeed violate our Constitution. Marbury vs: Madison says any act, rule, regulation, or law that is
repugnant to the Constitution does not have to be obeyed and no court is bound to enforce it. The
roadless initiative is repugnant to the Constitution and I will not obey it. The roadless initiative and the
ESA has led to the death of four fighters this year. Our acts and initiatives are now killing citizens. Do
away with them. (Individual, Seiad Valley, CA - #A5092.20100)
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120. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize the U.S.
Constitution’s doctrine of states’ sovereignty.

I oppose former President Clinton’s 58 million acre Roadless plan. President Clinton exceeded delegated
powers defined in Article 2, Section 2 of the U.S. Constitution. There is no power granted which allows
the President power to control sovereign State lands beyond those designated by Article 1, Section 8,
which limits lands controlled by the United States “not to exceed ten mile square”, within the District of
Columbia and lands purchased and delegated by State governments voting approval of such land
occupation by the federal government.

As such, President Clinton violated the Constitution and his oath of office as sworn to in Article 2,
section 2. All such Presidential declarations, by whatever means, are null, void and of no effect.

Given the above violations, Presidential designation of road closure or controls in sovereign State
territory contrary to the Constitution and laws of the sovereign States, are unenforceable and must be
vacated immediately. (Individual, No Address - #A27381.20100)

The sovereignty of the states in which these areas lie is another casualty of Clinton’s orders. Local input
and local decisions are completely eliminated by a de facto closing of large tracks of forestland. It is
outrageous that in the United States of America we still have to remind elected officials about
constitutional principles. Among them (in this instance) the strict limits the Constitution places on the
federal government. Even though this land is ostensibly federal lands, it resides within the borders of
sovereign states and must give, at a minimum, respect to the local authorities and citizens and allow
them a much greater role in the process. (Organization, Brattleboro, VT - #A27756.20100)

Lands within the States, which were not purchased by the Federal Government, belong to the States
(Article 1, Sec.8, Clause 17, US Constitution). We believe this and therefore any claim by the Federal
Government and Forest Service as its agent, is void, as pertains to the roadless issue. It is reserved to the
States themselves. (Individual, Hawthorne, NV - #A736.20100)

121. Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the U.S. Constitution’s
doctrine of states’ rights before considering any actions affecting Revised
Statute 2477 roads.

Please note these facts before any further rule making and before any further actions are taken by any
federal agency regarding: ‘Public Lands’, the forest and RS2477 Roads.

The 10th Amendment to the Constitution (Bill of Rights) plainly states: “Those powers not granted to
the federal government within the Constitution are reserved to the States and their people respectively.”
(Individual, No Address - #A783.20100)

122. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that, under the U.S.
Constitution, the government may only own land for forts, post offices, and
other legitimate needs.

Follow the basic constitution that states the only land the government should have is for forts, post
offices, and other legitimate needs. (Individual, Fallon, NV - #A21953.20100)

123. Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that federal
ownership of land is not a violation of the U.S. Constitution’s doctrine of
states’ sovereignty.

There is a belief that the federally owned lands within a state are somehow illegally occupied, and a
violation of that state’s sovereignty. That is completely false—those lands are owned in common by all
Americans, and should not be managed for the financial benefit of a few loggers or ranchers, any more

than I should be compelled to allow a logging company to clear cut my backyard, and then pay them for
their costs. (Individual, No Address - #A470.12300)
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124. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the establishment
clause of the First Amendment.

BY AVOIDING MANAGEMENT BASED ON RELIGIOUS VALUES

To our knowledge, the Clinton Administration did not properly review one aspect of the [Roadless]
Initiative, its compliance with the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment of the Federal
Constitution. We ask that you suspend the Rule providing for the Roadless Initiative until compliance
has been sustained as a matter of law. We believe the Roadless Initiative violates the Constitution
because it favors a narrow set of religious beliefs. The purpose as stated within the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) of the Roadless Initiative does not rest on scientific necessity, but rather on
value-based concepts regarding humans’ relationship to nature, an ideology. Page ES-1 states that the
purpose and need for the Roadless Initiative is to “stop activities that pose the greatest risk to the social
and ecological values of inventoried Roadless areas.” Those activities are human activities. To stop them
implies a value judgment being made about human activities. On what justification does such a value
judgment rest?

Pages ES-5 and 3-17 of the FEIS clarifies what value the United States Forest Service feels are put at
risk and would be protected by a prohibition on road building and timber cutting. Page ES-5 states that
road building and timber cutting could “lead to a loss of non-commodity values such as ecological
values, solitude, and personal renewal in wild areas.”

Page 3-17 Spiritual and aesthetic values towards forests include the belief that NFS lands have intrinsic
value, and a right to exist; that current generations have an obligation to pass on healthy wild lands to
future generations; that forests are sacred; that forests have spiritual values. This is the language of
religion, not science. The FEIS clearly states protecting values as a management objective. Whose
spiritual values? The religious beliefs and values of all the citizens protected by the Constitution?

This spiritual value, which is a management objective of the proposed Roadless Initiative, parallels the
religious ideology known as Deep Ecology and other religions who worship nature. (Business or
Association, Tower, MN - #A17499.20100)

125. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the commerce
clause in the U.S. Constitution.

BY AVOIDING ANY POLICY THAT WOULD MAKE IT EASIER TO HARVEST TIMBER IN ONE STATE THAN IN
ANOTHER

Lumber is obviously an article of interstate commerce. Consequently, it would seem violative of the
commerce clause to permit logging more easily in one state than in another. It does not seem that this
issue has been adequately addressed, but it should be violative to allow a lumber company to cut
national forest trees more easily in one state than another. In any event, it would certainly not appear the
exercise of responsible stewardship to permit that to happen. (Organization, Birmingham, AL -
#A21582.20200)

126. Public Concern: The Forest Service should honor the Second Amendment.

Let’s keep the second amendment and manage our wildlife and waters for the future. (Individual,
Edmore, MI - #A7313.50000)

Please don’t let down in the 2nd Amend. Keep the areas for the hunters and fishermen. This country
needs to get back to the founding fathers plans for the statement by the people and for the people. Don’t
become a dictator nation. (Individual, McCook, NE - #A11142.20100)

127. Public Concern: The Forest Service should abide by the Tenth Amendment.

We must adhere to the 10" amendment to the US Constitution. There is no place for the man in the
biosphere now should any entity of the United Nations have any say so whatsoever! (Individual, Mount
Ida, AR - #A13372.20100)
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128. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the constitutional
impacts of one administration summarily dismissing the previous
administration’s rulings.

I am writing you concerning the call for ‘written comments before September 10th’ about the Clinton
Administration’s ban on logging and road construction, and the Bush Admin’s taking issue with this
ban. I am very much afraid of what the indiscriminate shredding of one administration’s rulings by the
next does constitutionally for this country. (Individual, Seattle, WA - #A11712.12111)

Federal Laws, Acts, and Policies

Respondents comment about the legality of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule specifically as
it relates to certain federal laws, acts and policies. Following are major topics associated with
some of the more frequently cited acts.

Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA) — Respondents urge the Forest
Service to comply with ANILCA by providing reasonable and timely access to inholdings (see
also Chapter 6: Protecting Access to Property (Question 5): Legal Considerations); by excluding
the Tongass National Forest from the final rule (see also Chapter 5: Designating Areas (Question
8): Inclusion/Exclusion of Specific Areas from a National Roadless Rule: Exclusion); and by, in
general, foregoing sweeping national level withdrawals such as the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule. On the other hand, at least one respondent suggests that ANILCA needs to be revised to
allow ownership of private inholdings within roadless areas without the accompanying
obligation to allow roaded access to them.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) — ADA comments arise most frequently in connection
to access. Some respondents comment that roadless protection will seriously impact the ability of
elderly or physically impaired forest visitors to access roadless areas, and claim that, per the
ADA, the Forest Service has a legal obligation to maintain roaded access or allow such access to
be developed. Others, however, say there is already sufficient access and that the preservation of
access for the elderly and handicapped should not be used as an excuse to build roads. (See also
Chapter 4: Social Environment and Values: Social Values of Roadless Areas; Access for Special
Populations.)

Clean Water Act (CWA) — Respondents urge the Forest Service to comply with the CWA by
including in management plans roads that cross streams or wetlands, and by obtaining the
necessary permits and exemptions for closing forest system roads. One respondent reminds the
Forest Service of their legal obligations to follow the law. Some suggest that the CWA and the
Endangered species Act should be integrated early in the forest planning process.

Endangered Species Act (ESA) — Comments regarding the ESA are mixed. Some respondents
urge the Forest Service to comply with the Act. Others advocate eliminating the ESA in its
present form because of its impact on private property rights, because of its perceived role in
closing roads, and because of its use in litigation. Some assert that groups are unfairly using the
ESA as a weapon against traditional uses of forest lands, and that the Forest Service should
support legislation which would prevent litigation over the ESA and reimbursement of legal fees.
(See also Chapter 4: Environmental Values: Threatened and Endangered Species.)

Mining Laws — One association lays out the history of multiple laws and regulatory acts which,
this association concludes, obligates the Forest Service to maintain roaded access for mineral
exploration and development. Generally, respondents urge the Forest Service to comply with the
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Mining Law of 1872 and the Mining and Mineral Policy Act to ensure access to mineral deposits
in National Forest System lands that they believe would enable this country to remain free of
foreign dependence on raw materials. Others suggest such laws should be repealed. (See also
Chapter 4: Economic Environment and Values: Economic Effects: Effects on the Mining, Oil,
and Gas Industries; and Chapter 5: Activities (Question 7): Mining, Oil, and Gas Development.)

Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA) — Respondents frequently comment that a
national roadless rule would effectively eliminate multiple use management of roadless areas. A
number of respondents suggest that, under MUSY A, public lands must remain open to such uses
as extraction activities and motorized recreation. Others, however, assert that multiple use does
not mean that every use must be accommodated in every part of the forest and that protection of
roadless areas is fully in keeping with MUSY A. Further, some say, the congressional mandate to
provide sustained yield of renewable resources ought to be reevaluated inasmuch that they
conclude that forest management has not successfully provided sustained yield. (See also
Chapter 4: Environmental Values: Management: Multiple Use Management, Allow Multiple Use
Management, and Do Not Allow/Reconsider Multiple Use Management.)

Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) — Some respondents assert that the Forest Service should
comply with the RFA by completing a regulatory flexibility analysis for the Roadless rule that
would show no direct or indirect financial impact on small businesses. They believe that only
then, after certifying no significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities,
should the Agency go forward with a national policy. Likewise, one respondent points out that
each IRFA [Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis] contain a description of any significant
alternatives to the January 12 Rule which accomplish the stated objectives of applicable statutes
and which minimize any significant economic impact of the January 12 Rule on small entities.
This respondent believes that the IRFA prepared by the USFS was devoid of any attempt to
satisfy this requirement. (See also Chapter 4: Economic Environment and Values: Adequacy of
Analysis.)

Revised Statute 2477 (RS 2477) — Some assert that the Forest Service should comply with RS
2477 with respect to road closures. A number of people say that a national roadless rule would
result in the closure of many roads whose status as public rights-of-way, they claim, is protected
under RS 2477. A typical belief, regarding this issue, is that it is illegal to close many of these
roads under RS 2477 and the Roadless Rule seeks to decrease public access to the back country.
At the same time, one respondent states that the Forest Service currently has no policy in place to
recognize or deal with RS2477 roads, and asks the Agency to clarify its position on this issue,
especially as it relates to roadless areas. (See also Chapter 5: Activities (Question 7): Travel
Management General: Roads.)

Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) — Some respondents urge the Forest Service to comply
with the TTRA by excluding the Tongass National Forest from a national roadless rule.
According to respondents, by including the Tongass in the final Rule prohibits the Forest Service
from complying with the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) and the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). These respondents do not see how the Forest Service will
be ably to supply an adequate volume of timber to meet the needs of Alaska resource dependant
businesses and residents.
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Other respondents assert that, per multiple legal rulings, the TTRA does not require
unconditional timber sale offerings; thus the TTRA cannot be used as a rationale for excluding
the Tongass from national roadless protection. (See also Chapter 5: Designating Areas (Question
8): Inclusion/Exclusion of Specific Areas from a National Roadless Rule.)

Wilderness Act — A number of respondents state that the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
violates the Wilderness Act. They assert that by imposing special restrictions on roadless areas,
the Forest Service is in effect creating de facto wilderness areas without benefit of congressional
approval. Others, however, assert that the Rule does not constitute a violation of the Act. Beyond
that, many comments regarding the Wilderness Act are made in reference to procedures for
wilderness recommendation. (See also Chapter 5: Designating Areas (Question 8): Wilderness
Recommendations.)

Administrative Procedures Act

129. Public Concern: The Administration should comply with the Administrative
Procedures Act.

This is a ‘desk drawer’ rule in violation of the Administrative Procedures Act. (Individual, Gold Bar,
WA - #A28501.20209)

BY PROVIDING ADEQUATE INFORMATION AND TIME TO COMMENT

The Administrative Procedures Act (APA) requires that a Federal agency shall give notice of a proposed
rulemaking in the Federal Register, and thereafter provide interested persons an opportunity to
participate in that rulemaking by submitting comments. 5 U.S.C.A., Chapter 5 [section] 553.
Furthermore, the agency must consider all of the comments received before finalizing the rule, Id. The
time provided by the Forest Service for public comments was insufficient due to the breadth and
complexity of both the proposed rule and the Draft EIS prepared by the agency. Additionally, there were
vital aspects of the Roadless policy that were added into the final rule, but not available for public
comment in the proposed rule. Both of these deficiencies are a violation of the APA by the Forest
Service. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A28689.20209)

The time period provided by the Forest Service was inadequate and the agency did not fulfill its
requirements under the APA to provide the public with sufficient opportunity to comment. (Business or
Association, Washington, DC - #A28689.20209)

BY PROVIDING EFFECTIVE PUBLIC PROCESS IN PROMULGATING RULES

It is also the responsibility of any administration to follow the dictates of Congress in exercising their
authorities. In this case, that particularly implicates the Administrative Procedures Act’s requirements
for an effective public process in promulgating these rules. (Individual, Broomfield, CO - #A211.20209)

Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act

130. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act.

BY ADEQUATELY ANALYZING IMPACTS OF A NATIONAL ROADLESS RULE ON ALASKA’S NATIONAL
FORESTS
The USFS lands in Alaska, representing over 25 % of lands affected by the roadless rule (14.8 million
acres), are subject to federal laws unique to Alaska. The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA) of 1980 established regulatory framework for all federal lands in Alaska and laws
specific to the conservation system units established by ANILCA. Preservation of access rights are
central to ANILCA and must be preserved in administrative or forest plan level decisions. The Roadless
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FEIS claims to have addressed the unique characteristics of federal lands and socioeconomic needs in
Alaska in the section devoted specifically to the Tongass National Forest, but in fact failed to identify
many provisions of ANILCA.

The FEIS, in its analysis of unique characteristics in Alaska, essentially ignored the 5.6 million acre
CNF [Chugach National Forest]. The CNF, with an astonishing 98.9% of its land base classified as
roadless, is by far the most affected national forest in the nation. The immense impact that the roadless
role, as presently written, will have on the CNF was not analyzed in the FEIS in even the most
rudimentary fashion. For instance, national forests in Alaska were not analyzed for fire risk because “of
the low fire hazard and fire occurrence associated with their temperate rain forests” (p. 3-409 Roadless
Area Conservation FEIS). (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.20207)

BY EXCLUDING THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST FROM THE FINAL RULE

Including the Tongass in the final rule prohibits the Forest Service from complying with the Tongass
Timber Reform Act (TTRA) and the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).
(Elected Official, Haines, AK - #A18063.20400)

BY FOREGOING SWEEPING NATIONAL LEVEL WITHDRAWALS SUCH AS THE ROADLESS AREA
CONSERVATION RULE

With respect to national forests in Alaska, sweeping national level withdrawals such as the Roadless

Rule promulgated by the previous administration are contrary to the provisions of subsections 101 (d),

708 and 1326 of the Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA). (Ketchikan Gateway

Borough, AK - #A17476.20201)

All areas of a national forest should be managed in accordance with local land management plans rather
than through nationally directed land set-asides. With respect to national forests in Alaska, Section 708
and 1326 of ANILCA prohibit nationally directed agency land set-asides because as found in Section
101(d) of ANILCA, Congress had already set aside enough land in Alaska:

“(d) This act provides sufficient protection of the national interest in the scenic, natural, cultural and
environmental values on the public lands in Alaska and at the same time provides adequate opportunity
for satisfaction of the economic and social needs of the State of Alaska and its people; accordingly, the
designation and disposition of the public lands in Alaska pursuant in this Act are found to present a
proper balance between the preservation of national conservation system units and those public lands
necessary and appropriate for more intensive use and disposition and thus Congress believes that the
need for future legislation designating new conservation units, new national conservation areas or new
national recreation areas has been obviated thereby.” (Tribal Corporation, Seattle, WA -
#A20468.20207)

BY FOREGOING ANY ATTEMPT TO SET ASIDE LANDS IN ALASKA OUTSIDE THE NATIONAL FOREST
MANAGEMENT ACT PLANNING REGULATIONS
With respect to National Forests in Alaska, Section 708 and 1326 of ANILCA prohibit nationally
directed agency land set-asides because, as Congress found in Section 101(d) of ANILCA, Congress had
already set aside enough lands in Alaska:

“(d) This act provides sufficient protection of the national interest in the scenic, natural, cultural and
environmental values of the public lands in Alaska and at the same time provides adequate opportunity
for satisfaction of the economic and social needs of the State of Alaska and its people; accordingly, the
designation and disposition of the public lands in Alaska pursuant in this Act are found to present a
proper balance between the preservation of national conservation system units and those public lands
necessary and appropriate for more intensive use and disposition and thus Congress believes that the
need for future legislation designating new conservation units, new national conservation areas or new
national recreation areas has been obviated thereby.”

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) was in existence at the time that ANILCA passed and
was not explicitly changed thereby. This means that land planning through National Forest System
Planning regulations remain in place as the method by which land management should be formulated on
the National Forests in Alaska. Efforts by the bureaucracy to set aside lands in Alaska outside these
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planning regulations are illegal under Section 708 and Section 1326 of ANILCA. (Business or
Association, Ketchikan, AK - #A20443.20200)

ANILCA Section 101(d) specifically prohibits designation of new conservation system units, new
national conservation areas, or new national recreation areas on federal lands in Alaska.

ANILCA Section 708(b)(4) specifically prohibits the Department of Agriculture from conducting any
statewide roadless area review or study for the purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in
the National Wilderness Preservation system in Alaska.

ANILCA Section 1326(a) specifically prohibits administrative closures of more than 5,000 acres in
Alaska unless approved by Congress, which approval has not been granted.

ANILCA Section 1326(b) specifically prohibits study of federal lands in Alaska for the single purpose
of consideration for CSU’s or other similar designations unless specifically authorized to do so by
Congress, which authorization has not been given. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK -
#A20340.20207)

BY NOT RECOMMENDING ANYMORE AREAS FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IN ALASKA

In Alaska, new wilderness designations would be in violation of the “no more” clause of ANILCA.
(Organization, Anchorage, AK - #A15542.20207)

BY FOREGOING ANY FURTHER ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION IN ALASKA

Section 708 of ANILCA, when combined with Section 1326 of ANILCA, can only be read to direct the
Forest Service to conduct no further roadless area reviews and evaluations on the Tongass. In Section
708(a)(2) of ANILCA, Congress stated that it had made its own review and examination of the National
Forest Roadless Areas in Alaska and “of the environmental impacts associated with alternative
allocations of such areas”. Congress further found in Section 708(b)(2), that the 1979 roadless areca
review and evaluation “was an adequate consideration of suitability of such lands for inclusion in the
National wilderness Preservation system”. In Section 708(b)(4), ANILCA specifically directs that there
will be no “further statewide roadless areas review and evaluation of the National Forest System Lands
in the State of Alaska for the purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System”. Clearly the “no timber harvest” uses and “no road building” uses to
which the roadless rule would subject these lands is de facto wilderness and thus the roadless rule should
not apply to National Forests in Alaska. Finally, Section 1326(b) of ANILCA states as follows:

“(b) no further studies of federal lands in the State of Alaska for the single purpose of considering the
establishment of a conservation system unit, national recreation area, national conservation area or for
related or similar purposes shall be conducted unless authorized by this Act or further act of Congress.”

Clearly the proposed Roadless Rule is a review and study of roadless areas on the Tongass and Chugach.
To set these areas aside as “roadless areas” is similar to the establishment of a conservation unit, national
recreation area or national conservation area. Thus is prohibited by 1326(b) of ANILCA. The State of
Alaska’s lawsuit against the roadless rule is based in part on this point. (Business or Association,
Ketchikan, AK - #A20443.20207)

BY FOREGOING ANY FURTHER ROADLESS REVIEWS ON THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST

With respect to the Tongass, Congress had determined in ANILCA that the proper balance between
preservation and development has been struck. It is also clear under Sections 708 and 1326 of ANILCA
that the Forest Service is not to conduct further roadless reviews on the Tongass for the purpose of
managing such areas as wilderness or for similar purposes. (Manager, City of Wrangell, AK -
#A17670.20200)

BY NOT CLOSING AREAS OF MORE THAN 5,000 ACRES WITHOUT CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL

ANILCA Section 1326(a) specifically prohibits administrative closures of more than 5,000 acres in
Alaska unless approved by Congress, which approval has not been granted. (Tribal Corporation,
Anchorage, AK - #A20340.20207)
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BY PROVIDING REASONABLE AND TIMELY ACCESS TO INHOLDINGS

The Forest Service must provide reasonable and timely access to inholdings as required by the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act. If access is limited or if the effects of federal policies
preclude owners from effectively managing their lands, land exchange may be necessary. (State Agency,
Saint Paul, MN - #A6063.20207)

In Minnesota, we have over forty parcels of state owned land contained within these new roadless areas.
The rights of private citizens, states and counties to access their land-as required by the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act-must be provided in a reasonable and timely manner. (Elected Official,
State of Minnesota - #A15541.40100)

131. Public Concern: The Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act
should be amended.

TO ALLOW OWNERSHIP IN INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS WITHOUT ROADED ACCESS

Some states, tribes, organizations, and private citizens do own property within inventoried roadless
areas. The Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act should be changed to allow ownership in
such areas without roaded access. (Individual, Grangeville, ID - #A830.20207)

132. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the Alaska National
Interest Land Conservation Act as an excuse to grant access.

USFS needs to stop hiding inappropriately and illegally behind ANILCA in granting access.
(Organization, Columbia Falls, MT - #A17951.20207)

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

133. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act.

BY ALLOWING ACCESS TO AMERICAN INDIAN LAND INHOLDINGS

The proposed policy violates the provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, ANCSA,
which guarantees access to native land inholdings. This access problem is readily evident in the Chugach
National Forest and the difficulties which Chugach Alaska Natives have had in securing access to their
Carbon Mountain land holdings. (Individual, Anchorage, AK - #A11831.20200)

134. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the rights specified to
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act corporations.

The national forests in Alaska are different than other national forests in the U.S. in a number of ways,
including the passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 1971. With the passage
of ANCSA, 44 million acres of federal lands were made available in 12 regions of the state. Large tracts
within both the Tongass and the Chugach National Forests were made available to satisfy the ANCSA
mandate, causing ANCSA corporations to be effectively joined at the hip with the USFS in these
regions. Despite the spirit and intent of ANCSA, access to their lands continues to be one of the largest
obstacles Alaska Native Corporations face in Alaska. The roadless rule, while providing for “valid and
existing rights”, does little to clarify those rights specified to ANCSA corporations as provided for in
ANILCA. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.20207)
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Americans with Disabilities Act

135. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

I am a disabled American citizens. I fall under the Americans With Disabilities Act. Legislators have
made access for me in my business and public places but you have failed in the area that I need access to
the most, the Federally Controlled lands of this nation. When you close access to the roads in our
National Forests, you lock me out. I cannot hike or back pack and I want the same access as the more
healthy and younger people of this county have. I want to be able to drive to good fishing spots, good
camping areas away from the crowds, I want to see nature at its best just as do the hikers and back
packers. I want the old roads, trails and 4x4 access road left open for me, the elderly, handicapped,
infirm, and the young. Do not close them. (Individual, Seiad Valley, CA - #A5092.20210)

BY PROVIDING ADEQUATE ACCESS

All forms of recreation must be allowed. I believe the roadless policy violates the Americans With
Disability’s Act. How can old and feeble people enjoy the forests if they don’t have motorized access?
How can crippled people enjoy their favorite park or stream if they can’t drive to it? (Individual, Miami,
AZ - #A880.20210)

Making our forests only accessible to hikers is against the disabilities act! The old, frail, young and
disabled enjoy access to forests via 4-wheel drive vehicles. Close off these roads and they are being
denied access! (Individual, No Address - #A296.20210)

Remember the American’s with disability act requires accommodations, and just what is a handicap?
My hip limits how far I can walk to 3-4 miles and an ATV would give me access to a greater amount of
land. (Individual, No Address - #A917.20210)

I agree that roads should not be built for the sole satisfaction of transportation, but I do not agree that
any roads that have already been built should be closed. These roads provide a way for people who
enjoy the outdoors to reach those sites and sounds. Why not park and walk in? Well what about our
commitment to our disabled persons of this land who can’t walk, or can’t walk very far. As I recall there
is an act in place that provides for these citizens, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). These
people need some sort of transportation to get there so they are not discriminated against. (Individual,
No Address - #A10448.20210)

I am almost 80 years old and in my later years I have resorted to traveling the mountain jeep trails in my
4 wheel Jimmy. The roads have been there for centuries and seem none the worse for wear. Many are
logging and mining roads and without travel will take hundreds of years to cover over (remains of the
Santa Fe and Oregon Trails are obvious). Many people like me have dedicated much of their spare time
to the mountains and have been good stewards of the land and now we are being eliminated because of
our age (which seems to me is a violation of the Disabilities Act). (Individual, Longmont, CO -
#A17891.20210)

The Americans With Disabilities Act passed in 1990 has provisions requiring equal access for all
Americans. If there are no roads into the National Forests, there is no access. If the existing roads are
destroyed, as they have been under the previous administration, existing access into National Forests is
reduced. If restrictions on motorized transport into federal lands are levied by bureaucratic fiat, access is
reduced. If logging has been systematically shut down in the National Forests, no new roads will be cut,
and no new access into those forests for the disabled will be created. The actions that limit the access of
all Americans into federal lands also limit disabled access, and are therefore illegal under federal law.
(Individual, No Address - #A26180.20210)

Chapter 2 Process 2-51



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

TO AVOID THE THREAT OF LITIGATION

I realize that law suits and threat of law suit have forced you to manage the forest by court rather than by
what is learned in training. But, if the money is spent for the few that use the wilderness with the
exclusion of the old and infirm, maybe a new set of law suits are in order. (Individual, No Address -
#A4560.10159)

Clean Air Act

136. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Clean Air Act.

In some cases, the Forest Service has legal obligations in management decisions (e.g., in those touching
the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Air Act and Water Acts, in addition to relevant local laws
and ordinances). (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A20412.20200)

Clean Water Act

137. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Clean Water
Act.

BY INCLUDING IN MANAGEMENT PLANS ROADS THAT CROSS STREAMS OR WETLANDS

The Clean Water Act (copy of their acknowledgement included) was completely ignored. No permits
were even applied for. Roads that cross streams or wetlands have to be included in the management
plan. It would be very difficult to consider closing or opening any of the roads remaining without
considering that water is involved. If permits are to be issued for new road construction, including the
wilderness, or any reason then the laws that apply should be enforced on an even playing field.
(Individual, Rock Springs, WY - #A5695.20221)

BY OBTAINING THE NECESSARY PERMITS AND EXEMPTIONS FOR CLOSING FOREST SYSTEM ROADS

Of the road systems closed wholesale in the Bridger Teton, Medicine Bow-Routt, and Wasatch-Cache
National Forests over an extended number of years, no record can be found of a national permit,
exemption, or state permit filed for or extended from the Corps of Engineers for stream channel work.
Hundreds of access ways (thousands nationally) were closed using ground disturbance methods in or
near navigable waters simultaneously—especially between June 1996 and October 1999.

According to Jim Furnish (May 14, 2001), the USFS “did not obtain, nor is required to obtain a permit”
mainly because the long-term effect is an increase in water quality (never stating exactly by what
authority). Region 8 EPA (July 11, 2001) states that “we are not aware of laws that authorize non-
compliance with the Clean Water Act”.

This was followed (July 19, 2001) from EPA with, “Section 404(f) of the Clean Water Act addresses
exemptions for forest roads and the regulations at 40 CFR 232.3 may be relevant as well. 40 CRF 232.3
(c)(6) in particular, deals with construction and maintenance of forest roads and might be useful. I would
also like to point out that Section 404 (r) of the Clean Water Act provides that certain Congressionally
authorized projects do not need a permit if certain conditions are met.” The USFS has never expressly
stated what authorities they operated under as it concerns Jim Furnish’s statement of May 14, 2001.

Then (August 3, 2001) the Corps of Engineers, Omaha District stated, “Omaha District has searched its
records and does not have any record indicating that Bridger Teton National Forest applied for and/or
was issued exemptions or national permits...” And finally on August 30, 2001, in response to “copies of
all documents for and issues showing exemptions or national permits issued to the Bridger Teton
National Forest beginning from Jan. 1, 1984 to Jan 1, 2001 showing authorization for non-compliance of
the Clean Water Act”, the Forest Service, Region 4, responded with “...we are providing you with a no
records determination.” The August 30, 2001 letter was stated as the final word, subject to a “right of
appeal”.

It is true that records regarded are primarily from the Medicine Bow-Routt, Bridger-Teton, and Wasatch-
Cache national forests, however, this probably runs true throughout all 58.5 million acres of inventoried
“roadless” areas and other areas of approximately 192 million acres comprising the National Forest
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System. The point being, the Clean Water Act is a law for everyone to abide by, not just the private
sector of business or landowner. Competing values aside, the USFS is not above the law. (Individual,
Rock Springs, WY - #A15658.20221)

138. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Clean Water
Act and the Endangered Species Act.

BY NOT REMOVING TIMBER OR BUILDING ROADS

The 10 questions listed as part of the Public Comment for Roadless Area Conservation avoided
mentioning Federal Laws such as the CWA and the ESA. In order to meet the CWA requirement to
maintain the physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters that are in the roadless area
watersheds, and to meet all ESA requirements, logging and road building should not be allowed in the
roadless areas. (Organization, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A17112.20200)

139. Public Concern: The Forest Service should integrate the Clean Water Act
and the Endangered Species Act early in the forest planning process.

In addition to the traditional multiple use values that have guided national forest planning since before
NFMA was enacted, I believe we would be well served by a constructive integration of ESA and CWA
into the early forest planning process. (Individual, Spokane, WA - #A17819.20200)

140. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the Clean Water Action
Plan as a guideline for roadless area management.

UNTIL CURRENT LITIGATION OVER ITS IMPLEMENTATION HAS BEEN SETTLED AND ITS IMPACTS HAVE

BEEN ANALYZED UNDER THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT
The Clean Water Action Plan (CWAP) has been cited as a reason for initiating this roadless policy. The
use of the CWAP as a guideline is inappropriate and in violation of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). The CWAP represents a significant Federal action that requires an EA or full EIS under
NEPA, and they have not been completed. Use of the CWAP as a guideline should be held up until a
judgment has been rendered in the lawsuit filed against its implementation and its impacts have been
analyzed under NEPA. (Organization, Albuquerque, NM - #A8813.20203)

Conservation and Reinvestment Act

141. Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage the Senate to pass
the Conservation and Reinvestment Act.

IF STAKEHOLDERS ARE NOT ALLOWED TO REMOVE TIMBER

If private or Tribal forest surrounding or inside U.S. State and Federal Forest remain dead locked to the
extent the owner/tribe will more than likely never be allowed to harvest their timber, which presently
continues to be reality, even though the loss of 7-million-acres in the west is looming in the eyes of us
who still have some common sense left, and in the future other private forest will more than likely burn,
because USDA CLAIMS no one wants roads, helicopters, cable systems, etc. in the “ROADLESS
AREAS;” then by all means, encourage the Senate to PASS CARA, encourage Americans who own
private forest to sell to the government, compensate the Indian Tribes for the loss of timber harvest or
farmers due to the lack of water as is the case of Klamath basin, allow counties to exchange funding
they’re entitled to, without the consideration of the county or states local economy, adjustment for
inflation, federal spending, governmental control and monopolization of all privately owned forest or
“SO CALLED SENSITIVE AREAS” in the 11 Western States, which by the way, CARA affects more
than eastern states. (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A775.30200)
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142. Public Concern: The Forest Service should delay any decisions regarding
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule until the Senate votes on its version of
the Conservation and Reinvestment Act.

Endangered Species Act was never intended as the United States Department of Agriculture Forest
Service, DEO [Department of Energy], BLM [Bureau of Land Management], DOI [Department of
Interior] Fish and Wildlife Service, [IUCN [International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources], Groups, Associations, Societies or individuals private tool in order to control the forest,
farms or grasslands in the U.S. Therefore, ESA [Endangered Species Act] has direct relationship to past
and present policies regarding roadless wilderness. CARA [Conservation And Reinvestment Act] as the
funding mechanism for “new” property acquisition is passed into law will directly affect present roadless
wilderness areas and future designations of “new” lands because private lands within the national forest
could be purchased, thereby eliminating existing roads and shelving the construction of new roads in
order to gain access to those forest previously privately owned. Yet without access to all national forest
“wilderness areas,” in order to thin the forest, wildfires will continue to deplete wildlife sustainable
habitat, and natural resources, i.e., lumber. CARA has passed the house of Representatives with a
comfortable margin of victory, and appears headed for passage in the Senate. Until the Senate passes its
version of CARA and once and for all either ratifies or reinforces the present ESA, roadless wilderness
decisions, including former President Clinton’s roadless wilderness decisions announced in January
2001, any or all decisions should be postponed. (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A775.20000)

Enabling Act

143. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Enabling Act.

BY PROVIDING A CONTINUOUS SUPPLY OF TIMBER AND PRESERVING THE WATERSHED

The primary purposes of the USFS as stated in the Enabling Act are: (1) to provide a continuous supply
of timber to the American people and (2) to preserve the watershed. These two purposes were confirmed
by the US Supreme Court as the primary purposes of the USFS and that all other purposes are secondary
and of less importance. (Individual, Ruidoso, NM - #A17775.20200)

Endangered Species Act

144. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Endangered
Species Act.

Local forest planning is important for specific management decisions but it should be strictly subject to
national policy, especially compliance with NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] and the ESA
[Endangered Species Act]. (Individual, Black Mountain, NC - #A707.20000)

145. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule will jeopardize compliance with the Endangered
Species Act.

BECAUSE IT WILL REDUCE ACCESS FOR REGULAR INSPECTION FOR DISEASES AND PESTS

It is clear that the ESA is seriously jeopardized by the current roadless policy because access to the
interior of the roadless areas compromises regular inspection for diseases and pests that may destroy
endangered or threatened species. (Individual, South Royalton, VT - #A13393.20222)

146. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the relationship of the
Endangered Species Act to international environmental legislation.

Endangered Species Act is a concrete example of the authoritarian power of international treaties over
Americans’ rights and property.

2-54 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

Read U.S. Code 16, Sec. 1531 (a)(4) Congressional Findings and Declaration of Purposes and Policy.
You will find that the Endangered Species Act is conformable to and in accordance with: (A) migratory
bird treaties with Canada and Mexico; (B) the Migratory and Endangered Bird Treaty with Japan; (C)
the Convention on Nature Protection and Wildlife Preservation in the Western Hemisphere; (D) the
International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries; (E) the International Convention for the
High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean; (F) the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora; and (G) other international agreements in a mockery of
the “advice and consent” responsibility placed upon the Senate by our constitution, the U.S. Senate
ratified 34 international treaties without debate, without a vote, and almost without notice during the
106th Congress. (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A775.20222)

147. Public Concern: The Endangered Species Act should be revised.

BECAUSE IT DOES NOT STOP EVOLUTION

Obviously, this would require a complex answer and I would hope that the Forest Service knows this in
greater detail than I do, but common sense tells me that this entails balancing the needs of humans with
those of other animals on U.S. Forest lands. The gauges for making this balance are difficult to come by,
but I suspect that the Endangered Species Act is one gauge that has been used to protect the interests of
the other animals. The problem with using such narrow gauges, as has been applied extensively in
Klamath County, is that there likely have been more extinct species in the “history” of this planet only in
the last 200,000 years than the total number of species that exist now, not to mention the previous 3.8
billion years of this planet’s “history”. What is fallaciously presumed in the Endangered Species Act and
by radical environmentalists that interpret this Act is that evolution of all animal species stopped on the
date of the inception of this Act. What we are witnessing before our eyes is survival of the fittest and
evolution itself. I see this everyday as bacteria develop resistance to antibiotics that they are presented
when humans are being invaded by them and I treat these humans. This is not to say that the U.S. Forest
should be cut and plowed down because there is a basic human need to seek solace in the wilderness,
and there needs to be a basic respect for other animals and organisms. Nevertheless, there is only so
much that human interaction can do to stop evolution. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - #A6931.53200)

BECAUSE IT HARMS RESOURCE INDUSTRIES, RECREATION, AND AGRICULTURE

CARA [Conservation And Reinvestment Act], if it passes, will be the mechanism providing USDA
Forest Service funding for forest/land acquisition, Endangered Species Act gives USDA Forest Service
the license to designate any area sensitive if an endangered species is found on any particular lands.
With 1,243 species on the endangered list and an additional 2,000 under consideration, the future of
private forests, farms and grasslands are uncertain. I would not encourage USDA to visit my rural
community or my local privately owned forest, many that allow hunting, off road, etc., a benefit to the
National and State Forest of the 11 western states. Yet more forests managed by USDA Forest Service
are sought after. USDA Forest Service presently has not the funding to adequately manage the national
forest at present. There has to be a balance. The government cannot own everything. Corporate America
and international entities already have a big piece of America. Is it the intention of the USDA Forest
Service in association with U.S. DOE [Department of Energy] (EIS No. 010222, Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation and Recovery Draft, DOE [Department of Energy], Fish and Wildlife Implementation Plan)
BLM [Bureau of Land Management], International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (IUCN) . . ., Switzerland and Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service to continue
using the Endangered Species Act to systematically deplete resources privately owned forests, farms and
grasslands represent for the economy by declaring areas in the west sensitive for habitat or the home of
one of the 1,243 species? While endangered species are being protected, is the death of other species
now acceptable or destruction of entire farming communities as is the present situation in Klamath
Basin? (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A775.20222)

ESA has not been authorized since 1992 but Congress has been making appropriations for ESA every
year. Forests have been closed, farms have been threatened by wildlife refuges. All of this without being
officially reauthorized.

The Klamath Basin is the result of an ESA citizen’s lawsuit.
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Somebody needs to be held accountable for economic, social, and cultural damages and human suffering
caused by ESA actions.

Rural America is out of work, and thousands of farmers, loggers, miners, ranchers and people working
in related businesses have been put out of work due to ESA Actions and ESA protections.

Our economic way of life is being destroyed. Natural Resources need to be used not just for oil energy,
but mining, logging, grazing, etc. We need to work the land to produce raw materials for American
industries and to produce food for our tables. (Individual, Eckert, CO - #A28671.20222)

BECAUSE IT IS BEING USED BY GROUPS AS A TOOL AGAINST TRADITIONAL USES OF FOREST LANDS

Congress passed the Endangered Species Act of 1973 into law in an effort to ensure the long-term
solution, which satisfied the needs of both man and his surroundings. The Endangered Species Act was a
noble endeavor in both concept and theory. Provide protection to the plant and animal species threatened
with extinction, or endangered by the spread of the human population throughout the country. On its
face the Endangered Species Act appeared to be a “common sense” piece of legislation. The idea was
that there was more than enough room to go around and that man could easily coexist with his natural
surroundings. America is a big place after all. Yet things are rarely what they seem. Over the years the
Endangered Species Act, like the species it purports to “protect,” continued to “evolve.” At the behest of
the Green Advocacy Groups, amendments to the original legislation along with creative interpretation by
an activist judiciary have turned the law into little more than a weapon to be used against business,
development interest, property owners and recreational groups...to name but a few. Today, once the
Endangered Species Act is invoked in a land use battle, the battle is almost always over. How many
among us can afford to go up against the near-limitless resources of the federal government, the GAGs
[Green Advocacy Groups], and often complicit media effort combined? (Individual, Jefferson, OR -
#A775.20222)

Property rights advocates have long contended environmentalists use the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
to further such unrelated interests as limiting population sprawl, restricting natural resources recovery,
and restricting the construction of new roads, airports, and dams. The National Wilderness Institute
(NWI) notes no species have ever been removed from the endangered species list due to actions taken
under the Endangered Species Act. Although NWI has filed many court actions and has fought diligently
for the protection of endangered species, it recognizes that many species that are not threatened have
been improperly added to the list. (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A775.20222)

The most insidious weapon in the environmentalists’ hands is the Endangered Species Act. It is
destroying farmers, ranchers, commercial fisherman, loggers, the petroleum industry, motorized
recreation industry, and other recreational pursuits. Thousands upon thousands of people are losing their
farms, ranches and jobs. This again is an underlying attempt by the Globalists to destroy our ability to
produce in order to make us dependent on the U.N. (Individual, Sedona, AZ - #A1566.20222)

BECAUSE IT HAS NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED LONG ENOUGH TO OBTAIN THE NECESSARY DATA TO
DECLARE SOME SPECIES ENDANGERED

The Endangered Species Act may be correct and needed but the management of the intent is wrong.
Every species has its cycle from maximum population to minimum population. The ESA has not been
established long enough to obtain the necessary data to declare some of these species endangered. Some
of these declarations may affect forest health. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - #A8809.20222)

TO ELIMINATE THE PRINCIPLE THAT HABITAT IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN USE
Join the people in demanding hearty revision of the ESA.
Eliminate the goal, concept, or operational principle that habitat is more important than use. They are
both important. (Individual, Greeley, CO - #A28995.53100)

TO ALLOW AN AUTOMATIC EXEMPTION TO PROTECT LIFE AND PROPERTY

ESA should be reformed or repealed the worst ESA travesty yet is the death of the four young
firefighters in Washington. Due to endangered fish in the Chewick River the Forest Service) delayed for
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several hours to take water from the river to drop on the fire. If Congress cannot reform the ESA to
protect human life they should repeal it. This should never have happened, and who is to be held
accountable? There should be an automatic exemption to protect human life and property. (Individual,
Eckert, CO - #A28671.20222)

The ESA should be reformed or repealed. The worst ESA travesty yet is the death of the four young fire
fighters in Washington due to endangered fish and Chewuk River. The Forest Service delayed several
hours to deliver water on the fire, thus causing the death of these four fire fighters. (Individual,
Cedaredge, CO - #A21879.20222)

Public Concern: The Endangered Species Act should be eliminated in its

current form.

149.

BECAUSE OF ITS IMPACT ON PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS

ESA [Endangered Species Act] and International ESA policies combine together in a manner that allows
others to decide the fate of your private property if someone trespassing discovers an endangered
species, which by the way, may increase to 3,243 species from the present 1,243 critters and varmints
since ESA’s inception and only nine species have been taken off due to their recovery. The reality of the
ESA today is not about protection. It is about control of a population through the use of its land and
natural resources.

In short, proposals by both Democratic and Republican officials are all over the boards everywhere but
where they need to be-De-finding and eliminating the ESA in its current form from the law books of the
American judicial system. When people are forced by our government to eradicate what could very well
be truly endangered species from their own property in order to protect both their rights and its value,
you have a problem that runs far deeper than a piece of legislation. You have a government and related
NGOs (non-governmental organizations) that are acting against the will of the people they serve, to the
detriment of the species they purport to protect. (Individual, Jefferson, OR - #A777.20222)

BECAUSE OF ITS ROLE IN CLOSING ROADS

We already have millions of acres locked up in wilderness Areas, National Parks, Refuges, study areas
etc. and far too many roads locked up because of the Endangered Species Act. (Individual, Kalispell,
MT - #A1071.20222)

BECAUSE THE SCIENCE IS FLAWED

Also, the Endangered Species Act is flawed, and many land closures are based on “junk” science, with
no scientific proof that certain areas should be closed to human access. (Individual, San Diego, CA -
#A6766.20222)

Public Concern: The Forest Service should support legislation that

prevents litigation over the Endangered Species Act and reimbursement of
legal fees.

Remove the weapon used by our “Environmental Extortionist”. Have legislation to prevent any lawsuits
in regard to the Endangered Species Act or from these groups collecting reimbursement of legal fees or
damages from the USFS. (Individual, Lawrenceville, GA - #A6196.15000)

Seek reform of the endangered species act so we can save our forests instead of litigate. (Individual,
Canby, OR - #A15507.20222)

Reductions in the use of even-age and other habitat management practices on National Forests are due
primarily to obstructionist legal challenges. These legal challenges are commonly based on existing
Forest Service Land and Resource Management Planning Regulations. The wording of some of these
regulations and judicial interpretation thereof can place sometimes-unreasonable requirements on the
agency, thereby exacerbating efforts to implement needed habitat management projects.
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Specifically, many suits allege that the Forest Service hasn’t adequately monitored populations of certain
species to ascertain whether or not these populations are viable, a requirement under the current
interpretation of existing planning regulations. Given that these lists of species, which vary by National
Forest, can include several dozen to almost 1,000 species, the population monitoring necessary to meet
this viability requirement can be both technically and fiscally impractical, if not impossible. I would
even go as far as to suggest that legislation be introduced to prevent such groups from collecting
damages of legal fees in association with any endangered species. If our concerned environmentalists
had to pay their own fees I wonder how often we would see a suit brought against USFS? Maybe Chief
Bosworth you should lobby for legislation to save the taxpayers and the budget of USFS some money.
(Individual, Lawrenceville, GA - #A6256.16120)

ENCOURAGE THE REPEAL OF THE CITIZEN SUIT PROVISION OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Repeal the “citizen suit” provision of the Endangered Species Act, and then repeal the Endangered
Species Act. When regulations are issued and enforced as a result of bureaucratic interpretation which is
inconsistent with law, or which result from a lawsuit filed against a government agency by an
environmental extremist organization or any of its members, the persons and organization involved need
to receive a large fine and considerable time in prison. Personal and organizational responsibility in
following the law will go a long way toward protecting access to, and unfettered use of, private property.
(Individual, Fredericktown, MO - #A11981.20222)

150. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that protection of
unroaded areas on federal lands has provided state and private lands more
latitude for management under the Endangered Species Act.

I would also point out that protection of unroaded areas on federal lands has provided state and private
lands more latitude for management under the Endangered Species Act. Protection of federal lands has
consistently been cited by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Department of Interior as a reason
to have less stringent protections of habitats of Threatened and Endangered species on nonfederal
ownerships in Washington State. Thus private individuals and state trustees (beneficiaries of
Washington DNR-managed lands) benefit directly from habitat conserved on federal lands. (Individual,
Olympia, WA - #A30305.20222)

Federal Advisory Committee Act

151. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act.

BY AVOIDING CLOSED-DOOR SESSIONS WITH TARGETED GROUPS

This Initiative was constructed, we believe, in closed-door sessions with radical environmentalists—a
FACA violation. It violates the mandate of the USFS—to provide the greatest use for the greatest
number—and probably the ADA. It shuts a huge percentage of our ‘public’ lands off to the public.
(Individual, Cedaredge, CO - #A10364.20000)

152. Public Concern: The Forest Service should seek removal of the
bureaucratic requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

TO FACILITATE FORMATION OF FOREST-LEVEL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

The most effective, proven tool for working with various groups to ensure that concerns about roadless
values are heard and addressed through a fair and open process is the NFMA-mandated forest land and
resource management planning process. The Forest Service must allow all interested parties to offer
their views and to help define the issues without being constrained by this input.

Establishing forest-level advisory committees as envisioned by NFMA can strengthen this process.
Removing the bureaucratic, straitjacket requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act would
facilitate this approach. Meaningful, productive relationships evolve from the contacts on the individual
National Forests. This is where specifics can best be applied on the ground to work to the benefits of
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local individuals, the community, the state and the nation. (Business or Association, Portland, OR -
#A19004.20201)

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act

153. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act.

BY ADDRESSING ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT IN THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS

To be consistent with the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act of 1974 as amended
(hereafter “RPA”); the National Forest Management Act (hereafter “NFMA”); and, the Multiple Use
Sustained Yield Act (hereafter “MUSY”), the Forest Service should address the roadless management
issues through the comprehensive planning process of the Land and Resource Management Plans
(hereafter “LRMPS”) process. By examining one issue (roadless management) in isolation, the resulting
management policies will not provide for multiple use and sustained yield in a coordinated and
consistent manner.

The LRMP process was designed to guide all natural resources management activities and in turn
determine resource management activities in turn determining resource management practices, levels of
resource production and management, and suitability of lands, all in a comprehensive approach that was
responsible to changing social and economic demands.

The nationwide approach to roadless management runs counter to the goal of a coordinated, integrated,
and consistent planning process. It is our recommendation that the roadless issue be addressed in the
LRMP process wherein all resources outputs are balanced to determine the maximum long term net
public benefits. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.13110)

BY NOT MANAGING ROADLESS AREAS AS DE FACTO WILDERNESS

We note that the adoption of the proposed rule to temporarily suspend road construction and
reconstruction within National Forest System roadless areas is viewed as critical to preserve land and
resource management options. (63 F.R. 9980-02). However, this preservation of management option for
the roadless areas is in direct contradiction to the Congressional intent relative to roadless areas as
expressed during the 1981 designation of wilderness in California. We note the following statement in
the Committee Report:

The fact that the wilderness option for the roadless areas will be considered in future planning raises the
hypothetical argument that the areas therefore must be managed so as to preserve their wilderness
attributes so that these may be considered in the future. Such an interpretation, however, would result in
all roadless areas being kept in de facto wilderness for a succession of future planning processes. SUCH
AN INTERPRETATION IS OBVIOUSLY INCORRECT, AND IF APPLIED, WOULD
COMPLETELY FRUSTRATE THE ORDERLY MANAGEMENT OF NONWILDERNESS LANDS
AND THE GOALS OF THE FOREST AND RANGELNAD RENEWABLE RESOURCE PLANNING
ACT. (Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 97th Cong. 1st Sess. Report No. 97-181, p.45)
(emphasis added). SEE ALSO Committee on Energy and Natural Resource, 96th Cong. 2d Sess., Report
No. 96-914, p. 26.

As noted above, the preservation of roadless areas to maintain options for future plans is inconsistent

with the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act as well as the various wilderness
acts. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.12460)

Knutson-Vandenberg Act

154. Public Concern: The Knutson-Vandenberg Act should be repealed.

BECAUSE IT AGGRAVATES CONFLICTING INTERESTS

The conflicting interests that are mentioned in several of the questions are, in part, due to the way the
Knutson-Vandenberg Act has intermeshed local incentives with profits from national lands. This
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outdated law creates many of these conflicts. It allows the best interest of the forest to be weighed
against local county needs for bridges and schools, local businesses who are partly supported by the
harvest of forests, and the numerous support functions that go along with logging and milling.

Consider for a moment if the Knutson-Vandenberg Act were repealed, that ALL revenue generated off
of national lands was sent to the general treasury to benefit everyone (not just the local county), and that
any harvest or extraction from national lands was strictly a forest service function, using forest service
equipment, then I think you would get a picture of how differently this issue would become. . . . The
repeal of the Knutson-Vandenberg Act is likely ‘wishful’ thinking, but I fail to see the logic that allows
one county to benefit over another, simply because national land happens to be in its borders. Perhaps
some compromise of locking in a fee that the federal government would pay to offset local county
revenue that would be a flat fee per acre could be worked out. I am pessimistic however as I believe as
long as there remains a financial incentive to cut trees, that no forest will ever be truly safe. (Individual,
No Address - #A3649.20200)

Mining Laws General

155. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize its legal obligation to
maintain roaded access for mineral exploration and development.

AS REQUIRED BY MULTIPLE LAWS AND REGULATORY ACTS

Apart from the general inadequacies of the rulemakings related to roadless areas, e.g., Land and
Resource Management Planning Rule, 65 Fed. Reg. 67514, (November 9, 2000); Road Management and
Transportation System Rule, 66 Fed. Reg. 3206 (January 12, 2001); Forest Transportation System
Administrative Policy, 66 Fed. Reg. 3218 (January 12, 2001); and Roadless Area Conservation Rule, 66
Fed. Reg. 3244 (January 12, 2001), as applied to both federal and private minerals located within or
nearby the National Forest System, these rules fail to properly consider and account for the public laws
that specifically control access and development of minerals on public lands. Whatever mandate, or
authority, the Forest Service believes it can derive from the laws it administers generally for activities
that affect surface resources within the National Forest Service System, they do not supercede, or
override, the more specific mandates and requirements of the mineral laws. For example, the Mining
Law of 1872, 30 U.S.C. 22 et seq., establishes the right to access public lands to explore and develop
locatable minerals on public lands, and the Forest Service cannot materially interfere with prospecting,
mining, and other incidental uses on those lands in the course of its management of surface resources.
Likewise, the disposition of solid minerals subject to the leasing laws cannot be impaired by unilateral
action by the Forest Service under the guise of its general authority to manage surface resources within
the National Forest System.

Again, by way of example, the disposition and development of federal coal under National Forest Lands
is subject to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 30 U.S.C. 181 et seq., and the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA), 30 U.S.C. 1201 et seq. These laws establish
specific land use planning considerations for the availability of federal coal resources. These specific
provisions control and cannot be superceded by Forest Service edicts or rules purportedly taken pursuant
to the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), 16 U.S.C. “‘1601-1614, Multiple Use and Sustained-
Yield Act of 1960 (MUSYA), 16 U.S.C. *° 528-531, or the Organic Administration Act of 1897, 30 Stat.
11 (June 4, 1897). Rather, the Forest Service’s obligation, and the Secretary of Interior’s as well for that
matter, is to assure that the Forest Service’s actions conform to the specific laws providing for access
and development of the mineral resources within the National Forest System.

Our review of the records developed to support the Forest Service’s rules for roadless areas are
shockingly devoid of any indication that these considerations were part of its decision making. Similarly,
there is no indication that the Bureau of Land Management performed its obligations in assuring that
these rules comport, and not interfere, with the Secretary of the Interior’s obligations under our Nation’s
mineral laws. The National Mining Association was prepared to bring legal action to obtain appropriate
relief to bar the application of the rules to mineral activities in light of these specific, as well as other
general, infirmities with the rules. However, NMA decided to refrain from such action in light of the
agency’s announcement to review the rules.
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We see this as an opportunity for the Forest Service to cure the unlawfulness of these rules as applied to
mineral development within the National Forest System. In the meantime, we request that the Forest
Service refrain from applying the rules in a manner that interferes with the exploration and development
activities that are the subject of the mineral laws.

Mining is unique, because federally owned minerals are primarily managed by the Department of
Interior not the Forest Service. As such, the Forest Service has a limited role in the regulation of mineral
resources. For mineral activity on Forest Service lands, the appropriate role of the local forest planning
in evaluating protection and management of inventoried roadless areas is defined not only by NFMA but
also other statutes particular to mineral development. Among those statutes upon which the agency must
rely in the course of its planning process are: SMCRA; Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1975
(FCLAA) Pub.L.No. 94377, 90 Stat. 1083 (1976); Mining and Minerals Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 21a);
Mining Law of 1872.

The Forest Service Only Has Limited Authority Over Minerals Governed by the 1872 Mining Law

The Forest Service only has limited regulatory authority over mineral resources governed by the 1872
Mining Law, as amended. This limited authority simply does not permit designation of roadless areas in
a manner that unreasonably interferes with exploration for and development of minerals.

The Mining Law allows for “A free and open exploration and purchase” of “all valuable mineral
deposits in lands belonging to the United States.” 30 U.S.C. [section] 22. Congress established the
National Forests through the Organic Administration Act of 1897, 30 Stat. 11 (Jun. 4, 1897), with
administrative authority originally vested in the Department of the Interior. In 1905, Congress
transferred from the Interior Department to the Department of Agriculture the power to execute or cause
to be executed all laws affecting public lands in the National Forests, but the 1905 Act limited that
authority by excepting such laws as affect the surveying, prospecting, locating, appropriating, entering,
relinquishing, reconveying, certifying, or patenting of any such lands.” 16 U.S.C. [section] 472; 30 Stat.
628 (Feb. 1, 1905). For decades, this qualification has been construed consistently as withholding
administrative power over locatable mineral exploration and mining activity on National Forest lands
from the Department of Agriculture. See, e.g., H.H. Yard, 38 Pub. Lands Dec. 59, 61-65, 1909 WL 936
(D.O.L July 3, 1909) (stating that the Transfer Act of 1905 recognized the right, authority, power, and
jurisdiction [over surveying, entering, patenting, prospecting, and appropriating] as already existent and
vested and declares that such power and authority shall remain where now seated, viz: with the Interior
Department.”); Apex and Extralateral Rights Issues Raised By The Stillwater Mineral Patent, 93 Interior
Dec. 369, 384 n. 2, 1986 WL 222959 (D.O.I. Apr. 18, 1986) (The Interior Department has the statutory
responsibility to administer the Mining Law of 1872 . . . on National Forest lands.”).

Even without consideration of the 1905 Act transfer provisions, the Organic Administration Act of 1897,
which remains a central statutory authority for the Forest Service today, does not provide the authority to
limit locatable mineral exploration and mining on National Forest Lands. To the contrary, the Act
explicitly warns: “nor shall anything herein prohibit any person from entering . . . national forests for all
proper and lawful purposes, including that of prospecting, locating and developing mineral resources . . .
“ 16 U.S.C. [section] 478. Interpreting the Forest Service’s Organic Act, the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit recently stated:

The Forest Service may regulate use of National Forest lands by holders of unpatented mining claims . .
. but only to the extent that the regulations are “reasonable” and do not impermissibly encroach on
legitimate uses incident to mining and mill site claims.

United States v. Shumway, 199 F.3d 1093, 1107 (9th Cir. 1999) (citing United States v. Weiss, 642 F.2d
296, 299 (9th Cir. 1981)). In addition, the court emphasized that the right of the Forest Service to
manage surface resources shall be such as not to endanger or materially interfere with prospecting,
mining or processing operations or uses reasonably incident thereto.” Id. Roads are most certainly
legitimate uses incident to mining and mill site claims and the prohibition of roads in inventoried
roadless areas would be a material interference with mining that is certainly an unreasonable and
impermissible encroachment on legitimate uses.

Not only have courts and administrative adjudicatory bodies consistently interpreted the Organic Act of
1897 regarding locatable minerals, but also the Congress, in subsequent grants of authority to the Forest
Service, has uniformly done so too. Thus, in 1960, Congress passed MUSY A, which directed the Forest
Service to manage the National Forests according to the principles of “multiple use” and “sustained
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yield.” Significantly, in the MUSYA, as in the Forest Service’s Organic Act, Congress warned that
“nothing” in the Act “shall be construed so as to affect the use or administration of the mineral resources
of national forest lands . . . .” 16 U.S.C. [section] 531(a) . . . Similarly, Congress defined the term
“sustained yield” to exclusively refer to the output of the various renewable resources of the national
forests .. ..” 16 U.S.C. [section] 531(b) . . . The Act’s legislative history demonstrates a deliberate effort
by Congress to limit Forest Service authority over mineral resources. The House of Representatives
Interior Committee Report on the Act states:

It is made clear that nothing in the bill would affect the authority which the Secretary of the Interior has
with respect to the mineral resources in the national forest lands. Thus, the bill would not impair mining
operations and activities under the authorities which the Secretary of the Interior has with respect to such
mineral resources. House Report No. 1551, 1960 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2377 (Apr. 25, 1960).

In 1974, Congress spoke to this principle again when it enacted the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act, (1974 Renewable Resources Act) 16 U.S.C. [section] 1600-1614.

While authorizing the Forest Service’s land use planning functions, Congress once again made clear,
beginning with the 1974 Act’s title (“Renewable Resources”), that minerals were beyond the scope of
Forest Service jurisdiction. Significantly, the term “renewable resources” is defined by the 1974 Act “to
involve those matters within the scope of responsibilities and authorities of the Forest Service on the
date of this Act . ...” 16 U.S.C. [section] 1610 (emphasis added). Thus, the Act relates back to the
MUSYA, which in turn specifically and deliberately exempted minerals from the Forest Service’s
discretionary planning and management authority.

In 1976, the NFMA made significant amendments to the 1974 Renewable Resources Act. As in the
original 1974 Act, however, the NFMA relates back to the principals of multiple use and sustained
yield—applicable only to renewable resources—used by Congress in the MUSYA. See 16 U.S.C.
[section] 472a(c). In the 1976 Act’s statement of policy, Congress stated:

To serve the national interest, the renewable resource program must be based on a comprehensive
assessment of present and anticipated uses, demand for, and supply of renewable resources from the
Nation’s public and private forests and rangelands, through analysis of environmental and economic
impacts, coordination of multiple use and sustained yield opportunities as provided in the Multiple-Use
Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 . ... 16 U.S.C. [section] 1600(3) . ...

Thus, Congress repeatedly has acknowledged through legislation and legislative history that the Forest
Service does not have discretionary planning authority over mineral resources on National Forest lands.

The Forest Service’s own regulations recognize this limitation on the Agency’s authority over locatable
minerals. Thus, the regulations found at 36 C.F.R. Part 228, promulgated by the Forest Service in 1974
immediately after enactment of the 1974 Renewable Resources Act correctly set the boundaries of the
Forest Service’s limited authority over locatable mineral resources and mining activities. In the
statement of purpose for the Part 228 regulations, the Forest Service recognized that there is a statutory
right to enter public lands in search of minerals. Thus, the purpose of the regulations was to:

Set forth rules and procedures through which use of the surface of National Forest System lands in
connection with operations authorized by the United States mining laws (30 U.S.C. 21-54), which confer
a statutory right to enter upon the public lands to search for minerals, shall be conducted so as to
minimize adverse environmental impacts on National Forest System surface resources. It is not the
purpose of these regulations to provide for the management of mineral resources; the responsibility for
managing such resources is in the Secretary of the Interior. 36 C.F.R. [section] 228.1 . . . Surely,
restrictions on the construction of roads for mineral exploration and mine development interferes with
that statutory right. The Part 228 regulations, which remain in full force today, require mining claimants
to obtain Forest Service approval of a plan of operations, and post necessary bonding to secure
compliance with the plan of operation’s reclamation requirements, but make no attempt to limit access to
roadless areas. See, e.g., 36 C.F.R. [section] 228.4, 228.5. It is important to note that mining roads
constructed pursuant to the Part 228 regulations do not become part of the National Forest Road System.
Instead, as discussed below, the Part 228 regulations requires that such roads be reclaimed by the
operator when they are no longer needed.

In the preamble to the Part 228 regulations, the Forest Service specifically and correctly recognized that
it may not adopt surface regulations that impede upon the statutory mining rights:

2-62 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

The Forest Service recognizes that prospectors and miners have a statutory right, not mere privilege,
under the 1872 mining law and the Act of June 4, 1897, to go upon and use the open public domain
lands of the National Forest System for the purposes of mineral exploration, development and
production. Exercise of that right may not be unreasonably restricted. Specific provision has been made
in the operating plan approval section of the regulations charging Forest Service administrators with the
responsibility to consider the economics of operations, along with the other factors, in determining the
reasonableness of the requirements for surface resource protection. 39 Fed. Reg. 31317 (Aug. 28, 1974)
(emphasis added).

The Forest Service lacks the authority to designate roadless areas in a manner that impedes longstanding
statutory rights to explore the public lands for minerals and develop minerals discovered. The limitations
on Forest Service authority with regard to minerals have been recognized and applied consistently.

Land Use Planning and The Federal Coal Management Program

In 1979, the Department of Interior (DOI) formally implemented by regulation the Federal Coal
Management Program (Coal Program), after the completion of a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement in which the Forest Service participated. The new Coal Program implemented three newly
enacted statutes, the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (FLPMA), FCLAA and SMCRA. See Final
Environmental Impact Statement for Federal Coal Management Program at pp.1-15-1-17. The Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) has the primary responsibility for administering the Coal Program.

A major component of the Coal Program is comprehensive land use planning, which must be prepared
and continually updated. It is only through such planning that federal coal suitable for further leasing
consideration is identified. While general land use planning is conducted by BLM under FLPMA or by
the Forest Service under NFMA (if National Forest lands are involved), as to coal leasing, both agencies
must comply with FCLAA’s more specific land use planning requirements. Specifically, section
(3)(A)(1) of FCLAA mandates that “no lease sale shall be held unless the lands containing the coal
deposits have been included in a comprehensive land use plan and such sale is compatible with such
plan.” Additional review of federal lands is required by section 522(b) of SMCRA which states the
Secretary of the Interior must “review federal lands to determine whether they contain areas unsuitable
for all or certain types of certain coal mining.”

The FCLAA and SMCRA planning and review requirements are implemented through the Coal
Program. See e.g., 43 C.F.R. 3420.1-4(a) (implementing Section (3)(A)(i) of FCLAA, “The Secretary
[of Interior] may not hold a lease sale under this part unless the lands containing the coal deposits are
included in a comprehensive land use plan or land use analysis.”) and 43 C.F.R. 3420.1-4(b)(2) (also
implementing Section (3)(A)(i) by specifying that in the case where the surface overlying the subject
coal is managed by an agency other than the DOI, that department or agency has responsibility to
prepare the land use plan. “The Department of Agriculture or any other agency with surface
management authority shall prepare comprehensive land use plans or land use analysis for lands it
administers.”).

As to SMCRA'’s unsuitability review, the Coal Program developed specific unsuitability criteria that
must be used by BLM or any other surface managing agency conducting the land use planning process.
See 43 CFR 3420.1-4(e)(2) (“the Bureau of Land Management or the surface management agency
conducting the land use planning shall, using the unsuitability criteria and procedures set out in part
3461 of this title, review Federal lands to assess where there are areas unsuitable for all or certain
stipulated methods of mining.”). The Coal Program regulations, based on SMCRA’s unsuitability
provisions, establish 20 specific unsuitability screening criteria for making such a determination.

The Forest Service agreed with the Department of the Interior—as a condition of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) by which the Secretary delegated the SMCRA federal lands unsuitability review
for national forest lands to the Forest Service—to employ the unsuitability criteria and procedures
adopted by Interior, by regulation, as parts of the Coal Program. Specifically, the MOU states:

The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture will review Federal lands under their
respective jurisdictions to determine which are unsuitable for all or certain types of surface coal mining
operations. Such reviews shall be conducted and such assessments shall be made by the FS and BLM
using [the 20 unsuitability] criteria which have been promulgated as regulations by the Secretary of
the Interior as part of the Federal coal management program (43 CFR part 3400). May 20, 1980
Memorandum of Understanding between the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the
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Interior Providing for Coordination of Activities Pursuant to the Federal Coal Management Program.
No. 80-SIE-001 (Emphasis added.) More broadly, the MOU is intended to “establish a system for
coordination between the BLM and FS on the Federal coal management program.” Id. As far as NMA
can establish, the Forest Service has not coordinated with BLM on the interaction of the roadless rule
with the Coal Program. NMA submitted Freedom of Information Act requests to both agencies to
determine if there was any communication amongst the agencies as to such interaction or more broadly
if there were any communications about the impacts of the roadless rule on any mining activities. The
response received by NMA indicates no such communications took place. This lack of active
consultation conflicts directly with the requirements of the Coal Program. See generally, 43 CFR 3420;
3461.

Thus, the Coal Program implements the planning and review requirements of FCLAA and SMCRA, by
establishing a comprehensive federal system for identifying federal coal suitable for further leasing
consideration. The Forest Service has no authority to ignore, as it did in the January 12, 2001 final rule,
the Coal Program regulations, or their statutory basis, by declaring vast amounts of public land off-limits
to future coal leasing activities. To do so, would be to violate the legal requirement to use the
unsuitability requirements to determine areas available for leasing.

In addition, the Coal Program establishes that the local forest planning plays an essential role in
determining areas unsuitable for mining, including the construction, reconstruction and maintenance of
roads constructed in support of mining operations. In fact, it is the only procedure for determining
whether Forest Service lands are suitable for mining. The local forest planning process is the common
thread that holds together the three statutes that authorize and regulate coal mining on Forest System
lands. These forest plans include reports on the application of the unsuitability criteria. See 43 CFR
3461. If the local forest planning process were bypassed in whole or in part, the Coal Program collapses.
Without a predictable mechanism to lease and recover coal underlying Forest Service lands, the Nation’s
energy supply could be significantly and seriously affected.

Leasable Solid Minerals other than Coal

The role of local forest planning is equally important in the leasing of solid minerals other than coal. 43
C.F.R. 3501.17(a) provides that ABLM will not issue you a permit or lease unless it conforms with the
decisions, terms and conditions of an applicable land use plan@ 43 C.F.R. 3501.17(c) states that ABLM
will issue permits and leases consistent with any unsuitability designations under part 1600 of this
title.@ 43 C.F.R. 1610.7-1(b)(1) declares, The resource management planning process is the chief
process by which public land is reviewed for designation as areas unsuitable [for] entry or leasing for
mining operations for minerals and materials other than coal under section 601 of the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977.@ 30 U.S.C. 1281. Together these three planning provisions in
conjunction with section 601 of SMCRA affirm that the local forest planning process plays an essential
role in the evaluation protection and management of inventoried roadless areas on Forest Service lands.

January 12, 2001 Rule Not Explicit Enough in Exempting Mineral Activities from its Purview

Section 294.12 of the January 12, 2001 rule prohibits road construction and reconstruction in inventoried
roadless areas. One of the exceptions to the general prohibition on roads is contained at section 2914.12
(b)(3) which allows roads “needed pursuant to reserved or outstanding rights or as provided for by
statute or treaty.” This vague exception may be intended to address access for mineral exploration and
development pursuant to the Mining Law of 1872, the Mineral Leasing Act and other laws, but the rule’s
preamble provides little explanation of the exception’s scope. Indeed, statements in the preamble
undermine the mining industry’s confidence that this exception will ensure access via roads.
Specifically, the preamble states:

Access for the exploration of locatable minerals pursuant to the General Mining Law of 1872 is not
prohibited by this rule. Nor is reasonable access for the development of valid claims pursuant to the
General Mining Law of 1872 prohibited. In some cases, access other than roads may be adequate for
mineral activities. This access may include, but is not limited to, helicopter, road construction or
reconstruction, or non-motorized transport. 66 Fed. Reg. 3253. (Emphasis added.) While aerial
access may not be prohibitive in connection with some exploration, we submit that aerial access will be
prohibitive, i.e., unreasonable, with respect to essentially all mining activities. While the Forest Service
may have more discretion over leasable mineral activities, the exception to the road prohibition would
still apply to provide access for such activities to fulfill existing contracts. Permitting only aerial access
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or non-motorized access is a constructive denial of access. To reiterate previous comments, the Forest
Service has no authority to prevent access for mineral activities under the Mining Law. As the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has recently noted: “Congress has refused to repeal the
Mining Law of 1872. Administrative agencies lack authority effectively to repeal the statute by
regulations.” United States v. Shumway, 199 F.3d.1093, 1107, (9th Cir. 1999). In addition, denial or
restriction of access may effect a taking under the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, and any
denial or restriction on access for a leasable mineral activity may also constitute a violation of the
Contracts Clause of the U.S. Constitution.

The Forest Service must allow road construction for mineral exploration and development as guaranteed
by statutory right in the various federal mining and mineral leasing laws. (Business or Association,
Washington, D.C. - #A29622.20223)

Mining Law of 1872

156. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Mining Law of
1872.

The Forest Service should rely on local control and input to determine the best use of forest resources,
while conforming to the Mining Law of 1872. (Individual, Aptos, CA - #A16303.20223)

TO REMAIN FREE OF FOREIGN DEPENDENCE ON RAW MATERIALS

The Mining Law of 1872 should be of prime concern, as our ability to remain free of foreign
dependence on raw materials is of utmost importance. (Individual, Aptos, CA - #A16303.20223)

The Forest Service should rely on local control and input to determine the best use of forest resources,
while conforming to the Mining Law of 1872. . .. The Forest Service must consider economic factors by
law. The Mining Law of 1872 should be of prime concern, as our ability to remain free of foreign
dependence on raw materials is of utmost importance. The Forest Service should allow local
jurisdictions to make their own decisions on how best to use forest lands because local citizens are
affected the most by these decisions. (Individual, Albuquerque, NM - #A10497.15111)

BY MAINTAINING ACCESS FOR MINERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Rights provided under the 1872 Mining Law to explore for and develop minerals cannot be abridged by
the adoption of an administrative regulation in the absence of other Congressionally enacted statute
granting such specific authority. No such Congressionally-granted authority can be found among the
plethora of laws governing the management of federal lands. To the contrary, Congress granted specific
protection for the exercise of valid mining rights, as set forth in:

Surface Resources and Multiple Use Act of 1955 30 U.S.C. 612
Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 16 U.S.C. 528
Wilderness Act of 1964 16 U.S.C. 1134

National Forest Management Act 16 U.S.C. 1601-1614

Access to Forest Service lands containing minerals under federal lease is also protected, since the
contractually granted right given by the federal government to develop those minerals is dependent upon
access necessary to conduct the operation in a safe and prudent manner in accordance with applicable
laws, including requirements of OSM [Office of Surface Mining], MSHA [Mine Safety and Health
Administration], and other agencies. Subsequent administrative inclusion within a defined roadless area
cannot, and should not, infringe on existing rights. (Business or Association, Denver, CO -
#A20676.20200)

First and foremost, the Forest Service must review its statutory authority as to whether it can prohibit
any specific activities. For example . . . the Forest Service has no statutory authority to prevent access to
federal lands pursuant to the Mining Law of 1872. Therefore, arguably, roaded access for mineral
development should be expressly allowed. (Business or Association, Spokane, WA - #A17351.20000)
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BY ALLOWING UNRESTRICTED MODES OF TRANSPORTATION

Mineral entry to public lands, as guaranteed by the 1872 Mining Act, is an act of Congress. The Act is a
complete bundle of rights that includes, among other things the construction of access roads for
exploration and development, the removal of bulk samples for test milling, and unrestricted modes of
transportation to gain access to lands subject to the Act.

This bundle of rights to explore and develop federal minerals cannot be partially extinguished by
administratively limiting modes of access, or any other valid rights granted by Congress when it enacted
the 1872 Mining Act. (Business or Association, Reno, NV - #A15364.20223)

BY NOT MATERIALLY INTERFERING WITH PROSPECTING, MINING, OR MINERAL PROCESSING

Certain other federally owned minerals, e.g., gold and silver, are governed by the laws of location as set
forth in the 1872 Mining Law, which predates the establishment of the National Forests (1897). The
Mining Law allows for “free and open exploration and purchase” of all valuable mineral deposits in
lands belonging to the United States.” 30 U.S.C. [Section] 22. Thus, while the Forest Service may have
statutory authority to regulate surface use of the National Forests by holders of unpatented mining
claims, that regulation must be reasonable and may not materially interfere with prospecting, mining or
mineral processing as guaranteed under the Mining Law on lands open to the public. For a more
comprehensive treatment of this issue, we refer you to and hereby incorporate by reference the
comments of the National Mining Association. (Business or Association, Denver, CO - #A20676.20223)

157. Public Concern: The Mining Act of 1872 should be revised.

TO GRANT ROYALTIES AND LEASING FEES TO GOVERNMENT MANAGERS COMMENSURATE WITH
THOSE RECEIVED FROM PRIVATELY OWNED LAND
Mining and the exploitation of non-renewable resources can impose major permanent impacts upon the
land. Often these impacts can be localized; but none-the-less should be restrained. The 1872 Mining Act
as well as grazing privileges need to be revised to result in the government managers receiving royalties
and leasing fees commensurate to if the land was privately owned. National Forests are not intended for
being tree farms, mines or cattle pastures. (Individual, Geneva, NE - #A15512.90110)

158. Public Concern: The Mining Act of 1872 should be repealed.
The 1872 Mining Act needs to be thrown out as well. (Individual, Boise, ID - #A8715.90720)

Mining and Mineral Policy Act

159. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Mining and
Mineral Policy Act.

BY MAINTAINING ACCESS TO MINERAL DEPOSITS IN NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS

Creation of vast “roadless” areas is in direct conflict with the Congressional mandate established in the
Mining and mineral Policy Act of 1970 (MMPA). MMPA states the following: “The Congress declares
that it is the continuing policy of the Federal government in the national interest to foster and encourage
private enterprise in: (1) the development of economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals,
metal and mineral reclamation industries; (2) the orderly and economic development of domestic
mineral resources, reserves, and reclamation of metals and minerals to help assure satisfaction of
industrial, security and environmental needs.” Clearly, maintaining access to mineral deposits in the
national forest system is essential to complying with the MMPA’s directive. (Individual, Reno, NV -
#A21755.20223)

Compliance with the Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970—Creation of vast roadless areas is in
direct conflict with the Congressional mandate established in the Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970

(MMPA). MMPA states the following: “The Congress declares that it is the continuing policy of the
Federal Government in the national interest to foster and encourage private enterprise in: (1) the
development of economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals, metal and mineral
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reclamation industries; (2) the orderly and economic development of domestic mineral resources,
reserves, and reclamation of metals and minerals to help assure satisfaction of industries, security and
environmental needs.” Clearly, maintaining access to mineral deposits in the National Forest System is
essential to complying with the MMPA’s directive. (Individual, Reno, NV - #A21377.20200)

Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act

160. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Multiple Use
and Sustained Yield Act.

BY ENSURING THAT FOREST PLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE

The plans must provide for multiple use as provided in The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960,
taking into account the “coordination of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish,
and wilderness”. (Individual, El Dorado, KS - #A5117.20202)

BY MAINTAINING ACCESS

I am writing to support the Forest Service’s Multiple Use Act. The public lands belong to the public,
that’s you and me, not to the federal government. We want access to what is legally ours. (Individual,
Seiad Valley, CA - #A1150.20202)

BY PROVIDING FOR A COMBINATION OF USES IN WHATEVER MATRIX WILL BEST MEET THE NEEDS OF
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
The Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. sec. 528 to 531) provides that our public
lands shall be “utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American people; making
the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources and related services over areas large
enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and
conditions, that some land will be for less than all of the resources...”

Your public pronouncements suggest that the new leadership at the Forest Service has lost sight of this
legal principle. It is not legally necessary to provide for every use on every acre of our national forests.
Rather, it is your legal obligation to meet the needs of the American people, applying whatever
combination of uses in whatever matrix is necessary. (Organization, Titusville, NJ - #A6288.20202)

The BLM Strategic Plan FY 2000 to 2005 states that: “To achieve this mission, the Bureau of Land
Management follows these principles: Manage natural resources for multiple use and long-term value,
recognizing that the mix of permitted and allowable uses will vary from area to area and over time.”

Multiple-use management goals are the only goals that will “best meet the needs” of the public and
provide for equal program delivery to all citizens including motorized visitors. All of us have a
responsibility to accept and promote diversity of recreation on our public lands. Diversity of recreation
opportunities can only be accomplished through management for multiple-uses and reasonable
coexistence among visitors.

The significant closing of roads and motorized trails in the project area is not consistent with meeting the
needs of the public and the goals of Multiple-Use Management as directed under Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and P.L. 88-657.
The proposed rulemaking combined with the cumulative effects of other proposed and enacted federal
land management policies have resulted in a significant reduction of multiple-use and OHV recreation
opportunities. We request further evaluation of compliance with multiple-use policies and laws and that
the decision support these policies and laws. (Organization, Helena, MT - #A13226.20200)

BY USING MULTIPLE-USE SUSTAINABILITY AS THE STANDARD RATHER THAN ECOSYSTEM
SUSTAINABILITY
The Forest Service asks what characteristic, environment values, social and economic considerations
they should consider as it evaluates inventoried roadless areas. ABATE of Illinois asks that the Forest
Service return to the 1960 Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act. This act outlines multi-use sustainability
as opposed to the current standard of “ecosystem sustainability”.
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The “ecosystem sustainability” standard currently being used could eliminate access of the forest to
almost all recreationists, including motorcycles. (Organization, Naperville, IL - #A20342.20202)

BY GIVING EQUAL CONSIDERATION TO ALL RESOURCES

While the Forest Service is permitted under the MUSYA to prefer some uses over others based on
relative resource values in particular areas, the Forest Service cannot, in a proposal that would impact
the entire National Forest System, elevate one resource (i.e., environmental resources) over all others. In
explaining the Act’s multiple-use directive, the House Report discusses the “relative values” analysis as
follows:

One of the basic concepts of multiple use is that all of these resources in general are entitled to equal
consideration, but in particular . . . localized areas’ relative values of the various resources will be
recognized . . . . In practice, the priority of resource use will vary locality by locality and case by case. In
one locality timber use might dominate; in another locality use of the range by domestic livestock; in
another outdoor recreation or wildlife might dominate. Thus, in particular localities the various resource
uses might be given priorities because of particular circumstances. This is the meaning of the last
sentence of section 2 of the bill. But no resource would be given a statutory priority over the others. The
bill would neither upgrade nor downgrade any resource.

H.R. Rep. No. 1551, 86th Cong., 2d Sess.—(1960), reprinted in 1960 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2377, 2379. Thus,
the Forest Service may [not]”upgrade” one resource use, i.e. roadless areas, over all others. (Business or
Association, Washington, DC - #A29622.20202)

161. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule complies with the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act.

Modifications to the revised Rule must clearly reflect how the new Rule will provide needed access for
congressionally mandated multiple uses. (Business, Colville, WA - #A3362.20202)

162. Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze how many wild fires in
2000 occurred in study areas and whether the Multiple Use and Sustained
Yield Act has been suspended.

Check how many of the wild fires of 2000 started in study areas and whether the Multiple Use Act of
1960 has been suspended. (Individual, Corvallis MT - #A8081.20202)

163. Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the legal mandate to
provide sustained yield of renewable resources.

I believe it is time to reevaluate the congressional mandate for the Forest Service to provide sustained
yield of renewable resources. Past forest management has NOT provided sustained yield as required by
the 1960 MUSYA Act, and public forests have been decimated over the past 40 years. (Individual,
Olympia, WA - #A4929.20202)

I believe it is time to reevaluate the congressional mandate for the Forest Service to provide sustained
yield of renewable resources. Past forest management has not provided sustained yield as required by the
1960 MUSY A Act, and public forests have been decimated over the past 40 years. (Individual, Olympia,
WA - #A6262.20202)

National Forest Protection and Restoration Act
164. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the proposed

National Forest Protection and Restoration Act.

BY ELIMINATING COMMERCIAL LOGGING AND DIVERTING SUBSIDIES TO TRUE RESTORATION

The ultimate solution lies in the National Forest Protection and Restoration Act, which eliminates
commercial logging and diverts subsidies towards true restoration. Only by fully protecting roadless
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areas from commercial logging will we manage for “healthy” forests, in the true ecological sense.
(Individual, Pullman, WA - #A6234.20200)

TO ELIMINATE FUTURE MANAGEMENT ERRORS

To eliminate the possibility of future management errors such as this proposal, I have introduced the
National Forest Protection and Restoration Act. This Act would eliminate the commercial timber
program, and neutralize the commercial incentives that are clearly at work in this reverse-rulemaking
proposal. While the Forest Service may feel the need to hand our National Forests over to special
interests, I do not share this vision, and will resist your efforts until you move in a new direction. (United
States Representative, Georgia, - #A693.20000)

Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act

165. Public Concern: The Forest Service should support the Northern Rockies

Ecosystem Protection Act, HR 488.

TO PROTECT REMAINING PRISTINE LANDS

I am writing to please urge you to support the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act, HR 488.
With all of the opposition you must be receiving against the act, I’'m sure this puts you in a difficult
position. But the very few pristine lands we have left in our country deserve to be left alone. (Individual,
Alberton, MT - #A11755.20200)

Organic Act

166. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Organic Act.

I am more concerned about the trend of the Forest Service in management of the rest of the national
forests. I think it is time for the Forest Service to re-examine its origin and purpose. The Organic Act of
1897 affirmed that the forests’ reservations are “for the purpose of securing favorable conditions of
water flows, and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use and necessities of the citizens of the
United States.”

A plethora of policy and management legislation has confused and complicated administration of the
national forests, but none has repealed the basic premise so well stated in 1897. (Individual, Missoula,
MT - #A4987.20204)

Before replying specifically to the 10 questions you pose, I believe it is essential first to refer back to the
Organic Administration Act.

While the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, Wilderness Act, Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act and National Forest Management Act, among others, modify the Organic act,
and while the Clean Water Act, National Environmental Policy Act and Endangered Species Act, among
others, affect its implementation, the core provisions of the Organic Act remain controlling law.

In 1978 the U.S. Supreme Court, after reciting the familiar language in the Organic Administration Act
setting out the reasons why the national forests were created, added: “They are not parks set aside for
nonuse” (United States v. New Mexico), the Wilderness Act did not change this. Quite the opposite, it
recognized that to convert national forest land to “nonuse” required a specific act of Congress.

While the Forest Service’s ANPR does a good job summarizing the legal history of the roadless dispute
since 1972, I raise the issue of the Organic Administration Act because it remains an essential legal
context for any policy decisions about the national forests. (Individual, Spokane, WA - #A17819.20204)

BY MANAGING FOR MULTIPLE USES

The proposed policy is contrary to the Forest Service’s Organic Act which requires multiple use
management of the National Forests. The policy would create de-facto wilderness covering 50-60
million acres. (Individual, Anchorage, AK - #A11831.20204)

Chapter 2 Process

2-69



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Regulatory Flexibility Act

167. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

As part of the revised rulemaking process on the Roadless Area Conservation Plan, the Forest Service
must comply with regulations under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act, and the Benefit Cost Analysis/Unfunded Mandated Reform Act in
promulgating the rules under this process. (Business or Association, Salt Lake City, UT -
#A28991.20000)

BY PROVIDING A REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS

The Final Rule was issued without benefit of a regulatory flexibility analysis. 66 Fed. Reg. at 3270. The
Department of Agriculture asserted that “Because the roadless rule does not directly regulate small
entities, the Department does not believe the Regulatory Flexibility Act applies to this rule.” /d. HAI
believes that this conclusion is grossly in error. The civil helicopter operators that provide aerial fire
suppression and other services to federal land management agencies are all small business organizations,
based on Small Business Administration criteria. Because helicopter operations in remote areas are
dependent upon ground support teams and vehicles, the Final Rule will have a substantial negative
impact on the ability of these small businesses to conduct operations in fulfillment of their contracts with
federal land management agencies and others. This rulemaking is incomplete without a regulatory
flexibility analysis of its potential economic impact on civil helicopter operators and related small
businesses. (Business, Alexandria, VA - #A30200.20217)

The rules should be considered in light of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 USC 601 et seq). Under this
law which guides broad planning principles and management of the Forest Service road system, this
proposed rule must be shown to have no direct or indirect financial or other impact on small businesses.
The Forest Service is required to certify that this action will not have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities as defined by the Act. (State Agency, Cheyenne, WY -
#A22609.20217)

The Forest Service previously claimed in its proposed rule, “This proposed rule has been considered in
light of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.” It was further stated that “the proposed rule primarily involves
agency terminology and board principles to guide the planning and management of the Forest Service
road system and has no direct or indirect financial or other impact on small businesses. Therefore, it is
hereby certified that this action will not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of
small entities as defined by the Act.” However, the FS also stated that a road constructed into a roadless
or unroaded area automatically constitutes a significant impact, requiring an EIS. In other words, any
road required for mineral exploration or development will also require an EIS, which could cost millions
of dollars. In view of the agency’s purported budgetary woes, we are extremely concerned that the FS
will force project proponents to pay for these NEPA analyses. It is unquestionable that the cost of a
small exploration program would increase exponentially in conjunction with the required analyses.
When one considers the number of mining claims, leases, or prospecting permits within the roadless
areas, it is clear that the rule would definitely pose a significant economic impact on a sizable number of
small companies. Consequently, we dispute the FS’s finding that its proposed rule would have no
significant impact on small business and formally request the agency to conduct a specific analysis to
clearly illustrate the genuine impacts of the proposed rule on small business. (Business, Denver, CO -
#A29112.20217)

I request that the Forest Service conduct a detailed Regulatory Impact Analysis, including cost-benefit
analysis, of any changes to the RACR as required by the Administration Procedures Act and the several
Executive Orders and acts of Congress concerning cost-benefit analysis. These analyses must evaluate
the net impact of any changes to the rule, and a draft analysis must be made available concurrent with
the publication of the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. I request that these analyses include the value of

2-70 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

ecosystem services provided by intact roadless areas. (Individual, Huntington Woods, MI -
#A7706.20209)

Neither the Cost-Benefit analysis nor the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) met the letter or
intent of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act
(SBREFA), and the Benefit-Cost Analysis/Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. While much of the IRFA is
couched in the proper terms and tone expected of an objective analysis, a knowledgeable reviewer
quickly perceives that the document is seriously flawed in many respects. The overall credibility of
IRFA is seriously diminished by the notable absence of hard data or facts substantiating the many
assumptions used throughout the Final EIS and the January 12 Rule. The full range of management
alternatives cannot be determined without a proper IRFA or Cost-Benefit Analysis.

As a result, the USFS has failed to analyze adequately the impact of the January 12 Rule on small
entities and did not fairly consider regulatory alternatives that would minimize significant economic
impacts to small entities. As the U.S. District court in Florida has keenly observed, agencies must be
mindful that even commendable goals like preservation do not excuse violations of the RFA.
“Although the preservation of Atlantic shark species is a benevolent, laudatory goal, conservation does
not justify government lawlessness.” (emphasis added) Southern Offshore Fishing Association v Daley,
S5F. Supp> 2d 1336 (D. FL 1999). (Business or Association, Spokane, WA - #A17351.75900)

BY STATING THE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION AND DESCRIBING ALTERNATIVES WHICH
MINIMIZE THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON SMALL BUSINESSES

The IRFA [Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis] is deficient in a number of respects. The RFA
requires “a succinct statement of the objectives of, and legal basis for, the proposed action; a description
of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to which the proposed action will
apply.” The IRFA was devoid of any attempt to satisfy either of these statutory requirements. The IRFA
did not contain a statement of the legal basis for the proposed action. The reason is simple. the agency
lacked statutory authority for this rulemaking and was fully aware of this fact.

The RFA further requires that each IRFA contain a description of any significant alternatives to the
January 12 Rule which accomplish the stated objectives of applicable statutes and which minimize any
significant economic impact of the January 12 Rule on small entities. Again, the IRFA prepared by the
USFS was devoid of any attempt to satisfy this requirement.

The alternatives discussed in the preamble to the January 12 Rule are not “alternatives that minimize any
significant economic impact of the rule on small entities.” Compliance with the RFA is not achieved by
consideration of alternatives that do not meet the requirements of the Act. Accordingly, when the USFS
considers alternatives that are more burdensome to small business, they are not valid for RFA purposes.
In addition, the USFS did not consider several other obvious alternatives that would accomplish the
objectives of the statute but would have protected small entities. These are temporary roads; well-
maintained roads; privately maintained roads; and recognized RS 2477 roads. (Business or Association,
Spokane, WA - #A17351.20217)

Our members have asked, “Did the USFS avoid the RFA mandated economic impact analysis because it
knew that the impact to small businesses and rural communities would be large and devastating?”” The
USFS use of an all-or-nothing approach in developing the January 12 Rule, when experience, the laws
written by Congress, and just plain common sense, dictated a middle ground, make their question
pertinent. We believe the courts would agree.

One purpose of the RFA is to make sure reasonable alternatives are considered that avoid economic
dislocation to small entities, while still accomplishing the stated regulatory goal. The technical and
management capabilities exist to provide for continued judicious use of both new and existing roads on
those tracts of land that remain largely unroaded. Middle-ground alternatives should have been
considered, and their economic impacts evaluated and compared to the January 12 Rule. This nation has
the means to avoid adverse environmental impacts to the land without essentially having to stop all
resource-based economic activities. Not only was the absence of other reasonable alternatives
inconsistent with RFA, but NEPA requirements as well. (Business or Association, Spokane, WA -
#A17351.20217)
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Revised Statute 2477

168. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with Revised Statute
2477.

WITH RESPECT TO ROAD CLOSURES

I am disgusted by the very prospect of the roadless initiative. For starters, it is illegal to close many of
these roads under RS 2477. It seeks to decrease public access to the back country, eventually corralling
the citizens of the US into small urban areas. (Individual, Anoka, MN - #A359.20208)

If you so much as touch an RS-2477 you will be trying to defend yourself before a judge. (Individual,
No Address - #A6724.20208)

Most of the motorized trails have served as important public access routes since the turn of the century.
This significance is clearly demonstrated by the number of historic mines and structures that are located
along these routes. We have observed that these travelways are currently significant recreation resources
for motorized visitors in the area including ATV, motorcycle, and four-wheel drive enthusiasts. Many of
these travelways have right-of-ways as provided for under the provisions of Revised Statute 2477. These
roads are shown on many older mapping sources including: aerial photographs, 15-minute USGS
quadrangle sheets, and older county maps. The cut and fill sections and obvious roadbed indicate that
these roads were constructed and used by the public for access to the forest. RS 2477 was created to
provide adequate public access to our public lands. Now this public access is being eliminated. These
travelways must remain open based on; (1) their history of public access, (2) the access that they provide
to interesting historical sites, and (3) their significance to public access. The document must evaluate all
of the issues surrounding RS 2477 including the cumulative impact of all past closures of RS 2477
routes. (Organization, Helena, MT - #A13226.20208)

All of the routes proposed for closure by the Forest Service were in existence before 1976 and, therefore,
have RS 2477 rights-of-way to provide the public with access to public lands. (Organization, Helena,
MT - #A13226.20208)

The rule ignores state law that reserves to the public, access to all section lines. In 1866 Congress
provided rights of way for the public to federal lands, commonly known as R.S. 2477 grants. The State
accepted the R.S. 2477 grant upon statehood, by declaring all section lines open to the public.
(Governor, State of North Dakota - #A22065.20208)

A major concern of Catron County Commission is the RS 2477 Roads that lace the Gila and Cibola
national forests in Catron County, including the proposed Roadless areas. The Catron County RS 2477
Roads are property of the County and its citizens. Yet the County Commission is concerned that the
Roadless Initiative would usurp County jurisdiction with the federal government illegally “taking
property” that belongs to the County. Catron County Commission has notified the national forest of its
RS 2477 Roads has been done in the current Roadless EIS. The County has also requested to be a
partner in joint environmental analyses of any Forest Service initiatives that could impact Catron County
and its citizens’ private properties. The County was not properly notified for early consultation, given
the number of RS 2477 Roads on the national forests in Catron County. (Elected Official, Catron
County, NM - #A15538.20208)

BY ACKNOWLEDGING ALL IDENTIFIED REVISED STATUTE 2477 RIGHTS-OF WAY AS ROADS

The proposed roadless policy must acknowledge the existence of Revised Statute 2477 rights-of-way
(R.S. 2477) which allow access to lands owned by the State of Alaska and other private property. All
identified RS 2477 rights-of-way in Alaska’s and in the Lower 48 states, must be acknowledged as
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“roads” for purposes of this regulation, regardless of the width of the roadway and its current condition.
Otherwise, the proposed policy would violate RS 2477 and the Alaska Statehood Act. (Individual,
Anchorage, AK - #A11831.20208)

169. Public Concern: The federal government should issue easement deeds that
title insurance companies will insure.

INCLUDING REVISED STATUTE 2477 ROUTES

The Federal Government should issue easement deeds that Title Insurance Companies will insure
including RS2477 routes. Enforcement jurisdiction lies within the counties. The Federal government
may be obstructing justice by interfering with access guaranteed by Congress under RS2477, exempted
by FLPMA and the National Preservation Act.

California Civil code 15:66 provides that the owner of an easement has the right to maintain and repair
the easement, and the duty extends to the city or other public agency on a public easement so as to
prevent injury. (Individual, Santa Ysabel, CA - #A26392.20000)

170. Public Concern: The Forest Service should defer action on roadless area
management until local communities complete studies of Revised Statute
2477 claims.

The Forest Service is forcing local communities to begin costly and time consuming RS 2477 claims and
studies since this appears to be the only avenue local communities have in maintaining local access to
their public lands. These studies must be completed prior to any Forest Service roadless area
designations or restrictions. (Individual, Alturas, CA - #A28581.20208)

171. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify its position on Revised
Statute 2477 roads.

WITH RESPECT TO ROADLESS AREAS

We have one other concern that we did not see expressed here. That concern is: How is the Forest
Service going to deal with RS 2477 roads, and how do those roads fit into the roadless area discussion?

Currently the Forest Service has no position on RS 2477 roads. There is no policy in place to recognize
or deal with such roads. If a county asserts RS 2477 routes they are met with silence by the agency. If
the county then pushes the issue the routes are grudgingly recognized (maybe), subject to unilateral
action on the part of the agency to cancel that recognition if it (the agency) so decides.

This question can have an impact on a roadless area. If a county asserts an RS 2477 right-of-way for a
road through a roadless area, and the agency refuses to accept that assertion, what happens to the
roadless area until that disagreement is settled, and what process is used to settle the disagreement?

We would like to see this issue addressed at some point. It may have to be addressed in a separate
regulation or policy statement, but we believe it ties in with the roadless issue. (Elected Official,
Fremont County, ID - #A4942.20208)

172. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with counties regarding
Revised Statute 2477 roads.

SIERRA COUNTY

The Gila National Forest in Sierra County already has substantial non-multiple use (Roadless, restricted
and wilderness) areas. In addition, Sierra County RS 2477 Roads could be in jeopardy unless there is
proper Forest Service consultation with the County Commission. (Manager, Sierra County, NM -
#A22059.20208)

A major concern of Sierra County Commission is the RS 2477 Roads that lace the Gila National Forest
in Sierra County, including the proposed Roadless areas. The Sierra County RS 2477 Roads are property
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of the County and its citizens. Yet the County Commission is concerned that the Roadless Initiative
would usurp County jurisdiction with the federal government illegally “taking property” that belongs to
the County. Sierra County Commission has notified the national forest of its RS 2477 properties on the
forest. Yet no proper consideration of the RS 2477 Roads has been done in the current Roadless EIS.
The County has also requested to be a partner in joint environmental analyses of any Forest Service
initiatives that could impact Sierra County and its citizens’ private properties. The County was not
properly notified for early consultation, given the number of RS 2477 Roads on the national forest in
Sierra County.

It should also be noted that federal agencies couldn’t extinguish or adversely impact RS 2477 Roads.
Only the affected county of US Congress can extinguish, change or abandon RS 2477 Roads. The 1997
omnibus act, section 108, states that no final rule or regulation of any agency of the federal government
pertaining to the recognition, management or validity of a right-of-way pursuant to RS 2477 shall take
effect unless expressly authorized by an act of Congress. (Manager, Sierra County, NM -
#A22059.20208)

173. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Revised
Statute 2477 (RS 2477) savings provisions and the Section 108 prohibition
against redefining what an RS 2477 road is.

First and foremost, the Forest Service must obey the law, most particularly the RS 2477 savings
provisions of FLPMA and the Section 108 prohibition against redefining what an RS 2477 is. The
30,000 or so comments that you have received from eco-fanatics do not trump these laws. We doubt that
Congress will change these statutes, because to do so would result in multi-billion dollar claims under
the Taking clause of the US Constitution’s Fifth Amendment. This is why Congress wrote the savings
provisions of FLPMA in the first place. (Organization, Tonopah, NV - #A20337.20000)

The USFS is attempting to define the terms “roadless areas” and “unroaded areas” in a way which
adversely affects the recognition and validity of RS-2477 rights-of-way in a manner that has been
expressly prohibited by a Congressional moratorium (Section 108). These definitions are an inherent
component of both the proposed “roadless area” moratorium rule and the ANPR. Moreover, these
definitions have been published in the Federal Register for public comment, as is required under the
Administrative Procedures Act. This attempt to establish regulations through the use of a unilateral
proclamation of the USFS is an illegal action, in defiance of Congress and in violation of the
Administrative Procedures Act, the savings provisions of FLPMA, and Section 108.

The U.S. Constitution states that “ALL legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of
the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.” (emphasis added) The
executive agencies, including the USFS, have no constitutional authority of their own to make law. Only
the Congress can do that. Hence, a unilateral act of the USFS (or any agency) to establish rules (or
inherent components thereof such as definitions) by cloaking them as “policy” in defiance of the express
will of Congress is unconstitutional and unlawful. (Organization, Tonopah, NV - #A20337.20000)

BY RESPECTING ALL VALID EXISTING RIGHTS

The Forest Service should respect ALL “valid existing rights,” as stated in the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976. (Individual, Eckert, CO - #A28671.20205)

Tongass Timber Reform Act

174. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Tongass
Timber Reform Act.

BY EXCLUDING THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST FROM THE FINAL RULE

Including the Tongass in the final rule prohibits the Forest Service from complying with the Tongass
Timber Reform Act (TTRA) and the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).
(Elected Official, Haines, AK - #A18063.20400)

2-74 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

BY PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE VOLUME OF TIMBER

It . . . fails to consider the Tongass Timber Reform Act’s directive that the Forest Service should supply
an adequate volume of timber to meet the needs of Southeast Alaska’s timber industry and timber-
dependent communities such as the Borough. (Ketchikan Gateway Borough, AK - #A17476.20200)

The Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan (TLMP) just completed an 11-year, $13 million
revision funded by American taxpayers, which is currently under appeal by several entities. In addition
to other legal impediments to the application of the roadless proposal on the Tongass, no changes in land
allocations on the Tongass can be made by the Forest Service except to correct legal errors in the TLMP
revision procedures or pursuant to a forest plan amendment following NFMA procedures. Adoption of
the proposed rule will lead to violation of the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) because the Forest
Service will be unable to meet market demand for timber sales as called for in this statute. (Tribal
Corporation, Anchorage, AK - #A20340.20400)

175. Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge legal rulings that
the Tongass Timber Reform Act does not require unconditional timber sale
offerings.

BY INCLUDING THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST FROM A NATIONAL RULE

The Forest Service claims that the agency cannot include roadless areas of the Tongass in the policy
because “use of the Tongass National Forest’s inventoried roadless areas for timber production
contributes to the Forest Service’s effort to seek to meet (within the meaning of Section 101 of the
Tongass Timber Reform Act) market demand for timber in the Tongass National Forest consistent with
providing for the multiple use and sustained yield for all renewable forest resources. . . . First of all, the
“seek to meet market demand” provision is subject to all other laws, consistent with providing for the
multiple use and sustained yield for all renewable forest resources. Those forest resources include
outdoor recreation, watersheds, wildlife and fish purposes (see Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, 16
USC Sec. 528.)

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, in Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Association vs.
Morrison (1995), held that “TTRA envisions not an inflexible harvest level, but a balancing of the
market, the law, and other uses, including preservation.”

The Forest Service itself has advocated this more flexible and more accurate interpretation of the TTRA.
In AFA v. U.S., the Forest Service argued “The use of the word ‘seek’ necessarily implies a
congressional recognition that the Forest Service may be in full compliance with Section 101’s
mandates, even though less than ‘market demand’ is offered. (Defendants’ Memorandum in Opposition
to Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment and in Support of Defendants’ Cross-Motion for Summary
Judgment, 4/14/95, p. 10.)

In a case from this year, the Forest Service argued: “Reliance on the TTRA is misplaced because the
TTRA directive is subject to numerous qualifications and because the Ninth Circuit has rejected the
interpretation that the TTRA directive to seek to meet market demand is ‘mandatory.”” (Southeast
Alaska Conservation Council v. Lyons, Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Brief on the Merits,
2/18/00.)

Finally, the Department of Agriculture formally adopted these interpretations in the decisions on the
appeals of the Tongass Land Management Plan Revision:

Section 101 clearly states that this provision is “subject to appropriations, other applicable law, and the
requirements of the National Forest Management Act of 1976.” In addition, it also clearly states that
meeting demand is subject to being “consistent with providing for multiple use and sustained yield of all
renewable forest resources.” (Organization, Sitka, AK - #A30486.75510)
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Weeks Act

176. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Weeks Act.

BY MANAGING FOR MULTIPLE USES

Please insist that your Agency manage my forests for multiple-use including timber production. The
1911 Weeks Act requires it. (Individual, Princeton, WV - #A18086.50200)

Wild Horse Act

177. Public Concern: The Wild Horse Act should be revised.

DUE TO ITS ROLE IN INCREASING THE HORSE POPULATION

The Wild Horse Act must be revised. The cost is too high. The overall horse population in the United
States is forced to increase when it should be decreasing. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR -
#A8809.20200)

Wilderness Acts

178. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Wilderness
Act.

I believe that the Roadless initiative violates the Wilderness Act. Congress should have oversight of any
policy of such magnitude. (Individual, Sumter, SC - #A6210.20206)

Protection for “roadless” areas is unnecessary given the existence of the Wilderness Act. Inventoried
“roadless” areas selected for future protection should be proposed to Congress for wilderness
designation; there is no need for two separate processes to achieve the same goal. In addition, by
proposing inventoried “roadless” areas to Congress, the Forest Service will avoid allegations that it is
attempting to create de facto wilderness areas in violation of the Wilderness Act. (Business or
Association, Reno, NV - #A21755.20206)

REGARDING LAND INVENTORY AND WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1964 the Wilderness Act was passed and signed into law. The law required that the Forest Service and
the Bureau of Land Management inventory the lands under their responsibility and recommend to
Congress the areas that should be considered “wilderness.” (Elected Official, Gila County, AZ -
#A3013.202006)

BY NOT CREATING DE FACTO WILDERNESS AREAS

Not only is this outcome poor public policy, but also designation of this roadless area directly flouted
Congress’ intent in carefully drawing the boundaries of the Jarbidge Wilderness. The original
designation of that wilderness area occurred as part of the Wilderness Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. [section]
1132(a) (“1964 Wilderness Act”), and it was expanded in 1989, 103 Stat. 1784. The Wilderness Act and
its legislative history make clear that Congress drew the boundaries carefully, and no protective
perimeters outside of those boundaries were to be presumed. Instead, the remaining lands were intended
to remain open to multiple use. Moreover, no further roadless area review and evaluation of National
Forest lands in Nevada was to be conducted without congressional authorization. See 135 Cong.Rec.
S11510-11515 (Sept. 20, 1989). Through the Roadless Rule, however, the Forest Service has acted
directly contrary to congressional will by making a de facto extension of the Jarbidge Wilderness to
include the area between AGNA’s operations at Jerritt Canyon and Big Springs as well as other
“roadless” designations throughout Nevada. (Business or Association, Washington, DC -
#A19636.202006)

2-76 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

The West Elk Mine is located a few miles from the West Elk Wilderness Area designated by Congress
under the 1964 Wilderness Act. 16 U.S.C. [section] 1132. Despite its proximity to the Wilderness Area,
the Mine has been able to operate successfully, largely because in 1964 Congress carefully considered
the boundaries of that Wilderness and explicitly noted that “no future administrator” of the Forest
Service could “make wholesale designations of additional areas in which use would be limited.” House
Report No. 1538, 88th Cong. (July 2, 1964), reprinted in 1964 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 3616-17. (Business or
Association, Washington, DC - #A19636.20206)

179. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Wyoming
Wilderness Act.

BY NOT CREATING DE FACTO WILDERNESS AREAS

Be very careful road selection by the BTNF some of the roads closed violated “The Wilderness Act”.
Authority to extend or reduce the wilderness boundaries is invested solely in Congress. By closing these
selected roads they extended the wilderness boundary from the point of closure to the original
wilderness boundary. At the very least they created many more square miles of de facto forest. This was
also a violation of “The Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984.”

This needs to be set right before any reasonable form of road management can be formulated. Many
times I have asked from the Attorney General down to the local management for just one law or rule or
what ever that allowed the enactors of the road plan to extend the wilderness boundary. If that
information was forthcoming then we could let that old dog lie in peace. (Individual, Rock Springs, WY
- #A5695.20206)

BY NOT ESTABLISHING BUFFER ZONES

In the Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 it specifically prohibits establishment of Buffer Zones and it
appears that so-called roadless areas could be constructed as Buffer Zones. (Conservation District,
Sublette County, WY - #A28888.20200)

BY NOT CONDUCTING ANY FURTHER ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION

The advance notice of proposed rulemaking dated July 3, 2001 states “The Forest Service has been
evaluating roadless areas for nearly 30 years”. While this may be true Service-wide, this effort was
concluded in Wyoming with the passage of the Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-550).

This public law states in Title II, the Congress has made its own review and examination of the National
Forest Roadless Areas in Wyoming and the environmental impacts associated with alternative allocation
of such areas.

Section 401(b) On the basis of such review, the Congress hereby determines and directs that—(2) the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-588) to be an adequate
consideration of the suitability of such lands for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation
System and the Department of Agriculture shall not be required to review the wilderness option prior to
the revisions of the plan, but shall review the wilderness option when the plans are revised.

Section B(3) areas in the State of Wyoming reviewed . . . shall be managed for multiple use in
accordance with the land management plan.

Section B(5) unless expressly authorized by Congress, the Department of Agriculture shall not conduct
any further statewide roadless area review and evaluation of National Forest System lands in the State of
Wyoming for the purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System. (Business or Association, Cody, WY - #A41559.45400)
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180. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the Oregon-
Washington Wilderness Act.

BY HONORING ITS PROMISED EXCHANGE OF 86,000 ACRES OF TIMBER GROUND FOR DESIGNATED
WILDERNESS AREA
The 1984 Oregon-Washington Wilderness Act promised our community 86,000 acres of timber ground

in the unroaded area in exchange for the designated wilderness we got. We’re still waiting for the first
mile of road to be built. (Individual, Clarkston, WA - #A6015.20206)

The roadless regulation dictated unilateral prohibitions, which illegally usurped the authority of national
forest plans, violated the National Environmental Policy Act, as well as violated the 1984 Oregon
Wilderness Act (OWA). National forests comprise a majority (58%) of the productive forest acreage in
Oregon. The roadless regulation instituted a unilateral prohibition on 1.620 million acres of Oregon
national forests—or 10 percent of the state’s national forest acreage. National forest plans directed that
some 931,000 acres of this acreage by managed for multiple uses, including road access. Another 2.923
million acres of national forest area [were] already in designated Wilderness and other legally
withdrawals. We find the roadless regulation illegally ignored the authority of the NFMA, NEPA, and
OWA. (Business or Association, Salem, OR - #A21754.20200)

Executive Orders

181. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with Executive Order
12866.

In a great many areas our schools, roads, family and community incomes have been adversely effected
by this proposal. This proposal contradicts the September 1993 executive order 12866 handed down by
Clinton himself. (Organization, Orofino, ID - #A8393.20300)

BY IDENTIFYING A NEED FOR A NEW REGULATION

In the proposed rule that led up to the January 12, 2001, rule, the Forest Service advanced three principal
reasons why the proposed rule is necessary: (1) road construction can alter the fundamental
characteristics of roadless areas; (2) budget constraints limit the number of roads that can be adequately
maintained; and (3) the controversy over management of roadless areas causes costs and delays. But the
Forest Service did not identify a market failure or other compelling public need for the proposed rule.
None of the above reasons indicate a need for a nationwide prohibition on road construction.

Executive Order 12866 requires regulatory agencies to identify a need for new regulations, stating:
“Each agency shall identify the problem that it intends to address (including, where applicable, the
failures of private markets or public institutions that warrant new agency action) as well as assess the
significance of that problem [emphasis added].” [see Clinton 1993, Executive Order 12866, Section
1(b)(1)] The Executive Order also states: Federal agencies should promulgate only such regulations as
are required by law, are necessary to interpret the law, or are made necessary by compelling public need,
such as material failures of private markets to protect or improve the health and safety of the public, the
environment, or the well-being of the American people. [Ibid., Section 1]

To implement the Executive Order and to comply with Section 638 of the Fiscal Year 1999 Omnibus
Appropriations Act and Section 628 of the Fiscal Year 2000 Treasury and General Government
Appropriations Act, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in March 2000 released guidelines
standardizing the measurement of costs and benefits. In the Guidelines, the Director of the OMB
explained to heads of departments that you should explain whether the problem arises because of a
significant market failure or some other compelling public need.” [See Lew, Jacob. 2000. Guidelines to
Standardize Measures of Costs and benefits and the Format of Accounting Statements. Washington,
D.C.: Office of Management and Budget, March 22. URL:] The Director added: If the problem is not a
significant market failure, you should provide an alternative demonstration of compelling public need
[emphasis added].” [Ibid]
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The description of the need for the regulation provided by the Forest Service in the proposed rule that
resulted in the January 12, 2001, rule fails to satisfy the Administration’s requirements for economic
analysis of regulations. None of the three reasons provided satisfy the requirements of Executive Order
12866 or OMB’s Guidelines to Standardize Measures of Costs and Benefits. To comply with the
Administration’s regulatory policies, and with the well-accepted principles of good governance that they
represent, the Forest Service should identify a need for the regulation before proceeding further with the
development of specific regulatory proposals. (Business or Association, Washington, DC-
#A29622.20300)

182. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with Executive Order
13211.

BY PREPARING A STATEMENT OF ENERGY EFFECTS

Because of the aforementioned flaws in the Forest Service’s analysis of the impacts of the Roadless Rule
on coal production and reserves, the Companies believe that the Agency must now undertake the
preparation of a “Statement of Energy Effects,” as required by President Bush’s Executive Order 13211.
See 66 Fed.Reg 28355 (May 22, 2001). That Executive Order recognizes (as a matter of federal policy)
the need to address the sort of problem the companies have identified in the Forest Service’s flawed
analysis.

Section 4(b) of E.O. 13211 defines the term “significant energy action” to include agency action that “is
likely to have a significant adverse effect on the supply, distribution, or use of energy...” Id. at 28356.
The effects of the Roadless Rule on the Nation’s coal production and reserves fall squarely within this
definition. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A19636.20300)

The Forest Service should review the ANPR in light of Executive Order 13211, to determine if this
process may constitute a “significant energy action” that may have any adverse effects on energy. The
Forest Service should determine: any adverse effects on energy supply, distribution, or use (including a
shortfall, price increases, and increased use of foreign supplies) should the proposal be implemented,
and reasonable alternatives to the action with adverse energy effects and expected effects of such
alternatives on energy supply, distribution, and use.

Among the mineral commodities that will be affected by a national roadless rule is the increasingly
important reserve base of federal coal located on National Forest System lands. The Nation must use this
vast supply of domestic energy to meet the growing energy requirements of an expanding economy.
During the 1990s, about 350 million tons of coal was produced annually from federal coal leases.
Demand for coal for affordable reliable electricity is expected to increase over 25% during the next 20
years.

Nearly 90% of this additional coal production will come from lands in the West and most of this coal
will come from federal leases. The U.S. Energy Information Agency forecasts that by 2020 over 785
million tons of coal will be produced from the West. The coal underlying the National Forest System is
of critical importance to our Nation’s energy needs. Some 21 million acres within the System contain
about 30 billion tons of recoverable reserves. Watson W.D. et al.,, 1995, Coal Resources in
Environmentally-Sensitive Lands Under Federal Management: Reston, VA, U.S. Geological Survey,
Open File Report 95-631. If this affordable coal is not available, high costs for alternative fuels will
result in higher electricity costs and lower reliability. Coal resources from federal leases are vital to
supplying electricity at a reasonable price and in an environmentally sound manner to American
consumers both east and west of the Mississippi River.

The federal treasury, as well as state and local governments, share in the economic benefits derived from
the production of America’s most abundant energy resource from federal lands. The already small
margin on which miners that produce federal coal operate will be shrunk further by this additional
prescription on federal coal leasing. The cumulative impact of this process must be evaluated as required
by EO 13211. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A29622.20300)
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BY ENSURING AN ADEQUATE LAND BASE IS AVAILABLE FOR LEASING WITH REASONABLE
STIPULATIONS

While we recognize that oil and gas leasing may be controversial in some parts of the NFS, we
encourage the agency to take particular care in making sure that an adequate land base is available for
leasing with reasonable stipulations in accordance with President Bush’s Executive Order 13211. The FS
must certainly recognize that industry has repeatedly demonstrated its ability to conduct oil and gas
operations in a sound environmental manner, with little or no long-term disturbance. (Business, Denver,
CO - #A25688.65310)

183. Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate its application of
Executive Orders 11644 and 11989.

WITH RESPECT TO RESOLUTION OF CONFLICTS BETWEEN USERS

Executive Order 11644 was passed on February 8, 1972 and Executive Order 11989 was passed on May
24, 1977. These Executive Orders have been used to enact thousands and thousands of motorized
recreation and access closures since the 1970s. The cumulative effect of Executive Orders 11644 and
11989 has been a dramatic loss of recreation and access opportunities for motorized recreationists and a
dramatic increase in recreation opportunities for non-motorized recreationists.

Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 allowed the reason “minimize conflicts among the various uses” to
be used to enact motorized closures (see attached Executive Orders). It did not state “minimize conflict
with other users”. However, the implementation of Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 has been largely
based on the incorrect usage of “minimize conflict with other users”. The crux here is that “use” conflict
is rather different from “user” conflict. There are certainly “uses” that are incompatible from an
objective standpoint. For example, a ski run and a mine cannot operate in the same place at the same
time . . . it is physically impossible and therefore a clear “use conflict.” But there could be a case where
a mine is located next to a ski hill and both can operate without interference, with no genuine use
conflict. Whether there is a “user conflict” or not depends primarily on user attitudes. (Organization,
Helena, MT - #A13226.20300)

184. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with executive orders
directing federal agencies to expedite permitting and to reduce impediments
to energy development.

We also believe the Roadless Initiative is in direct contrast to the President’s Executive orders directing
federal agencies to expedite permitting and to reduce impediments to energy development. (Business,
Bismarck, ND - #A19270.20300)

Other

185. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with Public Law 96-550.

BY RESCINDING THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE
An Executive Order on the Roadless initiative will:
1. Overturn the Public Law 96-550 enacted by the 96th Congress December 1980
2. Be contrary to the 1986 Carson National Forest Plan concerning Sipapu Ski Area

3. Negate 15 years of work and expense by the Forest Service and Sipapu in developing an EIS for ski
area expansion

4. Be an environmental injustice by creating economic and social hardships on the poorest counties in
northern New Mexico

5. Circumvent the right for appeal
Public Law 96-550 enacted by the 96th Congress December 1980
The purpose of the act is very specific with its main points:

2-80 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

1. Designate certain National Forest lands to be included in the National Wilderness Preservation
System.

2. Insure certain other National Forest System lands in NM be promptly available for non-
wilderness uses including but not limited to campground and other recreation site development,
timber harvesting, intensive range management, mineral development and watershed and
vegetation manipulation.

3. Designate certain other National forest System land in NM for further study in furtherance of the
purposes of the Wilderness Act.

The land surrounding the ski area was not included as wilderness lands, not included for further study
and was included in other lands promptly available for non-wilderness uses.

The EIS for the Carson National Forest Plan, completed in 1986, is in accordance with Public Law 96-
550 and designated management area 15 for ski area expansion. (Permit Holder, Vadito, NM -
#A20142.10140)

186. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with Public Law 105-
359.

BY PROVIDING RECREATION AND OUTDOOR OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE HANDICAPPED, ELDERLY, AND
PHYSICALLY IMPAIRED
Handicapped, elderly, or physically impaired, can only recreate on motorized roads and trails and
recreation opportunities must be considered for them. On November 10th, 1998, President Clinton
signed Public Law 105-359, requiring the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior to
conduct a study to improve access for persons with disabilities to outdoor recreation opportunities made
available to the public.

The Study prepared to address P.L. 105-359 (Improving Access to Outdoor Recreational Activities on
Federal Land, prepared by Wilderness Inquiry, June 27, 2000) found and recommended the following
areas of action:

1) Agencies must re-dedicate their efforts to achieve the goal of equal opportunities for access to outdoor
recreation by persons with disabilities.

2) Agencies should conduct baseline assessments of existing facility and programmatic accessibility, and
develop and implement transition plans for facilities and programs that are not now accessible to bring
them into compliance.

3) Increase accessibility related awareness and educational opportunities for agency personnel, service
providers, and partners.

4) Increase funding to federal land management agencies for accessibility.

5) Increase accountability and oversight in implementing accessibility initiatives.

6) Improve communications about opportunities for outdoor recreation to persons with disabilities.
7) Clarify the balance between resource protection and accessibility.

The document and decision must adequately address and comply with the recommendations of the Study
conducted to address P.L. 105-359 including items 1 and 7. (Organization, Helena, MT -
#A13226.20200)

187. Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the 1997 guidance
document by the Council on Environmental Quality regarding environmental
justice.

AS IT RELATES TO EQUAL TREATMENT AND ACCESS TO PUBLIC LANDS

The document and decision must comply with the requirements of Environmental Justice as presented in
the 1997 guidance document by the Council on Environmental Quality. These requirements must be
evaluated as they relate to equal treatment and access to public lands for all people including disabled
and motorized visitors. One example of unequal treatment can be seen demonstrated by the number of
publications and web site information pages that each forest provides for non-motorized visitors versus
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the publications and web site information pages provided for motorized recreationalists. Non-motorized
recreation opportunities are easy to find using agency web sites and printed information. Often very little
information is provided about motorized recreation opportunities. (Organization, Helena, MT -
#A13226.20300)

2-82 Chapter 2 Process



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

Chapter 3
Public Involvement

This chapter includes three main sections: Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1), Working
Together (Question 2), and Competing Values/Limited Resources (Question 9).

Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1)

Question 1: Informed Decisionmaking. What is the appropriate role of
local forest planning as required by NFMA in evaluating protection
and management of inventoried roadless areas?

This section includes four subsections: Informed Decisionmaking General, Decisionmaking
Authority, Local vs. National Decisionmaking, and The Forest Planning Process.

Informed Decisionmaking General

Summary

The most persistent general remark regarding informed decisionmaking is that the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule, in the form in which it was signed in January, 2001, represents informed
decisionmaking at its best. This remark follows a recurring theme in comment on the Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking—the Rule, respondents state, is the result of more than 600
public hearings and 1.6 million public comments, which they believe should prove that the
American public is behind this policy. These respondent consider the Rule as it now stands is a
good example of informed decisionmaking. Respondents also encourage the Agency to make the
best decisions it can within existing constraints, to streamline the decisionmaking process, and to
avoid making decisions merely to avoid litigation. To aid in decisionmaking, some suggest
making roadless area decisions through an allocation process, or issuing a preliminary document
for public review.

188. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule is a good example of informed decisionmaking.

Informed Decision making: The Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now stands is the result of more
than 600 public hearings and 1.6 million public comments, the vast majority of which supported
protection of our national forests. The rule as it now stands is a good example of informed decision
making. Future NFMA planning for these inventoried roadless areas should be guided by the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule. (Individual, Reno, NV - #A5110.10152)

The RACR was an appropriate resolution of the RACR, being universally available to public comment,
and demonstrated the sometimes-overwhelming need to respect a national demand. Every interested
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party mentioned had the ability to comment, early and often. If the Forest Service is going to switch to
another model of decision-making, now is not the appropriate time. The RACR is an appropriate
national sidebar for management of all National Forests, akin to avoiding harvesting on slopes greater
than a certain degree or on lands that have not been surveyed for wildlife, neither of which we question
as being an abridgement of local authority. (United States Representative, Georgia - #A693.14410)

The Roadless Rule was signed following almost 30 years of research and an extensive public review and
comment period, which generated the largest number of responses ever in the rulemaking process—
mostly in favor of the rule. Many citizens spent much time and thought responding to the Roadless
DEIS. This administration is, in essence, discarding the efforts and input of 1.6 million Americans by
ignoring the previous process. The current ANPR process, by comparison, has had little publicity and no
public meetings and asks us to respond to questions, which have already been answered. Others, when
asked if they have comments on Roadless, reply that they have already done that—Iast year. This
process is not fair and open. It is not soliciting meaningful dialogue and input; many are not even aware
it is occurring. The administration is attempting to recount the votes, relying on a low response, so it can
change the Rule to fit its own agenda to the benefit of the extractive industries. As justification for
issuing the ANPR the USDA cited eight lawsuits, which shared the common allegation that there was an
inadequate opportunity for public review and comment on the Roadless Rule. The Attorney General,
whose responsibility is to uphold federal law, did nothing to defend the Rule or the process—there was
no defense of this federal rule by any federal entity. We have had a fair and open process on the Rule.
The ANPR process is the opposite. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - #A5118.14000)

189. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that informed
decisionmaking processes have occurred under the National Forest
Management Act and state wilderness bill processes.

I can’t help address point one on informed decision-making. I believe this process (informed decision-
making) has occurred under the NFMA and individual state wilderness bill processes. I have been
involved in both processes in Colorado and Montana over the years, and can vouch for the thoroughness
of these exercises. RARE I and II were nearly exhaustive in their scope, and later roadless inventories on
individual districts rounded out the investigations. Forest Planning was not always so detailed, but this
process gave ample opportunity for input and informed decision-making.

One positive benefit of these exercises was the opportunities for heightened awareness on the part of the
public who participated. Whether our learning came from advocacy groups, or from planning and forest
staff, anyone who went through these exercises was the wiser for the experience. When I, and thousands
of others attended roadless area meetings that led to the rule, we benefited by the earlier processes. I
have to say, that if the opponents to roadless areas are complaining about the rule, what they are really
complaining about is government . . . . (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A6287.10157)

190. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the best available means
within existing constraints in decisionmaking.

Many assert that the appropriate process for evaluating and making long-term resource management
direction—including inventoried roadless area protection and management—is through the local forest
planning process, which is governed by the rules at 36 CFR 219.

The phrase “the most appropriate process “fails to reflect the fact that decisions are made and must be
made within specific contexts. The Forest Service, for example, can not spend the entire GNP of the
United States in its efforts to make any particular decision. Other parameters limiting decision-making
include but are not limited to time, staff, uncertainties in communications, and imperfect information.
Decisions should be made using the best available means within constraints active at the time.
(Individual, Nederland, CO - #A19016.11110)
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191. Public Concern: The Forest Service should streamline the decisionmaking
process.

TO ELIMINATE LONG DELAYS

The decision process should be timely and eliminate the long delays brought about by layer after layer of
legal traversing.

Paper shuffling and multiple studies on the same research topic or proposed management action must be
eliminated. The USFS [should] become more time constrained, more oriented to actual on-the-ground
results. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A10531.12000)

Finally, make a decision and implement the decision as quickly as possible. It’s OK if everybody doesn’t
like it. The roadless issue has dragged on far too long. Our resources are suffering because of indecision.
(Business or Association, Spokane, WA - #A21364.10130)

192. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not make decisions merely to
avoid litigation.

The Forest Service must make decisions based upon the welfare of the forests and the interests of all
Americans in that welfare. Therefore, it must not consider the litigiousness of participants in any of these
processes. In other words, the Forest Service must not make decisions based upon its desire, or upon the
desire of local Forest Service employees, not to be sued in court. Where a pattern of frivolous lawsuits is
discernable, the Forest Service should petition the Department of Justice or U.S. Attorney’s Office to
seek monetary sanctions against the offending groups and the attorneys that represent them.
(Organization, Denver, CO - #A29624.15100)

The Forest Service cannot let the fear of a lawsuit unnecessarily influence its forest management
decisions or the timely implementation of actions such as timber harvest. The Forest Service also has a
responsibility in the continued viability of the United States industrial base, and cannot let the fear of
lawsuits result in an over dependence on foreign products due to a lack of U.S. production. (Individual,
No Address - #A28621.15166)

193. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make roadless area decisions
through an allocation decision process.

I think this rule should specify a process that allows people with a wide range of views to participate as
representatives. The letter writing campaign approach voting for or against a decision is not what was
specified by congress and the president through the NEPA law. I think this IRA issue is of such import
and is steeped in strong opinions that it needs an allocation decision process that facilitates participation
of the stakeholders but forced to go through an analytical process reporting the effects and trade-offs
with a decision at the end that allows a portion of finality at least for a specified time period (15 years)
and during that time then projects don’t have to reanalyze the roadless value issue again. (Individual,
Missoula, MT - #A28297.15100)

194. Public Concern: The Forest Service should issue a preliminary document
for public review.

Preliminary forest plan rewrites or updates can be prepared using known interests of various groups
including local communities and tribes. Suggestions can be solicited. It’s important to issue a
preliminary document for review because it will generate the needed thought, especially if there are
areas or items of disagreement such as road closures. Meet and work out the details. (Individual,
Minneapolis, MN - #A8016.15111)
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Decisionmaking Authority
Summary

The Forest Service — A variety of respondents suggest that decisionmaking authority should
remain with the Forest Service. Some say the Chief should make decisions regarding
management of roadless areas, but others defer to the Agency in general. Respondents say the
Forest Service should make decisions rather than Congress, rather than politicians in general, and
rather than the public. One association states that collecting comments from all interested parties
does not divest the Forest Service of its obligation to make decisions based on what is best for
the land and its inhabitants, within the confines of the current framework and congressional
direction. This respondent does not believe the general public qualified to direct decisions nor
should they be held responsible for land management decisions.

Respondents offer a number of suggestions on how the Forest Service can best carry out its
decisionmaking responsibility. Some of these include developing uniform direction for the
procedures to be used in roadless area management decisionmaking; conducting large regional
meetings of forest officials; allowing each national forest to assume the lead responsibility for
developing management proposals; giving the district ranger greater decisionmaking authority;
and allowing local forest managers to have complete decisionmaking authority.

Some suggest that the Forest Service should insulate local officials from decisionmaking so they
will not suffer negative repercussions from locally unpopular decisions. Finally, some ask the
Forest Service to clarify its authority and relationship with Congress, as well as the discretionary
authority of the responsible official.

Legislative Bodies/Other Groups — A number of respondents assert that Congress should
manage federal lands. According to some individuals, federal land, in general, should be
managed at the federal level in Congress, where there is equal representation. Those who take
this position say congressional decisionmaking would allow better consideration of local
conditions, an end to the present stalemate over roadless area management, and more consistency
in forest plans. Others suggest that the Forest Service develop management plans, then submit
them to Congress for final approval.

Other respondents suggest that states should manage federal lands. What would be most useful,
submits one individual, would be to turn all federal land over to the states and let them manage.
Both those advocating congressional management and those advocating state management stress
the point that decisionmaking should be the purview of elected representatives. Elected
representatives, they argue, would be more responsive to local concerns and more accountable
for their decisions.

Finally, people suggest that various other groups be decision makers. Suggestions include
committees composed of various groups: unaffiliated individuals, representatives of different
interests, scientists and Forest Service specialists, or a committee assigned by county
commissions.

Trust and Integrity — Comments evincing distrust toward the Forest Service and/or the prior or
current Administration are among the most prevalent comments on the Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking. Respondents assert that the Forest Service should avoid making decisions
in secrecy or with preconceived outcomes in mind. These respondents frequently comment that
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politics should be kept out of the decisionmaking process. According to one respondent who uses
the Tongass Forest Plan Revision as an example, the conceived failure of that planning process
did not come from local decision authorities, but because the national office became involved in
the decisions, decisions considered political but not applicable for the Tongass National Forest.
This respondent sees this as proof that national level policies are politically driven, while local
planning is based on science and what is best for effected citizens.

People state that the way the Forest Service handled the Roadless Area Conservation Rule has
damaged its public relations and community support. One individual believes that local

managers were pressured by higher management to identify roadless areas during development
of the Rule.

At the same time, other comments reflect the public’s suspicions regarding the motivation behind
this round of comment. One individual alleges that this administration must be trying to get rid
of the Roadless Rule, by sending it out for comment again. Along this same line, some say the
Forest Service should acknowledge its bias toward resource users, claiming that the agency will
screen out suitable roadless areas to be conserved, in order to satisfy consumer needs.

Both those who ask that the Rule be implemented, and those who ask that it not be implemented,
assert that the Forest Service should work to regain the public’s confidence. According to one
individual, there have been times, especially under the Clinton administration, that the
government seemed to do whatever it wanted, regardless of what the majority of people wanted.
This person points out that it is hard to have confidence when people do not believe they are
being listened to. Other respondents reference the fee demo program as an example of violating
public trust, while charging permittees, such as grazing, under market value, the Forest Service
seems to be taxing recreationists for low impact use of the land while resource users are
subsidized for impacting the environment. (See the Executive Summary for a more general
discussion of trust and integrity comments on the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking vis-
a-vis those on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule Draft EIS.)

The Forest Service

195. Public Concern: The Forest Service Chief should retain decisionmaking
authority.

Chief Bosworth, you are the one who can decide for the common good, for the long-term. You and I
both know that once the beauty and serenity of wild nature is gone, it is gone forever!!! We can’t change
our mind. Please do not let us lose any more of our fabulous national heritage of nature and wilderness!!
(Individual, Denver, CO - #A11769.12122)

The role of forest level planning is to involve local public interest in advising and informing decisions
on national forest management. Due to the need for informing decision making on the remaining small
percentage of public lands represented by the roadless area conservation plan I feel the decision level
[appropriate] for these lands is at minimum the Regional Forester and best at the Chief’s level.
(Individual, No Address - #A30117.13100)

OVER ROAD CONSTRUCTION IN ROADLESS AREAS

Retain any final decision authority to build roads in roadless areas with the Chief of the Forest Service.
(Individual, Lyons, NY - #A1737.12122)
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196. Public Concern: The Forest Service should decide the management
direction for roadless areas.

We expect you to manage our public lands. We expect you to decide, by yourselves, if necessary, on the
correct course to take and then take it. You are not referees between competing relations or philosophies.
You are professional land managers and we expect you to go out and manage the land. The only real
mistake you could make would be to do nothing while the situation grows more desperate. (Business or
Association, Spokane, WA - #A21364.12120)

Surely the primary responsibility of a conservation administration is to conserve; in particular, to
preserve this precious American heritage that has survived since Colonial times. If the United States
Forest Service will not protect these forest fragments, then who will . . . ? (Individual, Tallahassee, FL -
#A6255.12120)

While we recognize the predicament the agency faces as land manager, it is still up to the management
agency to make the final decision on how its lands will be managed. Clearly, the Forest Service would
like to be all things to all people, but this is unrealistic. Simply put, the Forest Service must conduct a
comprehensive analysis of the lands in question, take into account scientific data, take into account
community needs, make reasonable land use decisions and accept responsibility for its management
selection. If the decision is appealed or challenged through litigation, the Forest Service must only prove
it made an informed decision. (Business, Denver, CO - #A29112.12120)

RATHER THAN CONGRESS

The management for roadless areas should be maintained and managed by local forest service personnel
under a code adopted by the Forest Service and not Congress. (Individual, Spring City, UT -
#A25950.25240)

RATHER THAN POLITICIANS

This continues to be an issue, which will impact Americans for centuries to come. Roads are necessary
often become pathways of destruction for the forests. There continues to be individuals who destroy
forest property wantonly or harass game or poach it. Careful consideration is essential. Political
gesturing does not help. Please allow the Forest Service to make the decisions, not a lot of politicians.
(Individual, Ventura, CA - #A7814.12120)

RATHER THAN THE PUBLIC

We would like to emphasize that gathering viewpoints of all interest parties does not relieve the Forest
Service of its duty to make management decisions based on what’s best for the land and its inhabitants
within the current framework and Congressional direction. Gathering comments from the public should
in no way resemble or encourage a quasi-voting system. The direction for managing our nationally
owned forests is given through our elected officials in Congress and managed by the Administration.
The general public is not responsible or qualified to make decisions regarding these lands. (Business or
Association, Portland, OR - #A19004.15150)

Competition for competing priority uses will continue to be an integral part of the management of the
National Forests. This is proper, but the Forest Service must remember that in the end they are the
agency that must make the decisions and implement the actions. Abrogating that responsibility based on
input letters, polls, etc. is neither proper nor ethical. The closer to the action the better the final decision
will be, which speaks volumes for delegating the decision to the local agency leadership provided they
decide within the confines of approved policies and programs. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT -
#A8075.15160)

It is my impression that the Forest Service has very good skills in carrying on open public processes, but
then has difficulty reaching and implementing decisions. Perhaps there needs to be a clearer delineation
between the role of the public in commenting and the role of the Forest Service in deciding.
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Unfortunately, that is precisely what we all thought the early NFMA planning regulations did, yet here
we are today. (Individual, Spokane, WA - #A17819.15161)

BECAUSE IT HAS A DUTY TO APPLY ITS EXPERTISE

The agency needs to take a leadership position in managing the forests. The Forest Service has
tremendous expertise in managing natural resources, and it has a duty to apply that expertise. Recently,
the agency has explored various roles for itself in forest management, including those of facilitator.
From the ski industry’s perspective, it is crucial the Agency takes a leadership role in the management of
NFS lands, whether it is at a planning or site-specific project level. The agency is not merely a
participant in the process, it has a statutory duty to provide outdoor recreational opportunities to the
public under NFMA, the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act, and the National Forest Ski Area Permit
Act. As we witness an increase in involvement (in our approval processes) from other federal agencies
with little or no experience in providing recreation, the leadership of the Forest Service becomes even
more vital. (Permit Holder, Hood River, OR - #A13230.12120)

AS PROFESSIONALS, RATHER THAN REFEREES BETWEEN COMPETING INTERESTS

Forest policy should not be made by popular vote. The Forest Service has asked for substantive
comments to help with decision-making on this issue. We expect you to manage our public lands using
the best available science and substantive public input. We expect you to decide as professionals on the
correct course to take and then take it. You are not referees between competing religions or philosophies.
You are professional land managers and we expect you to go out and manage the land. (Business or
Association, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A22058.12120)

BY DEVELOPING UNIFORM DIRECTION FOR THE PROCEDURES TO BE USED IN ROADLESS AREA
MANAGEMENT DECISIONMAKING

There must be regulations that aid Forest Supervisors and the plan revisions team that provide a

consistent procedural approach to Roadless Area management.

The final rule of 1/12/01 erred in being a “decision document”, unilaterally prohibiting certain activities
in Inventoried Roadless Areas. The new procedural regulations should avoid making decisions and
instead give uniform direction for the procedures to be used in making decision relating to Inventoried
Roadless Areas. (Organization, Chesapeake, VA - #A11804.10130)

BY CONDUCTING LARGE REGIONAL MEETINGS OF FOREST OFFICIALS TO DECIDE THE USE OF
ROADLESS AREAS

Regarding your second issue, that of working together, I offer no suggestions for solutions, but I do say

that while small committees would seem to be the most efficient means of deciding issues, they are also

prone to corruption or bias. I dare say that issues as important as the use and protection of our roadless

areas demand to be treated with great respect and I wonder if large regional meetings of forest officials

would be useful in deciding how best to use the areas. Large bodies of diverse, geographically scattered

members would certainly be harder to corrupt or bias and would yield more productive discussions.
(Individual, Cambridge, MA - #A11912.15000)

BY ALLOWING EACH NATIONAL FOREST TO ASSUME THE LEAD RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING
MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS

As the federal agency which has been charged with the responsibility for the administration and
management of all National Forest system lands, each National Forest should assume the lead
responsibility through the forest planning process to gather and compile the necessary data in a formant
which can then be presented to the general public, elected officials, other state and federal agencies, and
other interested groups in an effort to arrive at a management plan that will gain the support of a
majority of the various interested participants within the constraints of the various laws and regulations
that are pertinent to the area. (Individual, Eagle, ID - #A3368.12100)

BY GIVING THE DISTRICT RANGER GREATER DECISIONMAKING AUTHORITY

Strengthen the staff and decisionmaking authority of the Ranger Districts. Districts should have the
necessary specialists to do the work and know the land, animals, landscapes and the social economic
environment with the District. Reaffirm the District as the doing level of the Forest Service and give the
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District Ranger greater authority for decision making and carrying out plans. Planning at the District
level should generally answer the how to questions using the best science, economic and social
information available to do projects. (Individual, No Address - #A26264.12125)

BY ALLOWING LOCAL FOREST MANAGERS TO HAVE COMPLETE DECISIONMAKING AUTHORITY

Require the Forest Service line officers to make decisions about each roadless area at the local level after
involvement with the public and other appropriate agencies.

We must bring the decisions about which areas should really be roadless and how they will be managed
on an individual basis using the forest planning process with all the players involved. (Individual, No
Address - #A20465.13110)

When not specified by law, in support of a more localized planning process, all forest plans,
environmental impact statements pertinent to timber sales and other projects on a national forest, science
based roads analyses and actions which meet compelling needs should be the responsibility of the Forest
Supervisor, who should be the Responsible Official, not a higher level of authority. Specifically on the
Tongass NF, the Forest Supervisor should be the Responsible Officer regarding determinations to
harvest in inventoried roadless areas in order to meet the market demand requirements of the Tongass
Timber Reform Act (TTRA). This is the level at which local knowledge is at its greatest. In addition,
this returns authority and responsibility to the level where it belongs.

In the administrative process, all appeals of rulings by the Forest Supervisor would be to the Regional
Forester who would be allowed to make the final determination. Additional remedies would have to
resort to seeking redress in the Federal court system. (Tribal Corporation, Seattle, WA -
#A20468.12125)

Most definitely, the activities that should be expressly prohibited are United States Forest Service
national direction. Local forest planning professionals should be allowed complete authority to
incorporate or exclude activities within such areas, after weighing and considering all public input.
Plainly put, professional staff at the local level should have the competency and self-confidence to make
these calls. (Business or Association, Cody, WY - #A19163.13214)

197. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not give local forest managers
greater latitude in management decisions.

Do not give local managers of these federal lands greater latitude in management decisions. Along with
what we create, our age will be remembered for what we chose not to destroy. (Individual, Boulder, CO
- #A26125.13110)

198. Public Concern: The Forest Service should insulate local officials from
negative repercussions of decisions.

This perpetual problem is best addressed just the way it was done in establishing the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. The only way to make such national policies work is to insulate local managers for
decision-making. If you change the rule every time someone complains or, put the decisions in the hands
of local managers who have to live with those who might disagree with the decisions is a guarantee that
no rule will work. We have lots of experience with this approach, so perhaps it is time to learn from that
experience. (Individual, Sebastopol, CA - #A2990.13120)

The current review is a not-so-subtle effort to return management decisions to local officials, a policy
whose consequences are revealed by the scares of 400,000 miles of roads in our National Forests.
Experience shows that decisions related to protection of roadless areas should be based on national
policy, not the whim of local officials. In fact, the local officials need to be insulated from decisions
made in the national interest that might be locally unpopular. (Individual, Sebastopol, CA -
#A2990.13120)
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199. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify its authority and
relationship with Congress.

The Forest Service should not blur the separation of powers among the 3 branches of government by
having Congress validate rules of local forest plan revisions. Congress should set general policy in laws
and the executive branch (in this case the F.S.) should implement and operate under those policies, via
rule adoption and action. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A8793.12100)

200. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the discretionary
authority of the responsible official.

AND CEASE DELEGATING AUTHORITY TO THE RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL WITHOUT REGULATIONS

REQUIRING AN EIS AND PUBLIC COMMENT
Responsible official’s discretion for future road decisions are too broad. Coeur supports a management
approach that provides for site-specific flexibility. Under this proposal the “Reasonable Official” would
have unlimited discretion in determining when additional protections should apply to inventoried
roadless areas or when unroaded areas should be placed off limits to future roads. It is also unclear if this
discretion of the Responsible Official would be subject to public comment, review, and appeal
procedures. Coeur opposes this delegation of authority to the Responsible Official without clear
regulations in place requiring preparation of an EIS, and opportunity for public comment. (Business or
Association, Juneau, AK - #A23080.12125)

201. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adhere to its agency mandate.

Forest Service should have a mandate that was part of their creation and the winds of political opposition
should not sway that mandate, if not in fact created as of yet, one should be created and never swayed by
any political force. Compliance with mandates of agency could be used as defense in litigation if
approved by Congress. Each Federal Agency has a mandate and should not be used to provide more for
one agency such as Forest Service Land being conveyed to Wilderness Designated Areas. Preservation
works both ways. (Individual, Lacey, WA - #A17762.15160)

The Legislative Branch

202. Public Concern: Congress should manage federal lands.

For several years the public has been pushed into one plan after another, one battle after another . . . all
rulemaking should be suspended until one grand plan that incorporates and encompasses the entire
process is created. Such a rule should then be brought before Congress to become law, such as the
Federal Land Management Policy Act. Rulemaking is a job for our elected officials who truly represent
the people. (Individual, Sun Valley, NV - #A30102.10110)

Federal land in general and the roadless issue in particular should be decided on a federal level in
Congress where all people from all states are represented. To allow federal land use policies to be
dictated by local and state governments usurp our rights as citizens to have national issues decided
democratically. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A26974.13120)

I believe that an act of Congress should be required to designate future roadless areas or implement any
sweeping changes to the public lands use policy. (Individual, Mayfield, UT - #A6629.12120)

An extensive collection of comments have already been provided on this subject to the Administration
concerning this matter.

Since President Bush and special interest groups evidently disagree with this Record of Decision
(published as part of the final rule, 36 CFR Part 294, Special Areas; Roadless Area Conservation, on
January 12, 2001 at 66 CFR 3244), this matter should be handled by a Congressional Subcommittee for
review with legislation designed for a vote. (Individual, Bethel Park, PA - #A29859.12130)
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This initiative goes against the core mandate of the Forest Service, to manage forests. This initiative is
not the way public land policy has been made in the past and should be made today. The best way to get
the issues aired is through hearings headed up by our elected representatives, such as in a congressional
debate over a wilderness bill. Otherwise the Forest Service becomes the mere political plaything of
pressure groups and environmental extremists. (Organization, Missoula, MT - #A28141.12100)

TO ALLOW INPUT FROM CONSTITUENTS

Congress should be involved in any Roadless plan so the people the Congressman represents can have
input. (Individual, No Address - #A457.12130)

TO ADDRESS LOCAL CONDITIONS

Forest planning should only be done through elected representatives using constitutional principles. Our
representatives should direct you what to do—not vice versa. The local representatives should be the
ones to determine local conditions where possible. I, or my proxy (local Representatives and Senators)
should not have a say in what is done in Vermont any more than Vermont should have a say in what is
done here. (Individual, Ogden, UT - #A494.13110)

TO ALLOW A CHANGE IN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION WITH EACH ELECTION, AND TO END THE PRESENT
STALEMATE OVER ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT

Designation of these Roadless Areas is a POLITICAL decision. It is not dependent on the physical or
biological characteristics of the site. Therefore, I feel that the Forest Service should identify the areas
that meet whatever criteria are established for Roadless Areas, display the resources of the areas evaluate
the environmental effects of designation of the area and have the local Congressman designate the area
establishing whatever management direction they feel is appropriate. If there is enough dissatisfaction
within the Congressional District the next election can address the issue. In this case the agony of an
unpopular decision will only last for two years [with] the local community. The Congressman can be
defeated in the next election and the process can be redone. As it is now we seem to be in an eternal
stalemate with no end in sights. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A278.12100)

TO MAINTAIN CONSISTENCY IN FOREST PLANS

We need long-term funding and infrastructure for maintenance, timber stand improvement and
prescribed burning. Have all decisions go to Congress for approval, so there is consistency in the plans,
unchanging under different administrations. (Organization, Reno, NV - #A5987.17100)

DUE TO THE POLARIZATION OF THE ISSUES

This effort started as a political effort by President Clinton and VP Gore. It was then passed on to the
Forest Service to make it legally proper. Unfortunately, I cannot believe that this issue is ever going to
be resolved, either nationally or locally. Agreement is impossible due to the polarization of the issues
and there will never be total agreement on how much wilderness or natural area is needed. If a national
solution is possible, it should be made by Congress, not by administrative order. (Business or
Association, Colville, WA - #A3091.12130)

203. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize Congress’s authority
to create, modify, or terminate withdrawals of public lands.

TO ENSURE THE CONTINUED INTEGRITY OF NATIONAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Based on comments made by the Clinton Administration, this plan appears to be a thinly veiled attempt
at turning what should be a public process into a political one. In efforts to push the plan through as
quickly as possible, both public input and Congressional approval were ignored and denied despite legal
requirements. According to the Congressional Record of the 94th Congress-Second Session 1976, House
Report NO. 94-1163, pg. 6183, FLPMA reserved to the Congress the authority, “to create, modify, and
terminate withdrawals for national parks, national forests, the Wilderness system, Indian reservations,
certain defense withdrawals, and withdrawals for National Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Trails, and
for the “national’ recreation units, such as National Recreation Areas and National Seashores. This will
insure that the integrity of the great national resource management systems will remain under the control
of the Congress.” (Business or Association, Boise, ID - #A20607.12220)
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204. Public Concern: Congress should review all land use policies adopted by
the Forest Service.

SO THAT THE PUBLIC CAN HEAR THE DEBATES

All land use policies adopted by the Forest Service should be reviewed by congress and passed into law
through the resolution and not the veto process by congress. It is in this best regard that the rights of the
public will be protected and not destroyed by an out of control federal agency or a dictatorial president.
It allows the debate to be heard by we the public and it holds our representatives accountable.
(Individual, Napa, CA - #A7093.12130)

205. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make recommendations
regarding forest management to elected representatives for their approval.

USFS plans and recommendations should be made to our elected representatives with clear, concise
economically derived choices using defendable, peer reviewed science and management techniques. Our
elected officials must then decide jointly with the USFS any significant/recommended management
action. . . . The elected officials should have power to determine the priority of various forest projects,
be reviewed regularly as to the progress of said projects, and determine whether a project shall proceed
or not. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A10531.12151)

206. Public Concern: The Forest Service should submit forest plans to a local
vote, then submit voter-approved plans to Congress for approval.

Forest plans should not prevent resource development or place unnecessary burdens on mining, timber
harvesting, or recreation. Forest plans should be voted on by voters in the local jurisdiction, then the
vote-approved plan submitted to Congress. (Individual, Albuquerque, NM - #A10497.25000)

State, County, and City Governments

207. Public Concern: States should manage federal lands.

Roadless areas do not necessarily need to be protected by a federal bureaucracy. What would be more
useful, in my mind, would be to turn all federal land back to the states and let them manage it in the way
they see fit. Communism believes there is an elite group that knows what is best for society and that
they—we should just turn everything over to that group and all will be well.

DIDN’T WORK IN RUSSIA. HASN’T WORKED HERE OR YOU WOULD [NOT] BE ASKING
THESE QUESTIONS. (Individual, Hamilton, MT - #A94.12150)

In Nevada we have a limited quantity of privately held ownership of lands. Consequently, we are
sometimes “dictated to” by Federal edicts. I believe that individual States representing the people in their
states should determine the use of those public lands within their boundaries. (Individual, Carson City,
NV - #A1065.15130)

I believe that each state should have the ability to make the best decisions regarding the use of public
lands that reflects the views of local residents. More local control of public land use by individual forest
service managers is needed. The forest service should look at who the decision affects the most. A
greater consideration, regardless of the numbers, should be given to local residents, governments and
communities when making a decision that affects public lands and resources. A very minimal
consideration should be given to the view of those who do not live in the area affected, regardless of the
number of comments. (Individual, No Address - #A21353.13110)

Every state should control their own forests. (Individual, Polson, MT - #A1679.15130)
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I believe that each state should have the ability to make the best decisions regarding the use of public
lands that reflects the views of local residents. More local control of public land use by individual forest
service managers is needed. (Individual, Price, UT - #A26952.12150)

208. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow local government
entities to have a role in decisionmaking.

BECAUSE EXCESSIVE LOCAL CONTROL LEADS TO EXPLOITATION-DRIVEN POLITICAL PRESSURE

If, by “local,” the question means government entities other than federal, these bodies should have no
role in decision making. They can and should make suggestions and recommendations, but should have
no part in final management decisions. History has demonstrated that excessive local control leads to
exploitation-driven political pressure and over harvesting, with little attention to scientific resource
management. That characterizes the Forest Service’s past; we should not backtrack to previous days of
failed management paradigms. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A17700.15130)

Other

209. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow various groups to be
decision makers.

DISINTERESTED, UNAFFILIATED INDIVIDUALS

Decisions should be made by a group of individuals whose interests and affiliations include even
proportions of all involved groups. Decisions should not be made by single individuals whose biases and
personal opinions will sway the decisions. (Individual, Saint Louis, MO - #A629.12000)

A COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS

I am a strong believer that a committee of experts is the best way in evaluating a protection area
especially if it is public grounds. Most definitely the local forest agency should be part of evaluation.
(Individual, Vancouver, WA - #A389.12100)

SCIENTISTS AND OTHER FOREST SERVICE SPECIALISTS WHO WORK WITH THE LAND

I believe that evaluating the needs of local forests should definitely fall on the shoulders of those
scientists and other forest service specialists who work and live with the land. Who else could possibly
be better qualified to determine these needs than those who tend to them daily? (Individual, Eagle Creek,
OR - #A29956.15169)

A PANEL OF APPOINTED PEOPLE REPRESENTING DIFFERENT INTERESTS

With all the varied values and considerations perhaps the Forest Service should not be the final authority
on designating roadless areas but a panel of appointed people representing the different factors. No one
is happy with a compromise but at least the Forest Service would not have to take the total blame.
(Individual, Ogden, UT - #A2288.12100)

A COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY COUNTY COMMISSIONS

Each forest should have a 9 member “ground truthing” committee out of 18 nominees initially selected
by the county commissions in public hearings, apportioned according to population. These people will
be elected in the general election, with the person gathering the most votes chairing, paid by the Forest
Service to go out on the ground for a year as a team, paid the prevailing wage with benefits, with a
deadline to hammer out a package for voter approval. Equip these teams with GIS and other mapping
equipment, supply timber cruisers and other forestry/biology professionals on demand, and the authority
to make a decision. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - #A13242.15152)
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Trust and Integrity

210. Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain high ethical
standards.

The Forest Service would be less torn if it maintained solid standards of resource protection and didn’t
pretend that the public is its “customer”. Too often, biologists, hydrologists, and ecologists are muzzled
because the district ranger, supervisor, or regional forester has made a decision based on politics,
connections, ambition, or even personal financial self-interest . . . . Standards of ethics are badly needed
by your agency at the upper levels. (Individual, Victor, ID - #A20625.12230)

Very strong guidance should be provided from the Washington office in regard to ethics and fairness and
ensuring that the same is carried out in all land use decisions. Beyond that wide discretion should be
given local managers. (Individual, Ellensburg, WA - #A17772.13100)

211. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid making decisions in
secrecy.

REGARDING MANAGEMENT OF ROADLESS AREAS

It came as a surprise to Forest Service employees and the general public when President Clinton
announced the Roadless Initiative on October 13, 1999. The Forest Service field units were not
consulted, nor was their Union consulted as to possible employment impacts. At the time of that
announcement, it was not known which areas were being considered.

On May 8, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was released. Again, the upper
management of the FS strictly forbade any release of information prior to that date, and no one knew
which areas were going to be proposed, nor what the proposed management of those areas was going to
be. Some attempt had been made by local Forest Service offices to determine roadless areas suitable for
the President’s announcement, but that information wasn’t used in the DEIS.

Consequently, the May 8 DEIS came again as a surprise to Forest Employees as well as other publics
who were not consulted on which areas were to be considered. The DEIS’s inventoried roadless areas
(IRAs) were mainly selected by using the RARE II areas that were inventoried over 25 years ago. This
past inventory was a result of a report to Congress as an outgrowth of the 1964 Wilderness Act. As a
result of that report, about 40 million acres (22%) of the National Forests were made into Wilderness
Areas. 54 million acres (28%) of the National Forest lands were inventoried by RARE II, but Congress
has elected not to make these into Wilderness Areas and it was expected that these non-designated areas
would be converted back to multiple use. But these were the areas that the Administration selected as
IRAs in its new Roadless Initiative. (Union, No Address - #A28881.10135)

212. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid making decisions based
on preconceived outcomes.

We think that keeping open lines of communications, listening to concerns, and responding to them, are
the keys to laying a foundation for mutual cooperation on these issues. . . Ultimately, the Forest Service
must keep an open mind about the issues before it, and must not come to the table with preconceived
positions or outcomes in mind. Many of the concerns raised by the state, local and tribal governments, as
well as industry and other organizations, about the roadless rule as published on January 12, 2001, came
directly from a belief that the process that preceded that final rule was a predetermined outcome in mind;
the ultimate shutdown of the lands, regardless of the impact on localities, and regardless of the health of
the actual forests. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A6211.15100)

213. Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep politics out of the
decisionmaking process.

Please no Politics. This is too important and you’re in a position to make a non-political decision.
(Individual, Mesa, CO - #A13738.10160)

Chapter 3 Public Involvement 3-13



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Over half of our public lands are open to exploitation. Let’s be good stewards and protect the other half
from this political tug of war. These magnificent forests and the diverse wildlife they support are neither
Republican nor Democrat, nor should this be our agenda when deciding its fate. (Individual, Whitefish,
MT - #A13343.10160)

The failure of the planning process of TLMP and its revision, comes not in the local planning process,
but in the national political arena to summarily dump years of heartache among stakeholders, who
bought into the process to develop those plans, in deference to a national political agenda. This political
route was chosen over the recommendations and decisions of the local planning effort, which proved
that the system in place could work, especially when based on science not politics. (Business, No
Address - #A29718.12200)

Decisions on forest management plans and projects must be based on credible science, local knowledge,
and professional experience, not on political objectives supported by the counting of pro and con public
comments. When I was a District Ranger, I knew of no law, regulation, or policy that directed me to
make a decision based upon the number of comments received. Public input and participation in the
project was to assure that the planning team and line officer were fully knowledgeable of the project
resources and impacts, yes. Counting votes, no! The Forest Service has lost its credibility on this issue.
(Individual, Ketchikan, AK - #A28983.12230)

Consider that you spend days reading material from the forest service, took time from your work to
attend special public hearings and made great efforts to participate in a specific, concrete way in federal
decision-making. Then, as soon as a new President comes in, you find that the rule representing that
body of comments is being suspended until it can be completely reconsidered and rewritten, with the
clear intent to overturn the integrity and intent of the whole decision. You would feel angry, cheated, and
cynical about the words in the new pronouncements speaking about Science and Public Participation
when it seems so obvious politics. (Individual, Grass Valley, CA - #A23575.12200)

First, it should be established once and for all time that the national forests and all their resources are
permanent reservations which must be managed according to permanent policies that are based on merit
and science and not politics. Some of the problems facing the Forest Service and the lands it manages
have been created by irresponsible politicians, congressmen and presidents, such as the destructive
aspects of logging, mining, and ranching, for over a century. These are our lands, held in trust for us by
the federal government in perpetuity. National Forests are not the personal Monopoly board of the
president, his flacks in the Department of Agriculture, and the Congress to play with at the whim of
special interest groups.

Now we are confronted with an all-out-assault on our public lands, including the national forests, by a
president intent on opening the gates for all the extraction industries—oil, gas, mining, and logging,
because they ponied up an estimated $40 million for his campaign for non-election, and now it’s
payback time. Why should the American taxpayers have to close ranks and fight every anti-environment,
pro-mega business president who comes along and assaults our public lands, as we did under the Ronald
Reagan attacks? Why can’t we enjoy the security of permanent public policy which will manage and
preserve our public lands for our enjoyment and generations yet unborn, much as we enjoyed the
security of the Social Security Trust Fund before the politicians began dipping into it for their own
purposes? (Individual, Loveland, CO - #A9080.12200)

214. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the way it handled
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule has severely damaged its public
relations and community support.

The Roadless Area Initiative is very controversial, both inside and outside the Forest Service. It has
magnified the conflict between the urban environmental community and other national forest users. The
battle lines are drawn. On one side is the federal administration and every environmental organization;
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on the other, every rural state and its governor, every county board, hunters, recreation vehicle users, and
logging and mining associations.

The Roadless Area issue is steeped in controversy. The decisions that led to this initiative were not open
and transparent. Only one group of forest users was consulted, and the other side was clearly and
intentionally locked out of the process. No effort has been made to consult local Forest Service decision-
makers. The local Forest Service staff is caught in the middle. Forest Service employees live in rural
communities affected by the Roadless Area Initiative. Because of the way this initiative was handled by
the federal administration, the level of distrust toward the Forest Service and its employees has reached
an unprecedented level. A little bit of consideration by the Administration for Forest Service-community
relations could have gone a long way toward diffusing the heated situation. As it now stands, the damage
that has been done to Forest Service public relations and community support may take years to repair
and rebuild. (Elected Official, Catron County, NM - #A15538.14120)

While Forest issues have often been steeped in controversy, the Roadless Area issue festers like an open
sore on the Forest Service horizon. Why did this come about? Largely because of the Administration’s
manipulative political maneuverings, the issue is lopsided, raw, and offensive. The decisions that lead to
this initiative were not open and transparent. Only one group of Forest users was consulted, and the
other side was clearly and intentionally locked out of the process. There was no effort by the
Administration to gather consensus or agreement. There was no effort to consult with the Union. This is
an example of politics at its worst.

We Forest Service employees are caught in the middle. We are here to carry out government policy the
best that we can. But we also live in rural communities affected by the Roadless Area Initiative. Because
of the way this initiative was handled by the Administration, the level of distrust toward the Forest
Service and its employees has reached an unprecedented level. This is very sad, because a little bit of
consideration by the Administration for our diverse populations could have gone a long way toward
diffusing the heated situation. As it now stands, the damage that has been done to our public relations
and our community support may take years to repair and rebuild.

We are asking that a moratorium be placed on this initiative and that all sides initiate honest
communication to diffuse this unpleasant situation. (Union, No Address - #A13245.10120)

215. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that local managers
felt constrained to identify roadless areas during development of the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule.

The Superintendent of [a national forest] stated in the public meetings in this area, that he had been
tasked to come up with some “roadless” areas for the Roadless Initiative project. In response, his staff
pulled out some studies from the 1970s in which certain areas had been identified as candidates for
“roadless” designation. He further remarked that, as anyone can plainly see, these areas were not
roadless in the 1970s and contained more roads now than then. Nonetheless, these were the areas that
were designated as “roadless” because he had to designate something due to orders from higher
headquarters. As one of his staff later remarked, this whole episode “marked a low point in our careers”.
Within the designated “roadless” areas were numerous private parcels of land which would require
access to be maintained by existing roads. (Q1 and Q5) Also, these areas contain numerous double and
single track trails that are open to motorized use. (Individual, Ruidoso, NM - #A17775.45512)

216. Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the public’s suspicions
regarding the real motivation behind this round of comment.
I am one of the 1.6 million citizens who submitted written comments on the roadless initiative, and one
of thousands who testified at well-publicized meetings. The vast majority of testimony supported
keeping inventoried roadless areas roadless, so I question the real reason for this second round. I am
suspicious that it may be an attempt to overtrun the roadless rule because:

1. The Republican controlled/ Bush administration has been relentless in its assault on every aspect of
the environment - air, water, endangered species, preserves, as well as the roadless initiative.
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2. The pathetic defense the Justice Department presented, and the absence of Forest Service
representation, at the Idaho suit against the Forest Service over the roadless initiative. This was a suit
against the Forest Service, which was denied the opportunity to respond, substituting Bush-controlled
Justice Department lackeys instead.

3. The government’s decision not to appeal this decision.
4. The difficulty in obtaining the questions that format this response.

5. The complexity of these questions, which will discourage participation by citizens in favor of
responses by funded extractive and exploitative industries and organizations (e.g. lumber, mining,
snowmobile, ATVs). (Individual, Lolo, MT - #A111.10000)

It is evident that the ANPR has a strong bias for abandoning the Roadless Rule in favor of the Forest
Service’s traditional forest-by-forest planning process. The ANPR failed to mention that the Rule was
developed with the most extensive public participation ever in a federal rulemaking process. The ANPR
instead just focuses on the allegations in lawsuits that “there was inadequate opportunity for public
review and comment on the roadless rule.” Does this mean that the administration is completely ignoring
the support of 1.6 million people who want to see roadless areas protected? Furthermore, the ANPR
questions the legal adequacy of the environmental impact statement for the Rule. The ANPR states, “it is
difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a short timeframe, on a national scale, the local data needed
to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all relevant information or that proposes an adequate range of
alternatives.” But the Bush Administration is utilizing the same type of time line, and places the
comment period during the summer months. (Organization, Bozeman, MT - #A15467.14400)

Personally, I feel the current public comment period is redundant and wasteful, considering the fact that
the first round of roadless was the single largest public involvement campaign the Forest Service has
ever conducted. The reasons given for undertaking this process are vague and misguided. (Individual,
Lewiston, ID - #A29569.10152)

217. Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge its bias toward
commercial interests.

The ANPR implies that local decision-making is needed because protection is warranted for some
roadless areas but not others. It states that most roadless areas previously were not recommended for
wilderness designation due to low wilderness values, inadequate public support, or “other resource
potentials”. It observes that the resource values of roadless areas “vary in importance”; specifically
pointing out that roadless areas contain 9 million acres of “productive timberland”. These statements
exhibit the anti-wilderness, pro-timber mentality that has eroded public trust in Forest Service planning
and created broad support for national regulatory protection of roadless areas. If the Forest Service is
going to claim some roadless areas have low wilderness values and measure their importance as sources
of timber, they should disclose that this is a bias to commercial extraction that is not based on science.
(Organization, Spokane, WA - #A18013.12230)

The Forest Service can work with individuals and groups with strongly competing views, values, and
beliefs in evaluating and managing public lands and resources by managing all existing roadless areas as
nonmotorized, nonlogging, nonmining areas. Then the Forest Service can look at the remaining majority
of federal lands and determine appropriate areas that can be reclaimed as roadless and reclaim it. The
remaining area would still be the majority of federal lands. Manage that as you have, which means
logging, roading, and general exploitation by industry. Industry would still have control of more than
half of the public lands. That should be enough. Maybe the remaining roadless lands will be sufficient to
provide a minimum amount of healthy forests, wildlife habitat, fisheries, water quality, clean air. and
wildlife recreation for humans, while industry plies its trade on the rest of the federal land, as it always
has. Wouldn’t that be fair? Protect, say 40% of healthy forest by keeping industry and Forest Service
“managers” out. Allow the rest to be pillaged as it has been for 40 years. Better yet, put the Forest
Service in charge of the industry land and a new conservation-oriented agency in charge of the
wildlands. How about it? Shouldn’t 60% of the land be sufficient for industry exploitation. I’d make the
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trade, right now. How about you? Oh, I see. You want it all. Well, therein lies the rub. Until you realize
that greedy little side of your agency and industry, then do something about it, you’ll never get people
together. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A14047.10150)

My concern is that the timber industry provided a lot of input to these questions to guide the discussion
away from ecological values and toward economic values. My concern is that you are disregarding 1.5
million comments in favor of preservation. My concern is that this administration could care less about
our planet and only want big profits for rich people, at any cost. My concern is that the outcome of this
discussion is a foregone conclusion and you are going to sell out. (Individual, Corvallis, OR -
#A2352.12210)

218. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid asking the same
questions until it gets the desired answer.

I have read your questions regarding the proposed changes. I think another question is far more
important, and that is: Why are you second-guessing a plan that was established based on two years
of effort, over 600 public hearings, and the input of 1.6 million people?

The current roadless rule is an excellent plan, with enormous compromises already built in to come as
close as possible to satisfying all factions. It was established based on a long, arduous, and bipartisan
process. For you to turn around and say “oh, a few of us don’t like the results so we will try again” is
highly offensive to all who worked for, and supported, the bipartisan compromise currently in place.

My father got a degree in chemical engineering just before the start of World War II. During the war he
worked in a plant which made tetraethyl lead, the gasoline additive which of course was crucial during
the war. Part of his responsibility was helping to monitor the ambient levels of lead in the factory (since
of course lead is a poison). When the numbers his group obtained were too high, managers above them
responded quickly-by saying “go back and try again”. He was sufficiently disgusted to leave the field of
engineering; after the war he got his Ph.D. in chemistry and taught at the University of Florida for the
rest of his life.

Your proposal to modify this carefully considered, well crafted plan reminds me of those managers who
by fiat overturned the careful measurements of competent engineers. (Individual, Greensboro, FL -
#A18256.10152)

219. Public Concern: The Forest Service should work to regain the public’s
confidence.

It seems the open meetings and comments in writing are very good ways of communication. My concern
and the concern of others is whether or not the federal gov. pays attention to what we say and what the
people want. There have been way too many times, especially under the Clinton administration, that the
government just did what ever it wanted, regardless of what the vast majority of people said. Somehow,
confidence must be regained so that we the people feel like we are actually being listened to. (Individual,
Stevensville, MT - #A17902.10131)

THE FOREST SERVICE CHIEF

Following are the comments of the Park County Environmental Council in support of the Roadless
Conservation Rule signed into law in January of this year. As requested in the process laid out by the
Bush administration’s new Forest Service, our group presents the following answers to the questions
composed, presumably by your staff. Though most of these questions have been more than adequately
addressed in the FEIS produced by your predecessor, and these questions, we believe, are an attempt to
confuse the public and provide a tactical avenue for delaying progress in protection of the public’s last
remaining roadless lands, we nonetheless will complete this task. Our group is disappointed in you,
Chief Bosworth, for your blatant retreat from your respected position as a steward of the land to your
new role as political puppet. Our group has difficulty with your apparent lack of integrity and we can
only ask, what or who has co-opted you? The public is not as ignorant or naive as many in your
administration seem to believe and this episode will only add to the discredit that accumulates daily from
actions taken by your administration. We ask that you make every effort to redeem yourself and restore
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our confidence in you by supporting the rule as it stands. (Organization, Livingston, MT -
#A19219.12230)

BY MAINTAINING ITS OBJECTIVITY

Everyone must have equal access to the process and equal opportunity to express their views. We hope
the back-room deals at the national level, which marred the initial rule making, are things of the past.
The word “collaboration” carries a negative connotation, one of cozy deals and distorted information
favoring one point of view or another. Decision makers must maintain their objectivity and assure a lack
of bias in data collection and its use. The image of your agency has been badly tarnished by real or
perceived coziness with special interest groups. The NEPA process was corrupted in the rush to
complete massive national initiatives before the last administration left office, becoming a means to
confirm decisions already made. The Forest Service as an agency will have to prove its professionalism
before re-earning the public’s respect, especially at the local, adjacent community level. (Business or
Association, Olympia, WA - #A3619.12120)

Everyone must have equal access to the process and equal opportunity to express their views. We hope
the back-room deals at the national level, which marred the initial rule making, are things of the past.
The word “collaboration” carries a negative connotation, one of cozy deals and distorted information
favoring one point of view or another. Decision makers must maintain their objectivity and assure a lack
of bias in data collection and its use. The image of your agency has been badly tarnished by real or
perceived coziness with special interest groups. The NEPA process was corrupted in the rush to
complete massive national initiatives before the last administration left office, becoming a means to
confirm decisions already made. The Forest Service as an agency will have to prove its professionalism
before re-earning the public’s respect, especially at the local, adjacent community level. (Individual,
Cloquet, MN - #A8272.12200)

BY BEING HONEST ABOUT THE ROADED/UNROADED STATUS OF AREAS

Unfortunately, in our community, the Forest Service and their representatives have lost all credibility on
this issue. Why? Because the most basic rule in public relations is to tell the truth, and the Forest Service
representatives did not tell the truth.

While there are many instances of this, the two key untruths told by Forest Service representatives were
that: 1) Certain areas that are designated “roadless” in fact have roads, and some have been clear-cut at
least once and 2) Areas improperly designated as “roadless” which in fact have roads, could be
reclassified as “roaded” areas. This was fundamentally dishonest of the Forest Service and its
representatives.

Several of your questions concern how the Forest Service can best work with often time competitive
users of Forest Service administered lands. You can only do that by maintaining your integrity as a
professional organization. Otherwise you simply are a pawn of whatever happens to be politically
correct at the moment, a servant of those who believe that their “end justifies the means.”

To regain your integrity on this issue it is necessary to acknowledge that some of the “roadless” areas
were improperly classified, and rectify the situation. If you have integrity, with time you will be able to
resolve the other problems, even if it sometimes means telling people things they don’t want to hear. But
without integrity you cannot get the support that you need from the reasonable majority of people who
are on the middle ground of most issues. (Individual, Markleeville, CA - #A15429.12230)

There is a great deal of frustration in North Dakota because the rulemaking and forest planning process
has failed to honor the promises made about collaborative decisionmaking. Instead, the western counties
face a shrinking economic base, threatened by cuts in livestock grazing, unavailability of land for future
energy development, denial of royalty rights, and continued conflict over what the United States
originally promised. If the agency has predetermined the outcome, no amount of process is going to
make the decision any more valid. Moreover, we do not believe that process will address the flaws
nationwide based on the experience in North Dakota. Unless and until the Forest Service is willing to
reconsider the roadless policy by recognizing these areas are developed and have roads, then the Forest
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Service is condemned to continue to make the flawed decisions and to further alienate the public that the
agency allegedly serves. (Elected Official, McKenzie County, ND - #A27737.12200)

BY CONSIDERING PUBLIC CONCERNS AND MANAGING USERS AND RESOURCES FAIRLY

The Resources Planning Act/National Management Act provides the US Forest Service with many
opportunities. Sadly, they have been squandered. The fault rests mostly on the shoulders of the Service
itself, which has failed to provide responsible leadership.

The US Forest Service was once one of the most highly regarded of federal agencies. In the recent issue
of High Country News Publishers, Ed Marston writes “The Forest Service organization, that has been
publicly humiliated for the last 15 years by environmentalists, by the courts, by industry and by
Congress. It is an agency that has lost to those interests the only power that counts: The power to
manage its 300,000 square miles of land.” How the US Forest Service manages roadless lands over the
next twenty or so years will significantly determine whether stature rises or humiliation continues. And
perhaps whether the US Forest Service continues to exist at all.

Some times spent generating this response and I ask that you give due consideration. I have been to a
few dozen events where a Forest Service executive remarked that everyone seemed angry with the
Service or disagreed with them and this indicated to the forestry agent that they (USFS) were doing
something right. Can you imagine a bank executive saying, “Since all of our customers are angry with
us, I must be doing my job well.” A common response to public input is something like this. “Well,
everyone has an opinion, you know.” I always take that to indicate the government agent making the
comment ignores good suggestions along with bad. The reality is worse, of course. The United States
Forest Service has been inclined to ignore good advice and follow bad. (Individual, Colville, WA -
#A20889.12230)

The other day I was talking to an older, local community leader in our rural area. We don’t agree on
resource management. But we were talking about how federal land managers insisted that old growth
stands of timber needed to be converted to young, vigorous stands of timber just a decade ago, and now
those same managers tell us it is important to protect old growth. We both agreed those managers were
either wrong then or they are wrong now and those forest managers don’t have much credibility. We
don’t take what the US Forest Service says very seriously.

How can you take an agency seriously when they want to charge owners of the lands five dollars to take
a three hour hike and a dollar and thirty five cents for a rancher to graze a cow with a calf for a month?
How can you take an agency seriously when they tell you to camp two hundred feet from a stream and
allow cattle to stomp down the same stream banks and crap in the stream? The majority of Forest
Service campgrounds are perched right on the shores of lakes, rivers and streams. How do you expect
anyone to take what you say or do seriously? (Individual, Colville, WA - #A20889.12230)

220. Public Concern: The Forest Service should honor existing agreements
between citizens and the government.

Existing agreements between citizens and government should be respected at all costs. Where such
agreements have been violated by the government, citizens should be duly compensated. A government,
which violates either contract or Constitution, is by definition a tyranny. It cannot stand, and with its
demise will die all the good it had hoped to accomplish. (Individual, Modesto, CA - #A14006.12200)

221. Public Concern: The Forest Service should be abolished or replaced.

There is precious little real, on the ground management being done anymore. In fact, insofar as I can see,
even the so-called professionals at the upper echelons of administration—including Forest Supervisors
and District Rangers are so deeply imbedded in the protectionist movement that they can no longer see
the viewpoints of the rest of us, and worse, they don’t care. When a Forest Supervisor can tell me to my
face that a recent fire in an area of over 50,000 acres left individual canyons without so much as one
seed tree within 10 miles, but that he couldn’t manually reseed the area because of various restrictions
placed on him by “higher authority”, and then immediately turn away and vociferously support the
roadless plan of Clinton’s, then I think either he is the world’s largest hypocrite, or he is particularly
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stupid, and in either case should be replaced. Perhaps the problem is with the forest Service itself . . .
perhaps it should be replaced, or simply abolished. (Individual, Pendleton, OR - #A666.12230)

Local vs. National Decisionmaking
Summary

Local (Forest level) Decisionmaking — Some respondents ask the Forest Service to define what
and who comprises “local forest planning.” These people state that virtually all national forests
span numerous counties, local jurisdictions, and in many cases, state boundaries. Thus, explains
one individual, the ramifications of decisions made at the ‘local’ level do not remain at the local
level. This person explains that the cumulative impacts of site specific decisions are far reaching
and can not be made on a site by site basis without taking into account the impacts on all
communities and the environment, not just the local one.

Some respondents do not find the distinction between local and national decisionmaking
problematic and advocate that decisions be made at the local (forest) level (see also Chapter 1:
National Roadless Protection — General Remarks: Need for the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule: Do Not Implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule). Individuals, businesses, lands
rights organizations, recreational motorized organizations, industrial associations, special use
permit holders, and county commissions offer a number of reasons why decisionmaking should
occur at the local level. They assert primarily that it is not the role of the Washington Office to
micromanage resources; that local decisionmaking is required by the National Forest
Management Act; that only local decisionmaking can adequately respond to the unique
conditions and needs of different areas; that local residents have the most knowledge about the
resources and the most to lose if a bad decision is made; and that resources available in roadless
areas are vital to adjacent communities. Following this line of reasoning, some respondents state
that individual national forests should be allowed to opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule.

Others comment that no national forest should be exempt from the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule. These respondents question the value of “local expertise” as opposed to that of
professional Forest Service specialists, and ask how local expertise will provide more reliable
information than was gathered for the Rule.

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking with National Guidance — Most who address the issue
of local (forest level) decisionmaking with national guidance urge the Forest Service to ensure
that local forest planning adheres to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Others state that the
Forest Service should establish general guidelines for the consideration of roadless areas while
allowing exceptions as approved by the Secretary of Agriculture; while allowing forest
supervisors to nominate areas suitable for a roadless designation; while allowing forest plans to
allocate lands; while allowing forest plans to address specific forest activities that are both
feasible and sustainable; or while allowing forest plans to determine the relative merits of their
roadless areas and need for roads.

National Decisionmaking — Respondents believe that decisions regarding management of
roadless areas should be made at the national level (see also Chapter 1: National Roadless
Protection — General Remarks: Need for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule: Implement the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule). These respondents point out primarily that national forests
are national resources “and should likewise be governed by a national policy;” that decisions
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should be in the best interest of the whole country; that a uniform policy is needed; that local
interests are too often tied to profit of local interests and do not represent the collective will of
the state or the nation; and that the forest planning process has failed to adequately protect
roadless areas. According to one organization, the administration extols the local forest planning
as a highly collaborative process but does not point out perceived past failures of the forest
planning process to protect roadless areas, as shown by allowing roads to be built in the
remaining roadless areas. According to some, management decisions should be made on/y at the
national level.

Local vs. National Decisionmaking General

222. Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the Western Governors
Association 1999 Policy Resolution, Principles for Environmental Management
in the West.

FOR GUIDANCE IN RESOLVING THE TENSION BETWEEN NATIONAL AND LOCAL FOREST PLANNING

Strategies and decisions regarding protection and management of inventoried roadless areas should be
made during local forest planning. However, consistency with regional assessments and plans is
important. This and the following nine questions all seem to reflect on the tension between national and
local forest planning. For a template of how to resolve this tension, we recommend you closely review
the Western Governors Association 1999 Policy Resolution Principles for Environmental Management
in the West. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A17887.13110)

223. Public Concern: The Forest Service should tailor the level of
decisionmaking to the scope of the issues.

NATIONAL LEVEL DECISIONMAKING FOR ISSUES OF NATIONAL IMPORTANCE, FOREST LEVEL
DECISIONMAKING FOR ISSUES SPECIFIC TO THE FOREST, AND SITE-SPECIFIC DECISIONMAKING FOR
PROJECTS WITHIN THE FOREST
EPA believes that certain undeveloped areas such as inventoried roadless areas and unroaded areas
should be evaluated and conserved at several scales. EPA supports the hierarchy of land management
decision making principles outlined in the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), i.e., issues of
national importance are best resolved at the national level; issues that are primarily of importance only to
a specific National Forest are best resolved on a Forest-by-Forest basis; and issues that pertain to a
particular project within a single National Forest are best resolved on a local, site-specific basis. (Federal

Agency, Washington, DC - #A28843.20201)

The Forest Service must match the public involvement process to the scope of the issues. Where issues
of national import, such as the conservation of wild areas such as embodied in roadless areas, are on the
table, the public involvement process must be national and open to all citizens. Where the issues are
primarily of local concern, such as the availability of firewood, then the public involvement process is
best targeted to local interests. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A8027.15110)

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking

224. Public Concern: The Forest Service should define what and who comprises
“local forest planning.”
BECAUSE VIRTUALLY ALL NATIONAL FORESTS SPAN NUMEROUS COUNTIES, LOCAL JURISDICTIONS,
AND IN MANY CASES, STATE BOUNDARIES

Virtually all national forests span numerous counties, local jurisdictions and in many cases, state
boundaries. Considering this, defining what, or who, comprises “local forest planning” is vague at best
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and, to be accurate, misleading. The expression “local forest planning” is an arbitrary distinction and an
inherently discriminatory one as well. How is “local” defined? Everyone within 50 miles of the forest
lands to be managed? Within 100 miles? Within a day’s drive? Or should such a definition be based on
forest use? If so whose use gets priority (i.e. logging versus dispersed recreation)? Obviously attempting
to weight forest planning towards “local forest planning” is discriminatory at best and subject to legal
challenge should management of our public lands be based on such. (Organization, Richland, WA -
#A962.13100)

The term “local” in the context of forest planning must be clearly defined. What exactly constitutes local
planning when it involves a national forest that extends across county and state boundaries? The
ramifications of decisions made at the “local” level do not necessarily remain at the local level. Here in
the northwest, past decisions on logging, roadbuilding and grazing in the national forests have had an
impact on communities well outside of national forest jurisdictions in terms of their ability to obtain
clean water or to pursue commercial or recreational opportunities. Decision on the national forests in the
northwest have directly affected the commercial and sport fisheries in areas as far away as northern
British Columbia and Alaska. The development by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the
4H rules for the watersheds of the northwest is a testament to what can go wrong with the Forest
Service’s version of “local” planning. (Individual, Anchorage, AK - #A20934.13110)

225. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions at
the local level.

I do not want freedoms restricted by the government or any other outside influence. If decisions are
going to be made regarding my Local Forest I want them made with the input of the local people and not
some Washington Bureaucrat. (Individual, Anaheim, CA - #A337.13110)

BECAUSE IT IS NOT THE ROLE OF THE WASHINGTON OFFICE TO MICROMANAGE RESOURCES

Allow District Rangers and Forest Supervisors to make decisions for the public lands entrusted to them
and support their actions that are in line with Gifford Pinchot’s maxim of ‘Greatest good for the greatest
number in the long run’. The Forest Service has some of the world’s best natural resource specialists
working at the District and Forest staff level. Allow them to use their knowledge, skills, and experience
to make decisions on what is best for the land.

The role of the Washington Office should be to set broad policy and management philosophy, not
micromanage the resources or look over Ranger’s and Supervisor’s shoulders. On-the-ground decisions
should be made by people on the ground.

Trust Forest Service employees. Support local decision making. (Individual, Westwood, CA -
#A360.13110)

They should be managed locally. If the local USFS personnel determine that a new road is necessary to
protect the forest or create a significant benefit to the community, then why should a national directive
that has not taken into consideration such issues be in the way? There is no way that the cumulative
effects of this plan have been taken into account for every single area designated. (Permit Holder,
Vadito, NM - #A20142.13110)

Other Concerns: The Forest Service must empower local managers and specialists to craft solutions to
their unique challenges on individual sites or units. Site-specific or project-level decisions on any scale
must not be initiated from the agency’s Regional or Washington Office. (Organization, Twain Harte, CA
-#A13434.13110)

The Forest Service must allow local managers to craft solutions to their unique challenges on a site-
specific basis. What works on one forest may not work on another. Project level decisions should not be
constructed or dictated from the Forest Service Washington Office. Forest planning and regulatory
processes should be given back to the professional in the agency. Planning and Regulation should not
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become a political popularity vote counting process. (Organization, Lake Isabella, CA -
#A20945.13110)

BECAUSE NATIONAL MANAGEMENT WILL NOT RESULT IN PROTECTION OF THE VALUES PEOPLE
REALLY CARE ABOUT
During the last few years we have seen a steady erosion of the local decision making authority and
responsibility. This has resulted in centralizing the decisionmaking authority at the National level. This
has impacted the local unit’s morale and reduced the local accountability. We feel that it is critical to
return to a decentralized decision making process, at least to the National Forest level.

Without a comprehensive and locally based process, including decision making, monitoring and
accountability, the future decisions concerning National Forests management will not result in the
protection of the values people really care about. We encourage you to reestablish local authority and
provide a meaningful process that will allow those that are most affected by resource decisions on public
land to be meaningfully involved. (Business or Association, Colville, WA - #A3091.12125)

TO ENSURE THAT GOVERNMENT ACTIONS DO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE OBJECTIVES OF LOCAL
PLANNING EFFORTS

In many communities adjacent to national forests, the good faith effort of local people to develop plans
for the management of natural resources, land use and development zoning are inseparably tied to the
uses occurring on Federal lands. Local communities as well as the individuals that make up the
community develop long term financial and cultural commitment based on their local plans and
authorities. Therefore, the USFS should conduct and coordinate all planning at the local forest level with
local planning entities whether State, Local or Tribal to assure that government actions do not interfere
with or disrupt the goals, objectives and management actions specified in local planning efforts.
(Organization, Murphy, ID - #A18024.15111)

Under the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act, land use planning on the National
Forest was to give major consideration to their impact on plans developed by local governments,
including the impact of the Forest Service road network on the local road system (See Senate Report No.
93-686 (1974). Since the closure, and lack of reconstruction, of Forest Service roads has the potential to
affect local government plans and roads systems the specific impacts on the governments prior to
adoption of the proposed action. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.15130)

More local input by the people affected, so local industries are not closed by some rule made in the
higher offices of the Forest Service. These people still receive their money no matter what stupid
decision they make. A little accountability would go a long way in defusing any disagreements.
(Individual, Fallon, NV - #A21953.13110)

BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED BY THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT

Maximizing the multiple use aspects of the forest is mentioned numerous times throughout the NFMA,
and it is the sole purpose of 16USC532. Local forest planning is the only way in which the mandate of
the NFMA can be met adequately. At times this may involve decisions concerning maintaining the
integrity of a roadless area, decisions which can only be made locally because each forest has its own
unique blend of local interface, history, culture, and the problems associated with those characteristics.
(Individual, Denver, CO - #A5433.20201)

The NFMA makes the land and resource management plan (forest plan) the focal point for management
of each National Forest. After adoption of the forest plan, all “resource plans . . . and other instruments
for the use and occupancy of National Forest system lands shall be consistent with the land management
plans.” 16 U.S.C. 1604(i). If a proposed “resource plan” is not consistent with the forest plan, the NFMA
requires analysis of a proposed plan amendment and the opportunity for public comment before the plan
amendment can be adopted and implemented. /d [Section] 1604(d) and (f)(4). Forest plans are the
engines that drive the forest management process.
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The NFMA similarly recognizes the need to consider relative values and local conditions. In the NFMA,
Congress concluded that it was “unwise to legislate national prescriptions” for all national forests
because of the “wide range of climatic conditions, topography, geologic and soil types,” and different
local perspectives on appropriate land uses in a particular National Forest. S. Rep. No. 94-893, at 26
(1976). This prohibition against national prescriptions also extends to Forest Service actions:

The Committee bill directs that guidelines be developed by the Secretary of Agriculture for the land
management planning process. While planning guidelines will apply at all levels, there is not to be a
national land management prescription. The general framework for the plans and appropriate
management direction would be established on a national basis . . . . The detailed application of this
framework and direction would be reflected in individual plans . . . . The Committee believes that in the
development of land management plans, the land manager must pay particular attention to the
identification of land suitability and capability for various types, level, and combinations of resource use
. . . and special resource relationships where hazards exist for the various resources [e.g., forest health
issues]. S. Rep. No. 94-893, at 35. (emphasis added). (Business or Association, Spokane, WA -
#A17351.20201)

Chief Bosworth, it is our contention that: (1) this ‘roadless discussion” is intrinsically and legally
inappropriate because it is intended to override the determinations of existing forest plans which have
their legal basis and credibility under the National Forest Management Act. (2) As you brought out in
your advance notice of proposed rulemaking the scale of this discussion is infeasible and duplicative of
the forest planning process.

It would serve the public’s best interests for the United States Forest Service to lead the public back to
the legal framework with which such values/topics can be legally considered, i.e. forest plan revisions.
(Business or Association, Cody, WY - #A19163.13110)

BECAUSE DIFFERENT AREAS HAVE DIFFERENT CONDITIONS AND NEEDS

I feel that local forest plan should be given the biggest role in evaluating management of inventoried
roadless areas. Every section of our country, state, county or area has its own “little signature”. How can
someone in California tell us in Chester South Carolina how to protect our forest. We seem to do a great
job here because we have not had the forest fires that California seems to have. Even a state as close as
Florida has problems with fires. These states must have problems that do not exist in SC, or they would
be doing a better job. (Individual, No Address - #A57.13110)

The disposition and management of inventoried roadless areas should be determined in forest plans on a
unit-by-unit, site-specific basis. These areas and their resources are vital to adjacent communities. A full
range of alternatives must be developed for each unit and carefully examined under the NEPA process.
Some may be best managed as roadless in perpetuity or recommended for wilderness designation, while
others should be developed for commodity production. A myriad of factors must be considered, such as
fuel loading, forest health, proximity to private or other public property, size, terrain, soils, watersheds,
minerals, wildlife and fisheries. Each unit is unique and needs a tailored prescription. While rules may
guide how the determination is to be made in a broad sense, the decisions should be made in the forest
plans. (Individual, Lewiston, ID - #A2872.13130)

It is inconceivable that anyone, especially professional foresters, would try to write a single EIS to
address all the diversities of the various areas included in the roadless policy. A separate EIS should be
written for each area. A committee in one central location cannot possibly cover all concerns and
diversities of the many separate areas included in the roadless policy. (Individual, Miami, AZ -
#A880.13230)

It is agreed by all that we need to protect our forest and make sure we address forest preserve part of our
forest for the animal habitat and water quality. I believe this can be done best on a local level. Each
community has their own set of standards or rules that need to be followed. The same applies to other
countries. What may work for one may not work for the other? There standards or rules . . . why would
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we agree to give someone or a group total power to make decisions for us that affect us but not them
without a fight? (Individual, Argonne, W1 - #A11688.13100)

Federal policy-making must recognize that not all “inventoried roadless” areas are of equal quality.
Much time has passed since the 1979 RARE II inventory, and conditions in many areas once considered
roadless—for purposes of the 1979 inventory—have changed. Likewise, we have seen dramatic changes
in the public’s use of NFS lands for diverse outdoor recreation. Given these dynamics, the Association
believes the local forest planning process is the most appropriate means for making roadless protection
decisions. (Permit Holder, Hood River, OR - #A13230.13110)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNERS HAVE A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF LOCAL NEEDS AND CONCERNS
REGARDING LAND MANAGEMENT

I feel strongly that local land-use managers should be able to make the decisions on whether to allow
new roads and facilities to be built on public forest service lands. The federal government should have
guidelines and rules set for reviewing and making sure that environmental concerns are resolved, but the
decisions on how to manage the land should be made locally. Local governments and managers have a
much better understanding of the needs, issues, and concerns that are involved with land management.
Therefore the decisions should be made by those who are the most informed and knowledgeable with the
issues. These decisions should undoubtedly be made by the local authorities and experts. Please don’t let
local issues be decided by uninformed bureaucrats in Washington that are only concerned about what
their constituents from their states want. Decisions made on land usage have major impacts on the lives
and lifestyles of those in the local area. Let the local experts be the ones making the decisions.
(Individual, Houston, TX - #A4613.13130)

Local Forest Planning should be paramount in evaluating such areas. We’ve gone through RARE I and
RARE II and spent a tremendous amount of money doing so; then we’ve gone through study after study
until no one knows where we are anymore. To make a “cookie cutter” plan for the entire National forest
system is absurd. Only local planners can truly evaluate roadless areas for what they are, and should be.
(Individual, Pendleton, OR - #A666.13110)

The people of the local area should do the evaluating not the FS [Forest Service], their economy should
be a leading factor, is their minerals there, is their timber there, what’s the best way to get at it, how
about recreation, a camp ground, a park all these things should be looked at before it is environmentally
locked up. (Individual, Baker City, OR - #A1038.13230)

Informed Decision Making. The roadless areas are best planned and the management needs identified by
the local offices of the Forest Service. A substantial problem with the present rule is that there is no
provision for local Forests to make exceptions when it is necessary. Local public input was limited by
the way the information was collected and local problems were not identified or considered. The Rule
identified the values to be protected were national in scope, but did not consider the impact on local
communities nor was local input considered. The information about local impacts resides at the local
Forest offices and was not a part of the decision making process. These local offices have the
information on impacts and can acquire local input on the important local roadless issues. They should
be allowed to do this job. (Business, Viburnum, MO - #A11695.11110)

I value the decisions made on a local forest service level. They know the areas around them and the
people who impact and use the land. Comments should be made to them on a local level and not on a
wide scale basis. There are many areas that are inaccessible already. One local canyon was recently
locked up. Now, we are suffering many consequences: 1) the local sheep ranchers are unable to get
groceries and supplies to their herder. It was impossible to take the camp for a three-month stay, so the
herder was forced to live in a tent. Therefore, the grazing rights are currently for sale. This threatens the
livelihood of the ranchers. 2) The elk have reached an unhealthy population and hunters are not able to
take an animal. It would spoil before they could get it out of the mountains. Now the elk are running
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down on the highway. Over thirty big bulls, valued at $6,000 to $20,000 each has been killed by
motorists. The DWR have had to pay extra expenses to hire help and herd them off the highway each
night. 3) A local timber company has had to lay off 20 workers. This was a huge impact for our little
rural town since we only have three major employers. Satterwhite had the possibility of becoming the
fourth, but now we watch as the beetles continue to destroy our forests and we are helpless to watch. The
timber companies were responsible for taking all the dead lumber and also improving our canyon roads.
Most of the people who enjoy recreating here are from Salt Lake City and surrounding counties. We
don’t have the tax base necessary to maintain the roads in each canyon. But volunteers, the National
Guard and the timber company have taken care of us. No one in Washington DC is able to know and
understand any of the issues or their impacts. (Individual, Las Vegas, NV - #A26123.13100)

It is our opinion that the best form of environmental review is the one that is most closely linked to the
area in question. Forest planning issues should always be reserved for the local Forest
Supervisor/District Ranger review. Only he/she has the history and background necessary in order to
completely review a project for all its merits and/or shortcomings. While we understand that Washington
based mandates are more easily established and quicker to implement, they are often times negligent in
their ability to foresee opportunities or issues that may potentially arise. For this and many more in-
depth reasons, we adamantly oppose any Forest Planning decisions made at a level above the Forest
Supervisor’s Office. (Business, Twin Bridges, CA - #A8808.13100)

BECAUSE DIFFERENT AREAS HAVE DIFFERENT USE DEMANDS

While all of the national forests are open to the public, it is also true that forests in different areas have
different majority of use demands than other forests in other areas.

As an example, while the forests in upper New York state would naturally have a high usage of
backpackers and hikers, the national forests in southeast Texas would see almost no backpacking or
hiking. While some forests would draw a high percent of boaters and fishermen, other forests would not
be represented by those same type of users.

So, it’s almost imperative that each national forest be considered on an individual, and local, basis.
(Individual, Mesquite, TX - #A28471.13200)

The only appropriate avenue for considering land allocations on any national forest is through the
NFMA-mandated individual forest plans in which all multiple use considerations and social and
economic impacts must be considered. The basic premise of a nationwide roads prohibition is counter to
the existing Forest Service planning process and its current set of proposed planning regulations. Both
the current forest planning process and the proposed planning regulations emphasize local decision-
making. The preferred alternative of this proposal is a top-down management decision that forces
managers to make decisions based on a national policy that does not reflect local conditions. A perfect
example of the need for local decisions is the assertion in the FEIS that “there is currently a trend of
decreasing interest by the mineral industry in exploration and development of domestic mineral
resources” (p. 3-143). The opposite is tree for the largely under-explored Chugach National Forest, yet
there is no recognition of this fact in the FEIS or proposal. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK -
#A21707.20201)

BECAUSE A MANAGEMENT CHANGE IN ROADLESS AREAS MAY ADVERSELY AFFECT THE REMAINING

AREAS OF THE FOREST
We question whether changing the management character of the roadless lands outside the context of the
forest plan is consistent with the National Forest Management Act, Renewable Resources Planning Act,
and the Forest and Rangelands Renewable Resources Planning Act. Since a management change in these
areas has the potential to adversely affect the remaining areas of the forest, we suggest that the roadless
issue only be addressed in the context of the forest plan. (County Attorney, Grant County, OR -
#A17667.20200)

BECAUSE PROFESSIONAL FOREST MANAGERS ARE TRAINED FOR MANY YEARS

In this political vote-for-your-favorite-forest-use-process, the professional forest manager is being totally
ignored. Schooled and trained for many years, these are the people who best know how to manage
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forests for multiple uses. Today, over 100 preservationist groups are petitioning to have all motorized
traffic banned from the 56 million acres. If that happens, the roadless areas become nothing more than
wilderness areas. In wilderness there is no need for management, no need for managers or foresters, no
forestry, just lock it up and leave it alone. (Individual, Salem, OR - #A5958.12100)

BECAUSE GREATER WEIGHT SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE GREATER FOREST EXPERIENCE

A mere counting of “ayes and nays” is not adequate. Perhaps a “stakeholder’s questionnaire” needs to be
developed that ascertains how many hours the person has spent in the forest. Is this someone who has
spent a lifetime in the forest, through all sorts of public policy fluctuations, or is this a person who spend
two weeks in July camping? All opinions definitely need to be heard, but in the final analysis the greater
weight needs to be placed on the greater forest experience. (Individual, Emmett, ID - #A110.15110)

BECAUSE LOCAL RESIDENTS HAVE THE MOST KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE RESOURCES AND THE MOST
TO LOSE IF A BAD DECISION IS MADE

[Rural people] largely understand the relationships between resources and our national quality of life
because they grow cattle, farm the crops, harvest the trees and mine the minerals. They are also the
people who rely on our national forests for jobs, raw materials and the fun things in their lives. They
love undeveloped wild lands and wilderness. However, they also value the variety of recreation
opportunities the national forests are capable of supporting, motorized and non-motorized. They
understand that our nation needs the valuable products that can be produced from our national forests,
such as wood, forage, minerals and water. They understand the importance of an adequate infrastructure
to provide access to these forest land-roads, bridges, and trails. Effects of proposals such as this are
immediate and devastating to the people who live close to and depend upon the national forests. Please
keep in mind this urban vs. rural conundrum when evaluating input. Consider who has the most
knowledge about the resources and the most to lose if a bad decision is made. Don’t deepen the divide.
(Business or Association, Olympia, WA - #A3619.15100)

BECAUSE LOCAL RESIDENTS KNOW HOW THEIR FORESTS HAVE BEEN USED THROUGH TIME

The Forest Service is notoriously ahistorical—old cabins with years of history are burnt down without
notice, old mine shafts are plowed under and destroyed, seemingly without a thought for the lost human
legacy. Managing a natural landscape does not mean ignoring historic use. Local inhabitants know how
their forests have been used through time, and their input should weigh heavily for any road closures and
new limits on currently roaded areas. (Individual, West Yellowstone, MT - #A1045.15111)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS ARE VITAL TO ADJACENT COMMUNITIES

The disposition and management of inventoried roadless areas should be determined in forest plans on a
unit-by-unit, site-specific basis. These areas and their resources are vital to adjacent communities. A full
range of alternatives must be developed for each unit and carefully examined under the NEPA process.
Some may be best managed as roadless during the life of the forest plan or recommended for wilderness
designation, while others should be developed for commodity production. A myriad of factors must be
considered, such as fuel loading, forest health, proximity to private or other public property, size, terrain,
soils, watersheds, minerals, wildlife and fisheries. Each unit is unique and needs a tailored prescription.
While rules may guide how the determination is to be made in a broad sense, the decision should be
made in the forest plans. Whatever the case, it is absolutely necessary that the forest plans be completed
in a timely manner. (Business, Lewiston, ID - #A7991.13110)

The Forest Service should work with the local communities that are directly affected by any decisions
concerning these wild lands overseen by tribes or state directly affected. Any organizations or
individuals who claims to be “acting in the interests of the wilderness areas” are just that . . . acting!
There is no way to put this much land back to 100 years ago”, nor should we. Our very lives depend on
these watersheds, minerals and wood products. (Individual, Three Forks, MT - #A697.15100)

Local values should be of utmost consideration. Too many times have national decisions been made that
have been very damaging to local economies and local lifestyles based solely on the desires of very
vocal groups who seldom are directly impacted by those decisions. I know of no one who wants to
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destroy or damage our local forest for the very fact that our lifestyles would suffer the most if we were to
lose our access privilege either through loss of quality of forests or through regulations based on foreign
decision making. Rural Utah does not have the population required to sway federal decision makers so
making decisions based on political or nationally popular agendas is unfair and not necessarily best for
the forests. (Individual, Richfield, UT - #A27881.13100)

BECAUSE NATIONAL PLANNING DOES NOT ALLOW AN ADEQUATE TIMEFRAME TO CONSIDER IMPACTS
ON INDIVIDUAL ROADLESS AREAS

It is hard to fathom how a national policy could adequately evaluate all impacts to roadless areas within
the eighteen months it took to develop and finalize the policy. Single National Forest planning, and even
single project planning by the Forest Service, can take anywhere between one to five years to complete
with a minimal average of least two years. These simple facts raise serious doubt as to the appropriate
and adequately deliberated consideration of roadless policy impacts. An agency policy that affects all
roadless areas through one national decision cannot address the unique forest conditions of each
individual Forest or roadless area. Due to the time consuming nature of NEPA processes, and the lack of
detailed roadless area information, there is much cause to support roadless area consideration through
the normal National Forest Management Act (NFMA) authorized National Forest System planning
process. (Professional Society, No Address - #A29920.10134)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNERS ARE BEST ABLE TO DEAL WITH PROBLEMS IN A TIMELY MANNER

I feel local situations require local decisions. Not only forest fires but insect infestations, watershed, and
plant life trends need to be dealt with locally so those with the most information about a problem are
able to design a program that best fills the needs in a timely manner. Too often invasive plants, insects,
watershed problems and such have done so much damage by the time any local effort is allowed to be
put into action. (Individual, Richfield, UT - #A27881.13110)

IN SPITE OF THE THREAT OF LITIGATION FROM WILDERNESS ADVOCACY GROUPS

Site specific and project level decisions should not come form the Washington D.C. office. The
decisions should remain at the local level with input from the communities. We would like more
advanced notice of public meetings. More public announcements of such meetings with lengthier
comment periods in order to properly address issues of public concern. We urge you not to be influenced
by the threat of litigation from Wilderness Advocacy Groups. We wholeheartedly support multiple use
management for our public lands. (Organization, Bullhead City, AZ - #A12066.12100)

226. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that localizing
decisionmaking requires that current law be revised.

Localizing decision authority is impossible, and will remain so, until NEPA, NFMA, and a pile of other
Seventies-vintage laws are reformed. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - #A20672.20200)

227. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow local decisionmaking only
if an easily accessible appeals process is in place.

Local planning is too easily swayed by local issues and often fails to see the “big picture” that is more
easily addressed on a national and international level. While local input is useful and should not be
disallowed, the entire decision should not be left at a local level unless there are available and easily
accessible appeal processes that can be accessed by any concerned person. (Individual, No Address -
#A27088.10130)

228. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop regional guidance for
implementing the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

The Douglas Indian Association, a Federally recognized tribe, respectfully requested that the USDA
Forest Service revert back to regionalized planning in each of the national forests in the United States.
The Roadless Policy placed on all the national forests last year minimized the benefits of the
regionalized approach to land planning. The local management concerns are largely ignored with blanket
policies such as the Roadless Policy. (Tribal Association, No Address - #A23324.12311)
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WHICH RECOGNIZES THE DIFFERENT CONDITIONS AND MANAGEMENT NEEDS OF FORESTS IN
DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE COUNTRY

Ecological needs and human values differ, for example, between eastern and western forests and the
people who use them. The Wildlife Management Institute would support a provision in the modified
Rule that authorizes the development of regional guidance to aid in implementation of the roadless Rule
by allowing the consideration of factors that could vary geographically such as forest size, vegetation
types, watershed configuration, and proximity of human populations. We believe these types of
exceptions would address the principal concerns raised by stakeholders. If coupled with the
establishment of categories of roadless areas for which exceptions would not apply . . . this limited
expansion of the Rule’s exceptions could furnish the basis for seeking consensus on a modified Rule.
(Organization, Washington, DC - #A21762.45340)

Wisconsin forests and Wisconsin forest policy debates are different from western forests and western
political issues. The roadless rule does not recognize this distinction, but should. (Professional Society,
Eagle River, WI - #A19071.45600)

As you work toward a reasonable approach to this problem, remember that the one-size-fits-all theory
that is so often used by government agencies is not appropriate in this case. The south is different from
the Pacific Northwest, Lakes states and other sections of the country. It should be treated as such.
(Business, No Address - #A17224.45341)

229. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow local districts to manage
forests under a sustainable yield harvest plan.

TO ENABLE DISTRICTS TO BE ECONOMICALLY SELF-SUFFICIENT

I say let each local district manage their forests on a sustainable yield harvest plan—trees in Colorado
grow at a different rate than trees in Montana—trees around Seeley Lake grow at a different rate than
trees by Philipsburg. Multiple-use is good and it fits well but again let each local district make their
decisions. Each district needs to be self-supporting economically and decisions of their resources need to
be made based on that. Example all the jobs in that district need to be supported by the resources of that
district. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT - #A5437.13110)

230. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow individual national forests
to opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

I strongly support changes to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. I particularly support allowing
individual national forests to opt out of the rule and decide to go back to logging, building roads in, or
otherwise developing these areas, including all those in Alaska’s Tongass forest. (Individual,
Marthasville, MO - #A6704.10130)

OR TO MAKE LOCAL EXCEPTIONS TO THE RULE’S PROHIBITIONS

I am in favor of allowing flexibility in the ruling to allow individual communities through local councils
the ability to recommend areas that are practical for road building given circumstances unique to that
community. For example, if the Ketchikan Assembly feels that areas within their jurisdiction are
sensible for development, then there should be allowance in the law for that to happen, such as potential
development on Gravina Island. There should be reasonable concession for recreation, mining and
timber activities to continue. (Individual, Juneau, AK - #A23200.15111)

The FRWG supports opportunities for local input to the Rule in two basic ways. First, citizens living
near the inventoried areas should have the opportunity, individually or through their organizations, to
persuade the Service, in this review, that clearly defined and limited exceptions to the prohibitions,
specifically designed to enhance the ecological values of roadless areas, should be made a part of the
Rule, e.g. that geographic differences justify greater flexibility to address unique characteristics. Second,
local input is important, and already provided for in the Rule, with respect to proposing and justifying
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exemptions for specific activities in specific places. What should not be allowed, and cannot be justified
if the Service is to keep its pledge, is the wholesale granting of discretion to adopt local proposals for
road building or timber harvesting in the inventoried areas for whatever reason that may be put forward,
such as, for vague and ill-defined forest health reasons. (Organization, Washington, DC -
#A23283.15111)

231. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow individual forests to
opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Local forests should implement and augment national policy protecting roadless areas (the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule). They should NOT be allowed the option to ignore the Rule and develop their
roadless areas. Instead, they should work to identify roadless areas that were omitted from inventories
used to create the Roadless Area Conservation Rule, protect those newly identified roadless areas in the
same manner as inventoried roadless areas (as Wilderness Study Areas are protected in the same manner
as Wilderness), and submit them to the Forest Service national office for addition to the national
inventory. (Organization, Escalante, UT - #A27872.13200)

232. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that “local expertise”
may or may not be superior to professional Forest Service expertise.

DEPENDING ON THE MOTIVATION

The notion that “local expertise” is superior to professional Forest Service expertise is both true and
false, depending on the expert to whom you are listening. For the most part, in recent years, that notion
has been promoted, not so much by local residents as by those who have invested in local land for
mining, timber, recreation and/or grazing. I am well acquainted with a successful Colorado rancher who
has been recognized by the USFS as a model steward of leased grazing land, and who is a supporter of
roadless areas. Good business and conservation are not necessarily at odds, but greed and conservation
are. “Local experts,” like my rancher friend, can indeed be more knowledgeable than well-educated
government scientists familiar with a different part of the country, but they are often experts in only their
own self-interest, not in the long-term best interests of the country. (Individual, Fort Collins, CO -
#A12852.13110)

233. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how local expertise will
provide more reliable information than was gathered for the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

The USDA apparently believes that the only true basis for decision is based on local input. The May 10,
2001 press release states that the USDA will examine “more reliable” information and accurate
mapping, including drawing on local expertise and experience through the local forest planning
process.” It is unclear how local expertise and experience will provide more reliable information than
that gathered in the extensive review leading to the January 12th rule. The USDA should certainly be
responsive to local input and information, but not to a greater extent than any other interested party.
Local input is not the only source of reliable information. (Individual, Chico, CA - #A17483.15112)

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking with National Guidance

234. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that local forest
planning adheres to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.
If you are asking what the job of the local Forest Service administrator is, it should be to manage the
local forest as the public wishes, which the public has expressed previously concerning the roadless

initiative. So, local forest planners should follow the national policy. (Individual, Macomb, IL -
#A95.13130)
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The current rule does not allow decisions to be made at the local level through the forest planning
process under a set of national criteria.

The Secretary of Agriculture must establish national standards to guide roadless area conservation. The
new rule should require Forest Service line officers to apply those standards through the forest planning
process.

Further, the new rule should require Forest Service line officers to make decisions about roadless at the
local level with adequate state and public involvement processes.

The new rule should eliminate the national application of the current rule.

I am in support of roadless area conservation of these roadless areas that meet the national standards
based on the information available by area. (Individual, McMinnville, OR - #A818.13130)

Inventoried roadless area prohibitions must be codified in Forest Plan revisions and amendments but, for
consistency, they must be decided Nationally for all roadless areas. This direction must apply to all
National Forest roadless areas that exist. The local Forest manager should not be free to choose what
may or may not take place on a roadless area. They must be involved in deciding how to best implement
National direction.

This should be true even if that means rejecting an alternative project that is proponent driven, or a
project that is strongly supported locally. (Individual, Grangeville, ID - #A830.13130)

These areas should clearly not be subject to local control, as this is clearly an issue that must have
participation of the entire nation. Simply because land exists in a certain state or locality does not mean
it is theirs to control in any way they wish, to possibly sacrifice long-term planning for short-term jobs.
The Roadless Area Conservation Rule is required and protection of these areas must be secured into the
future. Local areas can be involved in securing these areas and in making sure other suitable regions are
likewise identified and protected. (Individual, Lexington, KY - #A1077.13130)

The role of local forest planning is to protect and manage inventoried roadless areas in accordance with
RACR. These are National Forests, not local forests. (Individual, Livingston, MT - #A8306.13130)

Forest plans as they come up for renewal should be brought into alignment with the decision to protect
remaining roadless areas. (Individual, Santa Fe, NM - #A11703.13130)

BY NOT ALLOWING LOCAL FOREST PLANNING TO MAKE EXCEPTIONS TO THE ROADLESS AREA
CONSERVATION RULE

The Rule expressly allows for exceptions to the prohibitions, such as to protect public health and safety.

Allowing forest plans to make additional exceptions for specific activities would completely undermine

the Rule, setting the stage for a return to the incremental destruction of roadless areas that the Rule

intended to stop. Roadless areas should receive additional protection through the forest planning process,

especially from destructive off-road vehicles and mining. (Individual, Fresno, CA - #A1593.13100)

The regulations need to be more specific and to leave less decision making to the discretion of local
responsible officials. They need more specific guidance in implementing the roadless area regulations.
The vagueness of parts of the regulations make them subject to challenge in the courts. It is an important
subject and the regulations are too brief, lacking in clarity and too open to interpretation by local
“responsible officials.” (Organization, Fullerton, CA - #A3705.13100)

BY MAINTAINING A HIGH THRESHOLD FOR GRANTING EXCEPTIONS

Procedures for granting exceptions based on local input should include public comment and place a high
threshold to be crossed for granting exceptions. (Individual, Denton, TX - #A156.14410)
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235. Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate local decisions
regarding inventoried roadless areas within the context of the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

WITH REGULAR AND ON-GOING NATURAL RESOURCE INVENTORIES AND ASSESSMENTS

The national public desires roadless areas to be continued in their unroaded condition. This question has
been decided overwhelmingly. Within the RACR there is substantial flexibility and there are many local
issues to be resolved within the framework of that flexibility. Many in the environmental community
strongly argued that the RACR was too open ended in many regards, and these very issues now face
local forests for planning and resolution. How the local forests make these decisions and implement
plans may preclude additional issues from reaching the same level of national concern (e.g. off-road
vehicle use and other activities . . . .).

As the Forest Service evaluates local decisions regarding inventoried roadless areas within the context of
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (and other national policy guidance), this evaluation needs to be
done in the context of regular, on-going natural resource inventories and assessments, and at the time
when decisions are to be proposed which may affect roadless areas covered by the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. Any evaluation prior to such decisionmaking process seems to be academic and a
waste of time. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A15303.13130)

236. Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish general guidelines for
the consideration of roadless areas.

Give local forest managers guidelines (like installing roads along contour lines and far away from
streams) but allow them the responsibility to make decisions regarding management of local forests,
inventoried or not. State Forestry agencies manage on a local level very well. (Individual, Princeton,
WV - #A18086.13110)

Allow local forest planning to apply broad National standards in managing the roadless areas.
Consultation with Wisconsin’s citizens and resource professionals, not a directive from Washington
D.C., should be at the forefront of such change. (State Agency, Madison, WI - #A28775.13110)

WHILE ALLOWING EXCEPTIONS AS APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

A national rule should provide the overarching criteria for the preservation of inventoried unroaded areas
and specify the exceptions. The designation of reconsidered or new candidate roadless areas should be
screened to select those inventoried areas that are ecologically important. Examples of ecologically
important areas would include those that are: critical to water quality; provide endangered species
protection; include ecosystem values; and where there is public support to remain roadless and
opportunities exist to minimize potential use conflicts. Any construction of new roads or improvement
of existing ones in areas designated as roadless should be based on specific exception criteria set forth in
a national rule. In cases where important national priorities need to be addressed, a mechanism should be
developed to enable the Secretary to authorize an exception to a national rule. (Federal Agency,
Washington, DC - #A28843.50000)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST SUPERVISORS TO NOMINATE AREAS SUITABLE FOR DESIGNATION

The key question is. How many million of acres must be designated for such purposes, thereby
essentially excluding all other uses and users? I believe this is suitably answered by allowing
Supervisors of individual forests to nominate those portions most suitable for such designation following
very specific scientific, economic and common sense criteria and guidelines that are applicable to all of
our National Forests. Such criteria and guidelines must consider factors such as: The presence and
abundance of sensitive species and amount and types of suitable available habitat present; the amount
and type of commercial timber present and the economic and environmental costs and benefits
associated with the harvesting and removal of the mature timber, accessibility of the areas to the public
via existing roadways and trails and current and projected rates of use by the public (including ranchers
holding grazing permits), the societal impact that closure of these areas to vehicular traffic would have
on members of the public engaged in camping, bird watching, wildlife viewing, hunting, fishing, hiking,

3-32 Chapter 3 Public Involvement



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

trapping, collecting firewood, cutting Christmas trees, logging, livestock, grazing, and other economical
and recreational pursuits. (Individual, Cedar City, UT - #A20426.12125)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO ALLOCATE LANDS

The regulations should be general, short and simple, providing direction to guide consideration of
roadless units in the forest plans. They should not make any blanket, nationwide set-asides of roadless
lands. Allocation of these lands should be done in the forest plans. (Organization, No Address -
#A8227.15100)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC FOREST ACTIVITIES THAT ARE BOTH
FEASIBLE AND SUSTAINABLE

Agency goals for US Forest Service system ecosystem management should be broadly set at the top

levels and should serve as an umbrella of guidelines for regional and local forest units to work within.

Within the overall guidelines for the agency, variations at the regional and/or individual forest levels
should be allowed to address specific forest activities that are both feasible and sustainable. (Individual,
No Address - #A29334.13130)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO DETERMINE THE RELATIVE MERITS OF THEIR ROADLESS AREAS

AND NEED FOR ROADS
The role of the National office of the Forest Service should be to provide direction or guidelines to help
the forest or regions determine the relative merits of their roadless areas. This guidance shouldn’t be a
strict, by the numbers direction, but more general such as, amount of critical wildlife habitat,
presence/how much spectacular scenery, relative regional abundance of undisturbed areas, how much
local demand there is for roadless vs. roaded recreation, etc. A decision needs to also be made on
whether an area is best managed with roads or without. Some areas in the West have tremendous
accumulations of fuels that cannot be efficiently dealt with without building roads. Many of these values
can be protected without declaring an area totally hands off. (Individual, Wrangell, AK -
#A30478.13130)

237. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use local knowledge to
enhance national planning.

Local planning is essential, but should not outweigh federal planning efforts. Local planning is subject to
too much manipulation by one or two powerful interests—for example, a large lumber company or
mining outfit that employs a lot of people in a small town can corrupt the process. (Not that the USFS
doesn’t have the same problem, but at least there’s some semblance of national oversight.) Federal
planning should be in concert with local efforts. No one should need to reinvent the wheel to get
something done—use local knowledge to enhance federal efforts. Use the people already on the ground,
who have built up relationships with local people, and give them a clear cut set of criteria that they can
defend, and send them out to do inventories. Make sure they understand that what they are doing is
critically important, and that their work will not be overlooked or used against them down the road.
Ensure there are systems in place to check for data anomalies, etc. (Individual, No Address -
#A29275.13130

National Decisionmaking

238. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions at
the national level.

BECAUSE NATIONAL FORESTS ARE NATIONAL RESOURCES

The local role should be highly limited in decisions about which areas should be subject to which
conservation measures. National forests are national resources, so decisions about them should be made
in the national interest. The interests of local players should receive a weight proportional to their
membership in the national polity. Because local players often have more intimate knowledge about the
national forests in their areas, they should be given a platform to voice their opinions and observations,
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but not as deciding voice in matters that are of importance to all Americans whether or not they are in a
position to live near a national forest. (Individual, New Haven, CT - #A616.13120)

I believe that national forests are national assets, and should be safeguarded as repositories of both
tangible and intangible riches. It is the role of the government to examine the role of the whole national
forest in the whole country, and to recognize and protect these designated national treasures for the long-
term good of our country. It may be that local areas appreciate the importance of preserving local
forests, or it may be that they do not. Because the latter situation will necessarily occur in some places,
federal government must stand behind its name of “national” forest. (Individual, Fairfield, VA -
#A15817.13130)

Roadless areas are part of our National Forest System and are a national resource that should be
regulated by national policy. The administration does not contend that water quality should be governed
by local opinion, or that nuclear safety and nuclear waste concerns should be governed by local opinion,
or that drilling for oil, or that location of gas pipelines and energy transmission lines should be subject to
veto by local citizens. In all of those areas the administration asserts that national environmental policies
are essential. We believe that roadless areas are an important national resource and should likewise be
governed by a national policy. (Organization, Seattle, WA - #A21702.13120)

The role of the local forest managers in the planning and administration of protection and management
of our national forests should be limited to enforcement of a national policy only. National forests are a
public trust that belong to all Americans and are not suited to be managed according to the whims and
limited perspective of a local manager. A national policy dictating the protection of all remaining
national forests should govern all local mangers administration with no allowance for interpretation.

National forests are for the use of all people and are not to fall under the dominion a local community.
(Individual, Vallejo, CA - #A27573.13120)

The attempt to gain more “local control and input” into the management of public lands under national
management fails to consider that nationally managed public lands be managed in the national interests.
We have already seen an explosion of influence buying and selling in Congress, and that same buying
and selling of the public’s interests for private gain is also carried out at the local level, only at a reduced
cost. Under this divide and conquer practice, local individuals can be pressured into, or influenced into
accepting, incursions into the roadless area, ignoring existing protection and the reasons they have been
put into place. I believe that since these public lands belong to all of the people, not just locals,
management of the national forests should reflect this position. (Individual, Lewiston, CA -
#A28731.13120)

Local input should be taken into account making management decisions; the degree to which local
interests hold sway is the issue. Often local interests are at odds with the interests of the nation as a
whole in preserving roadless areas in an undisturbed state. We would never stand for letting local
citizens harvest timber in Yellowstone National Park, though some citizens of neighboring communities
might want to, because we want to preserve the splendor of a national treasure. The same reasoning
should apply to most roadless arcas—they are also national treasures. (Individual, Bozeman, MT -
#A20412.13120)

BECAUSE DECISIONS MUST BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE WHOLE COUNTRY

Local forest planning must be given important consideration in evaluating protection and management
of roadless areas of course. But remember that the forests belong to all of us including future
generations. Any decisions must be truly national decisions that are in the best interest of the whole
country. Remember that local folks, although they usually know the territory best, often have short-
sighted goals. And local USFS personnel are often influenced too strongly by the local people with
whom they live and work. (Individual, Boulder, CO - #A5250.13000)
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Roadless areas have great national, regional, and local value as important watershed headwater areas, for
rapidly growing outdoor recreation, and for wildlife, including, endangered species, habitat. The local
planning process has failed to protect these values as local planners have routinely and narrow-mindedly
given in to local timber, mining and ranching interests, often foolishly ignoring the economic value of
recreational uses and clean, pure water. For example, the Southern Appalachian national forests have
lost countless roadless areas to timbering and misguided road construction in the last few decades, even
after study after study showed that the economic value of these lands for outdoor recreation far exceeded
the timber values. I have no confidence in the failed local planning process. National forests belong to
all Americans, not just local timber companies, mining companies, and ranching interests. Local
interests should have input that is fully and fairly considered, and I believe that local interests should be
met where reasonable. However, decision makers should consider the views of all Americans in
managing the lands that those Americans own. (Individual, Conyers, GA - #A13536.13100)

Local forest planning and management has been the rule for the last hundred-plus years. The result has
been the steady loss of wilderness and a network of forest service roads that exceeds the entire US
interstate highway system in length and is impossible for the Forest Service to maintain. The local
planning process is generally dominated by interests that stand to make personal financial gain through
exploitation of a resource that belongs to ALL the citizens of the country. The remaining roadless areas
are a national treasure and can only be protected by a consistent national policy. (Individual, Roseville,
CA - #A10567.13120)

Local Forest Service representatives should be responsible for gathering information and submitting it to
the offices in Washington, D.C. Their expertise is valuable towards understanding the specific attributes
of individual federal forests. However, to allow these same local representatives to set policy is a
mistake. This would have the effect of setting too many separate rules and guidelines across the country.
While some people might find this appealing, it is flawed. These are federal lands. As such they should
be managed by a broad set of rules across the board. Someone from lowa who travels to Montana on
vacation should not have to gaze upon clear-cut forests because local officials decided that they wanted
to increase timber harvests. This visitor should have the comfort of knowing that when he travels to
another state that the protection and management of forests is being macro-managed back in Washington
D.C.

There exists an array of state, county and city land, which is managed and controlled at the local level as
well as private lands. Our federal lands belong to everyone and must be managed as such. (Individual,
Bozeman, MT - #A21355.13100)

BECAUSE A UNIFORM POLICY IS NEEDED

Regarding the role of local forest planning, it must be remembered that one of the primary reasons why
the roadless rule is needed so badly has been the failure of the local forest planning process. While it is
important that the local foresters, who are supposed to be intimately familiar with their forest, to play a
key role in evaluating options for the protection and management of roadless areas, the process for doing
so needs to be standardized at a national level. Policies should be uniform, not localized. These lands are
Federal lands, not State or local lands, and as a U.S. citizen I want to be assured that the maximum level
of protection is afforded to roadless lands across the country. (Individual, Renton, WA -
#A22439.13120)

There is a need to provide a strategic view of roadless areas nationwide to avoid a patchwork approach
to the management of our National Forest resources and to ensure adequate protections for these lands.
The Roadless Area Conservation Rule addresses this strategic approach. As provided by the rule, local
forest planning should provide additional protection to prevent damage to roadless areas and ensure that
the roadless inventories are complete.

The record shows that local forest planning is not adequately protecting roadless area and going forward,
current forest plans make about 60 percent (34.4 million acres) available for road construction, logging
and commodity development. The Roadless Area Conservation Rule prevents this loss. (Business,
Sumner, WA - #A21731.13110)
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BECAUSE THE FRAGMENTATION CREATED BY ROADS TRANSCENDS LOCAL AND REGIONAL
MANAGEMENT

The problems associated with fragmentation by roads are too complex to rely on decisions made at the
Forest or Regional levels. Many species that depend on National Forest such as grizzly bears, wolves,
and Canada lynx must be managed over very large scales. For this reason, fragmentation of our National
Forests by roads is a problem that transcends management at the local or even regional level, particularly
near the border of two Forest Service Regions. It is essential that Roadless Areas be protected by a
uniform, national rule. (Individual, Evergreen, CO - #A20492.13120)

BECAUSE FEDERAL DOLLARS SUPPORT THE FOREST SERVICE AND THE LANDS IT ADMINISTERS

As long as federal dollars support the Forest Service and the lands [it] administers, these lands should be
subject to protection and regulation on the federal level. (Individual, Reno, NV - #A20755.13120)

BECAUSE LOCAL INTERESTS MAY BE TIED TO THE PROFIT MOTIVE OF LOCAL INTERESTS AND NOT

REPRESENT THE COLLECTIVE WILL OF THE STATE OR THE NATION

Local planning should be considered but not be given too much weight if their is a conflict-of-interest.
For example, local interest may be tied to the profit motive of local business interests and not represent
the collective will of the state or the nation. (Individual, Gaithersburg, MD - #A5191.13000)

The Forest Service has long been a servant of local interests. District Rangers, in an effort to endear the
communities in which they live, often place local logging over the good of the forest as a whole. These
are NATIONAL forests, not local forests! The Forest Service has lost sight of that fact. The National
Forests were created in the early 1900s in response to the abuse of logging of the private sector. We now
need to set aside Roadless Areas in response to the abuses of logging within the National Forests.
(Individual, Olympia, WA - #A614.13120)

Local USFS supervisors and planners should never be allowed to determine roadless area objectives,
goals and prohibited activities on a given forest. Local planners should not decide what to do with
roadless areas. They should decide how to best implement National roadless policy and direction. If left
up to local managers to decide how the roadless areas should be managed, a myriad of personal
commodity extraction favoring values (for those who have them) will enter the picture. If this is allowed
to happen, some roadless areas will be roaded/clearcut and others will be preserved. (Individual,
Grangeville, ID - #A830.13120)

I firmly believe that our national forests are just that. They are national lands that should be governed by
national policy. States already have separate resources that fall under the direct control of state agencies.
In my state of Washington, the Department of Natural Resources is currently looking into logging of
old-growth forests in these areas to provide state funds in direct threat to endangered species. I firmly
believe that increasing local influence on roadless areas conservation will lead to a slow but certain
destruction of these areas. Local influence almost always means that there are specific extraction
advocates that stand to make substantial financial gains from reduced protection. These interests are thus
willing to place significant money behind their lobbying efforts. It is more difficult for the many varied
interests of the citizens to organize against such focused moneyed interests, and it is an undue and
unrealistic burden to expect the citizens to marshal forces against each and every individual threat. Let
us citizens feel safe that these roadless areas will remain preserved as is, without having to continually
watch over our shoulders for the next assault by “well meaning, local” interests driven by profit.
(Individual, Seattle, WA - #A21682.13120)

BECAUSE THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS HAS FAILED TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT ROADLESS AREAS

The ANPR never mentions that the Rule was developed with the most extensive public participation
ever in a federal rulemaking. Instead, it just cites allegations in lawsuits that “there was inadequate
opportunity for public review and comment on the roadless rule.” Thus, the administration seems to
ignore the 1.6 million public comments in support of roadless area protection.
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The administration seeks to undermine the legitimacy of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for
the rule. The ANPR states that “it is difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a short timeframe, on a
national scale, the local data needed to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all relevant information or
that proposes an adequate range of alternatives.”

The ANPR implies that local decision-making is needed because protection is warranted for some
roadless areas but not others. It states that most roadless areas previously were not recommended for
wilderness designation due to low wilderness values, inadequate public support, or “other resource
potentials.” It observes that the resource values of roadless areas “vary in importance”, specifically
pointing out that roadless areas contain 9 million acres of “productive timberland.”

The administration extols the local forest planning as a highly collaborative process involving local,
regional, and national interest, using the best available forest-level information and maps. It does not
point out the past failure of the forest planning process to protect roadless areas, allowing roads to be
built in most of the remaining roadless land. Nor does the administration mention that it is in the midst
of amending the forest planning regulations to greatly weaken environmental safeguards and public
participation opportunities in the planning process. (Organization, Pinkeville, TN - #A5167.12200)

The National Forest planning process has clearly failed to provide adequate protection of roadless areas,
and most certainly will continue to be the case in the future, especially given that the Administration is
also weakening forest planning regulations. In existing national forest plans, about 60 percent of
remaining roadless areas are open to road construction and logging. Continued incremental loss of
roadless areas will continue without the Roadless Areas Conservation Rule. (Individual, Hewlett, NY -
#A4748.10111)

The Forest Service’s legacy, unfortunately, is not a pretty one. Decades of mismanagement have led to
the fragmentation of forest ecosystems, liquidation of old growth forests, and the demise of many fish
and wildlife species. In the Pacific Northwest, for example, less than 10 percent of old growth/late
successional forests remain and species such as the northern spotted owl, salmon, and marbled murrelet
teeter on the brink of extinction. The Sierra Nevada, christened the Range of Light, by John Muir, is
unraveling after over a century of logging, mining, and ranching. Species in the Sierra, including the
California spotted owl, wolverine, Pacific fisher, American pine marten, and northern goshawk are
quickly disappearing. In the southwest, cows have driven out native species, degraded riparian areas, and
eroded soils. Off road vehicles run roughshod over public lands across the country. Forests in the mid-
west, northeast, and southeast have been so heavily fragmented that few contiguous, large roadless areas
exist. And oil, gas, and mining projects, as well as ski resorts, in the northern Rockies have severely
compromised the biological integrity of the region. All of these developments were made possible under
the forest planning process. (Organization, Nevada City, CA - #A4941.10111)

The Administration appears bent on ignoring the fact that 1.6 million comments were submitted the
FIRST time around. A hearty ninety-five percent of these comments SUPPORTED the Roadless Plan
and some advocated even stronger protections. Moreover, to propose now that all decisions are made on
a local basis is a giant step backwards. History demonstrates that local decision-making hasn’t worked to
protect roadless areas for a long time. Therefore, a national policy designed to protect our nation’s
roadless lands is imperative. (Individual, Durham, NC - #A934.10111)

The Forest Service’s legacy, unfortunately, is not a pretty one. Decades of mismanagement have led to
the fragmentation of forest ecosystems, liquidation of old growth forests, and the demise of many fish
and wildlife species. In the Pacific Northwest, for example, less than 10 percent of old growth/late
successional forests remain and species such as the northern spotted owl, salmon, and marbled murrelet
teeter on the brink of extinction. The Sierra Nevada, christened the “Range of Light,” by John Muir, is
unraveling after over a century of logging, mining, and ranching. Species in the Sierra, including the
California spotted owl, wolverine, Pacific fisher, American pine marten, and northern goshawk are
quickly disappearing. In the southwest, cows have driven out native species, degraded riparian areas, and
eroded soils. Off-road vehicles run roughshod over public lands across the country. Forests in the
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midwest, northeast, and southeast have been so heavily fragmented that few contiguous, large roadless
areas exist. And oil, gas, and mining projects, as well as ski resorts, in the northern Rockies have
severely compromised the biological integrity of the region. All of these developments were made
possible under the forest planning process. (Individual, Boise, ID - #A20396.10111)

I do not want to see Congress and our federal officials make any changes to the current Forest Service’s
Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

We spent a lot of time (and tax dollars) carefully gathering public opinion to promulgate this rule in the
first place. Our country clearly wanted the remaining 30% of our wild national forests protected from
human intervention into forest ecosystems through mining, drilling and logging operations. The present
Conservation Rule nicely addresses access and local input. The proposal to address each forest area
individually will NOT maintain these critical protections. (Individual, Northville, MI - #A179.10111)

The Roadless Rule is needed because local forest planning has failed to protect significant roadless areas
in the past. For example, the HD Mountains inventoried roadless area includes over 30,000 acres of
lower elevation old-growth ponderosa-pine forests and pinyon-juniper woodlands. Ignacio Creek in the
heart of the roadless area is one of the most pristine lower-elevation riparian systems in the Rockies.
This ungrazed, unlogged, unroaded watershed is a proposed Research Natural area. Despite the
superlative values of the HD Mountains, the existing forest plan adopted in the early 1980s left the area
open to oil and gas exploration and development. Consequently, must of the area was leased in the
1980s and 1990s without consideration of the impacts that cutting roads through this pristine landscape
will have on a rare, unroaded, lower-elevation ecosystem. Forest Planning utterly failed to protect the
HD Mountains which is why the Roadless Rule is needed now. (Individual, Durango, CO -
#A11655.10111)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNING HAS RESULTED IN AN $8.5 BILLION ROAD MAINTENANCE BACKLOG

Forest-by-forest decisions have resulted in nearly 400,000 miles of roads and an $8.5 billion road
maintenance backlog in our National Forests, all borne by the taxpayer. Indeed short-sighted local
decisions on forest management are what created the need for the RACR. (Individual, Minneapolis, MN
- #A10523.17240)

BECAUSE REGIONAL OR NATIONAL PERSONNEL HAVE BETTER ACCESS TO QUALIFIED SCIENTIFIC
OPINION
Local decisions will be influenced by politics and personal agendas and do mot incorporate the large

picture. Regional or national FS personnel are more immune to local politics and have better access to
qualified scientific opinion. (Individual, Hamilton, MT - #A26764.13000)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNERS ARE OFTEN INCOMPETENT

Local forest planning should be considered so long as it is done by competent planners, which is often
not the case. Local input to knowledgeable planners is most certainly a positive. (Individual, Corvallis,
OR - #A1132.13100)

BECAUSE THE POLITICAL WILL TO PROTECT ROADLESS AREAS CAN NOT BE FOUND AT THE LOCAL
LEVEL
Informed decisionmaking. The roadless areas have already been inventoried, their descriptions are in the
forest plans, and their values are listed. Local planning is finished. We need only the political will to
protect them. You won’t find political will at the local level; it’s hard enough to find it at the national
level. Local meetings were held nationwide. I attended them, and I heard overwhelming support for
complete protection. (Individual, Eugene, OR - #A13952.12100)

BECAUSE ALLOWING LOCAL DECISIONMAKING WOULD WEAKEN THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION
RULE
Forest-by-forest decisions do not need to be made. Not meaning to sound overly dramatic, but when we
begin discussing and considering changing the protection for the national forest so decisions are made
on a case-by-case basis, it will become too easy pick apart each forest one at a time with time, eventually
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leaving us and future generations with nothing but a raped, wasteland. Please don’t allow these
protections that have already been put into place to be weakened. Know that not only do I strongly
oppose weakening of our national forest protection through forest-by-forest decisions, but so do many of
the other voters in America. We DON’T want to see logging and development in roadless areas.
(Individual, Saint Petersburg, FL - #A202.13120)

As to “local control,” I have serious reservations about ceding control of federal assets to any entity
which is not directly accountable for their misuse. The Forest Service, through the President and unlike
state or local entities, is accountable to the federal taxpayers and I expect them to take that responsibility
seriously. The administration’s current attempts to weaken the Roadless Rule do not appear to take this
responsibility into account. (Individual, Broomfield, CO - #A211.13120)

WITH LOCAL FOREST PLANNING SERVING IN AN ADVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CAPACITY

Local forest planning should serve in an advisory and technical assistance capacity. Ultimate decision-
making authority should be maintained by the federal government. National Forests belong to all
citizens of the United States of America; not just the local people in the vicinity of a subject forest area.
(Individual, Olympia, WA - #A26693.13120)

239. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions
only at the national level.

WITH NO ROOM FOR LOCAL INTERPRETATION

Management of our national forests should be limited to enforcement of a national policy only. National
forests are a public trust that belong to all Americans and are not suited to be managed according to the
whims and limited perspective of a local manager. A national policy dictating the protection of all
remaining national forests should govern all local manager administration with no allowance for
interpretation.

National forests are for the use of all people and are to fall under the dominion a local community.
(Individual, Petaluma, CA - #A17057.13210)

240. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not change the management
guidelines of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule to conform to local
government plans.

The Forest Service has already provided states and local governments with ample opportunities to
comment on the proposed roadless area rule, and incorporated many changes suggested during the
public comment period into the final roadless area conservation rule. Under no circumstances should the
management guidelines of the national roadless area conservation rule be “bent” to conform to local
government plans. This is a national protection program to conserve a resource of national interest,
undisturbed and unroaded natural areas. A national perspective must be maintained at all times.
(Individual, Palo Alto, CA - #A15827.15130)

The Forest Planning Process
Summary

General Comments — General comments on the forest planning process are varied. According
to one individual, the Secretary of Agriculture’s five principles effectively states that the local
forest planning process must be used, an implication that the Secretary gives no weight to any
method of decisionmaking other than the local forest planning process. Others assert that
roadless issues have already been adequately addressed in the forest planning process.

Some respondents say the Forest Service should clarify that, even with the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule in place, many management decisions would continue to be made through the
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forest planning process. Further, others assert, the local forest planning process is
complementary and consistent with the Rule, and can therefore proceed in tandem with the
Rule’s full implementation.

Finally, some organizations claim that the National Forest Management Act does not actually
mandate local forest planning (for more on the National Forest Management Act, see Chapter 2:
National Forest Management Act).

Development/Implementation of Forest Plans — Some respondents comment on the
development and implementation of forest plans. According to one individual, the Forest Service
should ensure that any national forest without a forest plan in place immediately begin the public
process of creating one. On a similar note, others recommend that forest plans be amended
and/or revised in a timely manner and that the Agency make efforts to remove institutional
impediments to implementing existing forest plans, especially in light of the considerable time
and money that have already been invested in forest plan development.

Public Participation in the Forest Planning Process — A number of individuals comment on
public participation in the forest planning process. Some suggest the Forest Service should
ensure all stakeholders equal access to the forest planning process by proactively seeking them
out and inviting their participation. Others state that forest plans should more adequately reflect
the concerns expressed by the public during their development. One respondent says of his own
experience that many people worked hard, both Agency and the public to develop a meaningful
plan but when the final was released, it did not resemble their input. Finally, one individual
suggests opening all local forest planning processes to the American public at large by posting
local decisions on the internet for all to review and comment on.

Appropriate Role of the Forest Planning Process — Respondents offer a wide array of
suggestions regarding the appropriate role of the forest planning process. Suggestions range from
identifying local concerns, attitudes, issues, and problems that might otherwise remain unknown
at the national level to implementing national directives and maintaining and protecting
maximum amounts of remaining roadless areas. Some suggest its role is to restore natural
processes to roadless areas, and to protect public lands from undue use. Others suggest that its
role is to identify roadless areas that are not in the current inventory and roadless areas that need
to be restored; to address management of uninventoried and unroaded areas; to determine
roadless area boundaries and develop site-specific resource prescriptions compliant with the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule; and to identify local resources that may merit additional
protection. According to one organization, however, the appropriate role of the forest planning
process cannot be determined until changes to the Planning Regulations are finalized.

The Forest Planning Process General

241. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the Secretary of
Agriculture’s five principles imply that only the forest planning process must
be used for managing Roadless Areas.

On May 4, the Secretary of Agriculture presented five principles on which the protection and
management of roadless values should be based: 1. Informed decision making, using reliable
information and accurate mapping and drawing on local expertise and experience through the local
forest planning process.
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Very interesting. The Secretary of Agriculture is effectively stating that the local forest planning process
must be used. . . . this statement implies that the Secretary gives no weight whatsoever to any method of
decisionmaking other than the local forest planning process. This implication is grave indeed, as a closed
mind is a most dangerous weapon. It also further erodes my personal confidence in the capability of the
Secretary and the directives that issue from that office. And, in all cases where a position reports to
another position higher in a hierarchy, such a case also erodes the confidence on the capabilities of
selection, management, oversight, and acceptance of responsibility of the higher position. In this case,
that position is the President of the United States. (Individual, Nederland, CO - #A19016.11110)

242. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that roadless issues
have been addressed in the forest planning process.

There appeared to be a misconception that the roadless issues had not been addressed in earlier planning
processes. The draft EIS noted that the roadless issues:

)

“. .. have not been effectively resolved at the local level in many places . ...

However, review of the land use plans reveals that this is a very subjective statement that ignores the
long history of this issue being addressed and resolved in local LRMPs, the Oregon Wilderness Act of
1984 and other Wilderness Acts, the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area Act, Oregon Omnibus
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. In every case the applicable roadless areas were reviewed and decisions
made to allocate them to other land uses or otherwise release them from roadless or wilderness reviews.
While Congress intended these acts to be compromises, the interest groups have clearly seen them as
merely a shift in the goal posts and not the good faith compromises intended by Congress to resolve the
issues. To maintain stability in the local communities it is important that the Forest Service adhere to
these compromises and the land and resource management plan outputs. (County Attorney, Grant
County, OR - #A17667.20200)

243. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that implementation
of one of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule action alternatives amounts to
an amendment to or modification of forest plans.

THE INYO FOREST PLAN

The intent behind the Roadless Initiative is to in effect update or modify RARE II. The problem with
this approach is that the entire Forest Plan process which resulted in the current Plan for the INF [Inyo
National Forest] is now being leap-frogged or bypassed without USDA complying with NEPA or other
applicable federal law. Implementation of one or more of the Action Alternatives in the Roadless
Initiative will not only supersede or amend RARE II, but more importantly will amend or modify the
[Inyo National Forest] Plan. (Business, Mammoth Lakes, CA - #A30296.20200)

244. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the forest planning
process is interdisciplinary and based on site-specific ecosystem
considerations.

The role of local forest panning is to prepare plans from an interdisciplinary perspective. Considerations
are to be made on the requirement of all flora and fauna and how they all interact in the ecosystem.
Mankind’s desires for the use of these ecosystems are to be weighted against the impact of such uses.

Such ecosystem based plans can only be developed on a site-by-site basis. (Individual, Evergreen, CO -
#A19178.13200)

245. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify that, with the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule, many management decisions would continue to be
made through the forest planning process.

In addition to the numerous ways in which the Rule preserves local discretion to regulate those aspects
of road-building and logging that do not threaten the greatest, most indelible harm, it leaves many other
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roadless area management decisions to regulation through the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) planning process. For example:

The Rule does not bar off-highway vehicles (ORVs), instead leaving them subject to local regulation. As
on other non-wilderness lands, ORV routes in roadless areas that are designated and managed as trails
by the local national forest are not considered roads and therefore can be maintained by the agency.

The Rule does not prohibit or regulate mining for locatable minerals. Miners who would have a right to
build a road through a roaded area will continue to have one through roadless areas.

Areas too small to be included by national forests in their roadless area inventories or never inventoried
for other reasons are not covered by the final Rule. Their management is determined through local
processes, under the Rule.

Regulation of grazing is left unaffected by the final Rule, despite the demonstrated link between grazing
domestic stock in forestlands and increased in-growth of flammable understories. (Organization,
Olympia, WA - #A20145.13130)

246. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that decisions reached
through the local planning process cannot easily be changed by Congress.

The results of properly conducted forest planning must be respected. Otherwise, planning is just a sham.
The rules should make it more difficult for politicians to change decisions that were reached through the
planning process. (Individual, No Address - #A17292.13000)

247. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the local forest
planning process is complementary and consistent with the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

AND CAN PROCEED IN TANDEM WITH THE FULL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RULE

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule is not a substitute for local forest planning, nor is such local
planning a substitute for the Rule. Local forest-by-forest planning is thoroughly complementary and
consistent with full implementation of the Rule, and can proceed in tandem with it as it does with other
national rules and legislation designed to protect our public lands. Those who have criticized the Rule as
a top-down federal imposition on local forest planning ignore that fact, as well as the Rule’s remarkable
public support throughout the country and the critical role of enlightened federal policymaking in
conserving our public lands. (Individual, Wonalancet, NH - #A8275.13110)

248. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the National
Forest Management Act does not mandate local forest planning.
The NFMA does not provide any specific direction for “local forest planning”.

Section 1612 of the Act deals with “Public Participation”; subsection (1) addresses “Adequate notice and
opportunity to comment”; and subsection (b) deals with “Advisory Boards.” Subsection (b) states:

In providing for public participation in the planning for and management of the National Forest System,
the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (86 Stat. 770) and other applicable law,
shall establish and consult such advisory boards as he deems necessary to secure full information and
advice on the execution of his responsibilities. The membership of such boards shall be representative of
a cross section of groups interested in the planning for and management of the National Forest System
and the various types of use and enjoyment of the lands thereof.

Note that there is no reference to “local planning, the advisory boards are not mandatory, and if
implemented should show a cross section of groups. WildLaw interprets this to include environmental
organizations. WildLaw also believes that the absence of “local” planning in the Act was intentional.
(Organization, Montgomery, AL - #A27512.15121)

The NFMA does not provide any specific direction for “local forest planning”. Section 1612 of the Act
deals with “Public Participation”; subsection (a) addressed “Adequate notice and opportunity to
comment”’; and subsection (b) deals with Advisory Boards.” Subsection (b) states:
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In providing for public participation in the planning for and management of the National Forest System,
the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (86 Stat.770) and other applicable law,
shall establish and consult such advisory as he deems necessary to secure full information and advice on
he execution of his responsibilities. The membership of such boards shall be representative of a cross
section of groups interested in the planning for and management of the National Forest System and the
various types of use and enjoyment of the lands thereof.

Note that there is no reference to “local” planning, the advisory boards are not mandatory, and if
implemented should show a cross section of groups. The UEC interprets this to include environmental
organizations. The UEC also believes that the absence of “local” planning in the Act was intentional.

Congress set aside the public lands for the enjoyment of all Americans, not just those who live in the
state where the land exists. (Organization, Salt Lake City, UT - #A17170.13110)

249. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that, by its own
actions, it has disabled itself from managing roadless areas through the
normal planning process.

The role of the Forest Service in evaluating roadless areas has been a catch 22. The Forest Service was
not legally compelled to perform its RARE studies, but having done so in a way that was then deemed
unsatisfactory to the federal courts, the Forest Service inadvertently disabled itself thereafter from
managing the roadless study lands through the normal planning process. (Individual, Spokane, WA -
#A17819.45400)

The Forest Planning Process — Development/Implementation of Forest
Plans

250. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that any national forest
without a forest plan in place immediately begin the public process of creating

one.

BECAUSE FORESTS WITH PLANS IN PLACE DO NOT NEED ADDITIONAL ROADLESS AREA PROTECTION

The decision of how to manage individual inventoried roadless areas should be broadly based on the five
principles outlined by Secretary Venneman on May 4, 2001. For each national forest it should be a
function of the forest plan. Any national forest with forest management plan in place should have no
immediate need of any additional roadless area protections added at least until a forest plan revision is
done. Any forest without a plan in place should immediately begin the public process of creating one.
(Individual, Ketchikan, AK - #A23219.13200)

251. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that forest plans are
amended and/or revised in a timely manner.

Forest plans must be amended and/or revised in a timely manner in order to address the protection of
roadless arcas. However, the Forest Service cannot, on the one hand, acknowledge the role of forest
plans to make future decisions about roadless area management while on the other hand ignoring forest
plan decisions about roadless area management. This is especially true for the national forests that have
completed a revision of their forest plans. Inventoried roadless areas have been subject to in-depth
analysis and evaluation since the first Roadless Area Review (RARE I) in 1972. During development of
the forest plans, the presence or absence of a road did not exclusively drive the decisions on land
allocations, but more appropriately, decisions were based on examination of the full range of values on
these lands. This should be the same for future amendments and revisions of the plans. (Business or
Association, Washington, DC - #A26728.13200)
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252. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the time and money
that has already been invested in forest plan development.

We are especially concerned that the Roadless Rule changed portions of the just-revised Black Hills
National Forest Plan dealing with management of roadless areas. Many public and private organizations
and residents of the Black Hills Region invested a lot of time and energy over the 7-year process to
revise the Plan. (Business, Rapid City, SD - #A30145.20201)

NFMA makes the land and resource management plan (forest plan) the focal point for management of
each national forest. The proposed rules runs counter to the NFMA and the 36 C.F.R. Part 219
provisions on forest planning. The national rulemaking would override most of the 124 forest plans the
agency has prepared at great public expense. Our tax dollars are being wasted as a result of lack of
consideration for local forest planning. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.20201)

253. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make efforts to remove
institutional impediments to implementing existing forest plans.

The Forest Service’s focus on planning while failing to implement its existing plans in a timely manner
has had a significantly negative impact on our local communities. It is our position that the time and
monies of the Forest Service would be better spent in removing the institutional impediments to
implementing the existing forest plans. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.13000)

254. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the National Forest
Management Act processes in developing forest plans rather than the Forest
Service Manual 7710 road management policy.

The policy (FSM 7710) governing road management must be re-examined also. It does not allow for
adequate input from those affected and has probably been the cause for much of the distrust and anger
many of the citizens have displayed and continue to display towards the Forest Service. Roads have been
closed to protect the environment (erosion into streams) while cattle continue to damage the stream bank
and put more silt into the stream than the road ever did. Roads have been closed off a couple hundred
yards from ideal campsites used by elderly and disabled for causing safety concerns with backing and
congestion at the road end. All this could be avoided if properly administered NFMA processes and not
the FSM 7710 road management policy were used to develop plans. Individual area advisory groups are
critical to the process. (Individual, Rock Springs, WY - #A22428.20500)

The Forest Planning Process — Public Participation

255. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure all stakeholders equal
access to the forest planning process.

BY PROACTIVELY SEEKING OUT STAKEHOLDERS AND INVITING THEIR PARTICIPATION

The Forest Service should ensure that all stakeholders have equal access to the deliberative process and
have an equal opportunity to provide input. No single group or individual should be granted special
access through private meetings or similar arrangements. The Forest Service should be proactive in
seeking out stakeholders and inviting their participation. At a minimum, one individual in each regional
office should be designated with this responsibility as a full-time job. A better, but probably not cost-
effective approach would be to have one individual in each national forest. The key perception to be
created is that all stakeholders have an equal opportunity to participate in the process and that no
stakeholders are granted special privileges. (Individual, Marietta, CA - #A4827.15000)

256. Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage timely participation
in the forest planning process.

States, tribes, local communities, other organizations and individuals can be led to the process but cannot
be forced to participate in it. However, if they do not participate in a timely manner there should be
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some way of preventing their coming up out of the woodwork at a later date to function as spoilers.
(Individual, Olympia, WA - #A278.15111)

257. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that forest plans reflect
public concerns.
Some years ago my wife and I drove 200 miles (one-way) to participate in the public meetings for a
Forestry Plan which lasted about six months. The two dozen well educated Citizens and USF

professionals worked hard to build a meaningful PLAN. But in the END the FINAL PLAN I was mailed
had no resemblance to the meetings I attended. (Individual, Center Sandwich, NH - #A3669.15110)

Working Together. The best way for the Forest Service to work with the various government entities and
publics is through the NEPA and NFMA public involvement processes. These provide for public input
in an open decision-making manner. That is, people are encouraged to enter into collaborative
discussions early and often in the decision-making process, and the agencies not only listen carefully to
those publics but incorporate their wishes and desires in a range of alternatives that considers all view
points.

The open decision-making process often breaks down at this latter point. For instance, in the preferred
alternative for the Wasatch-Cache revised forest plan, the Forest proposes to adopt the Clinton roadless
rule and treat all roadless areas exactly the same. This is in direct opposition to the input the Forest
received, which suggested some areas remain roadless and some be developed. The Wasatch-Cache
personnel listened to the public, but then it imposed its own values on the interested parties.

The hard part of an open decision-making process is that it requires the agency to give up some control
over the forest and share that control with the public. Some Forests have not mastered this technique yet.

Our point here is that the Forest Service should use the NEPA/NFMA regulations to collect public input
and then incorporate that input into management direction in a fair and impartial manner without
overriding that input with their own values. (Elected Official, Clark County, Dubois, ID -
#A23504.20200)

258. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize local contributions to
forest plans.

We are very concerned about the lack of attention being afforded the local communities’ contributions in
the land and resource management planning processes. In a rather arrogant and patronizing manner, the
DEIS arbitrarily and capriciously dismissed the LRMPs as being adversely influenced by the local
communities. The DEIS implied that the land allocations and management decisions relative to the
roadless areas were made by the local Forests without input from the regional offices or Washington
office. Contrary to the DEIS implication, review of the planning process reveals that prior to adoption,
all of the LRMPs were reviewed by the Regional and Washington offices. Likewise after adoption, any
appeal or challenge to the LRMPs were resolved at the Regional office and generally only after
concurrence by the Washington office. The DEIS statement is simply an insult to those parties who
participated in the LRMP process and serves to discourage public participation in any future planning
efforts. Absent a more in-depth justification for this proposed rule, it is our position that this action is not
supported by history and undermines the entire forest planning process. (Elected Official, Douglas
County, OR - #A11811.15111)

259. Public Concern: The Forest Service should open all local forest planning
processes to the American public at large.

BY POSTING LOCAL DECISIONS ON THE INTERNET FOR ALL TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON

I recommend that all local forest planning processes be opened up to the American public at large.
Decisions made at these local forest planning sessions should be made public on the Internet for all
Americans to review and comment on. These are our lands, after all, and we have the right to know what
is being done to them, and how well the local administrators are implementing the wishes of the
American people. (Individual, Ballwin, MO - #A17037.13210)
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The Forest Planning Process — Its Appropriate Role

260. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the appropriate role of
the forest planning process.

TO IDENTIFY LOCAL CONCERNS, ATTITUDES, ISSUES, AND PROBLEMS THAT MIGHT OTHERWISE
REMAIN UNKNOWN AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL
I agree with the USFS [United States Forest Service] conclusion that the best way to reduce conflicts
involved with the management of roadless areas is through a national level rule. The fact that over half
of the roadless area acreage has prescriptions allowing road construction and reconstruction indicates
input at the local level does always promote national policy.

I believe the appropriate role of local forest planning in evaluating protection and management of
inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) is to provide constructive input. This would include identifying local
concerns, attitudes, issues, and problems that might otherwise remain unknown at the national level.
This local participation would at least “flavor” national directives, and regional and forest level
resources will still be responsible for day-to-day management. (Individual, Vista, CA - #A4838.13100)

TO ASSESS THE IMPACTS OF A PROPOSED ACTION

The appropriate role of local forest planning in evaluating, protecting and managing of inventoried
roadless areas is to assess the impacts of the proposed action and to integrate those impacts into the
process so the public is aware of the consequences. (Business or Association, Sandy, UT -
#A15656.15111)

TO RESOLVE ROADLESS ISSUES

IFOA notices that questions #1, #2, and #9 deal with public input as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). We strongly feel that Congress in passing the 1969 act did
not intend for public input to become a tool to stop management activities on federal lands. It is very
unfortunate that some groups have used this tool for that purpose. Diverse groups will work together in a
collaborative manner only when there is the common desire to resolve an issue. It is unfortunate that
some groups have no desire or incentive to see the roadless issue resolved. Solving the roadless issue is
best accomplished through the forest planning process as directed in the National Forest Management
Act of 1976 (NFMA) and settlement of the RARE II lawsuits. The Forest Service should proceed in a
responsible manner. (Business or Association, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A15260.15000)

TO MAINTAIN MAXIMUM AMOUNTS OF REMAINING ROADLESS AREAS

The appropriate role of local forest planning is to maintain a large-scale inter-connected national view,
and thus maintain the absolute maximum amounts of remaining roadless areas, for the greatest local and
national public value. (Individual, No Address - #A4499.13100)

TO PROTECT ROADLESS AREAS

Your agency is supposed to be managing the forest on behalf of a national constituency, the vast
majority of which is overwhelmingly supportive of conservation-based management practices as
exemplified by RACR. Therefore here are some short answers to “What is the appropriate role of local
forest planning:”

a. Insure the roadless areas remain protected.
b. Prevent damage from off-road vehicles. (Individual, Somers, MT - #A11866.13210)

The appropriate role of the local forest planning (as noted, required by NFMA) is to manage the roadless
areas as roadless areas. This means exactly what it says, no roads. Access is restricted to non-motorized
vehicles that can negotiate trails or trail-less areas. The local forest planning should regard this charge as
seriously as it regards any other charge it has, including timber or mineral production. (Individual,
Cleveland, SC - #A21250.13200)
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The proper role of local forest officials should be to protect the roadless areas from destruction thru the
unnecessary creation of emergency (i.e. fires) and from other maintenance activities that necessitate road
building.

The local officials should become stewards of the land. They should develop an intimate knowledge
base, and a connection with the land around them. However, they should not have the final say as to the
fate of these roadless areas and a system ensuring decisions are made with best interest of the ecosystem
in mind should be put in place. Ensuring both local and national opinions are heard on these matters is
essential.

Local officials should be the first people to profess the sacredness of the land they oversee. They should
be the first line of defense against those who would expose these pristine roadless areas to the affects of
increased traffic, loss of habitat, and edge effects. (Individual, Walla Walla, WA - #A17698.13110)

Local forest planning should incorporate a strong Roadless Protection Policy. Logging and road building
should be prohibited in the plans. Local forest planning should then focus on all the other multiple uses
which occur in inventoried roadless areas, balancing them in a way that best serves the needs of today’s
Americans, wildlife, clean water, and ecosystems processes with the future. Consideration should be
given to creating quiet trails, where motorized use is prohibited, while ensuring that there are
opportunities for motorized recreation in other places—a process also known as zoning. Logging and
road restoration and maintenance may continue on roaded lands as determined in the local planning
process. (Individual, Sun Valley, ID - #A20628.13110)

TO RESTORE NATURAL PROCESSES TO ROADLESS AREAS

The matter concerns wilderness not forest lands, which are already considered silva/agricultural use
lands. As far as these roadless lands are concerned the appropriate role of forest planners should be to
get out of the way and let nature take back its role. Officious demands of forests planners only seek to
upset the balance unless it includes the reintroduction of native species to their ancestral home. When it
comes to these roadless areas we should not entrust our future to those who would respond to undue
political pressure to abuse them for commercial exploitation such as is being designed in the ANWR and
many other precious places that thieves might wish to eviscerate. (Individual, No Address -
#A13403.13110)

TO PROTECT PUBLIC LANDS FROM UNDUE USE

Sight should not be lost that the Forest Service represents the people of the United States. Public forums
and correspondence should not be used to let the various interests unduly influence management and
protection of public lands. It is the duty of the Forest Service to primarily inform local interests of
intended procedures for management and protection and incorporate worthy suggestions in the agency’s
plans certainly not to negotiate away the people’s right to expect that public lands will be protected from
undue use and exploitation by interest groups. (Individual, No Address - #A9085.15120)

TO IMPLEMENT SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The role most appropriate for forest planning is to implement sustainable forest management practices
for the common good of ecosystems, water quality and quantity, game and non-game wildlife, recreation
and scenic value for all Americans in perpetuity, with appropriate low impact (light human touch)
sustainable use of forest resources and products with appropriate avoidance measures and restoration. I
truly believe that our National Forests can provide to our society, while identifying key roadless areas
which promote biodiversity and critical connecting corridors to sustain wildlife populations that have
been omitted from the Forest Service inventories, and locating and managing ORV use in ways that
provide this popular outlet while avoiding or minimizing damage to sensitive areas. (Individual,
Watsonville, CA - #A6767.15160)

TO DETERMINE ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES IN ROADLESS AREAS

In question 7 you asked of specific activities forbidden or allowed. As I previously pointed out, if the
Forest Plan is used as the vehicle to deal with the roadless question I think many areas will have specific
prohibitions, as well as more allowances, but may remain roadless. These should fit the expected
management goals and direction. These should be decided during the Forest Planning process for each
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Forest. This will make the decisions and the expectations relatively clear and hopefully compatible with
the ecosystem’s capability to sustain the goals that are set forth. When roads are a high-risk element for
a number of reasons it seems appropriate for the area to remain roadless. When priorities in management
direction require treatments that require roads they should be allowed and controlled to meet those goals.
(Individual, Cambridge, ID - #A11714.13200)

TO ADDRESS ACTIVITIES NOT REGULATED BY THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

New Forest plans should address activities not already regulated by the existing roadless rule. These
include wildfire for resource benefits, prescribed burning, wildlife habitat improvement, noxious weed
control, off-road vehicle and other recreational uses. Road building and timber harvesting are
sufficiently addressed by the existing rule. (Individual, Bend, OR - #A27922.30100)

TO DETERMINE ROADLESS SUITABILITY, RECREATION OPPORTUNITY, AND DESIRED FUTURE
CONDITIONS

Forest planning should only determine roadless suitability, recreation opportunity, and determine desired

future condition for ecological as well as social values. Management of the roadless areas should fall

within a national roadless area management strategy. (Individual, Ennis, MT - #A2249.13120)

TO COLLECT DATA AND ENFORCE FEDERAL REGULATIONS

Forest planners on the local level should be responsible for data collection and enforcement of federal
regulations. Local-level forest service officials should have a say in how these areas are managed, but
theirs should be one voice in contribution toward federal level enforcement and protection. (Individual,
Reno, NV - #A20755.13130)

The appropriate role of local forest planning in the evaluation and protection of roadless areas should
extend exclusively to the collection and distribution of data regarding threats to the roadless status of
these areas. Management of roadless areas should be similarly limited. (Individual, Seattle, WA -
#A21681.13200)

TO IMPLEMENT NATIONAL DIRECTIVES

Local forest plans should be done to implement national directives and to make clearly local, ecosystem-
specific management decisions. However, these are “National” Forests, not state or county property.
Roadless designation and overall management guidelines for roadless area management are national
issues. Where local Forest Service managers can provide evidence that variation from national policy is
necessary, they should present proposed modifications for public scrutiny and higher level approval;
with the “public” clearly meaning all citizens of the United States. (Organization, Helena, MT -
#A20874.13130)

Given the role of local forest planning in the history of declining watersheds and entire ecosystems in
the Interior Columbia Basin, as well as other Forest Service and BLM-administered regions, and adding
to that the vast supply of examples from every national forest of deplorable local decisions on watershed
and forest management, we all should be loathe to turn crucial decisions on remaining roadless areas
over to those “who know local conditions best.” Relying on local managers to resist industry, local
business and vociferous local public pressure to develop the national public roadless lands is the
opposite of good public administration or natural resource stewardship and preservation. The appropriate
role of local forest planning as it relates to roadless areas is to carry out the national policy and
nationally established goals, objectives, standards and guidelines for roadless areas. There is much
exaggeration of local and regional differences, but before ICBEMP was emasculated by the
Supplemental EIS decision, clearly workable provision for regional climatic and other differences was
made in the standards and guidelines.

Considering the current weakening of the forest planning regulations by the present national
administration, I have no reason to believe that future forest plans will protect roadless areas any better
than they have in the past. Almost 3 million acres of roadless lands have been lost in the last 20 years
through the individual national forest planning process, and the Forest Service has estimated that an
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additional 6 million acres could be lost over the next twenty years if the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule is not retained. (Individual, Bigfork, MT - #A17221.13120)

TO IMPLEMENT AND ENFORCE EXISTING LAWS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS

The appropriate role of local forest planning is to obey the laws of the land. Although many wish we
did not have a Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 . . . I like the thing. And I will tell you why. It
is one page long, a simple document, and it says that the public’s lands must not be managed for the
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output. It also says, and I quote: “The establishment and
maintenance of areas of Wilderness is consistent with this Act.” Therefore, I repeat, the appropriate role
of local forest planning is to implement the laws Congress has given it. (Individual, Albuquerque, NM -
#A19061.15161)

The Forest Service’s legacy is not a pretty one. Decades of mismanagement have led to the
fragmentation of forest ecosystems, liquidation of old growth forests, and the demise of many fish and
wildlife species. In the Northwoods, for example, less than one (that’s the numeral 1) percent of white
pine remain and species such as the Canada Lynx teeter on the brink if extinction. The area that is the
birthplace of John Muir, Aldo Leopold, and the location of Sigurd Olson’s “singing wilderness”, is
unraveling after a century and a half of logging and mining. Species in the Northwoods, including the
Boreal owl, wolverine, and northern goshawk are quickly disappearing. Off road vehicles run roughshod
over public lands across the country. And mineral hard-rock mining projects have severely compromised
the biological integrity of the region. All of these developments were made possible under the forest
planning process.

Local planning should be used to determine how protective laws, rule, and regulations can be enforced,
and how existing uses should be apportioned (increased or reduced; limited to certain areas and times,
and not allowed on/at others) so as to meet the demands of the 90% of Americans who said they favor
total protection of roadless areas. Local planning should include better and more diligent surveying of
the Forests to find smaller patches (down to 1,000 acres) of roadless area, so those can be protected.
(Individual, Minneapolis, MN - #A10523.13110)

TO CARRY OUT APPROVED PLANS

Part of the “appropriate role for national forest planning” includes carrying out approved plans. Local
forests have evaded the law and failed to follow their own plans in many cases. For example, the
Jefferson National Forest routinely fails to meet Forest Plan requirements for road densities in bear,
turkey, and even some deer feature habitat and refuses to take steps to comply with the Plan (See JNF
Forest Plan 1V-153-55; Mand E Rpts; My appeals of the Hagan Hall, Bark Camp, Wilson Mtn.,
Bannister Br., Peters Mtn., and other JNF timber sales.) See also my 3/30/98 Roadless Letter, pp. 3-5 on
George Washington NF mismanagement in Management Area 14 (MA 14—remote habitat for wildlife)
and elsewhere in the GWNF. (Individual, Roaknoke, VA - #A23081.13210)

TO SERVE AS THE MEDIATOR BETWEEN INDIVIDUALS AND THE FOREST SERVICE IN IMPLEMENTING THE

ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE
The local Forest Service officials should be the middlemen and women between the concerned
individuals and the National Forest Service. For instance, the local officials should be communicating
with individuals with inholdings within the inventoried roadless areas, trying to make sure that access to
their parcel of land is not a problem. Local officials should also be in communication with all those who
have preexisting mining rights in these areas, working with them to see how they can best extract the
resources to which they are entitled. Moreover, local officials should determine where forests require
thinning in order to prevent devastating forest fires, etc. The provisions and exceptions to the rule should
be overseen and administered by local Forest Service officials in consultation with National Forest
Service representatives and, of course, Chief Bosworth. In other words, the Forest Service should work
with the communities affected in order to expedite the transition and work out specifics, but the National
Forest Service should not cater its forest management policies to the best interests of local communities.
The best interest of the country and the preservation of its forests should be the basis of any legislation.
(Individual, Dallas, TX - #A17005.13210)
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TO IDENTIFY SITUATIONS THAT MEET THE EXCEPTIONS ALLOWED IN THE ROADLESS AREA
CONSERVATION RULE
Local forest planning, including forest plan revisions or amendments should be use to identify situations
that meet the exceptions adopted under the previous Roadless Rule and suggest that these exceptions be
stated narrowly and explicitly, and addressed through forest plan revisions or amendments. (Columbia
River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Portland, OR - #A20331.13211)

TO IDENTIFY ROADLESS AREAS THAT ARE NOT IN THE CURRENT INVENTORY AND ROADLESS AREAS
THAT NEED TO BE RESTORED

There are 10,000 miles of roads on the one national forest that I work with most closely, the Wallowa-
Whitman National Forest in northeastern Oregon. Local forest planning has not been protecting roadless
areas. The Roadless Area Rule will provide for protection of the last remaining areas that are roadless.
Local planning should identify areas that are roadless, and are not yet in the forest’s inventory. Local
planning should also identify areas that should be restored to roadless, where the only current roads are
those that have been illegally made by users, without any public input, scientific review, or landscape-
level considerations. (Individual, Eugene, OR - #A15651.13110)

Update roadless inventories to catch what staff missed, inadvertently or deliberately the first time
around. (Individual, Somers, MT - #A11866.13210)

TO ADDRESS MANAGEMENT OF UNINVENTORIED AND UNROADED AREAS

Forest planning has a role to play in determining management of these areas as allowed under the rule
(for example, trail location or construction, endangered species management actions, etc.). Forest
planning should also be used to address the management of un-inventoried and unroaded areas, which
are not addressed by the current rules. (Organization, Boston, MA - #A23083.13210)

The local forests should have total control over designating what are true roadless areas and which areas
are not. They further need to have full authority to determine road conditions, access, and route locations
without costly analysis or approvals from the regional or national levels. The local forests need to have
authority to remove areas or designations if inventoried roadless areas have been roaded or had vehicle
access for the past 10 or 100 years. (Individual, Alturas, CA - #A28581.13110)

It is appropriate at the local level, in local forest plans, to indicate not whether (it is a given under the
Conservation Rule), but how roadless areas will be preserved. Also at the local level, forest planners
should examine uninventoried roadless areas and their potential for preservation and use by OHVs,
which was not addressed in the national rule. (Individual, Minneapolis, MN - #A30387.13000)

TO DETERMINE ROADLESS AREA BOUNDARIES AND DEVELOP SITE-SPECIFIC RESOURCE

PRESCRIPTIONS COMPLIANT WITH THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE
NFMA provides that plans may “be amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption after public
notice . . . . “ Thus, a national rule setting forth standards for the protection of Roadless areas that has the
effect of amending local forest plans is fully consistent with NFMA’s procedures. Just as local planning
must incorporate the effect of other national-level decisions, e.g., congressional wilderness designation,
Forest Service Manual and Handbook directives, and national monument designation, so, too, local
planning has to accommodate national level policy decisions regarding road building and protection of
Roadless areas. Unless national circumstances change, e.g., the 8 billion dollar road maintenance
backlog is eliminated and social preferences for protecting backcountry wild lands are reversed, local
forest planning is not the appropriate venue to revisit national Roadless policies.

On the other hand, local forest planning can more precisely determine Roadless area boundaries and
develop site-specific resource prescriptions within the constraints of national Roadless area policy.
(Organization, Craig, AK - #A23228.20201)

The role of local Forests is not to determine if roadless areas should be protected, but how they should
be protected. The reason the public demanded a national rule to conserve roadless areas was because
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local Forest Service officials were unwilling or unable to do this themselves. Once the national RACR is
reaffirmed, this should provide the framework for local forest planning to determine the best means and
methods for fully implementing the rule. For example, local Forests should determine which roads may
need to be blocked, decommissioned, and/or obliterated. Also, boundaries for roadless areas can be
located to include previously uninventoried and unroaded areas for protection. (Organization, Eugene,
OR - #A21798.13110)

TO CONSIDER EACH ROADLESS AREA AND HOW IT IS INTERTWINED WITH SURROUNDING LANDS

When Big Mountain went through the NEPA process, the Flathead Forest requested us to provide them
with cumulative Efforts Mode (CEM) for an area encompassing approximately 100 square miles. Our
permit area covers 2300 acres. We did this, and it has been a valuable tool for both our staff and Forest
Service staff. This process forces everyone to consider all the resources, uses, and values when
considering an array of alternatives. The Forest Plan could be the venue to consider each of these
proposed roadless parcels, and how they are intertwined to surrounding lands. (Permit Holder,
Whitefish, MT - #A20669.13220)

TO IDENTIFY LOCAL RESOURCES THAT MAY MERIT ADDITIONAL PROTECTION

As provided by the Roadless Rule, the appropriate role for local forest and grasslands planning is to
identify local resources that may merit additional protection within or adjacent to roadless areas, such as
by infrastructure retirement or site restoration. Local plans should also identify roadless areas that were
omitted from current Forest Service inventories. Local planning processes can also develop improved
management plans for the existing road network, to be implemented using resources that may otherwise
have been expended developing roadless areas. (Organization, Reston, VA - #A21625.13200)

TO ADDRESS MANAGEMENT OF NATIONAL GRASSLANDS

Management of the National Grasslands should include decisions made through the forest planning
process, which utilizes local knowledge and best available science. A decision based on one national
directive negates the well-established planning process and collaborative approach used in the forest
planning process. The Roadless Rule now under comment demonstrates a lack of information in
formulating the rule. (Governor, State of North Dakota - #A22065.13110)

The National Grasslands contain a checkerboard pattern of state, federal and privately owned surface
and mineral acres that the rule does not recognize or consider. The Grasslands contain a host of diverse
values including oil and gas production, ranching and tourism all of which are integral parts of the
economic and social fabric of the state and western North Dakota. The management planning process
provides the best method of addressing the needs for accessing diverse properties and accommodating
the values and uses associated with the Grasslands. (Governor, State of North Dakota - #A22065.13200)

TO FOCUS ON EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

Local forest planning needs to focus on education and research to try to sustain the forest that we have
left. (Individual, No Address - #A17946.13200)

TO EDUCATE COMMUNITIES ON THE ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE OF ROADLESS AREAS

The appropriate role of local forest planning is to educate planners and communities as to the importance
of roadless forests to both biodiversity and ecosystem functions that sustain fisheries and provide flood
control (among other ecosystem services). Local communities should be educated that remaining
roadless habitats represent a vast minority of Forest Service lands and that protecting them merely helps
to balance roaded areas—those that already contain an excessive 400,000 miles of roads. (Individual,
Davis, CA - #A30523.15163)
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261. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the appropriate

role of the forest planning process cannot be determined until changes to the
Planning Regulations are finalized.

The “appropriate role” of the planning procedures required by NFMA is impossible to determine since
the planning regulations have been recently revised and then subsequently temporarily withdrawn. It is
impossible for the general public to answer this question until the Planning Rule changes are finalized.

Since the primary purpose of any NEPA process is full public disclosure of proposed changes and their
impacts on the human environment we would advise the agency to withdraw the rule until the planning
regulations are finalized. (Organization, No Address - #A30533.20000)
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Working Together (Question 2)

Question 2: Working Together. What is the best way for the Forest
Service to work with the variety of states, tribes, local communities,
other organizations, and individuals in a collaborative manner to
ensure that concerns about roadless values are heard and addressed
through a fair and open process?

This section includes three subsections: Adequacy of Public Involvement Processes/Methods,
Public Involvement in Decisionmaking, and American Indian Rights and Interests.

Adequacy of Public Involvement Processes/Methods
Summary

General Comments — A number of respondents advise the Forest Service to reevaluate its
public participation processes to ensure fairness and honesty. People suggest methods to enhance
the public participation process, ranging from using mass media, to revising language, to
emulating the processes of other agencies or field unit such as the Bureau of Land Management
and the White Mountain National Forest. Some comment that the Forest Service should not
claim that the amount of public input received on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
constitutes quality public involvement. However, the greater part of responses regarding public
involvement processes assert that the public involvement efforts for the January final Roadless
Rule were adequate.

Adequacy/Availability of Information — Most who comment on this topic address the need for
adequate public notification of pending management proposals. Writers furnish various
suggestions to address this need including notifying people on Forest Service mailing lists and
posting information on web sites. Along these same lines, people also suggest establishing
consistent terminology and reporting procedures for advance notices. Some state that the Forest
Service should provide site-specific information in order to allow informed comment. One
organization reminds the Agency that decisions relative to the designation of roadless areas
cannot be made in a vacuum. They believe that there must be access to information regarding
specific inventories before reaching consensus.

Adequacy of Public Meetings — A number of respondents request that the Forest Service
conduct another round of public meetings. Some request fewer, more productive meetings.
People also suggest conducting public meetings that are, what they consider, legitimate, that
comply with federal rules, that are held at convenient times and places, and that discuss local
areas of concern and possible modifications to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Some
comment that the Forest Service should conduct as many public meetings as were conducted for
the Rule. Others request that the Forest Service improve citizen participation in public meetings.

Adequacy of Comment Period/Timeframe — Some comment that the Forest Service should
allow a more adequate comment period for the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. As one
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individual remarks, the comment period of 60 days is believe to be inadequate and unfair to the
American public, and reflects requests for extensions, —some to 90 days, others to as much as
240 days. Another respondent suggests that the final Rule had so many deficiencies that an
additional comment period would be insufficient. Several others assert that extending the
comment period to seek out a more diverse public sentiment is a way of killing the roadless
proposal.

Just as respondents comment on the adequacy of the comment period, they comment on the
adequacy of the time frame for rule development in general. Some people suggest that the time
frame for development of and comment on the Rule was adequate while others say it was not.
Those who state that the timeframe was adequate say that enough time has been spent asking for
public input and that more delay would only allow more harm to the environment and undermine
the Rule. Those who claim the timeframe was inadequate state that the process was used to rush
the Rule through without enough attention to detail, as is evidenced, they claim, by poor data and
numerous mistakes.

Use of Science/Best Information Available — The use of science in decisionmaking is a topic of
comment to a number of respondents. One individual states that the Agency should not be
biased by user needs but by good, reliable, peer reviewed science. People also provide
suggestions as to how the Forest Service should best incorporate science into decisionmaking
and why science should take precedence. Several respondents advise the Forest Service to heed
the counsel of scientific committees. Others comment that opinions submitted by the public
should not be accepted as scientific fact and that the Forest Service should scrutinize the studies
submitted by representatives to validate the information.

Adequacy of Public Comment — Many assert that the opportunity for and volume of public
comment on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was adequate. Some suggest that there was
sufficient local input on the Rule as well, and one individual requests the Forest Service explain
its assertion that there was inadequate local input. A few respondents suggest that the only
groups objecting to the adequacy of the public comment process for the Rule are those that don’t
want it.

Analysis of Public Comment — Some respondents comment about the way public comments are
analyzed and suggest that they should be adequately and quantitatively analyzed and reported.
One organization states that it was disappointed in the review process of comments on the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule] and found that the manner in which the comments were
analyzed and reported made it extremely difficult to determine the desires of the respondents.
Suggestions to improve analysis include accurately tabulating comments, creating transcripts of
public meetings, verifying the validity of organized response letters, and disclosing the details of
late submissions.

Scope of Public Comment to be Considered — A number of respondents advise the Forest
Service to respect the comments already received for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule,
frequently suggesting that those comments be considered along with those submitted for the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. Some suggest that the Forest Service should disregard
organized response letters, while others suggest it not accept mail-in public comments.

Consideration of and Response to Public Comment — A number of respondents assert that the
Forest Service should consider all comments. One individual believes that all comments should
receive sincere consideration, regardless of whether they are form letters. Some suggest that the
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Forest Service should give all parties’ comments equal weight while, on the other hand, others
provide suggestions on how the Forest Service should differentially weigh public comments.
Suggestions include giving greater weight to local and resource-dependent interests; giving less
weight to organized response letters; and giving greater weight to professional foresters, wildlife
biologists, and fire managers. Some also suggest that the Forest Service should evaluate the
consideration it ought to give to the majority opinion—and believe the Agency should give
serious consideration to the majority opinion (see also Chapter 3: Competing Values/Limited
Resources (Question 9): Managing Competing Interests: Will of the Public/Elected
Representatives), while others say the comment process should not be turned into a vote. Finally,
some comment that the Forest Service should not only adequately consider public comment, but
should adequately respond to it as well.

Adequacy of Public Involvement Processes/Methods General

262. Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate public participation
processes.

TO ENSURE FAIRNESS

I feel strongly that President Bush’s 60 day notice period is too short of a time period for the public to
make informed comments, or to have enough time to hear about the reopening of the comment period.
Instead, I am concerned that it favors wealthy corporations and special interests with the resources
necessary to quickly mobilize a desired message in a short amount of time. First and foremost, I believe
that the process itself needs to be evaluated for fairness, or the final outcome will represent the interests
of institutions and corporations with money and mobilizing power, not necessarily those of the public.

I feel that your biggest mistake would be to reconfirm in the minds of Americans the suspicion that the
government and the USFS doesn’t work for them, but works for large, powerful corporations and special
interests. Perhaps you can devise a good series of soundbytes and marketing strategies to convince most
of the people that you have done everything you can to get their input, but people are getting wiser to
and less patient with such tactics. I think you may be better off admitting the limitations of a 60 day
comment period, ‘scientific’ forest management, and ‘local collaboration’, and working toward re-
winning the public trust, with a more democratic national forest planning process. (Individual, New
Haven, CT - #A706.14400)

TO ENSURE HONESTY
One thing you could do is modify your vigorous national public relations campaign so that it’s honest
and not misleading to the people of this nation who can’t look out their window and see, with their own

eyes, what “management” in the national forests amounts to (e.g. roads and logging). (Individual, Libby,
MT - #A8346.14120)

Being forthright and honest (what a concept!) with all those groups involved with certain areas of the
forest should be a big step in the right direction. (Individual, Lopez Island, WA - #A15240.15000)

263. Public Concern: The Forest Service should enhance the public
participation process.

BY ENSURING THAT IT IS OPEN AND COMPREHENSIVE

As with other Forest Service initiatives and plans, the agency too often inappropriately shrinks the
decision space before initial scoping. In line with the language of the 2000 revision to the NFMA forest
planning rules, improved public involvement includes more discussion of the issues with the public in
various forums prior to a formalistic scoping document released for public comment.
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If nothing else, the agency needs to use a more comprehensive, open and transparent public involvement
process than it used in promulgation of the January 2001 rule the District Court of Idaho felt compelled
to enjoin. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A17887.15150)

BY ADEQUATELY PUBLICIZING PROPOSED ACTIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES TO COMMENT

Improve communication with communities, and forest user groups, that are directly affected by Forest
Service actions. I am most upset when closures, or changes, are made in my local forest (San
Bernardino, Cleveland . . . ) and then to find out that a well funded national activist group had petitioned
for these closures months ago. The US Forest Service should provide better local notification of planned
meetings, or when public comments are requested for local forest management planning. California
Prop. 65 required using hazardous chemicals to print in the local paper large vicinity maps and
descriptions of operations. Why can’t the Forest Service do the same thing for proposed changes?
(Individual, Irvine, CA - #A937.14100)

Although the Forest Service does make attempts to solicit input from the public, these attempts are not
well publicized. Local administrators should try harder to solicit local opinion regarding land use issues.
This should include the use of local newspapers to publicize these issues, provide means of gathering
public input, and provide notice of public meetings concerning land use issues. (Individual, Saint Louis,
MO - #A629.14100)

“Hearings should be held in areas most effected by your regulations. In addition, you should inform all
of those that own land within a 50 mile radius of all potential land that is being considered for any new
designation, to be given a thorough explanation of your intentions in specific language (without
‘legalese’) so the average person can understand the path you are considering and why you are
considering it. I know you will inform Native American Groups, the Sierra Club, etc., of your intentions
since these groups seem to be more important to you than ‘regular citizens’ but you can do a better job
letting the rest of us know what your intentions are, and how you intend to achieve them.” (Individual,
No Address - #A834.14100)

A better effort should be made to publicize this opportunity. (Individual, Arlington, MA -
#A1152.14120)

We have precious little left of our natural resources to protect as a direct result of the public being left in
the dark while laws designed to benefit special interest groups have been passed without the public’s
awareness. This has to stop. This is our land and we have the right to protect it and to designate how our
tax dollars are spent in the protection and maintenance of our priceless and irreplaceable natural
resources. (Individual, Monroe, GA - #A4875.15000)

BY UTILIZING MASS MEDIA

Involve all interested parties in the process adequate opportunities to offer their views and help to define
the issue. The Forest Service should hold public hearings and entertain written comments during the
planning process for the individual roadless areas. Notice by the Forest Service should include
notification not only by print media, but [also] by mass media that includes local radio and TV stations.
Public Service Announcements and/or News Bulletins should be used. All of the public should be given
ample opportunity to be informed that planning for management and use of nearby roadless areas is
taking place and will affect the future of these National Forest areas. (Individual, Edgewood, NM -
#A5638.15150)

The impact of the roadless rule must be made known to the entire public by better use of the news
media. As it is now, you are only getting feedback from a small percentage of the public that learned
about it, or initiated it, as part of a special interest group like the Sierra Club. The majority of the public
does not know that this rule is being reviewed right now or how the result will impact their lives.
(Individual, Fountain Hills, AZ - #A5990.14000)
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BY ACCEPTING INPUT THROUGH ALL MEDIUMS OF COMMUNICATION

Accept input via any and all methods. Some individuals communicate better through particular means
than do others. Each person’s voice should be heard. In particular, those parties who are not outspoken
in their communities, due to personality, or simply being outnumbered, such as in a situation where most
of there neighbors and friends work in the timber industry), will not be heard via a town meeting type of
format. (Individual, No Address - #A1702.15100)

BY USING AN INFORMAL METHOD OF COMMUNICATION

[Question 2] Working Together: Informal communications rather than structured communications
provide better information to the local officials (Forest Supervisor) and reduce the cost. (Individual, No
Address - #A16447.14120)

BY ADEQUATELY SOLICITING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Forest Service under Chief Dombeck did a wonderful job of soliciting public comment on the
Roadless Rule last year. I was pleased to testify in support of it, as did 95% of the people who attended
the hearing in New Hampshire that I did. In fact, the only ones who did not support the rule were the
local politicians and the timber companies. Is the Forest Service going to conduct an equally extensive
solicitation of public comments for the current attempt to reverse the Clinton roadless rule? Or are they
going to try to do a dirty, back room deal between lawyers in the same way as the dealings between the
so-called Justice Department and the snowmobile manufacturers in order to reverse the Yellowstone
snowmobile ban? (Individual, Portland, ME - #A1461.14000)

How do you know that environmentalists won’t flood your office and E-mail with responses and drown
out “real” people (like me) and the voting public? You do need new and varied public comment.
(Individual, San Diego, CA - #A1614.14000)

It is difficult to keep the entire public involved at every stage of decision-making but all attempts to do
so should be made. Public meetings, solicitation of commentary and even referendum are methods of
maintaining that kind of involvement. It is my firm belief that commentary and even referendum are
methods of maintaining that kind of involvement. It is my firm belief that the citizenry will help promote
good decision-making if they get the chance to remain involved and are listened to. So often though,
interests that hold economic values above those moral [values] see to it that the public is not fully
informed or involved in this crucial kind of decision-making. (Individual, No Address - #A1728.14000)

BY USING SURVEYS TO SOLICIT PUBLIC COMMENT

We feel the Forest Service should take advantage of objective survey methodology to better gauge
public opinions. Our experiences with such surveys have been extremely beneficial. Survey results often
are much different than comments from public meetings and help our agency to objectively manage
wildlife resources, habitat, and competing uses. (State Agency, Social Circle, GA - #A22054.14120)

You have meetings in the evening after the working class has worked all day! They stay home with their
family or friends, not out of FS meetings; Mostly local people believe that their voice does not matter,
does it? Send out a mail survey to local P.O. Box holders! (Individual, Bethel, MN - #A19708.14100)

BY CONDUCTING NATIONWIDE POLLING

Public hearings are often not the best forum for public input. However, where the Forest Service is
developing national policy it is impossible for the taxpayers in New Jersey to sit down with loggers from
Libby in a meeting room every week. Nor is it appropriate to assemble a group of “stakeholders” in
some far flung rural community to dictate the goals for a forest supported by the American people as a
whole. The Forest Service is a trustee of these lands, and as trustee has a responsibility to see that its
lands are managed properly. The only way that the Forest Service can ascertain whether it is doing the
job it has been asked to do is polling the American people in general. Tools may be available, such as
the Internet, for the Forest Service to facilitate a “discussion” of ideas on a national basis. The question
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remains whether the outcome will differ under such a scenario than what has already been stated to the
Forest Service in the first round of comments. (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A17508.14200)

BY USING SIMPLE ENGLISH RATHER THAN AGENCY JARGON

The Forest Service planning process, including the process for the protection and management of
inventoried Roadless areas is not very user-friendly. Agency personnel rely heavily upon the use of
jargon and acronyms that are unfamiliar to all but those who make a career out of forest planning.
(Organization, Maryville, TN - #A8754.14100)

Please refrain from using words like “collaborative effort” and “consensus groups”, etc. A meeting is a
meeting—call it that. Use simple English to communicate with the public. (Individual, Libby, MT -
#A10531.14120)

BY GIVING DUE CONSIDERATION TO ALL RELEVANT INFORMATION AND PERSPECTIVES

I believe that the key to a collaborative relationship is valuing a variety of perspectives and respecting
the validity of opinions that differ from the perceived goals of the Forest Service. Too often Federal
agencies have planning sessions with public and private partners in which it appears that the goal is
convincing the partners to agree to an agency goal rather than to improve the plan by giving due
consideration to all relevant information. (Individual, Atlanta, GA - #A873.15162)

BY EMULATING THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The best thing about this public comment process that [ am participating in is that I can e-mail it in and it
will be visible to anybody who wants to read it. I am just like the redneck grandstanding in a public
meeting. | say my privately arrived at piece and he says his and there is hardly a chance for us to come
together on the issue. The BLM seems to be better at canvassing the public will. See how they do it.
(Individual, No Address - #A22183.15165)

BY EMULATING THE WHITE MOUNTAIN NATIONAL FOREST

The system of public involvement processes that the White Mountain National Forest is using for its
plan revision is a good example of how a local public involvement process should work. (State Agency,
Concord, NH - #A28779.14000)

BY REQUIRING PARTICIPANTS TO INTERACT

But for future forest planning, I like processes where people are randomly seated around tables, are
provided with good information, and have to interact with each other to come up with ideas. Public
hearings that allow people to grandstand can be polarizing and counterproductive. (Individual,
Northfield, MN - #A22395.14200)

264. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not confuse the large number
of public meetings held and letters received for the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule as quality public involvement.

AS MANDATED BY THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

Fundamentally, the state of Utah believes that the rulemaking is outside the bounds of authorizing
legislation, and is outside the bounds of any definition of a proper and reasonable public process. The
state understands that the previous administration, and many citizens, have loudly proclaimed that the
process to prepare and evaluate the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was, once revealed, very open and
“public,” and therefore complied with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The
Department, under the previous Administration, certainly arranged for a lot of meetings the public could
attend, and allowed for written comment by the public. Unfortunately, many of those meetings in Utah,
and I am told those held elsewhere, provided little or no substantive information to the public which
attended. The state believes that the information presented, the manner of its presentation, the lack of
localized examinations, and other factors, requires the Department, under the current administration, to
find that the process did not meet the standards of the “hard look” required by NEPA. The [state]
believes the process is not valid, and must not be given any further consideration, or must be
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significantly reworked in order to achieve compliance with NEPA and Forest Service organized
legislation. The Department must not confuse the large quantity of public meetings held on this
proposal, or the large number of letters submitted, for quality analysis and adherence to law. (State
Agency, Salt Lake City, UT - #A20742.20203)

265. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that public
involvement efforts for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule were more than
adequate.

The U.S. Forest Service conducted a fair and open public process, including 34 meetings or hearings in
Montana communities. Public debate was open, healthy and vigorous. Newspapers and press were full
of roadless news, public hearing schedules, editorials, columns and letters-to-the-editor.

In contrast to this (ANPR) process—with no hearings to date—scoping for the roadless rule began with
public hearings on every national forest in Montana between November and December 1999. This
process could be viewed as a continuation of [the] public involvement . . . process used to develop the
interim rule in 1998.

After the draft EIS was published in May 1999, a second round of public meetings, open houses with
opportunities to discuss and comment on the draft, were sponsored on every national forest and many
smaller communities throughout Montana.

Finally, public involvement in the proposed national forest roadless conservation policy reached its peak
in June 2000, when 15 additional public hearings were conducted in 10 Montana communities.

The process used to develop the roadless rule—through open public meetings—was a model of public
involvement. Leave the rule. Move forward, not backwards. (Organization, Helena, MT -
#A21370.10153)

Since BREDL was founded we have advocated that governing bodies listen to legitimate public
concerns. In our 17-year history we have encountered numerous situations where the public was shut
out. However, this is not one of those occasions. On the contrary, the Forest Service went through the
legal, fair and open process in gathering public comments. We commend the Forest Service in providing
ample notice and opportunity for the public to comment. Over 600 public hearings were held nationwide
including at least one in every national forest. No other federal agency has gone to such positive lengths
in providing information and gathering public comments. In the future, we can only hope that all drafts
of important rules from all agencies utilize the process as effectively as the Forest Service did during the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule process which ended in January 2001. (Organization, Roanoke, VA -
#A10565.10153)

Assertion: decisions about roadless areas should result from an open and fair process and address
concerns (pp. 3 and 4). In fact, the ANPR contains no basis whatsoever for assuming that the Roadless
Rule process was not open and fair, and fully responsive to concerns. The ANPR does quote at some
length from the District Court’s opinion in Kootenai Tribe, et al v. Veneman to the effect that the
comment period was “grossly inadequate” (p. 5). The errors in that opinion are too manifest to ignore,
however. The opinion faults the DEIS process for an absence of maps, too little comment time,
inadequate public meetings, and lack of response to public comments. In fact, as the agency well knows,
the DEIS provided maps of roadless arecas (except some small ones it later dropped from its proposal),
and it allowed 69 days for comment rather than the legally required 45. Moreover, the agency
nationwide held hundreds of public meetings, and prepared an entire volume of responses to comments,
volume 3 of the FEIS. The opinion, in attacking the DEIS process, confuses it with the scoping stage 6
months earlier, for which there is no legal requirement of public meetings or responses to comments,
repeatedly citing as evidence of perceived DEIS process flaws testimony that dealt only with the scoping
phase. Had the Forest Service defended itself against this lawsuit even perfunctorily, it would have had
the opportunity—as well as the obligation—to correct these factual errors in court. Having declined to
do so, it is hardly in a position to rely on the judge’s misapprehension here. (Organization, Olympia,
WA - #A20145.10155)
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266. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the public
involvement process under the National Environmental Policy Act is biased in
favor of local interests.

The NEPA process, which has been used extensively in national forest planning, is usually biased in
favor of local interests due to the choice of public involvement media. By allowing important decisions
regarding roadless status and associated values to be made locally on a case basis, there is limited
opportunity for broader national concerns over conservation, protection for future generations,
biodiversity, water quality etc, to be articulated. People who live far from a given forest are shut out of
the process. The Forest Service needs to awaken to the fact that these are National Forests, and as such,
requires broad, national public involvement for important issues like roadless area integrity. (Individual,
Lacey, WA - #A17998.15100)

Adequacy/Availability of Information

267. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adequately notify the public of
pending management proposals.

NOTIFY PEOPLE ON ITS MAILING LIST OF PENDING MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS

Only by chance did I read in a July, 2001 newspaper about the Forest Service (FS) renewed request for
comments on roadless areas long after the final rule of Jan 12, 2001 was issued. This demonstrates a
problem in the rulemaking process. A National Forest user such as myself, in the FS files, is not
informed of proposed rules except through the Federal Register. I do not get the Federal Register, I do
not have time to wade through that voluminous publication for pertinent proposals, and I do not belong
to any organization that would inform me of comment periods for such proposals. I regularly receive
mailings from the BLM warning of upcoming deadlines for paperwork. Why can’t I also receive from
the FS or BLM warnings about pertinent Federal Register proposals? At least extend comment periods
for significant proposals to many months. (Individual, Leamington, UT - #A8030.15150)

MAINTAIN A CURRENT MAILING LIST

Many of the decisions that were made by the local forest planning management of inventoried roadless
areas were made to satisfy the pressure from the powerful environmental groups. Let us hope that this is
not a repeat performance. This includes a current mailing list. For some unknown reason there were
some of us who were dropped from the mailing list. This presents the problem of not being aware of the
changes they are undertaking. They now plan 4 miles of new road in the Kinky Creek area and the first I
knew of it was when I read it in the newspaper. It is hard to convince many that I have talked to that this
was not intentionally done. When things like this happen it makes it very difficult to have any faith in
the management of our forest. (Individual, Rock Springs, WY - #A5695.12200)

NOTIFY STUDENTS THROUGH UNIVERSITY CONTACTS OR RANGERS

We are a group of concerned students from James Madison University located in Harrisonburg, VA. We
were shocked to hear that approximately 2.6% of the United States land base was about to be auctioned
off to industry. We couldn’t believe that such an important issue had been unknown by a vast majority
of JMU students. We then contacted other students from across the country asking them about this
proposed policy change. Not one student was aware of such a proposal. The Forest Service should
consider broadening the ways of public announcement. Ways of reaching out to students would be
contacting universities, public broadcasts, or local speeches by park rangers in the area. (Individual, No
Address - #A30028.14120)

POST ALL INFORMATION ON LOCAL AND NATIONAL WEB SITES, INCLUDING OPPORTUNITIES TO
RESPOND

USFS should post all information on local and national web sites. (Organization, Reno, NV -
#A8730.14120)
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Design a web site in order to allow everyone to post their comments instantly by subject; match and
search similar recommendations and comments from all comments submitted from everyone in order to
verify a proper accounting of how many Americans support a particular solution. (Individual, Jefferson,
OR - #A775.14130)

Perhaps it is possible, but I could not find a way to respond to your questions via your website. My
impression was you are soliciting public opinion for YET MORE STUDY on opening wilderness areas
to “mis”management. If my impression is correct, I find it very hard to believe you wouldn’t make it
easier for the public to comment, i.e., put the questions on your website with a link for people to respond
directly to a question as they read it. Why wouldn’t you take advantage of technology to help guide
policy making in this area? (Individual, No Address - #A5196.14130)

ENSURE THAT THE RESPONDING EMAIL ADDRESS WORKS

I am glad to see that the President has reopened comment on the USFS’s roadless proposal. I sent
comment to the USFS during the previous comment period, but my comments were returned as
undeliverable. I rechecked the E-Mail address and it was correct as advised. I wonder how many others
were rejected. (Individual, Stayton, OR - #A1042.14130)

I could not get your e-mail to work so I am faxing the reply! (Individual, Reno, NV - #A1184.14130)

268. Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the biased and
inadequate information on the roadless area homepage.

Further biased material is found through the link to “Summary of Key Information” on your roadless
area homepage. The link leads to a document entitled “Appendix B—State-by-State Summaries of Key
Information,” which is a table. I comment here on this table as it relates to Alaska, since that is the part
of the national forest system that I know best.

One column of the table lists “Percent of NFS land that is Inventoried Roadless Area.” For Alaska, the
percentage is 66.9 percent. This is an absolutely meaningless figure in regard to logging, and is
extremely misleading to members of the public that rely on this table in preparing comments (or forming
opinions) on the proposed changes to the rule. The vast majority of this 66.9 percent of the Tongass and
Chugach National Forests is land that is unforested or is covered with forest that has no commercial
value!

The next column is “Estimated Reduction in annual Harvest from Inventoried Roadless Areas.” In fact,
this figure has little meaning from an economic perspective. What would have been meaningful in its
place would be the annual amount of timber that could be obtained with inventoried roadless areas
removed from the timber base.

A further problem with the table is its last column, which purports to show “Potentially Affected Areas.”
In the case of Alaska, these “areas” are all communities. The implication is that these communities
would be affected by the reduction in number of jobs shown in the adjacent column and by the reduction
on timber yield form roadless areas as shown in the other column. In fact, most [if] not all of these
communities would benefit in the long term from protection of roadless areas. For example, Metlakatla
has opposed the project (now for a ROD) in the roadless area on Gravina Island, which the people of
Metlakatla rely upon for subsistence resources. Hoonah and Klawock have had their watersheds and
viewsheds logged by Native corporations as well as the forest Service, and protecting federal roadless
areas near these communities will provide the highest long term benefit. In summary, the Forest Service
appears to have done everything it possibly can in this process to skew the results of public comment to
be those which the Bush administration desires. I am flabbergasted by this blatant tinkering with the
ballot box (as it were) of the public process, although after the shenanigans in Florida in the presidential
election what else should I have expected? Nonetheless, I’'m mad as hell about how this so-called public
process is being conducted. (Individual, Sitka, AK - #A24495.14130)
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269. Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish consistent
terminology and reporting procedures for advance notices.

RACR should establish a common terminology and reporting procedure so advance notices in Quarterly
Reports and NEPA documents fully explains when and why activities are proposed in Roadless Areas. . .
. there is a history of inadequate and divergent approaches to public information sharing in proposed
action in Roadless Areas. (Organization, Boise, ID - #A20363.14120)

270. Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide site-specific
information.

TO ALLOW INFORMED COMMENT

The proposed rule set prohibitions on construction and reconstruction of roads, but did not propose to
prohibit timber harvest in the regulated areas. The proposed rule also deferred consideration of
including the Tongass National Forest. The public was not given the appropriate opportunity to
comment how a timber harvest prohibition would affect them or their local area. The Forest Service has
claimed that the public had ample opportunity to comment on the possibility of a prohibited timber
harvest because it was generally discussed in the Draft EIS. 66 Fed. Reg. 3257. However, the Draft EIS
listed several timber harvesting prohibition alternatives and did not adequately analyze the
environmental and social impacts of those alternatives on each individual unit of roadless area identified
by the proposed rule. Due to the existence of several alternatives, the lack of insufficient analysis,
and a severely limited comment period, the public in fact, did not have ample opportunity to
adequately comment on the possibility of a prohibited timber harvest.

On November 17, 2000, the Forest Service announced the availability of the Final EIS. Like the Draft
EIS, the Final EIS did not adequately analyze the impacts of the proposed rule on each individual
Roadless forest unit as required by NEPA. The analysis instead, was very broad and general. The Final
EIS also encompassed 58.5 million acres of land - a substantial increase of 4.2 million acres over
the amount addressed by the Draft EIS. For example, large chunks of land were added to the Final
EIS in areas such as the Chugach National Forest in Alaska (1.9 million additional acres) and in the
Tongass National Forest in Alaska (860,000 additional acres). The public was not notified that these
areas could be included in the final analysis and therefore were never afforded an opportunity to
comment. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A28689.10135)

Decisions relative to the designation of roadless areas cannot be made in a vacuum. Rather, access to
information such as whether a specific area has been inventoried for both classified and unclassified
roads is critical in reaching a consensus and the appropriate policy. This information must be made
available to the general public in order that a consultative process among various interests parties can be
undertaken prior to a final decision on whether a particular area should be designated as Roadless. A
basic tenet of our democratic process is information to its citizens. Those entrusted with government
have a responsibility to ensure that such information is widely disseminated so that an informed
citizenry can make informed decisions. (Organization, Huntsville, AL - #A13542.14100)

SHOWING THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF SPECIFIC ROADLESS AREAS

I believe that the IRAs on each National Forest should also be displayed as to their relative importance
and value from a Statewide (FS), Regional (FS) and National (FS) perspective (i.e., higher or lower than
average number of acres of roadless areas) so people can grasp the importance of the IRAs on the Forest
they live on or adjacent to, or are concerned about. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A2301.45100)

271. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the Federal Register to
announce comment periods.

Why the Federal Register? Hardly anyone reads it. Was this an effort to hide this issue or what?
Fortunately, the media do check this out and let us know. (Individual, Stevensville, MT - #A779.14110)
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Adequacy of Public Meetings

272. Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct public meetings.

Keep the doors of communication open and encourage public involvement through meetings.
(Individual, No Address - #A583.14200)

Open public meetings go a long way to insure all get heard and also help to understand other’s
viewpoints. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A615.14200)

The Forest Service has never worked effectively with individuals and groups with strongly competing
views. However, more public hearings where the Forest Service personnel actually listen to the people in
attendance would be a first step toward effectively working with individuals and groups. Listen to the
arguments, add good science and make good decisions based on that good science. (Individual, Miami,
AZ - #A880.14200)

THAT ARE LEGITIMATE

The best way to involve all parties in the process would be for the FS to simply hold legitimate public
hearings before any decisions are made that would impact the recreational public. . . In the formation of
the original rule meetings were held, but the public perception of these hearings was that the FS was just
“going through the motions” in fact, barely tolerating the motions based on the meetings I attended, with
the outcome having already been determined. It is essential that the stakeholders in forest use policy
decisions be fully involved in the formation of those decisions and that the agency try to rebuild the trust
with the recreational public that has been lost due to this debacle. (Individual, Denver, CO -
#A5433.14200)

THAT COMPLY WITH FEDERAL RULES

The Meetings that were held on this matter were not in compliance with any Federal rules, as we know
them. Staggering of meetings for information and written comments and the actual public hearings is
offensive if not illegal. Many people here in Nevada have to drive over 100 miles just to attend. I
attended the hearing in Austin on 6/13 and heard many participants ask questions that went unanswered
followed with a comment that information was given out at the earlier meeting and that that meeting was
reserved for a three minute testimony. The three-minute rule was another slap in the face for 1
gentleman that indicated that he had to drive for 2 hours to speak for 3 minutes. (Individual, Austin, NV
- #A15794.14200)

IN A FAIR AND IMPARTIAL MANNER

The best way for the USFS to work with States, tribes, local communities and other organizations and
individuals is to listen to, and take into account, their views and uses. The USFS should stop dividing the
meetings into splinter groups where different subjects are discussed. This only causes distrust of the
USFS and casts doubt as to the value of the public meeting process. (Individual, Mount Hood Parkdale,
OR - #A1084.14200)

If the Department of Agriculture chooses to propose revisions to the roadless area conservation rule, we
advocate including additional hearings in the vicinity of each Forest supervisor’s Office, Region Office
and Washington Office. These hearings should be conducted in a fair and open manner to assure that
representatives of states, tribes, local communities, other organizations, as well as individuals will be
heard. (Civic Group, Roanoke, VA - #A1713.14200)

AT CONVENIENT TIMES AND PLACES

The best way for the US Forest Service to work with states, tribes and local communities is to initiate
and maintain a continuing dialogue with a broad section of individuals representing the above mentioned
groups. It is important that any and all meetings be held at a TIME and PLACE convenient for all
individuals to attend and participate. Any meeting notification should be done far enough in advance to
allow for proper planning and attendance by those groups. Local Foresters should use Friends of the
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Forest Groups as much as possible and communicate directly with groups that presently have access to
and a high level of interest in the forest. Those groups should include but not be limited to: snowmobile
clubs, camping clubs, timber related organizations, fishing groups, bird watchers, hiking groups, biking
groups, horseback riding groups, etc. (Business, Haslett, MI - #A4861.14200)

WITH ADEQUATE NOTICE

I have read where there were 600 public hearings and 1.6 million comments in which 90% of the people
said they wanted to preserve the National Forest Roadless Areas. I don’t know when or where these
hearings were held because I never heard of them. Evidently they were by invitation only and strictly
partisan. (Individual, Rydal, GA - #A5408.10132)

Although many public meetings were held, they were often announced last minute and there was little
time to prepare comments, particularly specific comments as there was little specific information.
(Individual, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A7914.14100)

THAT DISCUSS LOCAL AREAS OF CONCERN

[Question 2] Public hearings that discuss localized areas of concern and not forest wide proposals.
(Elected Official, Sanpete County, UT - #A15546.14200)

THAT DISCUSS POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS TO THE ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE

I would urge that the Rocky Mountain Region of the Forest Service convene a public hearing regarding
possible modifications of the roadless rule sometime before the end of the public comment period on
September 10, 2001. Given the importance of this rule and the ramifications of possible modifications, it
is essential that the Forest Service provide an opportunity for the public to express its views in much the
same way that it was provided at the time of its initial development. (United States Representative,
Colorado - #A21467.14000)

INSTEAD OF SOLICITING ONLY WRITTEN COMMENTS

Through public, open meetings such as those previously held for the Roadless Rule. Do not use the
instant approach (a single written comment period) to justify adulterating the roadless rule or other
policies of national interest. (Individual, West Glacier, MT - #A5946.14000)

273. Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct as many public
meetings for the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking as were conducted
for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

In this current ANPR process the Forest Service has asked the public for responses to ten questions. We
question the validity of this approach. The public may not have the information or background to make
informed responses to open-ended questions. This weights the process towards industry and local
government (which is often dominated by business interests). The proper procedure would be to present
the public with a proposal and ask the public to comment, providing the maximum opportunity for them
to do so. This is precisely what the Forest Service did under former chief Mike Dombeck during the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule public process. If the current Forest Service leadership wishes to make
changes to the Rule, they should initiate a complete public process with at least as many hearings as
were conducted to formulate the role. (Organization, Sitka, AK - #A12003.11100)

274. Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct fewer, more productive
public meetings.

Working with local communities, organized groups, states, tribes and individuals is desirable. However,
our experience has been that current FS processes are too long and tedious for many citizens to endure.
Organizations with paid staff for such purposes tend to be the ones that most influence the process.
Fewer, more productive meetings with a wider representation of forest users are needed. (State Agency,
Social Circle, GA - #A22054.14200)
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275. Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve the way forest

2717.

personnel conduct public meetings.

ENSURE THAT PERSONNEL ARE WELL INFORMED REGARDING PROPOSED ACTIONS

I was amazed when I went to the public hearings last year in Kalispell, MT and the officials could not
even tell us which specific areas would be included in the 60 million acres to be put under lock and key.
I’ve already seen too much of Montana’s National Forest area gated off over the last decade. (Individual,
Kalispell, MT - #A1700.14200)

ENSURE THAT PERSONNEL USE UNBIASED LANGUAGE

“Do you want clean water? Do you want clean air?” This is how the Forest Service started the public
comment periods here. Well who doesn’t want clean water and air. But they implied that if the roadless
rules didn’t go through as presented, that was the outcome to America. The Forest Service personnel
were so biased and arrogant it surprised me. But then they must have figured the administration had this
one in the bag. The presenters even implied that more area could be included than was proposed. It
seemed the Forest Service at that time wasn’t interested in managing the resources but would like to see
the National Forests as big parks. (Individual, Port Angeles, WA - #A30310.10135)

public meetings.

ENSURE THAT LOCAL CITIZENS ARE ADEQUATELY REPRESENTED AT MEETINGS

The forest service should make sure that all voices are listened to. Most meetings are attended by very
few people. Environmental groups bus in people to overwhelm the local voices. Many local citizens
don’t hear about them and if they do they don’t understand the impact of decisions that concern them.
Make sure all meetings are well attended. If the locals are not represented, don’t hold the meeting until
they are! (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A444.14120)

ELIMINATE BRIBED ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS

During the initial roadless meetings/hearings a number of local green groups paid college students and
other young people to attend. This is not fair. In talking with some of those young people I discovered
that they had never been in any of the disputed areas in our state! I believe the Forest Service can
eliminate bribed attendance by asking if a participant received money to attend and to ask what areas
their comments pertain to. (Individual, Palmer Lake, CO - #A23361.12230)

ALLOW ADEQUATE SPEAKING TIME AT MEETINGS

We had 3 minutes to speak at the initial roadless meetings—this was not enough. I would say 10 minutes
minimum is needed. (Individual, Fraser, CO - #A30203.15152)

of those held by the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

Consider the format of the excellent public-input gathering meetings that were held not too long ago by
SEKI (Sequoia and Kings Canyon NPs) on their (ongoing) WMP (wilderness management plan): these
meetings were by far the best in my experience. (Unless I felt assured of similar arrangements, I would
be reluctant to make much effort to attend a meeting where my questions or input might be curtailed).

SEKI mailed out information about the purpose and nature of these meetings in advance. They opened
with a brief slide show and presentation. They took audience questions without limitation, and because
of their good prior presentations, and because questions could be asked of agency personnel during the
remainder of the meeting, this public question period “self-limited” in a reasonable period of time.

Then public input was gathered as follows: some bulletin boards had been set up around the hall, each
labeled with a generalized “issues category” such as, “Trails, Signs and Bridges”, “Fires”, “Desired
Wilderness Conditions”, “Solitude v. Free Access”, “Permits and Reservations”, “Bears and Food
Storage”,  “Group Size”, “Camping/Campsites”, “Wastes/Sanitation”, “Administrative
Methods/Minimum Tool Concept”, “Meadow and Streambank Management and Stock Use”,

276. Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve citizen participation in

Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct meetings on the model
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“Commercial Users/Permitting”, etc., an “Other Issues” board might have been useful as well. Paper and
pencils were provided and all were invited to write down their suggestions and comments on any topics
they wished, and pin these up under appropriate category headings (signed or unsigned).

Everyone could read all posted comments and make additional comments/proposals/counter proposals.

This continued until everyone felt satisfied, people being free to leave at any point, since the only
remaining agency action was to take down all the comments and file them for subsequent processing.

This method admirably avoided heated argumentation and aggressive people monopolizing the debate.
No one ended up having to leave with the feeling they had not been given a fair chance to participate as
fully as they wished. Nor did the meeting last inordinately long, public participation had voluntarily
concluded within four hours of the meeting’s scheduled start. (Individual, Bishop, CA -
#A20954.14200)

278. Public Concern: The Forest Service should televise public meetings.

Keep up the democratic process used in decision-making. Televise hearings for local and cable channels.
(Individual, Woods Hole, MA - #A12805.14120)

279. Public Concern: The Forest Service should conduct day-long workshops.

The best way to get input may be to have day-long workshops (Saturday) in local communities, where
people can provide input on the roadless areas that they are familiar with. May be good to have a set of
questions/issues/information to be addressed for each one (current use, suitable timber, wildlife habitat,
wilderness attributes, unique features etc). . . Again, have whole day work sessions to individually
discuss the roadless areas around the local communities. Discuss the current situation over the whole
Forest (how much is open to motorized use, how much isn’t, past and current levels of timber harvest
and distribution of capable/suitable acres) so that everyone gets an idea of the big picture. (Individual,
Iona, ID - #A13529.14120)

280. Public Concern: The Forest Service should hold a national public
convention.
Hold a national public convention. (Individual, Elko, NV - #A3656.14200)

Adequacy of Comment Period

281. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow an adequate comment
period.

This comment period is even more bogus than the first comment period. In our area, (potentially one of
the areas most affected by the roadless rule), there was virtually no notification that the comment period
was even going on. Then when the Forest Service responded to our questions they sent a form so
confusing that very few people would even try to respond to it. This of course leads many of us to
believe this comment period is set up to achieve a forgone conclusion. (Individual, Kalispell, MT -
#A19138.14100)

TO ENSURE A FAIR AND OPEN PROCESS

[Question 2] Allow an adequate period of time for Americans to submit official comments on the
roadless area plan. (Individual, Arvada, CO - #A17160.14300)

282. Public Concern: The Forest Service should extend the comment period.

TO 90 DAYS

We advocate that any revisiting of the roadless area conservation rule allow for a 90-day comment
period to assure adequate time for the Forest Service to develop needed information, schedule meetings,
and give all interested members of the public sufficient time to comment. (Civic Group, Roanoke, VA -
#A1713.45100)
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TO 120 DAYS

Due to the lack of proper awareness of what questions are to be commented on, as the Chairman of the
Montgomery County Advisory Committee with the approval of the committee, I am asking for an
extension of 60 days. This is to get the information where it is understandable to the citizens of
Montgomery County where they can comment. (Association, Sims, AR - #A3086.14310)

TO 180 DAYS

The comment period of 60 days is totally inadequate and unfair to the American public. This is a vital
issue and the complex nature of this issue is reflected in the “Ten Questions to Help Guide the Decision
Process.” As an educated and involved American, I feel that I need additional time to formulate
appropriate comments.

It is evident that the short comment period is designed to minimize the input of ordinary citizens and
favor of the influence of developers, miners, loggers who have preformulated agendas. I heard about this
issue today for the first time and the deadline for comments is less than two weeks away. . . . It was
reported in the media that the Clinton administration held a comment period of 200 days with public
meetings. The Bush administration is giving only 60 days to comment without public meetings. The
Bush administration seems to think that public comment on this issue is unimportant or the public is
unaware and/or uninterested, and that the short term financial objectives of a few privileged individuals
is more important.

I hereby protest this attempt by the Bush administration to silence the voice of actively involved
common American citizens in the management of public lands and public resources.

Please extend the comment period to at least 180 days so that I may formulate an informed comment.
(Individual, Tampa, FL - #A16478.14310)

TO 240 DAYS

Extend comment period by 180 days. Because of the significant size and far reaching implications of
this proposal the comment period should be extended to allow for better public education and
participation in the process. (Professional Society, No Address - #A27584.14310)

283. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that extending the
comment period would work against the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Perhaps I’m cynical, but I also think that extending the comment period and seeking out people who are
critical of any non-extractive use of the NFs is a way of killing the roadless proposal entirely.
(Individual, Merrill, WI - #A9014.14320)

284. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the comment
period for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was too short.

The Forest Service recognizes that one of the major concerns with the rule is that the agency did not
provide the public adequate time to comment on the proposed action. 66 Fed. Reg. 3244, 3248, The
Forest Service’s response however, is that the comment period was sufficient because it received
approximately 1.6 million comments. /d. This argument is misleading and deceptive. When important
policies are being considered, concerned parties will submit comments no matter how much time is
allowed. The fact that over 1 million of these responses were “postcards or other form letters” is likely a
product of the unreasonably short comment period, not an indication that the time allowed was adequate.
Id. Responding to a proposed action by postcard or form letter does not require extensive analysis of the
proposed rule and the Draft EIS. A policy that will substantially affect 43 million acres of forestland by
effectively halting all major economic activity within those areas requires a substantial period of time for
the public to thoroughly analyze and provide meaningful comments. It took the Federal government over
a decade to study and analyze the inventoried roadless areas covered by this rule, yet it provided the
public a mere 60 days to comment on the proposal. Providing ample opportunity for public comment
would not have added such a substantial amount of time to the process as to have any noticeable delay in
producing a rule. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A28689.10132)
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285. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that an additional
comment period would be insufficient to address the deficiencies in the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule Final EIS.

The Idaho litigation specifically took the national roadless regulation process to task for the failure to do
a site-specific inventory, to provide accurate maps, or to provide sufficient information and time for the
affected interests and state and local governmental entities to comment. See Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v.
Glickman, No. 01-10, Complaint [sections] 71-72; Kempthorne v. U.S. Forest Service, Complaint
[sections] 63-66. It is inaccurate to suggest that additional notice and comment will address the legal
deficiencies of the FEIS. (Elected Official, McKenzie County, ND - #A27737.10135)

286. Public Concern: The Forest Service should notify previous respondents to
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule of the comment period for the Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

We are concerned that the 1.6 million citizens and owners of our National Forests who commented on
the RPR have not been contacted about this 60 day comment period. We were not contacted and found
out fortuitously because someone sent us a fax about the proposal. (Organization, Bellaire, TX -
#A883.14100)

I sincerely hope that the Forest Service remembers to notify all those who previously commented on the
so-called Roadless Initiative for our country’s national forests.

In the interest of fairness, all those who took the time to comment on this subject should be given the
opportunity to make comments on this new and extended effort. There are many of us who are interested
in this subject and do not wish to be disenfranchised on the matter. (Individual, No Address -
#A1708.14120)

Adequacy of Timeframe

287. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the time frame
for comment on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was adequate.

There was PLENTY of time for public comment during the original planning phase. The George W.
Bush administration is WRONG to allow more time to pass and more roads to be built in the meantime.
I am very upset that more roads could be built and more forest could be destroyed during this summer
while this roadless plan is further debated in congress. I urge you to endorse the Clinton Roadless Area
plan!! (Individual, Edmonds, WA - #A495.10154)

This process of asking for public input has been done, a process that took three years (not 60 days) that
included all perspectives. The answer from the American people is overwhelmingly to protect our
wilderness areas for our future generations and for the good of the earth. (Individual, Walnut Creek, CA
- #A579.10154)

It appears that the Forest Service (FS) is attempting to undermine and disenfranchise the comments that
have already been submitted. Approximately 600 meetings were held and at least two years of effort
went into the RPR. About 95% of the total 1.6 million comments were in favor of protection of more
Roadless Areas.

In Texas of the 29,111 Texans who submitted comments 28,718 supported more Roadless Protection
while 393 were opposed to Roadless Area Protection. This means that 98.65% of Texans who
participated in the RPR supported Roadless Protection while 1.35% were opposed. That is a 73 to 1
margin of support for Roadless Protection. At the two public meetings held in Texas public comments
were in favor of Roadless Protection by 2 to 1.

We attended both public meetings that took public comments as well as two public meetings which were
informational in nature. Where were the local people that you have said should have more say on this
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issue? There were news stories in the papers about the RPR and the public meeting. We believe the local

people who really cared were at the meetings and the local people who really cared sent in comments.
Any suggestions that there was not enough opportunity for public comment is simply untrue. We believe
you are aware of this situation and that you should speak out and tell the truth. (Organization, Bellaire,

TX - #A883.10152)

Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the time frame

for developing the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was not adequate.

In the flawed and hurried process used to ramrod the Roadless Initiative through, a major mistake made
was the inclusion of nearly three million acres of roaded areas in the policy. This is an indicator of a

process so rushed attention to detail got lost in the rubble. It is the same reason that citizens who did

attend the public hearings—sometimes with very little notice—did not have their questions answered by
Forest Service personnel conducting the meetings. Issues as simple as asking to see maps to determine
the actual area covered could not be answered by those in charge. The Forest Service personnel were not
trying to be uncooperative. They simply did [not] have in many cases even the most rudimentary
information to present to the public. This, in my judgment, cannot be disguised as “public participation.”
(Business or Association, Helena, MT - #A17074.14100)

AS EVIDENCED BY POOR DATA AND NUMEROUS MISTAKES
[From Attachment 2] Records reveal that poor data and erroneous documents were being developed and

used, and mistakes being made as a result of efforts to move the process too quickly in an attempt to

finalize the rule-making by the end of the year. A number of letters from Forest and Regional Officers in
response to data requests from the Washington Office express concern over the accuracy of their

numbers: “numbers less than precise,” “This is an estimate that I hope we are not held accountable for,”

“Data derived from forest plans and based on questionable assumptions,” “Some of our management
prescriptions do not easily fit in the categories provided.”

A revealing Forest Service letter to the Office for the Federal Register says, “In our haste to get the
notice to the Register as quickly as possible, we failed to notice that the document heading was
missing.” In a telling internal Forest Service e-mail, dated 6-9-99 from Deputy Chief Jim Furnish to the
Chief’s top assistant, Chris Wood, the desire to move quickly is again emphasized, stating: “If we wait
until the planning rules are in place and plan revision occur, it will be too late and the quality of the
product will be quite varied. If we’re going to look at roadless separate and apart from the roads policy
issue, then we should put together a team and address it head on, not indirectly through forest planning.
That’s my advice!” (Individual, East Helena, MT - #A20422.10135)

Use of Science/Best Information Available

289.

Public Concern: The Forest Service should make decisions based on

science.

Science should guide us all in our decisions but it is up to us to teach the American public how forest
ecology operates and then let them make the decisions. Hopefully we will come to a point where the
majority of Americans will understand the science and make the right choice for the good of all. Today
and in the past, too often economics have dominated our decision making process and we are now at the
point where old outdated modes of management are at an end or we will lose parts of our heritage
forever.

The Agency should not be the voice of corporations or economics—they should be the source of good,
reliable, peer reviewed, and repeatable science. The agency should be where we can turn for unbiased,
sound information about the American Public’s Forests. We should be able to trust the agency to tell us
the whole truth and let us tell the agency what we then want for our future. The state foresters and Tribal
foresters can be part of the science gathering process. (Individual, Cascade, ID - #A4.14500)

Decisions should be made based on sound scientific principles and studies as performed by independent
and unbiased groups. (Individual, Saint Louis, MO - #A629.14500)
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National Forest lands were designed to be utilized intelligently in ways that will benefit humans,
wildlife, and preserve our precious natural resources. Those who counsel complete isolation of these
areas in a misguided effort to preserve them in a static, and in their view, pristine condition fail to see
their efforts are in vain. Change is inevitable; therefore managed change, based on sound science, is the
only logical policy. (Individual, Olivia, TX - #A4334.14500)

RATHER THAN POLITICS

We feel the FS is basing their decision more on perceived popularity than sound science. The FS needs
to allow good science and the multiple-use mandate to significantly affect the roadless area planning
process as well as public opinion. (State Agency, Social Circle, GA - #A22054.14500)

RATHER THAN A VOTE

Forest policy decisions are not about voting. They are about making the right decision for the land in
question. The Forest Service as an agency will have to return to its roots and reaffirm itself as a
professional management agency, making decisions based upon the best available science and
professional judgment. (Business or Association, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A22058.15169)

BY CONSIDERING THE BENEFITS AND COSTS OF EACH ACTION

Proposals for the creation of roadless areas or the removal of existing roads must be reviewed in a
scientific and economic fashion which considers all benefits and costs associated with each action. This
level of review cannot be accomplished through an agency program or Executive Order. (Business or
Association, Boise, ID - #A20607.14500)

BY MAKING BETTER USE OF EXISTING INFORMATION

Better use of existing information is needed. Some present day issues were resolved during unit planning
or by research, but people act like they are new. Some people argue that more research is needed, but
they ignore existing research because they either don’t like the answers or they have not done their
homework. (Individual, No Address - #A17292.14100)

BY ACQUIRING SUFFICIENT DATA TO UNDERSTAND THE ISSUES

In order to have informed decisionmaking, the USDA should have sufficient data to understand the
nature of the issues. The western national forests have gone through the management plan process and in
some cases have gone through the process more than once. The Gunnison National Forest is currently
approaching the revisions to its management plan by beginning to collect data from the public. It would
seem that the process for creating the management plans is certainly an excellent model for the Forest
Service to follow as a means of working together with communities, states, tribes and other
organizations. (Business or Association, Denver, CO - #A29223.15161)

BY VERIFYING THE CONTENT AND VALIDITY OF DATA

All economic, social and environmental data must be carefully reviewed and verified for content and
correctness. Qualified scientific third party data should be used whenever possible in making these
important considerations. (Business, Haslett, MI - #A4861.14500)

TO AVOID A ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL CONCLUSION

Where is the science? Again and again, in instance after instance, KARE notes that the claims,
assumptions and positions taken in this Roadless proposal are not backed up by accurate scientific
evidence. WE cannot treat animals, plants, or any aspect of Nature as if they will all respond alike to
certain circumstances. The one-size-fits-all look at this situation, the conclusion that all roads are
harmful to all species, is an opinion, and the reason there is no scientific evidence to support the
conclusion, is that it is unprovable. This lack of scientific backing is a fatal flaw in this Plan, and all the
other Forest Service proposals put forth recently. (Organization, Yreka, CA - #A8381.14500)

TO AVOID BIAS IN DECISIONMAKING

If “roadless” area conservation is to be properly forwarded then I urge the USFS to complete an
unbiased study. This has not occurred to date. Get a respected and neutral team of experts, such as the
National Academy of Sciences, to complete a science-based study with subsequent recommendations.
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Have local and regional community leaders and activists and individuals a part of that process, so that
local concerns are addressed and national, impacting a very significant amount of acreage. (Individual,
Reno, NV - #A20857.14000)

TO BALANCE ECOSYSTEM STABILITY AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

America faces a quiet crisis of unparalleled proportion, that of the long-term maintenance of its
biological heritage. This crisis has arisen because of our failure, both locally and nationally, to mange
successfully for economic activity and environmental protection at the same time. If we are to create
conservation strategies that truly benefit imperiled species and ecosystems while promoting responsible
economic activity, science must become the fundamental foundation for decisionmaking. Scientific
consensus on issues of critical national interest should not be treated as a special interest to be negotiated
or compromised. (Organization, Washington, DC - #A27037.14500)

290. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid relying on weak scientific
analysis.

I am most concerned about what I perceive as a recent trend of the Forest Service to rely on weak,
incomplete and invalid scientific analysis to support a predetermined policy objective rather than the
stated policy of making a complete and objective analysis of the situation and then basing the policy
decision on the objective facts. In some cases this includes ignoring published scientific work that is
contrary or inconsistent with the desired outcome. Reliance on invalid scientific analysis not only results
in bad public policy, it sets a precedent for the use of bad and invalid science that others may exploit in
the future and it creates public mistrust in the objectivity of science. In order to avoid this scientifically
untenable situation, I recommend the following:

1) The Forest Service should rely only on valid scientific analysis using quantitative methods,
experimental methods of assessing the impact of roads and the use of control data to determine the
statistical significance of the data.

2) The Forest Service should use only data obtained by objective sources and exclude studies from
groups that have conflicts of interest.

3) Each proposed closure must be analyzed on a case-by-case basis because the scientific facts
pertaining to the situation will also vary uniquely. The current proposal uses many “one-size-fits-all”
responses to perceived problems.

4) The results of the study should be interpreted in terms of the impact on the entire ecosystem or range
of affected species. Just because you can identify a local effect does not mean that the overall effect will
be statistically significant.

5) The ability to mitigate any local effects without resorting to closure must also be considered.

6) Any proposed changes should have the minimum impact on other mandated uses of the National
Forest, including recreation. (Individual, No Address - #A27083.14500)

291. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the best
available science regarding individual areas is maintained at the local level.

Any future rule-making should recognize that the best information regarding individual roadless areas is
often maintained at the local level. The previous rule-making was flawed by the need for nationwide
consistency in the data employed in the NEPA process. In many instances, this led to use of data that
was either outdated, or of such a coarse scale that it masked local and regional impacts that may have
otherwise proved unacceptable if exposed to the light of day.

For example, the RACR was constructed using a coarse scale fire regime and condition class assessment
that was useful only as an approximation for national strategic planning purposes. This assessment
showed that 767,000 acres of roadless areas within Idaho were at medium to high risk of catastrophic
fires that would damage ecosystem health. A more refined assessment done by regional personnel,
however, suggested that the actual number of acres in Idaho at medium to high risk of catastrophic
wildfire was actually greater than 2.5 million acres.
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Despite having access to the refined Idaho data the EIS team chose to omit it, since similar data was not
available nationwide. In the team’s mind, the need for compatibility across data sets outweighed the
need to use the best available data. Any future rule-making should recognize, and rely upon, local fine-
scale data in determining the proper management regime for each roadless area. (Governor, State of
Idaho - #A20141.14500)

292. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that science does not

change with geographic location or political affiliation.

They also maintain that environmental analysis and resource management decisions effecting individual
national forest should be based on local information and knowledge and the best available science
rather than applying one standard uniformly to every inventoried roadless area, no matter the location.

Local information and knowledge has been supplied in the previous efforts by citizens in over 600
public meetings, by citizens in over 1.5 million written comments, and presumably by Forest Service
professionals working within each of the National Forests affected.

Science operates by . . . identifying general processes within these models, and using these processes,
sometimes inaccurately as “laws”, to make predictions about the systems that are being modeled. The
way science is done does not change with respect to geographic location or political affiliation.
Unfortunately what is passed off as “science” is often highly biased and misleading. The “Information
and science” sentence above implies that the results of science would differ form place to place. If that is
the case, then the Forest Service is not dealing with true science. For example, the speed of light in a
vacuum is a constant—whether you are a conservative Republican multimillionaire in Texas or an
environmentally-aware progressive in Massachusetts who is broke but hopes to make a change on the
world that the Lorax would welcome (If you are not familiar with Dr. Seuss’ story The Lorax, then go
read it now—you should have read it a long time ago).

True science can provide general principles that are designed from the outset to be applied in every
system that reasonably approximates the modeled system. I have not reviewed the work done in this
matter, so can not comment on its quality. But the language of the sentence means that true science
should not be used even if available. That meaning, if inadvertent, is an unfortunate reflection of the
state of ignorance regarding science or, if intentional, is deceptive, inaccurate, and underhanded.
(Individual, Nederland, CO - #A19016.14500)

293. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid multiple studies on the

same research topic or proposed management action.

TO ELIMINATE LONG DELAYS

The decision process should be timely and eliminate the long delays brought about by layer after layer of
legal traversing.

Multiple studies on the same research topic or proposed management action must be eliminated. The
USFS must become more time constrained, more oriented to actual on-the-ground results. (Business,
Libby, MT - #A20686.14400)

294. Public Concern: The Forest Service should heed the counsel of scientific

committees.

REVIEW INFORMATION FROM THE UNION OF SCIENTISTS

Please review information provided by the Union of Concerned Scientists, before accepting so-called
science from corporations.

Corporations will say or do almost anything to make a buck. (Individual, Miamisburg, OH -
#A208.14500)
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FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE OF SCIENTISTS REGARDING THE PLANNING
PROCESS
The proposed roads prohibition rule is contrary to the recommendations of the Committee of Scientists
(COS) in their 1999 Report of the Committee of Scientists. The COS recommendations necessitate an
open democratic planning process that includes a broad range of values, uses, products, and services
with a high degree of public participation from all stakeholders. The COS recommends that the Regional
Forester remain the highest level of decision making with planning efforts oriented strongly to local
areas and local issues. In that way, the planning process can mold the plan to the needs and issues of
local communities adjacent to or within roadless designations and lists criteria by which roadless
designations are precluded if those criteria are met by particular affected communities. How can the
Forest Service justify complete rejection of this most recent analysis by such a highly qualified team?
(Professional Society, Anchorage, AK - #A21707.13110)

CONSULT WITH THE UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS REGARDING THE NEED TO PRESERVE
BIODIVERSITY

Everyone had ample opportunity to comment on the plan, (Unlike your current fast track approach). And

now you guys are just going to undue all that work? You’re going to just blow the fair, democratic

process out of the water and substitute your own foolish, status quo plan? Thanks for spitting in the face

of democracy once again. You people disgust me.

The best way to maintain healthy roadless areas is to keep them roadless. Duh! Don’t you understand it’s
time to stop destroying nature and preserve the little of it that is still intact? It is extremely important to
all of us, even people like President Bush who just doesn’t ‘get it’. Bush is wrong, environmentalists are
right. One of the greatest mass extinctions in human history is taking place right now. The majority of
scientists are in agreement that it is important to save what is left of biodiversity and attempt to improve
habitat that has been destroyed or degraded. If you don’ t believe me, contact the Union of Concerned
Scientists. (Individual, Palouse, WA - #A6756.12200)

295. Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide access to science and
research regarding roadless areas.

The public should have access to the science behind some decisions to allow for open review of the
validity of the research and for public education. (Individual, Brimley, MI - #A3659.14100)

296. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not accept as scientific facts
the anecdotes or opinions submitted by the public.

Throughout the process, user-reported information related to facts that require scientific analysis should

be ignored entirely. That is, where concerned individuals or organizations purport to provide scientific

“fact” in the form of anecdote or opinion, this information should be disregarded by the forest service,
which has its own scientific methods and personnel. (Organization, Denver, CO - #A29624.15110)

297. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider “The Roadless Area
Initiative: Politics Makes Poor Policy.”

BECAUSE IT IS WELL GROUNDED IN FACTS, SCIENCE, AND BREADTH

I urge the team to give great weight to the input statement by the Forest Service Council, National
Federation of Federal Employees under the title “The Roadless Area Initiative: Politics Makes Poor
Policy”. It seems well grounded in facts and science and breadth, in contrast to statements of advocates
from both sides of this controversy.

In sum, I feel the current proposal is too broad in its current form, and urge that it not be adopted.
Instead, modify the proposal or continue programs mentioned above. (Individual, Asheville, NC -
#A6248.10130)
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298. Public Concern: The Forest Service should scrutinize scientific studies
submitted by representatives.

TO VALIDATE THE INFORMATION

If representatives are planning to put forth “scientific studies” to substantiate their views, these studies
need to be scrutinized by objective peer review, otherwise they should be considered suspect.
(Individual, Holtville, CA - #A8729.14500)

299. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a sense of perspective
when evaluating environmental impacts.

TO AVOID ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS REASONING BASED ON BIASED SCIENCE

The lack of defensible and logical reasoning is an indicator of bias. The environmental document
evaluations and decision-making must work hard to avoid arbitrary and capricious reasoning based on
science with a bias. The Interdisciplinary Team must develop and use an overall sense of magnitude
when evaluating positive benefits to the natural environment versus negative impacts to the human
environment.

For example, the lack of adequate policy and implementation of fire management practices has lead to
many catastrophic fires. The sedimentation resulting from these fires is many times that of all OHV
activity in the forest. The natural rate of sedimentation is many times that of all OHV activity in the
forest. These are examples of the sense of magnitude that must be exercised when evaluating impacts in
the document and decision-making. (Organization, Helena, MT - #A13226.14500)

Adequacy of Public Comment

300. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that there was
adequate opportunity for public comment on the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule.

More than 600 public hearings were held nationwide on the Roadless Rule, making it the most extensive
public involvement process in federal rulemaking history. More than 1.6 million Americans submitted
official comments, 95% of which supported strongest possible protections for remaining roadless areas.
Ample opportunity was given to tribes, states, communities, and the public to comment on the Rule.
Many views and suggestions presented during the public comment period were included in the final rule.
(Individual, Edwards, CA - #A4547.10150)

While I only attended the hearings in Eugene, Oregon, it appeared to me that the original process was
fair and open. I attended an informational hearing in December of 1999 and gave testimony at a public
hearing in June of 2000. The meetings were well publicized and held at a convenient time. I am
attaching a copy of my testimony. I find it difficult to believe that the process was not fair and open.
Some people who didn’t get what they wanted are asking for another [turn] at bat. (Individual,
Deadwood, OR - #A881.10152)

The hearing I attended in June 2000 was one of a series of well-publicized hearings where the public (I)
was heartily invited to participate. The outreach was so well done that I felt informed about every step of
the process. No other USFS request of public input has reached me as did the roadless comment period. I
applaud the outreach efforts of the USFS and the work involved in hosting 600 public hearings. My
experience of the process makes the allegation that there was inadequate opportunity for public review
and comment on the roadless rule (Federal Register Advance Notice web page 2) laughable. It was the
most public invitation to comment that I have experienced in my lifetime.

I am both saddened and insulted that after this highly visible comment I have to again express my views
on a rule that should have taken effect on March 12, 2001. The public participated in the process in
incredible numbers as evidenced by the receipt of 1.6 million comments. It is as if the 95% of the 1.6
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million comments gathered in support of the January 12 policy are not to your liking and should be
disregarded in this new review process that is far less public than the initial process. (Individual,
Portland, OR - #A3713.10152)

The 1.6 million public comments already collected in support of strong protection for roadless areas is
evidence that the public has already been given ample opportunity for the forest service to hear their
concerns. The abundance of public meetings and other opportunities to become informed of the proposal
already appears to have secured a fair and open process. If the forest service delays and modifies the
roadless area conservation rule, which was widely supported by the American public, the forest service
is in danger of imparting the sense that the process has been neither fair nor open. (Organization,
Missoula, MT - #A613.10152)

After a record of 600 public hearings and an unprecedented 1.6 million comments, in which 90 percent
of the people said they wanted to preserve the national forest’s roadless areas, you want to know what
people think about preserving roadless areas. Huh? (Individual, Tampa, FL - #A4555.10152)

With 1.6 million public comments and 600 public meetings, the roadless program had more public
participation than any other rulemaking in the US federal government’s entire history.

The assertion that “there was inadequate opportunity for public review and comment on the roadless
rule” is grotesquely preposterous and betrays phenomenally profound ignorance of the subject.

The only way anyone could say such a thing is if they are so staggeringly clueless that they are utterly
incompetent to deal with this issue, or if they have so prostituted themselves to exploiting industries that
they are disqualified for gross conflict of interest.

Don’t you realize this damages your organization’s credibility and reputation? (Individual, Oakland, CA
- #A28134.10152)

301. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the volume of
comment received on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule was more than
adequate.

Do not in any way weaken this rule. 1.6 million people commented in the first (and we thought final!)
round, and 600 public meetings were held — I simply can’t believe the Bush administration is declaring
that there was insufficient public comment. (Individual, Seattle, WA - #A84.10153)

I’d like to go on the record as being in 100 percent support of the Clinton Administration’s decision to
keep much of the national forests roadless, and I can’t understand why this is being revisited after
enormous amounts of public input last time around. (Individual, Bethlehem, PA - #A2.10153)

Please defend the Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule in its present form. As you know,
this rule came about in response to the largest outpouring of public support for a conservation measure
in the nation’s history. (Individual, Bloomington, IN - #A127.10153)

302. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that there has been
sufficient local input.
In fact, local voices have spoken - and continue to demand that the Forest Service reevaluate its
stewardship of forests that are increasingly valued for recreation rather than just logging. Protecting

roadless areas on the East Coast is particularly important because its natural forests are smaller, more
heavily timbered and closer to urban centers. (Individual, Charlotte, NC - #A592.10150)

I have lived in the Tongass National Forest for more than 30 years. Hunting and fishing in the Tongass
provide the staple foods in my home, and I use the National Forest for many kinds of recreation. I

Chapter 3 Public Involvement 3-75



May 31, 2002

303.

believe that I represent what is meant by a local community resident who is strongly concerned about the
Tongass National Forest, and especially about the roadless areas.

I commented on the original roadless plan, and like the overwhelming majority of the million and a half
respondents, I strongly supported that plan. My most important comment is that I would like to see the
roadless area policy implemented as it was written into the Federal Register on January 12, 2001.

Instead of reopening this process to address the concerns of the extremely small minority who did not
support that plan, I would urge the Forest Service to implement that original policy. (Individual, Sitka,
AK - #A698.10150)

I live in Pocahontas County, WV, which is more than 50% National Forest. There is a significant timber
industry here with several local mills. The Roadless Initiative received more publicity than any FS
project in our area since the creation of the Cranberry Wilderness. Besides the legal advertisements,
there were prominent stories in the local paper and interviews with the Forest Service on our local
community radio station discussing the impacts, such as the number of acres involved, the number of
jobs affected, etc. This local coverage occurred over several months, before both the public meetings the
Forest Service held to explain the Roadless Initiative and the formal public hearings held (ours was at
Seneca Rocks here in WV) to receive comments. So many people showed up to make comments that
they couldn’t fit in the room. Of the dozens of people who spoke, only a handful opposed the Roadless
Initiative.

So what difference is more local input going to make? How more local can you get? Or is more local
input a euphemism for selective input from the timber industry, i.e. those who made sizeable
contributions to the Bush campaign? (Individual, Hillsboro, WV - #A4600.10152)

was inadequate local input on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

The Forest Service should provide empirical evidence to support its assertion that there was not enough
“local input” in the previous Roadless Rule public involvement process.

Which brings us to an ancillary point. Who ultimately decided that there wasn’t enough “local” input in
the last go round? Did someone analyze the 1.6 million comments and determine that “local” input was
lacking? I doubt it. I want to know what empirical data was used to determine that this current comment
period was necessary. This is a serious request for information. I am a “local person,” living in a “local”
community, surrounded by national forests. It would appear my opinion is the one you are seeking out.
So please inform me as to why my last letter was insufficient. (Individual, Lewiston, ID -
#A29569.13110)

304. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the only groups

objecting to the adequacy of the public comment process for the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule are those that don’t want it.

The roadless rule’s promulgation clearly satisfied any rational test for sufficient opportunity for public
involvement. The roadless rule garnered more comment than any other Forest Service decision in
history. The combination of over 600 local public meetings combined with national media exposure
ensured that anyone with an interest in roadless area protection would have an opportunity to learn about
the Forest Service’s proposal and comment upon it. That over one million people chose to do so is
testimony to the outreach effort.

The interest groups who now object to the adequacy of the public comment process share one thing in
common - they don’t like the outcome so they are crying foul about the process. However, if the
situation were reversed (as it soon may be!), those same interests won’t be heard objecting to the
inadequacy of a much less involved public process so long as they get the results they want. (Union,
Eugene, OR - #A6245.10152)
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The interest groups who now object to the adequacy of the public comment process share one thing in
common - they don’t like the outcome so they are crying foul about the process. (Individual, Corvallis,
OR - #A8027.15120)

305. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that there is
inadequate opportunity to comment on the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking.

I think it is very interesting that this is being opened to public comment again, because the
Administration . . . feels not enough people had an opportunity to comment the first time. Yet, the reality
is that this 60-day comment period is not only during the warmest of the summer vacation days, but has
no real public involvement component. The local Olympic National Forest has no public meetings
planned, nor have mailings been sent to those who commented the first time. Given that members of the
public would have to actively search for a way to make comment, one questions the motivation.

I urge the Administration to move ahead with the Roadless Area proposal, which has already gone
through the public involvement process, ad nauseam. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A4503.10152)

Analysis of Public Comment

306. Public Concern: The Content Analysis Team should adequately analyze
and report public comments.

SO THAT THE ACTUAL DESIRES OF RESPONDENTS CAN BE DETERMINED

I was also extremely disappointed in the review process and found that the manner in which the
comments were analyzed and reported made it extremely difficult to determine the actual desires of the
commenters. The Comment Analysis Team simply categorized the comments and then chose polarized
“representative” comments in each category. I have participated in BLM planning process and was much
better able to determine the direction the comments were coming from in the reports their Comment
Analysis team developed. Each individual commenter was listed along with a listing of which categories
his or her comments belonged in. (Organization, Huntsville, AL - #A13542.15150)

307. Public Concern: The Forest Service should quantitatively analyze public
comment.

. . . throughout this process and all others, use of quantitative language whenever possible would lead to
a more open and sincere dialogue. As I understand it, the law requires comments to be entered into an
official record. If that is correct, then the Forest Service can determine the number who assert as claimed
and the percentage of the total commentors who assert as claimed. Citing those numbers would be
clearer . . . . (Individual, Nederland, CO - #A19016.11110)

ACCURATELY TABULATE COMMENTS

I believe this plan was rushed through without adequate comment from the public that uses the forests. I
further believe the comments received by the Forest Service have not been accurately tabulated. For
example the Forest Service apparently told “Heritage Forests Campaign” that I support the plan—I'm
now on their mailing list as an ally. (Individual, Shingle Springs, CA - #A971.15151)

QUANTIFY HOW PUBLIC OPINION HAS CHANGED SINCE EARLIER PLANNING PROCESSES IN WHICH
ROADLESS AREAS WERE ADDRESSED
If the basis for the proposed rules is in response to public opinion, the environmental documents should
quantify how this public opinion has changed since these issues were addressed in the earlier, RARE,
ReRARE, RARE II, Oregon Wilderness Act, Northwest Forest Plan, Hells Canyon National Recreation
Area Act, and the various land and resource management plans. The issue of roadless area management
was extensively debated in all of these processes, and the final decisions were designed to balance the
various needs for the national forests. Any alteration in this balance should be addressed in the forest
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plan revision process and not on a generic one-size-fits-all strategy. (County Attorney, Grant County,
OR - #A17667.14140)

308. Public Concern: The Forest Service should create transcripts of public
meetings.

Those people who appear and make comments at meetings near a particular forest know that forest far
better than the eco-fundraisers with their form letters. A transcript should be made of all local meeting
comments, and the commenters given a Week or two to make corrections before the comments are
published both as hardcopy and on the Internet. A transcript on a computer can be instantly searched for
keywords, and will be a permanent asset for local USDA forest managers. It will also be a clear
indication that USDA is actually listening, rather than merely going through the motions prescribed by
the Administrative Procedures Act. (Organization, Tonopah, NV - #A20337.14200)

309. Public Concern: The Forest Service should verify the validity of organized
response letters.

As a taxpayer and a member of the forest products community I am writing to express my concerns over
the validity of the Roadless ANPR comments now being received by your CAT from the enviro-radical
e-mail list members.

First of all, the content of these comments addresses the political agenda of the authors rather than the
science of forest management as it relates to your 10 questions.

Second, the transmittal of the comments both to your CAT and to the internet loops of
“environmentalists” harps on the value of previous comments in favor of the existing roadless plan. It
conceals the facts that this plan was illegally crafted in violation of the NEPA, ignored local input at all
levels, and was based on inadequate mapping and inventorying of road classes in the various National
Forests themselves. In essence, the entire previous public comment period was flawed because of the
basic illegality of the plan actually presented for comment.

Third, the volume of e-mail to your CAT now being produced by enviro-radical call for internet action is
suspect because of the repetitive nature of point-and-click on their prepared comments. You receive
identical comments from thousands, with no limitations on the same person sending the same comment
many times.

When Congress mandated multiple use for our National Forests, I am sure its members did not foresee
the phenomenon of science-by-popular-vote springing from the explosion of the Internet. I do hope that
the USFS will adhere to the science of forestry and the interests of all taxpayers in the revision of
Roadless Area Conservation. (Business or Association, Keysville, VA - #A4946.15121)

310. Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the details of late
submissions.

The Federal Register and the documents purporting to support the decision to reopen the issue fail to
properly inform the readers of the details of the late submissions. The USDA must specifically advise
the public of the following:

The identity of the parties making these late comments, and who they represented;
The specific content of the submissions, including their date and method of submission;
Whether the comments have become part of the official record;

Whether they were in writing or were presented orally during conversations with decision makers or
someone with access to decision makers;

Whether such decision makers were involved in any conflict of interest, actual or implied. (Individual,
Chico, CA - #A17483.14120)
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Scope of Public Comment to be Considered

311.

received for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Apparently, the Administration feels that the comments in the form of: 1 million postcards or other form
letters; 60,000 original letters; 90,000 electronic mail messages; and several thousand telefaxes—430
public meetings were held—about 230 for information sharing and written comments and about 200 for
collecting oral and written comments including at least two meetings on every national forest and
grassland that cumulatively drew over 23,000 people nationwide received on the proposed roadless area
rule were too few. I would disagree, and think that the prior administration did everything possible to
include ALL sides of this issue in the debate. Although I feel the public mandate is clear, I want to
emphasize that there is still the support for the roadless ban and that those people who originally
commented have not changed their minds. (Individual, Medford, MA - #A16.10150)

Environmental and natural resource issues seem to illuminate the polarized positions. However, it has
been demonstrated that the RACR enjoys the overwhelming support of the American people. While
there are those who disagree with the rule, the Bush administration needs to respect the expressed views
of the vast majority, who have already made it clear that they want roadless areas protected. More
importantly, the Rule reflects a balanced approach to managing National Forests. The majority of the
National Forest land is managed for multiple-use and is already open to logging, mining and drilling. A
mere 18% is designated wilderness. The Rule will protect the remaining 31% of the National Forests as
a natural legacy for future generations.

The RACR should be implemented and retained as it stands. The Bush administration needs to do all
that it can to ensure protection of America’s roadless areas. We, as a nation, have ONE chance to protect
our nations roadless forestland. (Individual, Durham, NC - #A934.10150)

I am writing to express my dismay at the Secretary of Agriculture’s plans to reexamine the forest
roadless area rule (Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation, USDA Forest Service, November 2000
and Record of Decision (published as part of the final rule, 36 CFR Part 294, Special Areas; Roadless
Area Conservation, on January 12, 2001 and 66 FR 3244) and to protest the decision.

The previous administration published this rule in answer to the overwhelming desire of the people to
protect our national forests. They followed the rules, received a huge amount of input from the people,
and heard form every segment of the public before publishing the rule.

Now this administration is trying to undo all the good work and ignore the will of the people