APPENDIX V - SELECTED LETTERS

Selected letters received in response to the RARE II Draft Environmental State-
ment are reprinted in this appendix. lLetters printed do not include all received
in any one category of response. Some letters were received after the October 1
cutoff date and others have not been retreived from the Salt Lake City Content
Analysis Center. Those reprinted here represent response of Federal agencies,
State governments, and selected National organizations. This appendix is designed
to give reviewers an opportunity to see how others responded to the draft statement.
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Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Sgp 15878

Honorable M. Rupert Cutler

Assistant Secretary for
Conservation, Research and Education
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Dr. Cutler:

Enclosed is the "Energy Resource Assessments of Ten Alterna-
tives to Wilderness Designation in U.S. Forest Service's
1977-1978 Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE-II),"

for use by the U.S. Forest Service in its wilderness designation
process. In the report, the Department of Energy (DCE} has
refined its statement of interest in the energy resource
potential of the RARE-II tracts in an effort to minimize

the conflict between energy resource development and wilder-
ness. To accomplish this, we have estimated the extent of

energy resourceg, established priorities for tracts of interest

.......................... prieritieg I1I0or tracts inter

and suggested boundary changes.

The analysis summarized in this report includes oil and gas,
coal, uranium and hydroelectric energy resources as well as

an assessment of the potential impact of wilderness designa-
tion on enerqgy transportation corridors. An analysis of the
geothermal energy potential on the RARE-II tracts is still
underway and this energy resource is therefore not covered in
the report. Analysis completed since the August 24 meeting
between DOE and DOA staff shows that there may be significant
conflicts between wilderness designation and future geothermal
energy development in a number of tracts. DOE is continuing
to assess new J.nrormaca.cn Wl’ll.Cﬂ COULG HKIECC cne resouxrce
assessment and ranking of the tracts. For example, there is a
substantial amount of new DOE data on uranium resources which
is still under review. If subsequent discoveries or analyses
result in any changes in the rankings now provided, we will of

courea dmEmem aras s ne manmtd skl

course inform you as soon as practicable

The most serious conflict is with oil and gas resources in the
Rocky Mountain Overthrust Belt. As you know, a large majority
of the acreage of interest is under lease. The current problem -

Aaciding whinch tracta mict he got agida for ail and gag develon-
QeCLlLCing Wnllh Tracts musy D¢ 88X asgice Ior Q1. anc gas qevelcp

ment - has heretofore been exacerbated by an administrative

2

decision of the Forest Service to rot allow the site investica-
tion necessary to make an informed decisicn. DCE is therefore
extremely concerned both that tne acreage of nigh potential

for cil and gas not be irrevocably commnitted to wilderness and

that 2 statuntaryv srogram be e2stablished to gquarantee the
that a statutory pregram be estacilisafss to guarantee

development of the necessary information for an informed
decision on designation of these tracts.

DOE is encouraged by your initial response to our presentation

of a nropozal o resglve thie conflict In the coming wesks,
Of & proposal to resclve thilsg conilict. In the coming weexs

we wish to pursue this cooperative solution with you.

Sincerely,

//_\ /;. _/ﬁ
é//éy/ d O'Leary{"ﬁ

//Byputy Secretary /////,r
Enclogure
Enclosure ///, /
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T Q United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-78/566

Nov 2 wm

Mr. John R. McGuire
Chief, Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
Post Office Box 2417
Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

This is in response to your June letter requesting the
Department of the Interior to review and comment on the draft
environmental statement for your proposed Roadless Area

Review and Evaluation ~ RARE II. Accordingly, we have reviewed
the statement and supplements and offer the following general
comments. We are also enclosing bureau comments on specific
roadless areas identified in the supplements.

The draft statement displays 10 alternatives for allocating
roadless areas to wilderness proposals, nonwilderness uses,
or further study. Evaluation criteria were established to
develop these alternatives and tentative decision criteria
are proposed to enable the Forest Service to formulate its
proposed action. These criteria consider the various
advantages and disadvantages of wilderness and nonwilderness
uses of the National Forest system and recognize that some
lands are best used for wilderness and others for multiple-
use. The statement also makes clear that a major purpose of
RARE II is to determine roadless areas that should be made
immediately available for nonwilderness uses.

We agree with and strongly support these efforts, because
the key to orderly management of the Natiunal Forest system
is to make timely decisions.

In discussing land acquisition, it would be helpful to show
how many acres are in private ownership and the approximate
purchase cost under each alternative. The amount of out-
standing mineral rights, an estimate of the potential for
the rights being exercised, potential protection from State
laws, and the estimated cost of acquiring the rights should
be included in the RARE II evaluation. For example, the
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eastern wilderness Beaver Creek Area in Kentucky has over
5,000 acres of outstanding mineral rights whose cost is an
estimated $5 million. Further, the effect of wilderness
areas on adjacent private or other public lands is important
but not clear. The planning process should be such that
management of the lands can be carried out cooperatively.

Each alternative classifies roadless areas for future use.

It is not clear if the classifications will be permanent.

It is possible to envision situations where area reclassi-
fication may be warranted. We suggest that the relationships
between RARE II and other land classification systems, as
well as the possibilities for reviewing and changing land
classification, be discussed more fully.

Our review indicates that if wilderness designations are
pursued, adverse impacts to Indian lands and people may
occur. The degree of these impacts needs to be addressed -
for all of the lands allocated to wilderness involving -~
Indian claims or dependence. For example, some designations.
may limit treaty and other rights on portions of the National.
Forest system reserved to Indians for gathering wood,

hunting, fishing, water usage, and the gathering of food

and medicinal herbs. In addition, changes in air quality ——
classifications for wilderness areas to Class I may limit .
planned or potential industrial developments. .

We urge that the Forest Service consider cultural resources..
early in the planning process in order that decisions about ..
management activities may be responsive to the inherent .
values of cultural resources and to the uses to which these.
resources can be put, and in order that conflicts can be
anticipated and avoided.

The presence of lands associated with or designated as
National Historic or Natural Landmarks or as components of
the National Trails or Wild and Scenic Rivers systems should
also be considered when proposing wilderness designation.
These lands frequently are located within roadless areas.
While enabling legislation protects components of these
programs, wilderness designation of adjacent roadless areas
would not only be compatible with these protection provi-
sions, but would also serve to reinforce them.
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When allocating areas, the Forest Service should consider
that inclusion in the National Wilderness system may not
be the most appropriate choice in some cases where roadless
areas are already heavily used for recreation by nearby
urban populations. For example, there is concern in the
Tucson area that parts of the nearby Colorado National
Forest now visited by the elderly and handicapped would
become inaccessible to them under wilderness designation.
Some roadless areas near urban centers where high visitor
levels are likely might, therefore, be more suited for
management as "backcountry" primitive recreation areas.

The discussions concerning dispersed and developed recreation
capacity are confusing. It is not clear whether the dis-
cussed capacity concerns the identified RARE II areas or all
Forest Service lands. It is not clear either whether

capacity of wilderness areas has been considered in evaluating
accessibility/distribution. A ratio of population within a
day's travel time (250) miles and the wilderness or

potential wilderness acreage does not appear to give a good
indication of relative need without consideration of user
capacity.

We also suggest that supporting facility development and
access to the potential wilderness area, where it is
appropriate, be included in the plans for wilderness. In
the past we have had several cases where Land and Water
Conservation Fund funds have been used to acquire staging
areas, parking areas, and the like, after a wilderness

area was authorized gso that it could be used for recreation
purposes. Staging areas, parking areas, and other
facilities were apparently not considered when designating
the areas as wilderness.

The irreversible or long-term impacts on fish and wildlife
resources such as siltation of anadromous spawning

streams or destruction of an elk calving area, versus
debatable short-term economic gains, should be evaluated
for each area, including means of preventing or mitigating
adverse effects,

T

Management of wildlife habitat has traditionally been secondary
to timber management decisions on Forest Service lands.

Current timber management programs rely quite heavily upon use
of selective herbicides, the targets of which are deciduous
trees and shrubs. Such use generally reduces habitat diversity
and runs counter to sound wildlife management. We are not
aware of an instance where the Forest Service has "improved"
fish and wildlife habitat through the use of selective herbi-
cides. In fact, such treatment generally produces the opposite
effect. We suggest, therefore, that reference to the wildlife
value of selective chemical treatment of timber stands be
deleted in the final statement.

It is most important for the Forest Service to meet its
deadline for designation of potential wilderness areas, non-
wilderness areas, and the areas for further study. This
review process is fourteen years old, and the people living
in areas adjacent to or under Forest Service jurisdiction are
hopeful that some definitive answers will at last be received
so that they can begin to plan their lives and their businesses
with a bit more certainty. I would especially urge that you
cast a critical eye on recommendations for the third category,
that of further study. If the acreage for further study is
high, the effectiveness of RARE II and the credlblllty of the
Service will be in doubt. The public is anxious to see some
definitive answers as a result of RARE II.

/ﬁjrcer;:y,
o

————
Deputly Larry E. Meierotto
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590
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Mr. John R. McGuire

Chief, Forest Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture
P. 0. Box 2417

washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire: -

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Department of
Agriculture's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation program.

This Department has previously pointed out the need to assure
that wilderness proposals do not preclude location, operation
and maintenance of electronic equipment or other navigational
aids which are necessary for the safe operation of aircraft
and boats. In many instances, these facilities have very pre-
cise location requirements, which must be met in order to
provide necessary electronic or visual coverage. If we are
unable to meet these location requirements because of land use
restrictions, adverse effects on public safety may result.
With few exceptions, these facilities are generally small,
unobtrusive, and would not interfere with wilderness experi-
ence. We reiterate our recommendation of September 20, 1977
(copy enclosed), that consideration of the need for such
facilities be included among criteria for evaluating roadless
areas.

We believe that existing or proposed DOT navigational facili-
ties should be excluded from the proposed wilderness areas,
or the legislation should permit their installation and
maintenance, notwithstanding wilderness designation. We
recommend that USDA coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard and
the Federal Aviation Administration concerning existing or
proposed facilities which may be located within the specific
roadless areas under study. The staff contact for the Coast
Guard is LtCdr. Robert Bower, Real Property Branch, (202)426-
2001; the FAA contact is Mr. George Viau, Environmental Systems
Division, Airway Facilities Service, (202)426-8937.

However, we should note that our concerns are not limited to
providing or maintaining sites for existing navigation aids
or for those which are currently proposed. Since changes in
travel patterns or in technology may dictate new site
requirements for future navigation aids, we believe the
legislative proposals for any wilderness areas recommended
as a result of the RARE program must include broad language
specifically authorizing retention or establishment of the
navigation facilities. We recommend that OMB and the
Department of Agriculture include the following language:

"Nothing in this Act shall be construed to impair

or otherwise diminish the authority of the Federal
Aviation Administration or the U.S. Coast Guard,
pursuant to appropriate statutes, to use the wilder-
ness areas designated by this Act to construct,
operate or maintain aids to navigation facilities
for transportation and public safety.”

The potential impact on a region and surrounding activities _°,
as a result of a wilderness designation, particularly the .
possibility of precluding transportation improvements on
existing or proposed corridors through, as well as to, uilder-
ness areas, should be addressed from State and National
perspectives. Prior to designating specific new wilderness
areas, we suggest that the appropriate State highway agency
be contacted to assure that no new roadway facilities are
underway in that particular area. A road “corridor” should
be defined as an indefinite strip of land encompassing a
roadway generally within a one-mile band. This would permit [,
the appropriate relocation or reconstruction of facilities
where needed with due regard for safety, capacity, and
environmental impacts. .

Finally, we wish to make the following recommendations for
specific areas:

1. Certain portions of Inventory Area 134 should be classi-
fied as nonwilderness in order to allow improvement to
U.S. Route 40 on the last side of Berthoud Pass.
Specifically, the portions are in T.35, R.75W as
follows: S 1/2, Section 16; S 1/2, Section 17; E 1/2,
Section 19; and all of Section 20.

2. Areas 281, 285, 331, and 332 should be classified as
nonwilderness for the possible improvement of U.S. Route
160 over Wolf Creek Pass. An alternative to nonwilderness
classification for these entire areas would be the estab-
lishment of a nonwilderness corridor in cooperation with
the Colorado Department of Highways for a possible future
highway improvement.



We regret the delay in providing DOT's comments on the draft
EIS. However, at the departmental level, we did not become
aware of the RARE II draft EIS until comments were invited
by the Office of Management and Budget, in late September,
although we have been informed by your staff that copies
were sent to the regional office of some elements of the
Department.

In conclusion, the RARE 1I study and potential wilderness
designation for roadless areas may have significant impacts
upon transportation facilities. Because of our strong interest
in the project, we would like to meet with the Forest Service
and representatives of OMB to discuss how DOT can be more
fully involved in the final stages of the study. Please con-
tact Mr. Martin Convisser, Director, Office of Environment and
Safety, or Mr. Joseph Canny, Chief, Environmental Analysis
Division, at (202)426-4357 to set up such a meeting. We

look forward to cooperating with the Forest Service on the
RARE II study.

1 Sincerely,

: ep
Deputy Assistant Secrftary for
Policy and Internatignal Affairs

Enclosure

o 87,
o "y

; AN
(M ¥ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
’m,,‘,ﬂc‘a WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

29 SEP 1978

OFFICE OF THE
ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. John McGuire

Chief, Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
P.0. Box 2417

Vashington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

Pursuant to our responsibilities under Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) EPA has reviewed the Forest Service draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) “"Roadless Area Review
and Evaluation RARE II."

We have noted significant improvement in the quality of the
procedure being used in this roadless area review as compared

to the RARE I effort. We believe that with some modifications
the basic elements of a good evaluative and decision making
process are contained in the RARE II effort. The remaining
question now is how will these elements be integrated for the
recommended. action.  EPA's review therefore has focused on

the general assumptions and methodologies employed in generating
those alternatives and the environmental impacts of the
presented alternatives.

Our major concerns with the RARE II process include:

° need for an additional decision criterion of
environmental sensitivity to be used in alternative
development

appropriateness of selected decision criteria and
use of unbalanced decision criteria in the development
of alternatives

inadequate consideration of the environmental impacts
of the presented alternatives

__RVICE
RECEIVED

o1 2 Wi

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF
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® lack of opportunity for public review of Forest
Service recommendations

EPA's review has given special attention to the decision
criteria (pages 67-68), as requested in the cover letter
transmitting the DEIS, and has concluded there should

be an additional criterion of "environmental sensitivity."
The rationale for this criterion is based on the premise
that certain areas, because of high quality water, drinking
water supply, steep slopes, unstable soils, etc., should

be recommended for wilderness desionation to prevent costlv

pollution problems by protecting the natural resources involved.

It is EPA's belief that wilderness designation is an
appropriate and effective mechanism for protection of

the natural environment and that the RARE II process ig

a particularly significant opportunity to maintain undegraded
environments that are currently of high quality. 1In

this respect our concerns are compatible with the Forest
Service mandates to protect watersheds and maintain water
flow. It is particularly important to protect water quality
and quantity since National Forests are the source of more
than 50 percent of the water produced in 11 western States
(p. 15, DEIS).

With regard to the decision criteria chosen by the Forest
Service, EPA believes that some of the criteria need
clarification, re-evaluation, or revision before they are
suitable for use. Of particular concern is the commodity
output criteria which ignores development costs and uses
unexplained commodity screen values. Any discussion of
commodity outputs should include consideration of the
demand for that output, the economic feasibility of
obtaining the commodity, the development costs involved with
the production of the commodity, physical or environmental
restraints which constrain output, and the administrative
ability to meet that output. Because of the irreversible
nature of the decision to develop a roadless area it is
EPA's bellief that the economic criterion used needs to
adeguately demonstrate the economic necessity for and
feasibility of removing roadless areas from wilderness
consideration. "“he economic analvsis presented in the

DEIS does not adequately aemonsctrate this necessity.

Due to the difficulty in predicting long term demands

for resources EPA would anticipate a substantial percentage
of lands being allocated to the future planning category

to ensure sufficient elasticity in res.onding to increasing
wilderness demands over the long term.

Our review has indicated that for the alternatives presented the
assumptions and methodology do .not adequately reflect all

the environmental benefits or charge the developmental

costs to the proper account. The discussion of air and water
quality impacts is inadequate in that it does not recognize

the direct benefits that wilderness designation can make

to protection of water and air quality. The potential adverse
impacts of non-wilderness designation on air and water quality
were also not adequately evaluated.

EPA believes that this decision to allocate over 62 million
acres to wilderness, non-wilderness, or further planning

is very significant from the standpoint of our responsibility
for protection of water quality under the Clean Water Act
(P.L. 95-217). Although the DEIS states that minimum state
water quality standards will be met, EPA is concerned with
the degradation of existing high quality waters to minimum
standards. The DEIS fails to adequately address this
concern.

The DEIS also contained no discussion of the alternatives

in relation to noise impacts or pesticide and herbicide

usage. These deficiencies must be corrected in the final ..
EIS. i

EPA has several concerns over the RARE II effort as it is
being integrated into the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process. We question whether public notice of supplemental
information which has been developed to improve inadeguacies Z
in the DEIS is sufficient to meet the intent of NEPA for public ol
disclosure. Secondly, we question whether the Forest Service is .
meeting NEPA's intent for the public to have an environmental -
analysis of the proposed Federal agency action. We are concerned
whether the DEIS provides such an analysis in view of the Forest <
Service's statement that we "never thought we would pick one of

the alternatives"” in the RARE II DEIS (Forest Service official

at public briefing on RARE II, September 26, 1978). Thus we

find the current DEIS is simply an outline of the decision

framework to be used. Extensive public review and discussion

of this decision framework will no doubt improve the process,

but the NEPA process requires an analysis of the decision the -
Federal agency is considering.




The importance and controversy of the issues suggest that

what is necessary to fully inform the public and meet the

intent of NEPA process is a document that discusses how the Forest
Service has used the decision criteria in arriving at

wilderness recommendations. That document then needs a

thorough public review before the final recommendations

are made and discussed in the final EIS.

In conclusion, EPA’s review has found this draft document to
be inadequate (Category 3) both in its lack of consideration
of EPA mandated environmental concerns, in its general use

of unsupported and undocumented statements, in its lack of
related data on demands for resources and in its unbalanced
economic approach. A more expanded discussion of these issues
is included in our enclosed detailed comments.

The classification and date of EPA's comments will be
published in the Pederal Register in accordance with our
responsibility to inform the public of our views on proposed
Federal actions under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

We appreciate the fine staff response we have experienced
so far and anticipate continued good working relationships
as we seek to resolve these issues.

Since%uzg

illjam D. Dickerson
Acting Director
Ooffice of Federal Activities (A-104)

Enclosure

EPA's Detailed Comments on
the Forest Service Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) "Roadless Area Review and Evaluation,
RARE II"

1. Water Quality

The long-term protection afforded to water quality by
wilderness is an important consideration and should be
emphasized in the final EIS. Roadless areas that supply a
substantial portion of a given watershed can and should be
identified, as well as those that supply high quality waters
to downstream municipal supplies, outstanding fisheries,
National Wild and Scenic Rivers and the like.

Further, the RARE 1l process does not appear to have
considered water quality as an evaluative criterion for wilderness

. designation, nor does there appear to have been coordination

with the planning process under Section 208. Wilderness
designation is especially supportive of the objectives of

Section 208 of the Clean Water Act, which establishes a mechanism
for EPA-funded State and local planning and programs to reduce

or eliminate non-point sources of water pollution including

that from silvicultural activities.

The most significant form of adverse water guality
impact associated with forest management activities is stream
sedimentation (U.S.D.A. Forest Service, 1977). Studies in
forests of the Pacific Northwest have shown increases in
the rate of sediment production due to land disturbing
activities ranging from slight to over 45 times the rate for
undisturbed areas (Megahan, 1974). Of various types of
land disturbance, road construction has generally been linked
mostly closely with increases in sediment production (U.S.
EPA Region 10, 1975). For.example, a study of Oregon's Bull
Run Watershed indicated that 70 per cent of stream sedimentation
resulted from road construction (Frewing Committee, 1973).

EPA recognizes the Forest Service's growing commitment to
protection of water quality in all its land management
activities. Reductions in potential adverse water quality
impacts from such activities have been considerable in recent
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years. However, adequate protection becomes increasingly
costly and difficult as road building and timber harvest

expand into marginal areas with steep and unstable soils.
Many roadless areas have these characteristics.

In addition, violations of water quality standards have
occasionally occurred as a result of Forest Services activities,
despite stated commitments to protect water quality. A
report analyzing road construction in Idaho indicated that,

"a gap remains between the possible and achieved results

in many road projects,” (Hartvog & Gonsior, 1973). In some
instances where all apparent practical measures were taken

to achieve a quality result, problems still occurred. Most
notable has been the severe degradation of water quality in
the South Fork of the Salmon River in Idaho during the 1960's,
in which accelerated erosion associated with road construction
and logging caused major loss 6f salmon habitat and led to a
moratorium on those management activities,

The final EIS should also include additional information
on the ultimate water quality impacts of the various alternatives.
Deficlencies are particularly apparent in the State supplements.
For example, the Alaska Supplement makes no mention of water
quality impacts, even for alternatives in which a large majority
of areas are designated non-wilderness. The Idaho Supplement
states, on page 70, that under these same alternatives water
quality would be improved due to better prevention of large
wild fires. This conclusion ignores the potential for logging
or road building impacts on water quality. On page 73 of the
Idaho Supplement, alternatives G and H are said to provide
"a moderate reduction in soil disturbance," leading to a
“"moderate improvement in water quality." These alternatives,
however, would allocate 92% and 85%, respectively, of the
presently undisturbed areas to non-wilderness, clearly
causing a potential decrease in water quality from present
conditions.

2. Alr Quality

The. DEIS (page 36) stresses the potential restrictive
impact of wilderness designation on activities which lower
air quality, but virtually ignores the significant impacts
on air quality which may result from activities permitted
under non-wilderness designation. Increasing the area

available for timber harvest has the potential to increase

the degree of air quality impacts resulting from silvicultural
burning compared to present conditions. Conformance of
silvicultural burning with existing State Smoke Management
Plans, provides only partial assurance that air quality
problems will be avoided.

Although the DEIS cites the negative impact of classifying
areas as wilderness in terms of the restrictions on future
activities which might degrade air quality near wilderness
areas, no examples are given. The potential activity
restrictions should be documented with examples of these
activities, a description of which proposed wilderness areas
are involved and a discussion of the resource tradeoffs proposed.
This type of information could then be viewed in the context
that clean ailr is a desirable commodity, and one that is
especially valuable in the Western States where visibility
can extend for hundreds of miles.

The DEIS incorrectly interprets the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) class designations and
wilderness. Areas which are designated wilderness as a result
of recommendations pursuant to RARE II could be designated
either Class I, II, or III depending on the specific area
involved and the intentions of the State government.

3. Pegsticides and Herbicides

There is no information presented in the DEIS concerning
the implications of the various alternatives for use of
silvicultural chemicals (including pesticides and herbicides).
RARE 1I alternatives with greater non-wilderness designation
would presumably involve increased potential for use of
gsilvicultural chemicals. This should be discussed in the
FEIS. Of particular concern to EPA is the possible long
term health effects from use of phenoxy herbicides. These
concerns are reflected in the current RPAR process
(Rebuttable Presumption Against Registration) under which
the herbicide 2,4,5-T is undergoing a thorough risk~benefit
analysis to determine possible needs for changes in
registration.
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4. Noise

For alternatives which designate most areas as
non-wilderness, dispersed motorized recreation (DEIS p. 39)
is shown as having a long term increase of up to approximately
two million visitor days per year. These increases may
be accompanied by significant increases in noise levels in
remote areas. Such impacts of non-wilderness designation
should be discussed in the final EIS. Such a discussion
should be placed in the context of the continually
decreasing availability of opportunities for recreation
free of noise impacts.

S. Solid waste

Where roadless areas contain more rugged terrain
than areas harvested in the past, timber harvest in these
areas, as opposed to intensified harvest in existing roaded
areas, may cause greater residue production with a
concomittant disposal problem. In these rugged areas with
steep slopes, alternatives to burning for disposal are
often not available due to the potential for soil damage
(GEOMET, 1978).

6. Economic Issues

a. Potential Resource Values

The use of gross resource outputs rather than net outputs
is misleading and biases the analysis towards resource
development and presents a highly inflated opportunity cost
(gross revenues foregone) for such wilderness designation.

The net resource value is the appropriate measure and
represents the gross resource value minus total costs to
society of developing the potential resource. We note
also that total resource development costs should include
costs necessary to meet any required environmental
regulations, standards, or mitigations.

Similarly, because the DEIS uses gross measurements
of resources contained within a roadless area, as opposed to
net value per acre, the results are biased towards development
of larger roadleas areas. In general, even though the net
resource value may be zero, the larger the roadless area,

the larger are its gross resource values. To more
accurately reflect a roadless areas resource potential,

resource measurements should reflect the net value per land
unit.

b. Benefit-Cost Analysis

The DEIS emphasizes the benefits of resource development
and the costs of wilderness perservation. However, it devotes
very little analysis to the benefits of wilderness and, none
to the costs of resource development. This omission could
lend to “"double counting”, and in any case, is incompatible
with modern resource economics principles.

c. Social Impact Analysis

Due to the national significance of RARE II, social
impact analysis should have covered regions outside the immediate
geographic area of consideration. The current analysis has
built in bias in that the DEIS emphasizes local rural areas
where the ‘importance of resource development related jobs is
much greater on the margin than would be the case in larger
urban-areas both nearby, such as Denver, and further away, such
as Detroit. In the more urban areas, the importance of wilderness
areas is quite large, since local demand for wilderness is large
relative to total available supply. Whereas, for a town near
a National Forest, perceived supply of wilderness areas is
great compared to total demand and therefore there is a tendency
to see the loss of additional potential wilderness areas as
less significant than in many urban areas.

Denver County was excluded from the social and cultural
analysis because (page 10 Colorado Supplement) "the size of
its population and labor force would dilute any economic analysis
made concerning roadless areas to the point where the figures
would be meaningless.” This statement points to the bias of
the document towards resource development.

d. Demand

No attempts were made in the DEIS to estimate future
demand for potential resources, including wilderness. The
use of indicators to give the reader at least a sense of the
demand curves would be useful. For example, trends could
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be presented for visitor days at existing wilderness areas

and projections made from these trends to estimate future
demand. [Krutilla and Fisher (1975) have documented that

the demand for primitive recreation has been increasing

at a rate of 10% per year). We believe that such information
would show that the demand for wilderness areas will become
significantly greater in the coming decades. This is especially
important in view of the dwindling potential supply of
wilderness areas nationwide.

The DEIS discussion of recreation (pp 37-39) which
states there may be a need for "use restrictions to protect
the wilderness resource® implies that the demand for wilderneas
is not being met.

Since the roadless areas are the only resource the
Forest Service has to meet the wilderness demand we believe
that wilderness usage should be the highest and best use for
these areas. Moreover, since other lands are available for
development, we believe that the development of roadless areas
should proceed only after a clear showing of necessity and
feasibility. This is particularly critical since wilderness
is, for all practical purposes, a non-renewable resource.
A decision to make an area a wilderness is always revocable
but a decision to develop an area suitable for wilderness
is irreversible. The irreversibility of a decision to develop
wilderness, then, requires that not only the demand of people
today for that resource be considered but also the demand of
future generations for the resource.

7. Decision Criteria

a. The relationship of the 1975 Resources Planning Act
(RPA) targets for wilderness and the outputs from RARE II
need to be clarified. On page 67 of the DEIS it is stated
that the 1975 RPA targets will be a major consideration in
evaluating alternatives. This seems inconsistent with the
statement on page 3 that RARE II will provide data to assist
the 1980 RPA update.

b. Although public concerns should be incorporated
into the RARE I1 process, the Forest Service should clearly
keep in mind the national interest in wilderness.

c., If the costs or impacts of designating roadless areas
as wilderness are to be measured in terms of commodity outputs
foregone, these outputs should be net outputs foregone not
the gross outputs. For example, many roadless areas have not
been developed because of high development costs. Such costs
should be factored into the output foregone calculation.

EPA questions a decision criterion that is based on
"enhancement” of economic factors for local communities.
While this is a worthwhile goal, it should be recognized
that this local support comes at some cost to the Nation
as a whole. The question must be asked at what point the
gains in local economic stability are out-weighed by the
National costs, in public funds expended to provide commodity
outputs from public land, and in loss of wilderness qualities
valued by the national public. It may be that providing additional
National Forest timber from roadless areas is not the most
efficient means of supporting the economy of local communities
when considered from the standpoint of overall National domestic
policy. 1In fact, contributing to continued dependence of these N
communities on a single industry may work against the cause
of economic stability, when compared to programs which may .

encourage economic diversity. .

Additionally, it is important to distinguish job losses .
that relate directly to wilderness designation as opposed
to those jobs which may be lost as a result of timber practices
which must be modified to meet sustained yield requirements.

d. Decision criteria for energy independence, .
housing starts and inflation should be applied only to the e
extent that these considerations have not been applied in other
decision criteria (timber is double counted by being considered
as a commodity output foregone and again under national issues),
and to the extent that these criteria provide a cost-effective
means of advancing these objectives, compared to other national
programs. It should be noted in this regard that the increases
costs of timber production on more marginal lands may be
inflationary. Also, programs which encourage increased motorized
recreational use may not contribute to energy conservation.

SURERE
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e, The formulation of concepts on land form and ecosystem
representation have significantly added to the definition of
a National Wilderness Preservation System., However use of
this criterion should be discussed in terms of the methodology
and agssumptions used to select examples, as well as the
values of different examples of the same ecosystem.

f. EPA recommends using the Wilderness Attribute Rating

System (WARS), the new criteria of envirconmental sensitivity,

and landform ecosystem representation, as the basic criteria
for developing the initial wilderness base against which other
economic and commodity concerns will be considered.

However the EIS needs to address the reliability of the
WARS technique by discussing whether the regional scores vary
significantly from one another and if so whether this variance
is a function of the resource measured or a function of the
reviewers. A graphic display of the frequency distribution
of the WARS ratings for both the National level and for
the regions would be helpful. One question that arises is
whether there is any significant difference among scores ox

whether they cluster together.

8. Adequacy of the EIS

Throughout the document we have noticed statements
unsunnnrtpd by fact or not put clearly into nersnective.
Given the amount of public ana private interest in this
process this lack of clarity should be corrected. For
instance the discussion of water {p. 45 DEIS) implies that
water quality may be reduced by natural occurances and in
these instances water quality improvement and corrective
action is limited by a wilderness designation. This statement
needs to be put in perspective by discussing this problem
in relation to how frequently it is likely to occur, the
extent of pollution resulting, and a comparison of this
natural pollution against pollution which would occur with
non-wilderness designation. Until these analyses are
performed the usefulness of the original statement is
questionable.

Similarly, language on p. 43 of the DEIS refers to the
gsituation in which much of a National Forest's timber base
is in roadless areas and therefore not available for sale,
with a resultant impact on timber production. Again this
statement needs to be put in perspective by discussing how
many roadless areas are involved,- the volume of timher
involved, and the percentage this volume is of a region's
programmed output.
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Advisory
Council On
Historic
Preservation

1522 K Street NW.
Washington D.C.
20005

pecember 13, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
Forest Service

Department of Agriculture
P.0. Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has received
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement $78-04, Roadless
Area Review and Evaluation. In 1977, the Council and

the Forest Service executed a Memorandum of Understanding

concerning the land use planning system of the Forest Service.

That Memorandum provides that the Council need comment only
on Forest Service planning documents that authorize land
disturbing activities. Accordingly, the Council has no
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A

copy of the Memorandum of Underatanding is enclosed for your
convenience.

Sincerely yours,
M“
Robert M. Utley

Deputy Executive Dirkltor

Enclosure

OHIO RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

Suite 208-20 38 East Fourth Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 513/684-3831 (FTS)

September 19, 1978

Mr. Steve Yurich

Regional Forrester :
Eagstern Region, Forest Service
633 W. Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203

Dear Mr. Yurich:

Thank you for your letter inviting comments of the Ohio River
Basin Commission (ORBC) on the Draft Envirommental Impact State-
ment for the Eastern Region Areas in the Roadless Area Review
and Evaluation (RARE 11) process.

In my opinion, the EIS has been properly coordinated with the
Ohio River Basin Commission members.

The Ohio River Basin Commission staff has reviewed the draft EIS
and finds no indicatfion that the proposed action would be incom-
patible with the ORBC plan as it exists today.

The Comnission looks forward to a continuing cooperative effort
vith your department and appreciates your action in keeping us
well informed. Should you have any questions, please contact
George G. White, 513-684-3831 (FIS).

Sincerely,

SR & Jotirn

Fred E. Morr
Chairman

\s
5 coples: Office of Federal Activities, USEPA, o ©
1 copy: USDA Member SQ'
1 copy: Floyd Wiles
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SUBJECT:

T0:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE . P.0. Box 2890 Srer
Washington, O. C. ¥RXX 20013

1

EVT - Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ocT -3 ¥78

Roadless Area Review and Evaluation {RARE I1),
Sofl Conservation Service Review

John R. McGuire, Chief
Forest Service

The Soil-Conservation Service has reviewed the subject draft RARE 1]
EIS. To insure a comprehensive review, we asked our State Conserva-
tionists to review the EIS and supplement appropriate to their State
and forward comments to the nearest regional forester. MWe are
providing several general comments for your consideration.

The draft EIS 1s general and presents a series of 10 alternative
approaches for allocation of 2,686 RARE 11 inventoried roadless
areads to either wilderness or nonwilderness areas, or recommends
further planning for all uses including wilderness.

The SCS recommends that 1n the alternative or combinatfon of alternatives
which s finally selected, consideration be given to access to hydro-
meteorological data collection areas. These data stations are important
for predicting water supplfes in wilderness areas for water-short
agricultural lands dependent on such water supply forecasts. Access

by primitive means could reduce opportunity to make full use of

automated sites and might reduce the effectiveness of the hydrometeorologi-
cal data collection system.

We commend you n your efforts to develop a realistic and workable
management plan for the roadless and undeveloped areas in the National
Forest Syst

%L'}%ﬂ/;"/‘ —pcting For

R. M. DAVIS ]
Administrator
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; STATE OF ALABAM, ol
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MONTGOMERY 36(04 o
Grzmst C watikce September 12, 1978 =
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=N .
The President /'<7-~1‘“\;;/1
The White House ";L)/"

¥ashington, D. C. 20500
Dear Mr. President:

One of: the basic tenets of our democracy is at_r%sk
in a decision to be made in Alabama. This decision
will come in a connection with the U. S. Forest
Service's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation Program
(Rare I1).

One area being studied for possible inclusion in the
wzlderness sygtem is a part of Conecuh National Forest.
It is in Covington County, Alabama and the code ?denti—
fication is 08212. I am told by citizens in Covington
County that the total area being consideredhis approxi-
mately 3,000 acres and that 311 acres of private farm-
land is included in this study area.

1 hold the deep conviction that Government should not
take from the private citizen that which belongs_to
them except as needed to achieve overriding public
objectives, I do not believe such overriding ob-
jectives are present in the area.

In m uvdgment we do not nced a specific wilderness
areayii Cgvington County, Alabama, and I'm in very
strong opposition to its development. Maybe sometime
in the far distant future conditions will change, but
for the time being I would highly recommend that we
leave Conecuh Natfonal Forest completely unchanged.

Reixectfully,
/ t.-/.v-gvdaum\_

George C. WwWallace
Governor of Alabama
GCYi/rpb
CC: Senator Sparkman
Senator Allcn
Congressman Dickinson
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STATE OF ALASKA

JAY S RANNOXD, GOVERNOR
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

10J9LH

October 12, 1978

Mr. John A. Sandor
Regional Forester

U. S. Forest Service
P. 0. Box 1628
Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear John:

The State of Alaska has completed its review of the Draft
Environmental Statement for the Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation of the Chugach National Forest. We find several
major deficiencies in the draft and feel strongly that none
of the alternatives presented is reasonable in light of
present circumstances.

First, and foremost, sufficient data is not available to

make an adequate assessment of the impact of each alterna-
tive. The Forest Service prepared an exemplary land use
planning document for the Tongass National Forest prior to
adopting recommendations for wilderness classification. By
contrast is our understanding that the planning process for
the Chugach Forest is still in its early stages, and even
when complete will likely not be as comprehensive in its
scope as the Tongass Land Use Management Plan. kore disturb-
ing, the planning process for the Chugach Forest is underway
without the full and active participation of the State.

This must be corrected in order to achieve a mutually accept-
able result, sufficient for RARE purposes.

In addition to conceptual deficiencies in the current plan-
ning process, there is also a serious lack of information
necessary to make these decisions. Supportive studies
should be initiated immediately. They should include at the
very minimum the following:

Socioeconomic Impact Study of Alternatives

Mineral Assessment and Survey

Fish and Wildlife Impact Study of Alternatives
Landtype and Timber Review ; ""'7"
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John A. Sandor -2~ October 12, 1978

A second problem is that areas endorsed by the Carter Admin-
istration for immediate wilderness designation through

"(d) (2) " legislation were excluded from RARE II in the
Chugach Forest. A legitimate land use planning process
would allow for a comprehensive review of the entire Forest,
again as was the case with the Tongass Land Use Management
Plan. I do not mean to imply that the Nellie Juan and
College Fjords areas are unsuitable for wilderness. Rather
I feel that they must be rated and compared with all other
areas of the Chugach Forest after sufficient resource in-
formation is available to make a sound decision.

A most serious deficiency in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement was the omission of any mention of State selections
on any of the maps which accompany the document. Although
the text mentions that State Selections were made, the

public had no way of determining where the selections are
located as they reviewed your maps. Public response may

well have been different if the selections were portrayed-as
they should have been.

One of the basic assumptions of the Draft Environmental
Statement is that wilderness designation will preclude ..
future State selections. The State has retained 107,000 -
acres of entitlement from the National Forests under section-
6(a) of the Statehood Act to meet future community develop-
ment and expansion requirements. In recent legislation -=-
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 -- inter-
ference with State land grants was expressly forbidden by
Congress (PL 94-579, Section 701(g) (G)). Presumption by the
Forest Service that wilderness designation will prevent the
exercise of State selection rights violates the clearly
implied will of Congress.

Another obstacle to RARE II resulted from simultaneous con-
sideration of two major proposed amendments to the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act by Congress and the Forest
Service. Both amendments have been included in the Senate
Committee's version of the Alaska lands bill., 1If enacted,
the amendments will significantly change land ownership in
the Chugach Forest, thus invalidating the RARE II Process.
This problem should have been foreseen and dealt with.

The first amendment involves the regional entitlement of
Chugach Natives, Inc. This amendment would establish a one
year study involving the Forest Service, Chugach Natives,
Inc., the joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission
for Alaska, and the State as participants. The objectives
of the Study would be to identify lands which can be made

i H U
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John A. Sandor ~3- October 12, 1978

available for conveyance to the Chugach Natives to provide
an equitable land settlement pursuant to Sections 12(c) and
14(h) (8) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, and to
consxder monetary payment in lieu of land, or any other

hla asatt-lamond
Sie settiement.

[
]
ot
b
+
)
/]
t]
T
-

Public hearings would be mandated to ensure citizen involve-
ment. The State would agree not make further selections
during the study period, and the Forest Service would not
make any land management decisions which could adversely
affect or preclude any option which the study partic1pants
might consider.

This amendment, if enacted, would necessitate deferral of
any decision on RARE I1 in the Chugach for at least one
year.

The second amendmen

,
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between Konlag Regional Corporation and the Federal Govern-
ment. Under the terms of the amendment Koniag would relin-
quish both surface and some subsurface ownership of lands
located on the mainland of the Alaska Peninsula which were
granted to Koniag as regional deficiency acreage under the
terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. In return,
Koniag would receive title to virtually all of Afognak
Island (both surface and subsurface) with the exception of
approximately fifty-five thousand acres, including the Red
Peaks and Ban Island. This area roughly parallels the
original Forest Service Red Peaks wilderness study area and
would be transferred to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

under the toerms of the amendment, In addition Koniag would
under the term the amendm addition, Keoniag would

not recelve the State selection at Tonki Bay. Recreational
eagsements would be proviled on Afognak Island.

The amendment would settle the controversy concerning the
eligibility of certain villages in the Koniag Region and has
been supported by both the State and the Kodiak Island Bor-
ough. Certainly, enactment of this amendment would also

_______ raach Porest and
warrant a new look at the Chugach Forest and RARE II.

Two additional aspects of the Senate committee version of
the Alaska Lands Bill would also have a dramatic effect on
the Chugach RARE II: creation of the Seward National Rec-
reation Area and the establishment of the Nellie Juan -
College Fjords Wilderness Study Area.

The Seward National Recreation Area would be comprised of
approximately 1,214,000 acres within the Chugach Forest on
the Kenal Peninsula. Rough boundaries encompass all land

pd a4

west of the Nellie Juan divide and east of the Kenai National
Moose Range except the Chickaloon drainage which would be
added to the Moouse Range. As a National Recreation Area
allows for multiple use, a special land use plan would have
to be prepared for the Seward NRA.

The Nellie Juan/College Fjord Wilderness Study Area would
comprise approximately 2,000,000 acres, 500,000 acres more
than are designated for immed1ate w11derness classification
in the House.version of the bill. At the very least, the
Chugach Wative Study, the Nellie Juan/College Fjord Study,
the Seward NRA concept, and State National Forest selections
should be considered together in a comprehensive manner if
and when this lands bill is enacted.
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(a) RARE II for the Chugach National Forest was in-
adequate in its design and implementation.

{b) Serious problems exist with respect to the timing
and impact of any Alaska Lands Act, which would change all
the basic assumption of the RARE study.

1 feel that the only reasonable course of action under these '
circumstances is to redesign the Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation to comply with the mandates of the Alaska Lands
Bill should it become law. To do less would be to mislead
the interested public and to promote irrational land
management.

45 K LeResche

Commissioner

cc: John McGuire, U. 5. Forest Service
Senator Mike Gravel
Senator Ted Stevens
Representative Don Young
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THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA
SAUHAMENTO, CALI OINIA

September 29, 1978

Mr. Zane G. Smith
Regional Forester

U. S. Foresat Service

630 Sansome Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Dear Mr. Smith:

The State of California has reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement and
Supplement for the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE I1) dated June 1978.

The RARE I1 process for evaluating roadless areas in terms of their suftability
for designation ds wilderness or non-wilderness areas fails to provide an
adequate means for resclving the {ssuens raised in these judgements. [t does

not provide an adequate means of public participation, and the computer based
approach to determining the future uses of roadless areas fails te provide for
the subtleties of environmental fssues which may be difficult to quantify but are
nonetheless of great {importance to the people of California and other states ---
the real owners of the six million acres of California roadless areas involved

in RARE II.

Because the RARE II process will uot contribute to the timely resolution of the
igsues involved, we will not at this time, with one exception, make recommenda-
tions on California roadless areas involved in RARE I1. That exception pertalns
to Trinity County where the Board of Supervisors has endorsed the finding of a
county committee which reviewed RARE 11 areas in the county and made recommenda-
tions for their future uges. The State of California sirongly supports the
recommendat ions of that committee as outlined in the attached letter of

September 7, 1978 from the Trinity County Board of Supervisors. Those recommenda-
tions would allocate 185,000 acres to non-wilderness, 179,000 acres to wilderness,

and delay designatfon of 6,200 acres pending further study. The recommendations
provide for new wilderness areas and also for an increased cut of 21 million
board feet- of timber annually.

In lieu of submitting comments on other areas at this time, the State will create
. a new process for evaluation of the RARE II roadless areas in California. 1his
process will provide, as did the process uvsed in Trinity County, for increased

Mr. Zane G. Smich
Page 2

public participation, mediation of conflicts likely to arise befveen special
interest groups and for adequate consideration of important environmental
valuesa.

We will invite the Forest Service to take part in this process and look forward
to working In cooperation towards the resolution of issues related to the future
use of roadless areas In California.

Our decision not to participate further in the RARE II process should not be
vieved as indicating lack of interest for the future of federal lands in
California. This decision was made with the conviction chat our actlons will
provide the best means of protecting the public interest in these lands in the
shortest time.

Because we have chosen not to comment within the framework of the RARE 11 process,
and because final decisions of designation of California roadless areas will be
made by Congress, we will forward our comments on RARE II areas directly to
Congress. These comments will be forwarded in a timely manner so our views may
be considered by Congress when 1t focuses its attention on the future of the
roadless areas in our state.

1 hope to meet with you soon to discuss in more detail our plans and to emphasize
our hope that the Forest Service will participate Iin our alternative evaluation
process. -

\

L) \."’\,L\,w/cv“'“_.
Hueyﬂhns

Secretary for ces

Sincerely.

cc: Trinity County Board of Supervisors
P.0. Drawer AK
Weaverville, CA 96093

»
Senator Alan Cranston
Senator S. I. Hayakawa
Californta Congressional Delegation
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STATE OF IDAHO
BFCRETARY OF STATE

PETE T CENARRUSA BOISE
SECRETARY OF STATE

September 29, 1978

Mr. Bob Torheim

Northern Region (R-1) Forester
Federal Building

Missoula, Montana 59807

Dear Mr. Torheim:

The Forest Service should be commended for its efforts through the
RARE II program to determine which lards under its administration will be
added to the National Wilderness Preservation System. The State of Idaho
supports your goal of reaching a timely arnd considered decision on these
lands. As you have requested comments on the Draft Envirormental State-
ment, we present the following observations for your consideration:

1. The RARE II process needs to be campleted as pramptly as
possible.

2, Putting public lands into the "further plaming' category
effectively "locks up" such areas, including those of
vitally needed energy and mineral resources, from
exploration and development. Therefore, the amount
of acreage put into this category should be minimized.

3. Domestic energy and mineral resources are of great
importance to our nation and our economy. The so-
called Overthrust Belt, which runs through the south-
eastern portion of our State, is though to contain
gsizable amounts of vital mineral resources, such as
oll and gas. Areas suwh as this should not be designated
as Wildermess at least until a complete evaluation.of
such resource potential can be made. With today's
tectmology, exploration can be conducted in an ervirommentally
sound fashion that does not alter the basic Wilderness
character of these areas.

Experts tell us that the Overthrust Belt contains at least

(111 20m

Mr, Bob Torheim
September 29, 1978
Page 2

3. (Cont.)
a dozen oil fields of which each field could yield to the
State of Idaho, at the rate of 12%7 royalties, $174,000
- per oil field. Many of the oil deposits are said to be
within. the area of the RARE 1I proposal. Certainly if
these oil fields were to be ''locked up" it would be of
great potential economic set-back for the State of Idaho.

4, Tt is our understanding that the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) is also studying public lands in Idaho for potential
Wildermess designation. It seems unfortunate that its
study 1s not being conducted in conjunction with yours,
so that we may look at the public lands issue in the State
as a whole. It might be wise for your agency to consult
extensively with the BIM on which areas it may designate
as Wilderness before submitting your final recommendations.

Preserving wildermness is unquestionably important to the citizens of
Idaho and our nation. But, so is careful development of energy, mineral,
and timber. We hope that the Forest Service will thoughtfully weigh the
above concepts in making its final determinations.

With best wishes for success in campletion of this most important
task, I am

Sincerml;s
ft. 7 Conasiceaa

PEIE T. CENARKUSA 1;, mea
Secretary of State
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State of lLLINOIS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
SPRINGFIELD 82706

JAMES R. THOMPRON September 29, 1978

Govianon

Mr. Steve Yurich

Regional Forester

Eastern Reglon, Forest Service
633 West Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203

Dear Mr. Yurich:

I have discussed your letter concerning recommendations in regard
to the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 1I) process as it
relates to the undeveloped Eastern Reglon areas, with Director Kenney of
the Department of Conservation.

Ve feel that it 1s important to preserve certain areas as enduring
resources of wilderness which shall be managed to promote and perpetuate
the wilderness character of the land for the benefit of ali. The areas
recommended below provide the wilderness character required such as
solitude, naturalness, geological and ecological conditions and diversity.
In addition, these areas will protect the potential or dedicated natural
areas located within them. These areas will provide scenic and historic
preservation, scientific and educational use and primitive recreation.

The areas we recommend are as follows:

1. Lusk Creek (Pope County)
2, Bald Knob (Union County)
3. Burke Branch (Massac and Pope Counties)

The ownership of these areas is overwhelmingly in the public. Thus
the impact of wilderress designation should have little effect on the
tax base of the local governments involved.

It is our recommendation that no further purchases of private land
be made unless the owner is willing to sell. We also counsel great
caution in restrictions on the use of private land within or adjoining
wilderness areas.

cui - D

—2-

We further recommend that since all the proposed roadless areas
have wilderness potential, they should be utilized and managed to enhance
the total regource to include wilderness regardless of their designation
in the future,

We consider it vitally important that the best of the small areas
remaining in the eastern United States be protected and managed in such
fashion as to make them avalilable as wilderness areas for use by future
generations,

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these recommendations to
you.

JRT:cl




0Z-A

State of Hontaua
®ffice of The Goucrnar
Heleun, 59601 Ep 24 N8

THOMAS L WDGE
GOvERNOR

September 28, 1978w

Mr. Robert Torheim
Regional Forester

U. S. Forest Service
Federal Building
Missoula, Montana 59801

Dear Mr. Torheim:

Attached are my recommendations for the study areas 1n Montana which
have been included in the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation process.
These recommendations are submitted in accordance with the procedures spe-
cified by the U. S. Forest Service.

Sincerely,

Ao £

THOMAS L. JUDGE
Governor

Attachment

RARE 11 Recommendations

State of Montana

In the RARE Il process, the state has the responsibility to submit
recommendations to the forest Service, and ultimately the Congress, regard-
ing the designation of study areas within its boundaries. This is a
responsibility that my administration approached with the understanding
that Montana's recommendation could have a significant effect on the final

designation of millions of acres of land in this state.

By considering the comments of the individuals and interest groups
with a stake in the RARE Il process we have established a foundation that
will make it possible for Montana to submit an objective recommendation to
the Forest Service on this critical issue ... a recommendation that empha-

sizes objective analysis rather than political sentiments.

Some states appear ready to take the position that there should be
no additional wilderness areas. That approach abdicates the responsibility
of the state to make specific recommendations. 1 believe that the state's
recommendations should be as representative as possible of the opinions of
the loggers, ranchers, miners, petroleum interests, snowmobilers, wilder-
ness users and other Montanans who will live with the consequences of the

RARE II process.

One primary consideration throughout the period of state review was
a strong commitment to minimize the category of "further study" -- Montanans

want decisions -- not bureaucratic delays.
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THE SELECTION PROCESS

The selection of individual areas for wilderness, further planning,
and myltiple use recommendation was an extremely difficult task. This
committee, chaired by the Lieutenant Governor's Office, was composed of
the directors and designated staff representatives of five state agencies:
Tae Oepartment of Fish and Game, the Governor's Office of Commerce and
Smal) Business Development, the Department of State Lands, the Department

of Hatural Resources and Conservation, and the Department of Livestock.

Members of the Committee are experfienced and objective professionals,
with broad-based backgrounds, fully capable of making difficult and sensitive
decisons while still representing their individual departments. All
recormendations were scrutinized by the directors of each agency, and then
finally reviewed and passed on by the Governor. These recommendations
represent a reasonable approach to the wilderness issue, and a careful

balancing of environmental and economic concerns.

The actual selection process involved the use of data obtained from
the Forest Service, studies available by the various departments of state
government, as well as information provided by special interest groups.
A1} areas were individually discussed and debated numerous times. Con-
sideration was given to the wilderness values, wildlife, recreation and
econamic characteristics of each region as well as public input by area.
The state of Hontana's economy has been and will continue to be highly

dependent on the basic resgurce industries - agriculture, mining, forest

-2~

products and oil and gas. It is our feeling that areas of the national
forest that have significant future economic potential should not be
permanently withheld from development. It is also our feeling that any
development should be subject to the stringent controls necessary to
adequately protect the high quality tontana environment. This country
needs energy resources and we could experience a shortage of strategic
metals and timber. Every attempt was made to recommend for wilderness
designation areas that had high wildarness qualities and minimum aconomic
potential. Clearly this was not always possible since many of the recosmended
areas do have potential economic conflicts. By the same token, many areas
recommended for multiple use designation have high wilderness qualities.
Backcountry designation was suggested when it was deemed appropriate to

provide an intermediate landuse alternative.

Since thé Forest Service did not provide the states with approprigte
time to make recommendations on the critical issues involved in the RA?E
11 process, it was difficult to develop a detailed and comprehensive data
base. Because of these time and information constraints, the state muit
reserve the right to amend or adjust its recommendations before specific
areas are designated by Congress. With that understanding, I am recom-

mending 600,744 acres for wilderness designation as listed in Table 1

_3-
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Area

81001
€1485
01485
F1485
H1301
R1485
R1549
S1BAA
01008
01013
01061
01062
01064
01065
01662
01428
01500- 1506
01545
01801
01806

-

TABLE #1

Recormended Hilderness Areas

Name

North Big Hole
Clearwater-Monture

Deep Creek

Silver King-Falls Creek
Hoodoo

Renshaw Mountain
Madison

Selway BTR Canyon

East Pioneer

Middle Mtn.-Tobacco Roots
Blodgett Canyon

North Fork lost Horse
Nelson Lake

Swift Creek

Scotchnan Peaks

Flint Range

Mission Additions (7)
Republic Mountain
Rattlesnake

Welcome Creek Addition

TOTAL ACRES ..........c...s

cenflicts and are approximations.

FURTHER PLANNING

One million four hundred thousand acres of National Forest lands in
Montana are undergoing wilderness review by mandate of the U.S. Congress.
Designation of RARE II lands to the "further plannina” category would

fndefinitely postpone a decision on such areas.

Size

37,810
83,305
27,800
38,300

55,000 *

27,400
43,980
12,700
93,859
34,640
9,600
7,800
2,900
700

40,000 *

52,220
3,130
700
27,800

1,100
§00,747

These acreages reflect substantial boundary revision to resolve user

For that reason I recommend

no RARE II areas be placed in the "further planning” category.

TABLE #2

Congressfonally Mandated Wilderness Study Areas

Great Bear
Elkhorn

Spanish Peaks

-4-

371,160

West Pioneer 151,000

Taylor Hilgard 289,000
Bluejoint 61,000
Sapphire 94,000
Mt. Henry 21,000
Ten Lakes 34,000
Middle Fork Judith 81,000
Big Snowies 91,000
Hyatite 151,000

TOTAL ACRES ....... 1,485,506

RELEASE TO HULTIPLE USE

Of the 3,985,874 acres that were reviewed under the RARE Il process
1 recommend that 3,385,130 acres be released from the RARE Il study areas
to be managed in accordance with the provisions of the Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act.

The RARE Il process, as defined, required a difficult wilderness or
non-wilderness choice. Ffew areas lend themselves readily to that kind of
division, either by objective evﬁluation or public consensus. The either/
or option given by the Forest Service was, and continues to be, objection-
able to us. Where possible, the difficult decisfon was made. However,
for numerous areas. the "showdown" process was simply inappropriate for
sensitive areas that could in reality accommodate a broad range of temperate
uses, particularly public uses. Rather than force absolute decisions on
the potential uses for these areas {and risk foregoing sensible use options
or imposing uses fncompatible with the land) it is recommended that final
decision on approximately 738,728 acres be made only after an additional

"backcountry” classification 1s made available.

The "backcountry” classification will apply to areas where an essentially

natural character will be maintained while accommodating a wide range of

-5-
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temperate land uses. Conceptually, backcountry classification would

remain essentially roadless. However, uses such as snowmobiling, live-

stock and range management, trai) maintenance, firewood collection, management
of wildlife habitat or improvement that utilize mechanized equipment would

be allowed. Dispersed recreation will be encouraged, along with development
of trails, shelters, and primitive facilities. Mineral exploration,

including ofl and gas would be allowed under approved management criteria.
Demonstration of a clear national need for specific commodity would be an
acceptable provision for further development. Harvest of the timer resource
which would not alter the natural ct;aracter of an area with permanent road

construction could be accommodated.

The backcountry concept must be specifically defined and agreed upon

by state and federal management agencies, with public participation, and

be available as a land use option when allocating the 738,728 acres under
discussion. This classificatfon fs available under provisions of the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, at the discretion

of the regional forester.

During the development or revison of land use management plans, the

backcountry option should be developed for public discussion.

Many Montanans have strong feelings pro and con about additional
wilderness areas. The majority of residents support neither absolute
wilderness nor absolute development. The backcountry option provides for

intermediate land use in areas that deserve some form of limited protection.

No simple solutions exist in such complex sftuations, but Hontanans
should insure that their input is made known to national decision makers

when the health of the vital industries is at stake.

We in Montana know that we have a beautiful state and we accept the
responsibility of providing our fair share to the wilderness preservation

system. I feel that this proposal accomplishes that goal.

TABLE #3
RECOMMENDED BACKCOUNTRY AREAS

A1485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan (F) 135,220
Al485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan (H) 54,700
A1485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan (LC) 277,750
A1485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan (Lo) 36,895
01063 Trapper Creek 2,500
01066 Needle Creek 1,100
01429 Dolds Lake 9,100
01435 Fred Burr 6,660 -
01481 Mt. Hefty 13,700
01541 Crazy Mts. 71,040
01911 Line Creek Plateau 20,680
01943 West Big Hole 109,383 .
TOTAL ACREAGE.................. 738,728
-7-
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THE STATE OF NEVADA

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER Mr. Vern Hamre
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 September 28, 1978
Page Two.
MIXE O"CALLAGHAN September 28, 1978 Ty -
= .ﬁt‘ " At such time as the complete national goverqment
CEIVED package of recommendations has been made, the State will be
OCT 31978 in a position to make one set of recommendations.
REGIONAL FORKSTER 1 urge you to insure that the Forest Service in
Mr. Vern Hamre Nevada full coordinates its efforts with other federal agen-
Re'ional Forester cies to present a single set of recommendations for wilder-
U g Forest Service ness areas at an early date.
324 25th Street )
Ogden, Utah 84401 Sincerely,
’
Dear Mr. Hamre: ]
I am in receipt of the Roadless Area Review and Evalu- ike 0'callaghan
ation (RARE II) Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Nevada. Governor of Nevada
The following are comments and recommendations concerning road-

less area management in the State of Nevada.

On careful review, I cannot at this time support any
of the alternatives proposed in the draft EIS. The State of
Nevada is in the process of reviewing wilderness area proposals
by other federal agencies. Notably, these include the Bureau of
Land Management, the U.S. Park Service and the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service. Because of the serious long-term implications of
wilderness designation, I do not feel it is proper to act on
wilderness proposals on an agency by agency basis. The impact
which wilderness designation will have upon surrounding lands,
as well as the socio-economic effect, cannot be considered
piecemeal. ’

Six areas identified in RARE II appear to be candidate
sites on forest lands which deserve further congsideration. This
study can be accomplished when the other federal agencies have
identified their candidate areas. These forest land sites are:
Arc Dome area 4-667, Ruby Mountain area 4-367, Mount Wheeler
area 4-359, White Mountain areas 5-058 and 5-296, and Jarbidge
extension area 4-372. 1 recommend that these areas be placed
in a Further Planning category.

In order for the State of Nevada to properly consider
its position with regard to specific wilderness area proposals,
we must examine the impact on surrounding areas and the overall
federal wilderness proposals in our state. Until we have the
recommendations from other agencies, no final decision should
be made.

STATE OF NEVADA
EXECUTIVE CHANSER
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STATE or NEw IIAMPSHIRE
ExXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

MELORIM THOMSON, JA. Govennon

CONCORD
) COUNCILORS Rarioen § Bumran Bars
Duower W DuoLry. Dumras Louis D'ALLESANDAO, MawCHESTER BERNAND A STAZETER. Jw Naswus

September 2, 1978

Mr. Steve Yourich

Regional Forester

Eastern Region, Forest Service
633 W. Wisconsin Avenue
Milwvaukee, Wiscongin 53203

Dear Mr. Yurich: . GEP 2 SHED

As Executive Councilor for District One, which covers 62% of the
land area of New Hampshire, I would like to hereby register with
you some thoughts relative to the future use of the undeveloped
Eastern Region Areas of the White Mountain National Forest.

1. 1 object strongly to having the entire decision
made by the United States Congress. Generally
speaking the forestry management does a good
Job in caring for and preserving our forests,

2. 1 stand for multiple use of our public lands.
It appears that there is enough room for
various uses 1f properly planned and in
accordance to what the land in a given area
will support,

3. There should be lands held by the public avail-
able for snowmobilers, fishermen, hunters,
hikers, canoeists, bird-watchers and lumber
harvesting.

Thank you for your time and interest.

Sincerely

RSB:snk

STATE OoF NEwW MEXIGO
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Santa FE
87803

JERRY APODACA
GOVERNOR

September 22, 1978

Mr. M. J. Hasgell
Regional Forester

U.S. Forest Service
117 Gold Avenue, S.W.
Albuquerque, NM 87102

Dear Mr. Hassell:

It has been extremely difficult for us to develop a responsive comment on
the Draft Environmental Statement for RARE 1I. 1 am sure our difficulty
in providing comment is no greater than the difficulty faced by the
Forest Service of having to condense such a significant undertaking into
such a short time and into such a limited number of pages. Considering
the difficulty of the subject and the time allotted, we feel you did a
good job.

The difficulties wvhich we have encountered are not limited to presentation,
but also include philosphy. There is concern among members of some State
agencies that the necessity of classifying areas, either as wilderness or
nonwilderness, is unfortunate because some of the elements which are in
need of protection may not be protected under wilderness classification.

It has been observed that the mere classification of an area as wilderness
attracts to it a significant number of people who are not attracted to
areas not so classified. This creates an administrative problem, compli-
cated by limitations of wilderness management regulations.

Concern has been expressed with interpretations of the Wilderness Act as
these interpretations are reflected in Secretarial Regulations, and the
variation of interpretation of these regulations from wilderness to wilder-
ness and from region to region. I do not feel that the concept of wilderness
protection is under attack, and I certainly do not intend that my comments
represent an attack on the wilderness cquncept. 1 only suggest that there

is significant conflict among various wilderness philosophies, and I am sure
that these philosophies vary in proportion to the number of persons who con-
sider them.

Our previous experience with environmental statements has been with those

that were limited to a single action, the consideration of which had been
reduced to two or three alternatives, one of which was recommended. We can

Deputy Regional
Foresler for Resources

SEP 281978
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Mr. M. J. Hassell 2 September 22, 1878

appreciate that 1if this had been done with RARE 11, it would have resulted
in the preparation of 2,686 individual environmental statements which would
have created a mountain of paperwork greater than some of the mountains
being reviewed.

The 10 alternatives which have been offered in the RARE 1l Envirommental
Statement are perhaps appropriate for the first cut in the decision-making
process, but it is not possible for ue to endorse any of the 10 aince they

do not permit an interrelationship of the criteria considered. The consider-
ation of the reviewed roadless areas in New Mexico 1s further complicated

by their being considered in the multicounty area groupings.

We recognize the serious responsibility of reviewing the RARE II statement
and of presenting to you comments which represent the most objective position
possible for New Mexico. In doing this, it has been necessary for us to
consider the broad constituency which we serve. I am sure that you can
appreclate, as well as we, the highly controversial nature of this subject,
and that the position taken by our Adminjistration or by the Forest Service
is certainly not going to be completely acceptable to all persons concerned.
Hopefully, the position we take, and the position presented to you by the
public, will result in the Forest Service taking a stand which as nearly

as possible addresses all of the demands that are placed on our natural re-
sources today.

As Governor, it is necessary for me to consider not only the necessity to
protect wilderness values for the enjoyment of present and future generatioms,
but also the soclal and economic impacts which various land management
strategies on federal lands have on the present and future quality of life

of our citizens. Since such a significant percentage of New Mexico is in
federal ownership, it is necessary for us to take a strong position on the
development of management decisions for these lands so that the management
will be as compatible as possible with the management of the lands owned by
the State, those lands in private ownership, and those lands in other federal
ownership.

Our problems here in New Mexico are quite obviously different from those in
other states, and especlally those states in the East where the areas of
federally-owned lands represent only a small percentage of the state's total
acreage. - Almost 900,000 acres of the State's land area are already classified
as wilderness and an additional 300,000 plus acres are the subject of proposed
wilderness legislation. The RARE Il inventory includes a little more than
1,800,000 acres. These areas represent acreages larger by far than the total
acreages of mome eastern states.

A large number of State employees have been assigned the responsibility of
examining the draft statement in detail to consider the alternatives presented,
and as well as possible, the impact which these various alternatives would have
on energy, minerals, livestock grazing, wildlife, forest products, water

Mr. M. J. Hassell 3 September 22, 1978

resources, recreatjon and the future development of our State. Consider-
ation of this broad spectrum identified that, as one might have expected,
there {s differeace of opinion even within the Administration of the
relative importance of these various uses.

Comments and correspondence from agencies and individuals indicate that
inadequate data is presented upon which to base an evaluation of the
economic impact that would result from including high resource value areas
into the wilderness system. An evaluation of economic impacts based on
current practices as opposed to potential practices raises questions. The
identification of jobs involved on a statewide basls as insignificant, over-
looks the critical economic impact on the depressed local areas of the State
where response to the need is most difficult. The expression of reduced
output of timber, minerals, and livestock grazing as a percentage of the
State's total, does not take into consideration the effect that these re-
ductions might have on individual units of operation. It is entirely
possible that many of these reductions considered individually would have
the effect of reducing an economically feasible unit to a level that would
force the cancellation of the entire operation.

In consideration of the effects of wilderness clasaification on water
regources, it has been pointed out that current and future plans for water
resource development in the State are extremely critical to the State's
welfare--this 1s a need to which we must give high priority. The Water
Resources Division has furnished me with a list of projects which would be
affected by the wilderness classification of roadless areas. These are the
Hooker Reservoir site, or sultable alternative; a reservoir site for

domestic water supply for the town of Cuba on the Rio Puerco; the Guadalupe
Reservoir site on a tributary to the Jemez River; Cochiti Reservoir on the
Rio Grande; an uonamed reservoir site on the Rio Santa Barbara above Penasco;
and the potential Red River-Eagle Nest diversion that would divert water from
the Red River at its forks for transmission to the Cimarron Creek drainage.

With regard to mineral and energy development in the roadless areas, we
recognize the difficulty of estimating the future coumercial value of such
resources on the basis of currently available data. The U.S. Department of
Energy has broadly estimated the potential for mineral and energy development
in the roadless areas, and has concluded that there are no "Very Important”
areas in the State, but that 63 of the 82 roadless areas could have potential
for development. These designations should be examined more thoroughly to
establish priorities where possible.

Degpite the lack of hard data on energy and mineral resource potential in the
roadless areas and uncertainties regarding the future commercial value of

such resources, we are skeptical about Forest Service conclusions in the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement that wilderness designation would have

a8 "statistically insignificant' economic impact on the State. This conclusion
is based on an analysis of existing outputs rather than potential outputs and
does not adequately reflect the value of economic opportunities foregone
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Mr. M. J. Hassell 4 September 22, 1978

through wilderness designation. We plan to reserve our final comments

on specific areas until the Forest Service recommendations are published in
the final EIS, at which time we will seek to identify from the best avail-
able information whether the potential for mineral or energy development in
the designated wilderneass areas is significant.

In considering the RARE II process, it appears that need for wilderness has
been assumed rather than demonstrated. One of the primary uses of wilderness
is recreationsl. If this point can be accepted, it 1s necessary to consider
the quantity and quality of recreational opportunity needed and available on
national forest lands and how this need will be affected by wilderness
classification.

In considering the impacts of wilderness classification on wildlife, {t is
necessary for us to review the {mpacts of currently classified wilderness
areas on wildlife management. The position of those persons who advocate

no management in wilderness areas can be appreciated and, certalnly, if a
total ecosystem not affected by man could be established, then the balances
or classic imbalances of nature that affect wildlife could be permitted. It
must be recognized, however, that the continued use of the wilderness areas
by man does have an impact on wildlife populations that require continued
husbandry, and quite frequently the regulations associated with wilderness
management prohibit or interfere with this activity to the extent that
vildlife is not necessarily benefited by wilderness classification. The
{identification of a limited number of species as "wilderness wildlife" is a
subjective judgment and overlooks the fact that a wildlife ecosystem is made
up of all specles of wildlife which occupy that ecosystem and interact there
with each other and with their food supply. In all areas affected by man's
activity it is necessary for man to compensate for these activities in what-
ever way 1s indicated, thus the management of wildlife, even in wilderness
areas, Is necessary to their welfare.

My office has received quite a bit of correspondence from all segments of

the public sector commenting on the effects of wilderness classification on
their daily lives, as well as the local economy. Outstanding among these is
correspondence from citizens from the southwestern part of the State who feel
that need for wilderness in that area has been more than satisfied.

Taking the narrative which 1is presented here into consideration, the recom-
mendations of the State of New Mexico are as follows:

1. The roadless area evaluation process be considered complete. The final
impact atatement i{nclude specific recommendations to the Congress of areas
proposed for wilderness classification. The remainder of the areas be
returned to multiple-use status.

2, The areas recoumended for classification be limited to those of low
resource value, except inthose situations where need for wilderness can

Mr. M_ 1. Hassell S September 22, 1978

be demonstrated. Need, in this case, would include unique ecosystems or
features which are in danger of being destroyed if normal multiple-use
practices are allowed.

3. Any further consideration of areas for inclusion in the wilderness
preservation system be conducted under specific Congressional authorities.

4. The welfare of the total citizenry of the State of New Mexico be considered
in the decision-making process.

If any of my staff or members of any State agency can assist you in your
further evaluation of this question and in the preparation of the final state-
ment, please know that we are available, because we recognize the magnitude

of the job with which you are faced and the significant impact which it may
have on the State of New Mexico.

Sincerely,

"
g

JERRY APODACA e
Governor

JA:wsh
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STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA
EXECUTIVE OFFICE
BISMARCK

ARTHUR A. LINK
Governor August 31, 1978

The Honorable Bob Bergland
Secretary of Agriculture

£
u.S. Department of r\gl {culture

Washington, D.C. 20250
Dear Secretary Bergland:

The following s the position of the State of North Dakota with regard
to the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 11} which is currently
being undertaken by the U.S. Forest Service. Additfonal comments are
atso being prepared by a number of North Dakota NWatural Resources Councii
Agencies under the official A-95 Review process.

The RARE I] Draft Environmental Statement and North Dakota Supplement
indicate that twelve (12) additional areas in uestern North Dakota have

thn natantial Af daclianatbian ae "uildamnace amasal and awma $#n o dncnw
it poentias Ov GesignaciOn &5 'wii1GErhess areas anl arce w0 ot ndoy

porated into the National Wilderness Preservatfion System. If these areas
in the Little Missourt Grasslands are designated as wilderness, unnec-
cesary economic and environmental hardship will be imposed on the citizens
of western North Dakota and state govermnment. The following are problems
that have been identified as indicative of the difficulties that would
result if these areas were to be desfgnated as wilderness:
1. As a result of the iilegality of motorized vehicie usage in
a wilderness area, adequate access to state or privately
owned Jands within the twelve designated areas would not be

permissable.

2. While grazing would appear to be allowed, it would diminish
or become entirely extinguished in the twelve areas because
1ivestock improvements, such as adequate watering systems,

could not be maintained.

3. Responsibflity for a system of prevention and control of
fires in the grasslands 1s not clearly indicated.

F

iieame of Cacceaoian wmos P
The usage of neécessary pc)t ici

prohibited in the areas.

5. Recovery of valuable mineral resources {coal, oil, gas and
uranium resources) would be eliminated.

The Honorable Bob Bergland
Page Two

August 31, 1978

As Governor and Chairman of the North Dakota Natural Resources
1 cannot support RARE 11 as it pertains to North Dakota. 1 wou
the designation of any of the twelve proposed areas in western Nort
Dakota as “wilderness™ by the U.S. Forest Service. However, I will
continue to support multiple use management by the Forest Service in
North Dakota as provided under the previous Little Missouri Grasstand
Study and the Badlands and Rolling Prairies Management Plans. These
original managennnt plans are high]y effective and _any deviation from

or du p ication of these efforts is cuzdrly unjustified at this time.

I also support the extension of the public comment period 60 days beyond
the original October 1, 1978, deadline. 1 believe this is necessary to
insure adequate public participation and reaction to RARE II.

I trust that you will take our position into serious consideration in
your evaluation of RARE II in North Dakota.

Sincerely yours,

ethoce 4l

AT 8 & Ta
ARIAUK A. LINK
Governor

AAL:rj
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Goveenon

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAPITOL
SALEM. OREGON #7310

September 29, 1978

P vy [Yo.N
John R. McGuire

Chief Forester

U.S. Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear John:

Enclosed are copies of Oregon state agency comments on
the Oregon RARE II E.I.S. I have provided Dick Worthington
with a copy of the taped record of a hearing that I held in
Eugene September 13, 1978. During 13 hours, 125 people testified
and additional persons appeared. From this hearing and the Oregon
State agency comments I intend to develop an Oregon position that
I personally can defend. As an indication of the high level of
interest in Oregon about RARE 1I, there was a meeting in Roseburg,

Oregon which attracted nearly 1500 people.

I cannot, in good conscience, endors

a of
positions urged upon me: that all or none of the remaining road-
less areas on the national forests in Oregon be recommended for
designation as wilderness by Congress. I must make choices.
These choices are crucial to Oregon. They must be based on
accurate data. They must be based on detailed information on
some specific areas.

Therefore, I am unable at this time to make the re-
sponsible recommendations that this important study demands,
because of the lack of adequate information from the U. S.
Forest Service in the Draft E.I.S. I understand that the data
will be revised shortly after the October 1 deadline, and I

fFonl that mie Aasninisn mugt rent an thia revisad data In
x&ca ThRat my Gecision must rest ©on Tnig revisec gata. In

addition, I ask that the U. §. Forest Service provide me specific
recommendations for possible partitioning of large roadless areas
possessing both subareas with high wilderness values and others
with large timber volumes. I cannot make my final recommendatjions
until the U. S. Foregt Service produces the information I need.
Oregon is a bountiful state, with some of the finest
natural resources in the nation -- vast forests, pure water,
and the best of outdoor resources for recreation. Perhaps most
uniquely, we have mountain ranges within easy reach of our
population. All of us go, mostly to the Cascades, but also

John R. McGuire
Page 2
September 29, 1978

to the Ochocos, the Elkhorns, the Blues, the Wallowas, the
Coast Range and lesser known areas. We fish, we hunt, we camp,

we hike and climb. We also need these forests for our most
aioni fFimrant oaranamias haca And much Aaf +his hauntyv —= hoth

significant economic base. And much of this bounty both
the forests and the recreational opportunities -- is on national
forest lands., That is why what happens as a result of this
evaluation of our remaining unroaded areas is so important to
Oregon.

The State agencies' comments and the 13 hours of testi-
mony I received demonstrate the conflicts among citizens of
this state over the management of our public lands. For example,
the State Parks Branch suggests nearly 1 million acres be con-
sidered for possible wilderness designation to meet recreational
needs. The Fish and Wildlife Department feels that 400,000 acres
ag wilderness are vital for resource habitat and that many

additicnal management constraints should he imposed on cother

areas. Both the Economic Development Department and the Depart-
ment of Forestry urge that no recommendations be made that reduce
the commercial forest base upon which the economy of the State
depends and that these lands should be managed for increased
timher production. I have an obligation to balance these con-
cerns and make recommendations that I feel will best serve the
needs of all Oregonians.

Oregonians are active users of the public lands. By the
thousands they retreat each weekend or holiday to little-known,
favorite spots for relaxation, challenging adventures, beautiful
vistas. Blessed with a reasonably moderate climate, we can enjoy
these cutdoor recreational resources nearly year-round. During
our long tourist season, our forests and our other public lands
are the drawing cards that attract millions of visitors to Oregon.
Many, if not most, come for the unique outdoor experiences
afforded. We must preserve a plentious variety of guality out-

door recreation opportunities.

Wilderness, of course, is not required for many types
of recreation and is inappropriate for some. But our existing
wilderness areas, established in 1964 and enlarged last year,
have an honored place in Oregon's outdoor tradition. They have
been identified and managed to preserve their unique qualities
since the 1920's when they wete known as "limited” and "primitive."
Later, before the passage of the Wilderness Act, they were
administratively recognized as either "Wilderness" or "Wild."
And those that have now been formally designated as "Wilderness"”
by Congress increasingly are overused. We are faced with permit
systems we find restrictive, and the signs of too much human
intrusion. Today, more people than ever before have the money,
the time, the modest equipment and skill necessary to enjoy a
wilderness experience. In addition to serving several hundred
thousand back-packers in Oregon, wilderness provides day-hiking
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for many more car-campers. It frequently helps preserve the
high quality water so necessary for our fisheries, a resource
enjoyed by Oregon's 700,000 licensed fishermen. There are
300,000 licensed hunters in Oregon. Many hunt on our wilderness
and roadless wildlanday and the wildlife thev aeek use these
lands for cover and habitat. The long-range needs of the people
of Oregon require more wilderness, and the unroaded lands in the

nARD TY _a. RSN, e ot oA

RARE II study are a portion of the finite supply of wild lands

available to f£ill these needs.

On the other hand, these unroaded lands contain sub-
stantial amounts of harvestable timber previously untapped for

management Retwean 8 and 9 billion board feect of timber are

management Timber are

harvested each year in Oregon. Of this, 2.5 to 3 billion come
from the national forests. The lands currently under study in
RARE 11 are capable of producing 384.1 million board feet.
Oregon's economy is based upon timber. In many small communities
of the state, it i3 the sole industry. Commercial forest lands
that are capable of producing timber economically and on a
sustained yield basis should only be designated as wilderness

Ao o

te s 1 a
where there are uvt:l.wllt:‘.llu.llg wilderness values.

In reviewing various candidates for wilderness status
and the factual information available from the Forest Service

and from my State agencies, several areas stand out as capable
of producing timber from one sector, while ancther portion might
be designated as wilderness. The Department of Forestry has
identified areas as capable of boundary adjustment which would
permit a portion important for timber supply to be managed to
meet that need, while making the balance available for a more
restricted management classification. Some of these might have

a substantial impact on the state's timber supply or on a local
timber shed, but they also have been appraieed as meeting wilder-

namo ....1-..:.1-.. ——d o Pay - P, 11

ness selection criteria, with a u.u,u.n.;a.uuun. C‘upau;l.;t.y for Bv:Lvu‘lg
recreational or fish and wildlife needs.

I would ask that your staff develop several partition
proposals designed to protect the commercial forest base, while
preserving the wilderness values for each of the fnllnuina areas:

6095 Salmon-Huckleberry

6132 Windigo-Thielisen

‘6253 North Fork of the John Day
627) Twin Mountain *

6106 Waldo

6097 Badger

* 1 am particularly interested in a management scheme
for this area which will assure protection of the Blue
Mountain ridge trail along the Elkhorns.

John R. McGuire
Page 4
September 29, 1978

Convincing testimony was presented to me urging classifi-
cation of the Joseph Canyon area as wilderness. I would like
the U. S. Forest Service to re-examine their land use planning
decisions and reconsider this area for wilderness.

Whan T }- k ‘1 ocpportun 'A--- o) —nui w the

aern a 4

you can suggest and the most accurate data available I can
confidently make my recommendations as to which lands in O

I believe should be added to the wilderness system.

To a minimum exte
timber supply. I would em
modate erosion of our timber base without suffering economic
repercussions. However, we do have some untapped capability
to redress such losses.

Although significant and commendable improvement has
been made in recent years in the management of national forest

1ands S€f thoma lands in Oracon are gtill under-managed
lands, most of these lands in Oregon are still under-managed.

It is important that these lands obtain the full funding required
to meet RPA goals. These lands are now understocked or unstocked.
They would profit from thinnings and fertilization. They are
neglected by the Forest Service because of the lack of funds and
manpower for intensive management. With prudent planning, de-
termination and the cooperation of Congress in appropriating
sufficient funds, any loss of harvest we suffer from wilderness
designations can be compensated through the intensive manage-
ment on other more productive and already roaded national

forest lands. I have worked extremely hard and with some

success in urging this course on Congress and the Administration.
I pledge my continued efforts to do so.

Other values in addition to timber are noted in some of
the enclosed analyses and statements. Oregon has minimal
deposits of presently exploitable mineral resources. 1In cases
where deposits are identified and economically viable, they
should be a consideration in the wilderness decision. Grazing,
watershed values, and wildlife habitat needs also deserve
consideratxon. However, deaignation as wilderness does not
exclude gruLlng or niiﬁting. ru.Lnuugu no timber harvest and
no exploitation of mineral resources unlocated before 1983
are permitted, wilderness lands are not unmanaged. They are
instead managed to permit people, livestock and wildlife uses,
restricted only to the extent necessary to assure that the
wilderneas values be maintained. Where cattle grazing is a
significant activity, I would recommend its continuance at
an appropriate level.
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John R. McGuire
Page 5
September 29, 1978

I would like to avoid the designation of “"areas for
further study.” I feel that prolonging the decisions on many
of these areas is counter-productive. In some cases, however,
studies are currently authorized or under way. 1In those cases,
I do not expect to include a comment in my recommendations
with reapect to RARE II areas. I endorse studies for Bull of
the Woods and Boulder Creek, two areas Congress has indicated
for further study, as needed to define appropriate boundaries
and to asgess economic impacts as well as wilderness values,
Also being studied pursuant to other federal directives are
the areas in and adjacent to the Hells Canyon Recreation Area
and the Lower Minam. Again, I do not believe that comment
within the RARE II process is appropriate.

I especially want to draw to your -attention State
agency comments about desirable and alternative levels of
management. Some instance characteristics relating to the
special needs of Oregon hunters and fishermen, as well as
hikers, back-packers, skiers, and others who enjoy and use
the outdoors. Others describe possible adverse impacts on
communities now designated as economically lagging areas, in
many instances because of declining timber supplies. The
State Parks Branch has recommended that some areas not be
designated wilderness because of their particular value for
more developed types of recreation. With the possible ex-
ception of Metolius Breaks, I am inclined to agree with their
recommendations.

I will appreciate your providing the additional infor-
mation I have requested, and pledge my continued cooperation
in order that your study may be promptly concluded and reported
to Congress.

Sincerely,

RWS :bh

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

CUTIVI I
HARVEY WOLLMAN EXE E OFFiCE
GOVERNOR PIERRE

57801
September I, 1978

Mr. Craig W. Rupp, Regional Forester
United States Department of Agriculture
111177 West 8th Avenue

P.0. Box 25127

Lakewood, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Rupp:

The State of South Dakota has completed its review of the U.S.D.A., Forest Service
Draft Environmental Statement concerning the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
(Rare ), and our recommendations follow:

The area identified as the Norbeck be allocated to wilderness and the remaining fou'lf_
areas to responsible multiple use management for the maximization of all potential uses.

We support designation of the Norbeck area as wilderness. This area of all the South -
Dakota areas can be best transformed into wllderness. Because of certain human in=
fluences, practices will have to be implemented to give this appearance of an undis-’
turbed area. We rec d management of the Norbeck wilderness Include the follow--
ing criteria: 1) the non-indigenous mountain goat population, and all other resident
wildlife, be maintained under authority of the state. 2) exlIsting road cuts and fills
be obliterated. 3) midway picinic area be removed and obliterated. &) the Lost
Cabin-Pine Creek barbed wire fence be removed. '5) system trails be evaluated and
inappropriate tralls obliterated. 6) visitation be controlled to maintain a quality wlld-
erness experlence. 7) natural occurring elements be allowed to return the area to
19th century condltions while maintaining protection of adjelning federal, state and
private land.

Should it not be possible to manage the Norbeck area as a quality willderness due to
physical, legal, financial or environmental limitations, we would prefer this area con-
tinue to be managed as a natural area reserved from normal timber management practices
and timber managed for esthetics and wildlife production

As to the three designated grassland areas Identified as Red Shirt (9,520 acres), Cheyenne
River (8,010 acres) and Indian Creek (24,670 acres}, the State recommerds these areas

be managed under multiple use with emphasis placed on those practices that provide maxi-
mum on-site public benefits. Current management of the aforementioned grassland areas
overemphasizes grazing of domestic livestock.
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Mr. Graig Rupp
Page Two
September 11, 1978

A substantial reduction In AUM's is necessary to accomplish on-site public benefits.
Improved management practices, Including continued maintenance of exlisting stock dams
and roads should be encouraged. However, vehlcular traffic for non-management
should be rigidly controlied and restricted. If provided only the choice between cur-
rent management and wllderness, the State would endorse the wliderness designation.

The State recommends that the area identified as Beaver Park not be designated as a
wilderness area due to its location In the watershed of Sturgis, South Dakota, its size
(5000 acres), private inholdings and other factors. This area should be managed under
multiple use with maximized benefits for atl potential uses.

The State of South Dakota supports the concept of wllderness as defined In the Wilder-
ness Act of (963 and definite efforts at identification of all potential wllderness tand under
the jurisdictlon of Forest Service. We are cognizant that areas in South Dakota cannot
quatify for wilderness under the more rigid standards of the '68 Act. However, under
the more liberal criteria of (Rare N), It Is our contention that the Norbeck area, with the
management criterla previously stated, will qualify and should be designated as wilder-
ness area under Rare II.

The State of South Dakota apprecistes the opportunity to provide opinlons of suitability
of Identifled areas for inclusion In the National Wilderness Preservation System.

Sincerely,

HARV%N .
GOVERNOR

HW:jrd

cc: Members of the Natural Resource Cabinet Subgroup

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

September 22, 1978

Mr. John H. Courtenay, Forest Supervisor
National Forests in Texas

P. 0. Box 969

Lufkin, Texas 75901

Dear Mr. Courtenay:

The Draft Environmental Statement Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II
has been reviewed by interested State agencies. Your Environmental
Impact Statement Number is 8-006-027,

Comments were submitted by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the
Public Utility Commission of Texas, the University of Texas Bureau of
Beconomic Geology, the State Department of Highways and Public Transpor-
tation, the Texas Department of Water Resources, the General Land Office,
the Texas Natural Resources Council, the Texas Department of Agriculture,
the Texas Forest Service, and the Texas Tourist Development Agency.
Copies of these comments are enclosed for your information.

If this Office can be of further service in this matter, please contact
me.

Sincerely,

Koy Toga—

Roy Fogan, Assistant Director
Budget and Planning Office

Enclosures

EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING © 411 WEST 1JTHSTREET @ AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701
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STATE OF VERMONT
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
MONTPELIER, VERMONT

September 29, 1978

Mr. Steve Yurich

Reqional Forester

U. S. Forest Service

633 West Wisconstin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin ‘53203

Dear Mr. Yurich:

Transmitted, herewith, is a statement outlining the position of the
State of Vemont with respect to the Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation Il for the ident{fication and allocation of wilderness
areas on the Green Mountain National Forest.

We are pleased to have had the opportunity to participate in the
Review, and are hopeful that the recommendations made will be
helpful to the Forest Service and the United States Congress in
:rrlt;:ng :t wise decfsions for the management of the National Forest
n s state.

We again offer the full support and cooperation of the State of
Vermont to the Forest Service in the administration of the Green

Mountain National Forest,
ey IS

ﬂ' ‘ A 0 PR K
 Richard A, Snelling
Governor

RAS :wgs

Enclosure

ec: Senator Stafford
Senator Leahy
Mr. Jeffords
Mr. McGuire
Mr. McArdle

et 9 FED

ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION 1}

FOR

THE GREEN MOUNTAIN NATIONAL FOREST

Statement from: The State of Vermont

1, INTRODUCTION

The State of Vermont fully supports the concept of wilderness and the
need for identification, classification, and dedication of wilderness areas
in the National Forest System in general, and on the Green Mountain National
Porest in particular, Wilderness is one of the many proper uses of the public
lands and should be one of several primary considerations in the land use
planning process.

The State 1s in favor of the full range of appropriate uses for the lands
within the Green Mountain National Forest including unspoiled roadless areas
where human intrusion is limited,

The real issues raised by "Rare II" are not the desirability of wilderness

in the abstract but rather by what process wilderness shall be designated and - -

set aside, how much wilderness is appropriate, in Vermont, what criteria should®: -.-
be used in evaluating wilderness and following that which specific areas shoul;

be considered, It 1s the position of the State of Vermont that these issues

are not satisfactorily addressed in the "Rare 11" proposal.

In waking wilderness designations, recognition must be given to the variety
of definitions and the very personal, subjective nature of this concept: ranging
from the highly refined vision of the "purist” to the broad and general idea
of the urban and rural dweller who may be barely familiar with the term,

Wilderness has been described historically in terms of size, "roadless-
nees,” land use, ecological gystems and in terms of human experience among others,

.Tis planning and designation process followed on National Forest land should
provide for a mix of opportunities to offer the diversity of experience under

the general heading of "wilderness” necessary to .satisfy public needs, These
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public needs are particularly pressing in the northeastern United States and,
thus, mandate especially careful and responsible decisions,

In arriving at such designations, the decision-making process must strive
for equal consideration of other primary uses of the public land, Strong and
rational arguments cnn; and are being made for and against additional wilderness
in Vermont, It is the State’'s position that a very deliberate analysis is
necessary to achieve the satisfactory balance which soclety requires, The
following fnc€ors warrant careful consideration during the classification pro-

cegs for the Green Mountain National Forest,

11, BASIC PINDINGS

(1) The requirements for additional wilderness in Vermont should be
balanced against those other public areas vhich can contribute as opportunities
for such experience, In addition to the 17,000 acres in the Green Mountain
National Forest already cleassified as wilderness, Vermont has 18,000 acres of
state lands designated as "Natural Areas” and offers such public lands as
Victory Bog Wildlife Management Area (3,000 acres) and Camel's Hump State Park
(15,000 acres) for places of remoteness and solitude, Nearby areas in New York -
the Adirondack Preserve (1,000,000 acres): New Hampshire - White Mountain
National Forest (20,000 acres): Massachusetts - Mt, Greylock Reservation (9,000
ncres); Maipne - Baxter State Park (250,000 acres) and Allagash Wilderness
Yaterway (38,000), all provide further opportunities for this traditional wilder-
ness experience for people in the northeast.

(2) The State of Vermont presently is working with the Green Mountain
National Forest staff in fts unit planning process and recreational composite
planning in concert with the state's Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan,
Wilderness designations should be sddressed carefully end be consistent with this
plan,

(3) Vermont statutes require municipal and state approval before any land

-3-

for the Green Mountain National Porest is acquired by the Forest Service, An
addition of large areas of wilderness to the Forest without very careful identi-
fication and justification with local participation, even though such areas
presently are in federal ownership, could have serious impacts on the orderly
and planned future land acquisition program of the Forest Service. There also
could be serious side effects on the State's public land acquisition plan,

(4) Vermont recognizes that federal lands in this State s@ould share in
contributing to meeting balanced public needs of the State, the region and the
nation., 8uch contribution should be in proportion to the size, quality and
availability of lands meeting proper criteria for identification and designation
for wilderness or non-wilderness,

(5) A number of significant "Natural Areas” or "Fragile Areas” which
previously have been }dentifiad as having great significance and need for pre-
servation and protection exist within the GMNF, These important ecological
units are neither identified nor included in the areas proposed for wilderness
and should be given special consideration in plenning the uses of The Forest,

(6) Increased public use of the land - both public and private - combined
with changes in private land ownership patterns and attitudes result in greater
pressures for all uses of public lands, The conflict between productive uses
and consunmptive uses of land is becoming more critical as growing demands from
an increasing population on a decreasing resource base continue, Resource
allocation in an orderly, precise, and controlled system will become increasingly
important in the future, Such allocations on private ownerships primarily are
set by the "Market™ and the objectives of the owners, On public lands, resource
allocation more and more 18 being determined in the planning process, Wilder-
ness allocation is only one aspect of that process, Private land opportunities
and constraints should be fully analyzed in concert with the development of
public land management plans.

(7) An analysis of the Enviroamental Impact Statement (EIS) has been made
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with the following facts noted:

(a) The mineral resource potential of the proposed areas has
not been explored adequately, Before such areas are closed to such
possible uses, the potential should be analyzed,

(b) W¥Wildlife habitat menagement would be prohibited in the
propogsed areas although hunting and fishing would continue to be

normittat The axtant ¢0 shich this —oahibitlon maould gffont
permitted, Ia¢ extent (O whicn this prohibition would affect

hunting and fishing opportunities has not been quantified; however,
observation and experience would indicate that a reduction in the
numbers and diversity of wildlife would occur., No specific allow-
ance has been made for trapping.

(c) Recreation restrictions would have some signiffcant
impacts locally, particularly in the use of snowmobiles, Concerng
also have been expressed ior maintenance and use of shelters on
the Appalachian and Long Trails,

A 1973 UVM report, SNR-RM2, entitled Outdoor Recreation Conflict
in Vermont stntes that only eight percent of respondents to a survey
indicated that “too ﬁaay people wers the cause of thelr own
recreational conflicts"”, Discourtesy, safety, trespass, and littering
were cited a5 most-common causes of conflicts, MNinety-nine percent
indicated that registration of users in a particular area was the
least popular solution,

(d) Clean Air Act implications:

(1) Proposed RARE 11 Wilderness Aread are presently
designated as Class 11 and may remain as Class Il even 1if
changed to wilderneas status,

(3) Any redesignation of an area classification under
the Clean Air Act is a State option.

(4) Provided the State did not choose to change Class
from II to !, making these areas wilderness areas would have
no effect vhatsoever on review of new sources for air quality
permits,

(8) A vilderness designation of the RARE Il areas in
New Happshire would cause little impact on industrial
d

evelopment in Yermont,

(6) Designation of RARE Il areas in Vermont or New
flampshire will not cause mandatory retrofit of control
devices on any existing Vermont industry due to visibility

imnanta
impacts,

{7) Future requirements of a visibility protection plan
for Vermont in mandatory Class 1 areas are not increased,

{c} Potcntial timber producticn losses, estimated at 3,700,000

board feet per year, resulting from wilderness designation would be
relatively minor viewed from the statevide perspective. However, the
approximately 49,000 acres of commercial forest land removed from
production could have a significant impact on certain local wood-using

industrics denandent unon The National Forest for timher gsunnlies
industries dependent upon The National Ferest for timber supplles,

It may be difficult for those local parties so affected to understand
and accept such "sacrifices’ unless a satisfactory explanation were
made and other adequate sources of raw materials for industry were
identified,

(f) The capital investment and administrative carrying costs of

classifying and holding public land as wilderness and in non-productive
condition has not been addressed.

1[I, CONCLUSIONS

. (1) Wilderness in Vermont is supported conceptually as a desirable and
necessary use of public lands,

owing demands for the allocation of all forest resources .

on both public and private lands. These pressures will increase,
(3) The economic effects of the proposed wilderness designation of e

additional areas are relatively minor on a statewide basis, but could have

to relieve,

(4) The effects of the Clean Air Act as a result of wilderness designa-
tion should be minimal.

(5) Opportunities for “wilderness” experience totaling 1,337,000 acres,
are provided by other public lands in addition to designated National Forest
Wilderness in Vermont and nearby states,

(8) Recreational use of public lands, including wilderness on the Green
Mountain National Forest, is an ongoing Joint planning effort of the State of
Vermont and the U, §

(7) Public land acquisition in Vermont 1s controlled at both the state

and local levels, The uses to shich such lands are put must be sensitive

to both local and state perceptions,
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(8) The designation of the proposed area for wilderness should have no
sggnificant environmental impacis,

(9) The social and political impacts resulting from the designation of
large areas for additional wilderness would be significant and are a major
consideration,

(10) All six (8) areas presently identified are not of equal signifi-

Thus, a more thorough review and analysis of “wilderness” opportunities within

the context of other land management planning considerations is appropriate.

modified by substituting the following for the last sentence:
"“No development which would diminish the potential for wilderness
designation of these roadleas areas; regardless of authorized
existing rights, or law, may take place until plans developed
through the NEPA process are complete,”
The State of Vermont further recommends that Alternative "A" as modified be

adopted as the method for the designation of wilderness areas on the Green

During the period of planning appropriate uses which would not diminish
the potential for wilderness designation would be allowed., Some appropriate
uses might include hunting, fishing, hiking, backpacking, cross-country
skiing, and snowmobiling,

This recommendation should in no way be interpreted to mean that the
State favors the setting aside of 55,000 acres of additional Wilderness.
What we inte;d 1s a continuation of the present Forest Service Policy. for
these identified roadless areas until each of them has been subjected to

the regular land management planning process, It is the State's position that

-7-

the land management planning process for The Forest, as mandated by the National

oo W - [ P [ PR, a
Foresi Management

Act and the Renewable Resources Planning Act, would best
meet the needs of Vermont as well as a high majority of the interested and
concerned citizens of the northeastern United States, Under modified
Alternative "A" the identific tion, classification, and designation of

wilderness, as well as non-wildernmess uses, would be accomplished in a more

alternatives, This modified alternative would most effectively mitigate the

gocial and political impacts which may result from the designation of additional

large areas of wilderness, This modified alternative also provides for continued

decisions, and thus to wiser management of the Green Mountain National Forest
in the public interest,

1f the decision is to use the land management planning process (Modified

Alternative “A”), we urge the Forest Service to give high priority to
accelerating its efforts, Thus the initial phases of The Forest Plan can
be completed at an early date,

(2) Should modified Alternative "A" be chosen, the State of Vermont would

pledge its cooperation and services to the Forest Service to the extent feasible in

the develo plans for the management of the Green Mountain National

Forest, In any event, the State would continue to work closely with the

Forest Service for the wise management of these public lands.

September 29, 1978
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

STATE OF kit T IV
WASHINGTON Legslainre Bakdng. O, Washmaton 26501
Dhxy Lee Ray

Governor

[ _

Mr. K. E. Worthington
Reglonal Forester
U.S. Forest Service
P.0. Box 13623
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Worthington:

Attached i{s the State of Washington‘s assessment and recommenda-
tions on RARE II.

We are recommending an allocation of the RARE II areas that is
different than any of the 10 alternatives contained in the draft
environmental statement., O$ur recommended allocation is designed
to best meet the needs of our residents. It retains resource
productivity and would provide optimum recreation opportunities.

1 consider RARE II to be very important and urge the Forest
Sorvice to exnadira tha orpocess and end the uyncsrtainty aver
ervice to expedite the process and end the uncertainty over
roadless areas.

p

',4’//’

. . =
y Lee Ray

Lovernor N

Attachment

i
i
|
i

STATE OF WASHINGTON

RARE 11 RESPONSE

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION ALLOCATION

The following information summarizes the state's preferred
allocation. The attached map can be used to identify the
areas and the approximate boundaries where parts of RARE II
areas are involved.
Allocated to Wilderness
01981
06981
Allocated to Back Country
AlY or parts of: 6041 6036
6031 6071
6050 6072
6032 6069
6063 6085

6084

Allocated to Multiple Use

ANl remaining RARE 11 Areas, including the remaining
portions of those otherwise allocated.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
RARE 11 RESPONSE

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Washington State's Preferred Allocation Criteria

We do not find any of the ten alternatives presented to be totally acceptable.
We have chosen to develop a Washington State preferred allocation of the road-
Tess lands., The allocation is shown on the attached map. The state's alloca-
tion is based on decision criteria that we feel reflects the best interest of
the people of the State of Washington.

The salient decision criteria are underlined.

1. The state has 1.5 mil1ion acres in the National Wilderness Preservation
System. Washington ranks fourth among the 11 western states in providing
wilderness. However, as a percentage of the state's acreage, wilderness
accounts for 4 per cent. This {s a higher percentage than any other
state in the nation and 1s an adequate share for the state to contribute
to this pational program.

2. Some of the RARE 1I areas have a_high mineral potential and should not
be locked up.

3. Some of the RARE Il areas have high timber producing potential and should
not be included.

4. wuWilderness, being subject to restrictive management regulitions. cannot
be effectively managed as a recreational resource.

5. The wilderness classification intended for use by the Forest Service does
not adequately allow for public use of the resources.

6. Some of the RARE I! areas are adjacent to established national parks and
represent contiguous extensions of resources contained within the national
parks. These areas may be studfed through the normal land management plan-
ning process to determine i1f they should be made part of the adjoining
national park. In the interim, they should be retained in "Multiple Use"
status.

7. Some adjustments may be needed to boundaries of existing wilderness areas
where experience has shown the boundary was not properly located to provide
adequate protection or to facilitate management. These may also be jden-
tified through normal land management planning processes. In the interim,
they, too, should be retained in "Multiple Use" status.

1-

RECOMMENDATIONS (Cont'd)

Some areas could be added to the wilderness system to represent the 40-some
ecosystems of the United States. Six of these major ecosystems are in the
State of Washington. To preserve these systems in their natural state
provides a useful tool for educational and scientific purposes.

Some RARE 11 areas are very large and are spread out over a wide geographical
area, with varying values for timber, minerals, and recreation. Some of
these RARE 11 areas were split up for a more effective allocation.

-2-
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BACK COUNTRY

Some of the high recreational potential areas would be best managed for voad-

Tess recreation but not under wilderness destgnation. We feel these areas

should be managed as “back country” according to the provisions described below.

The areas recommended for back country are shown on the map and listed below.

orest Service shou and classification as

alternative to Hild er| ignation or intensive management. He propose
the establishment of a "Back Country” classiffcation, with areas established as
shown on the enclosed map and rules for use to be estabiished by reguiation.
The primary use of these areas would be for semi-primitive recreational use and
assoclated fish, wildlife and scenic values. The areas should be managed to
provide these resources, including providing simple facilities for visitors.
Silvicultural practices, including harvesting mature and decadent timber,
mining, and wiidiife habitat manipuiation wouid be conducted so as to miniwize,
in so far as practicable, adverse fmpacts on these other values.

b to annthar land claccification as
K v n er o

RECOMMENDED BACK COUNTRY AREAS

Back Country Approximate Size
Area Name Description (Acres)
Mt. Baker The central portion of 6041 150,000
immediately surrounding Mt. :
Baker.
Monte Cristo The Monte Cristo and Glacier 85,000
Basin area of 6031 extending
eastward to Glacier Peak
Wilderness.
White Horse Mt. The area of 6050 in the vicinity 20,000
of White Horse Mt. and Three
Fingers.
Mt. Aix/Cougar The American Ridge/Cougar Lakes 140,000
Lake Mt. Aix vicinity of 6032.
Goat Rocks Portions of 6036 that should be 12,000
used to buffer the Goat Rocks
Wilderness.
Mt. Margaret The high plateau area of 6071 25,000

(southern portion).

Mt. St. Helens A1l of 6072 (this is mostly the 29,950
portion of Mt. St. Helens above
timberline).
-3-
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Back Country (Cont'd)

Back Country
Area_Name

Mt. Washington/
Mildred Lakes

Areas generally endorsed for Back County
ownerships should not be put into that ¢

Description

Portions of 6069 that should be
managed to buffer the Mt. Adams
Wilderness.

Most of the alpine areas of
6085.

The portions of 6084 surrounding
Lena Lake and The Brothers.
TOTAL
Bac untry designati
tassificat

ownerships are acquired,

Wilderness Additions

Uhile tion
While our position

r

established in the tat
unit {6981 and 1981) as wilderness.

been t
been th
e, we

{Acres)
Approximate Size

28,000

20,000

15,000

524,950

fon which have intermingled
fon until the lands in other

f the Salmo Priest

The Salmo Priest is an extension of a much

larger habitat for moose and caribou lying mostly in Canada and is the only

range for these animals {in Washington State.

vitally necessary part

of the animals' range,

Even though the area {s not a
it is considered important to the

peop]e of Hashington to maintain this area for moose and caribou.

No aother additions to wilderness are being recommended nor are areas being

recommended for future

study as wilderness.

.4-
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Mr. Craig W. Rupp
September 29, 1978
Page 5

conflicts?

The continuing expansion of enerqy development and land
development into Wyoming's wildlife habitat required that the

Game and Fish Department's evaluation be glven a major role in my
decisions.

In arriving at the final decisions regarding the

Wyoming’s recommended state alternative, the extensive
information provided by the task force and the numerous public
comments and responses received by my office during the last 12
months were closely analyzed. My recommendations are set out in
detail in the attachment to this letter. They may be summarized
as follows:

Acres 8 of % of

RARE II Total

areas acres
Total RARE II areas

recommended for non-wilderness, . . . 2,956,360 a8 17

Total RARE Il areas
recommended for further planning. . . 819,075 10 21

Total RARE II areas
recommended for wilderness. . . . . . 80,396 2 2

The rationale for the gtate alternative congigts of
several critical components. Those areas designated non-
wilderness are areas with high resource values such as minerals,
oil and gas, potential water development, grazing, recreation,
timber or wildlife habitat, Based upon the past U.S. Forest
Service's management plans, and reports, the extensive
information provided by the task force and the public responses,
utilization of the resources these areas contain was considered
necessary to meet immediate and long-term resource needs of
Wyoming and of the nation, Wyoming's economic sector is

inseparably connected to the long-term use and development of
these resources.

The fact that Wyoming has the largest concentration of
wilderness areas in the nation also was considered by me to be an
important factor. The U.S. Forest Service management efforts,
under the guidance of numerous planning regulations, the National
Forest Management Act and the Resgource Planning Act has
adequately planned for and managed the multiple use of many of
the National Forest areas. With increased intergovernmental
cooperation and increased flexibility within the U.S, Forest's
planning requlations, I am confident that these areas can be
effectively managed to provide for our long-term resource needs
and protect the existing high quality of National Forest lands.

Mr. Craig W. Rupp
September 29, 1978
Page 6

The areas recommended for further planning and study
are those with a real conflict between high wilderness values and
high resource values, and we do not now have sufficient data
concerning the potential resources and the need to make a firm
recommendation. A decision to designate them as immediate
wilderness areas would be irreversible and would prevent securing
the information necessary to the making of informed decisions. 1
recognize that Wyoming may have areas which are as well qualified
for wilderness designation as the 26% of our national forest
lands in Wyoming already classified as wilderness or primitive
areas. I believe that parts of some of the very large areas, as
for example the Gros Ventre Area should be considered seriously
for wilderness designation, but I cannot justify designation of
the entire area as wilderness. 1 do not have sufficient
information at this time upon which I could base a recommendation
for any smaller areas.

Until more intelligent decisions can be made regarding
the resource tradeoff involved in designating new areas as
wilderness in Wyoming, it is my position that the U.S. Forest
Service should continue to manage our forest in a systematic and
balanced manner protecting all resources and preserving all
values as completely as possible.

With respect to the areas which I recommend for
wilderness designation: I have previously recommended wilderness
designation for the "Corridor™ tract (No. 04101) near the Elk
Refuge. 1 felt that an additional wilderness area such as the
Snowy Range Area (No. 02074) in the Southeast Quarter of the
state, in which most of our population lives, could be of greater
benefit than a similar area of the same size in the western part
of the state. Gypsum Creek, (No. 04116) the remaining tract is
in close proximity to an existing wilderness area, which should
simplify administration., Finally, in all three cases it appears
that the wilderness designation will not materially interfere
with utilization or management of vital natural resources.

The third phase of RARE 11 has been a long and
difficult. process. I hope the state alternative and the
supplemental information provided by the state task force will
help in the preparation of the final environmental statement. I
request that you contlpue to allow the State of Wyoming to
participate in the final phase of RARE II.
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Mr. Craig W. Rupp
September 29, 1978
Page 7

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft EIS,
please notify me if you have any questions regarding the state's
position.

incerely,

EH/trj
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|planning” and the areas should be classified as "nonwilderness."

September 8, 1978

Mr. Darold Westerberg, RARE II Coordinator
Forest Service

11177 West 8th Avenue

P.0O. Box 25127

Lakewood, CO. 80225

Dear Mr. Westerberg:

At various times during the past 27 years I have made
detailed geological studies of the Piceance and Denver basins,
I have been teaching petroleum geology at Colorade School of
Mines since 1955, and I am a member of the Colorado 0il and
Gas Conservation Commission. Several recent studies, in
cooperation with my consulting partners, James A. Barlow, Jr.
and L.A. McPeek, relate specifically to Region 2 roadless’
areas (RARE 1I). -

Our knowledge of areas discussed in the following
paragraphs indicates that there is no necessity for "further

White River and Grand Mesa National Forests

The enclosed map shows the relationship of wilderness
areas 2181 through 2195 to oil and gas fields, oil shale, and
coal. Essentially all-of these areas are covered by oil and
gas leases.

Area Nos. 2181, 2182, 2183, 2184, 2185, 2191 (south 35%)
and 2195 are in areas of surface or near-surface coal deposits
in or near the Carbondale, Coal Basin, Somerset, and Grand Mesa
coal fields. Many billions of tons of coal remain to be mined
from the Mesaverda Formation in these areas and they should
not be designated as wilderness until the economically minable
coal has been produced. Also, there is deep gas and oil (?)
potential of undeterminable magnitude in these areas.

Area Nos. 2186 through 2194 are adjacent to natural gas
fields. 1In fact, a small quantity of gas has already been

produced from some of these areas. The following table
summarizes an analysis of nearby gas fields and is the basis
for estimating the quantity of gas yet to be developed on the
roadless areas (BCF=billion cubic feet). Past production
plus proved reserves equals ultimate reserves or ultimate
production.

P.O.Box979 e 1444 S50.Boulder e« Tulsa Oklahoma 74101, USA o (918) 584-2555
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Estimated Natural Gas Reserves

Ultimate Prod. *Reserves *Number of Ultimate

‘Gas Field BCF (1/1/77) per well wells anal. reserves in
Name BCF wells analyzed
Wolf Creek 17 2.0 x 7 = 14.0
Divide Creek 60 4.5 X 13 = 58.5
Buzzard Creek 8 5.3 x 1 = 5.3
Plateau Creek 10 0.5 x 13 = 6.%

Total 95 34 84.3 BCF
*Data from L.A. McPeek (unpublished)
g%il = 2.5 BCF per gas well

The following table shows the number of acres that are potentially
gas productive.

Roadless Net
Areas . Areas
2186 40780
2187 6850
2188 9920
2189 27120
2191 66677 (northern 65%)
2192 10880
2193 36800
2194 10400
Total 209427 = 327 sections (640 acres)

If 163 sections (50%) become gas producing and 2 wells are
completed per section (with reserves of 2.5 BCF/well), the ultimate
gas reserves are computed as follows:

163 x 2 x 2.5 = 815 BCF

These reserves are based on a 20-year producing life and,
therefore, are conservative estimates. Some wells will produce
for 30 to 50 years and will increase the ultimate production
considerably. If we assume an average well-head price of $2.50
per thousand cubic feet (MCF), the value of 815 BCF is more than
two billion dollars. The average well-head price per MCF during
the next 20 years may be considerably higher than $2.50.

No estimates of undiscovered oil or gas resources at depths
greater than 10,000 feet have been made. Only 4 wells in the
general area have been drilled to this depth. Regional geological
information indicates that deeper formations (10,000 to 20,000 feet),
in fact, do have a potential for oil and gas production. It
should be noted also that area Nos. 2191 through 2195 contain oil
shale.

Mr. Darold Westerberg -3- September 8, 1978

Specific comments on roadless areas are as follows:
No. 2186 is an obvious area of natural gas and coal potential.

No. 2187 overlaps the Divide Creek gas field and contains
near-surface coal deposits.

No. 2188 contains near-surface coal deposits and is in an
area of obvious natural gas potential.

No. 2189 is adjacent to gas-producing areas which, after full
development, may eventually occupy much of the area.

No. 2191 contains, in its northwest part, the shut-in Leon
Creek gas field which may expand into much of the northern part of
the area after deeper drilling has been conducted.

No. 2192 is occupied by the western part of the shut-in
Leon Creek gas field.

No. 2193 is surrounded by small gas fields. The entire area
eventually may be gas productive.

No. 2194 is immediately south of the extensive Plateau gas
field. Geological analysis indicates that the field will extend
into this area.

Routt National Forest

All of No. 2097 (48,543 acres) and the southwestern part
of No. 2098 (62,100 acres) are within a potentially gas-producing
area that is entirely covered by existing oil and gas leases.

Pawnee National Grassland

Nos. 2309 and 2329 are in areas of very sparse drilling -- the
oil and natural gas potential of deeper formations has never been
tested. These areas should not be designated as wilderness until
more thorough exploration indicates that oil and gas are not present.

No. 2328 is an area with one deep dry hole and, therefore,
has slightly less oil and gas potential than near-by portions of
the Grassland.

Final Comments

It has been suggested that some of these roadless areas could
be developed for oil and gas by directional drilling from locations
outside the areas. This suggestions is obviously absurd; it would
require drilling in lateral directions for distances of from one
to five miles (in addition to the required depth) and wells would
cost millions of dollars. O0il and gas resources would not be
developed if directional drilling was a necessity. (In some
offshore areas in the world the value of the oil and gas is so great
that directional drilling is economically justified -- not the case
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in Coloradol)

Oil and gas exploration and development generally is
nondestructive of wilderness characteristics. Roads and
drilling locations can be reclaimed and returned to their
original condition. Anyone who has attempted to relocate
abandoned wells drilled 10 to 30 years ago in mountainous
areas can attest to the great difficulty of finding many
of these locations. The time to make these "roadless® areas
wilderness is after the oil and gas resources have been
produced.

Yours very truly,

Srdrse—

John D. Haun
AAPG President-elect
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September 29, 1978

The Honorable John R. McGuire
Chief, U.S. Forest Service
Department of Agriculture

PO Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

The American lLand Development Association (ALDA),
which represents the nation's leading developers of
recreational, resort and residential real estate, has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement involving
the Service's on-going Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
(RARE I1) Study. We respectfully offer these comments
regarding the proposed "“decision criteria" contained in
the draft statement.

ALDA supports the proposed criteria in general,
particularly Numbers 1, 3 and 4. However, the Association
feels that an eighth criteria should be adopted and given
primary emphasis, along with Numbers 1, 3 and 4, in the
RARE IT decision-making process:

8. Areas with high potential for
organized snow-related recreation
will receive priority consideration
for allocation to nonwilderness -
so that the resource may be
realized to the fullest extent
possible.

Our ski area developer/operator members, who com-
prise more than 10 percent of the Association's member-
ship, feel there is growing evidence that skier demand
is beginning to out-strip ski area capacity, and that
few, if any, feasible ski area sites are available either
in private or other governmental ownerships. Instead,
the vast majority of suitable areas for new development
or expansion of present facilities are located within
the roadless areas of National Forests. If these few
suitable sites are included in the wilderness system,
the resulting impact upon future growth of the ski
industry will be devastating.
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We would point out also, Mr. McGuire, that
such decisions will affect local communities as
well, since the economies of many communities are
directly related to -- and dependent upon --
existing ski areas located nearby.

Accordingly, the American Land Development
Association respectfully requests your favorable
consideration of the addition we have proposed
to the list of decision criteria which the Service
will use in developing its proposed action in the
final FEnvironmental Statement for RARE II.

Thank you very much for allowing us this
opportunity to comment on this important study.

e

. Terry
ive Vice Pfesident

GAT/elg

AMERICAN
MINING

CONGRESS
FOUNDED 1897
RING BUILDING
WASHINGTON
D.C. 20036

202:331-8900
TWX 710-822-0126
Officers
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September 25, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire

Chief

Forest Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

The American Mining Congress has previously
commented on the RARE II draft environmental impact
statement. We wish to supplement these comments with
additional observations on alternatives that would
facilitate exploration and development of minerals on
lands placed in the categories of "further study" and
recommendations for wilderness designation.

In our letter of August 30 we stressed the need
for selection of programs that would not restrict
access to mineralized lands.

Little is known of mineralization in RARE II areas.
Much of it undoubtedly has significant potential for
discovery and development of essential minerals. The
areas identified in the draft EIS as having known or
high potential for minerals only scratches the surface.
There is much more to be learned.

The mining industry's principal concern is that
there be access for mineral exploration and development
to RARE 1I lands recommended for wilderness designation
or placed in the further study category.

Areas recommended for wilderness designation

The Wilderness Act of 1964 made it explicit that
mineral exploration and development are a priority use

'of the public lands and that minerals are important to

the welfare of the nation.

We suggest for those areas recommended for addition
to the National Wilderness Preservation System that the
mining and mineral leasing laws be made applicable for
a period of 20 years beyond the date that these lands
are included in the system. During the time existing

Continucd. . . . . . .
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mining uses and mineral leasing should continue

under provisions of the mining and mineral leasing
laws. Also, during this period mineral surveys should
be conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau
of Mines or by contract and it is paramount that
mineral development, access, exchange of lands, and
ingress and egress for mining claimants be guaranteed.

Not only should access be guaranteed but it should
be granted on a timely basis.

Using the format of existing Forest Service regula--
tions governing locatable minerals plans of operation
for exploration and development should include a rea-
sonable balance between environmental protection and
activities necessary to conduct such work.

Surface geological mapping, geochemical and
geophysical exploration can be accomplished without con-
struction of trails and roads. Hellcopters can be used
to transport equipment, personnel and supplies to remote
locations. Drilling operations can be undertaken subject
to requirements of best practicable restoration and
revegetation upon cessation of operations,

Operators must be assured that if economically
minable discoveries are made that they will be permitted
to develop these resources,

Areas regarded as having mineral potential that
have been identified by the Forest Service as being
sui table for classification as wilderness should be
allocated to further planning in order that more accurate
data on the mineral potential of these lands may be
obtained.

Further planning category

It is essential that lands placed in the further
study category be studied in a timely fashion and that
a mineral survey conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey
and U.S. Bureau of Mines or by contract be an inteyral
part of this study. We suggest that a 5-10 year limi-
tation be placed on retention of lands in this category
and that a decision be made at the end of this period
to either return the lands to multiple use or to
recommend them for wilderness designation.

Forest Service surface management regulations
applicable to locatable minerals are more than adequate
protection for these lands while they are being studied.

Continued. . . . . .

-3-

Certainly, these lands should remain open to operation
of the mining and mineral leasing laws. Mineral develop-
ment, access, exchange of lands, and ingress and egress
for mining claimants should continue as currently
practiced on national forest lands open to mining.

The Forest Service surface management regulations
will assure environmental protection while permitting
reasonable and legitimate exploration efforts to take
place.

Restrictions on the study areas should by no means
be more stringent than in a wilderness area,

We appreciate the opportunity to bring these

additional views to your attention.

Allen Overton, .
’ President

51 cerely,

-~

cc: Mr. Tom Nelson
Associate Chief
Forest Service

|-

T
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P.O Box 141, Westerville, Ohio 43081 Telephone (614) 891.2425
Telex: 245392
September 27, 1978

Mr. Mike Griswald

Acting Director of Recreation
U.S. Forest Service
Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Mr. Griswald:

Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation (RARE II)

The American Motorcyclist Association (AMA) is grateful for the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the RARE II process now concluding. We appreciate the
recognition afforded us as a national organization of recreationists

and for the varied opportunities given us to become involved in the
process.

Recent surveys indicate that almost 75% of our members depend on
national forests for trailriding opportunities, and for this reason
we have a keen interest in the land allocation decisions determined
by RARE 1. Federal land ownership patterns and legislative mandates
make the national forest system the most "available® public lands for
American citizens. Unlike the Bureau of Land Management, the Forest
Service has extensive land holdings in the east as well as the manage-
ment flexibility to permit motorized recreation where appropriate.
These circumstances make RARE II decisions even more difficult and
of greater consequence to those depending on eastern national forests
for dispersed motorized recreation.

As an association, the AMA has long recognizeu the importance of
wilderness as a resource whose values need to be identified and pro-
tected. However, in seeking to preserve wilderness values caution
must be exercised not to cheapen the concept by including areas not
meeting the criteria identified in the Wilderness Act of 1964. Addi-
tional care must. be incorporated so as not to unfairly diminish other
resource values at the expense of wilderness. To be specific, equity,
balance, and quality should be the guideposts for RARE 11 decisions.

While recognizing the importance of preserving the wilderness
resource, we have some concern for the quality of wilderness areas
being contributed to the National Wilderness Preservation System by
the Forest Service. Additionally, as a segment of the recreation
public that is highly dependent on national forest land to enjoy
our sport, we are concerned that some would seek to prohibit our use

Mr. Mike Griswald
September 27, 1978
Page 2

by utilizing wilderness as a tool to accomplish that prohibition.

Not only would this be an unjust motivation for the wilderness desig-
nation, but it could result in less than gquality contributions to the
system.

With these general comments and concerns in mind, we have attached
a more detailed review of the DEIS., These will serve as our comments
as a natlonal organization and will be supplemented by the many individ-
ual comments of our members addressing specific inventory areas.
Should there be any gquestions regarding our association's input, we
trust you will not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely your

Robert Rasor
Associate Director
Government Relations

RR/t1

Attachment
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ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION
U.S. FOREST SERVICE
Comments of the
American Motorcyclist Association
September, 1978
I. INTRODUCTION

ol

[Py Emrm 1ot dan —f Ll a3-a %3 oo
Since

the formalization of the National Forest System by the
passage of the Transfer Act of 1905 and the subsequent policy state~
ment by the Secretary of Agriculture Wilson, our nation's forests
have been managed in a manner that would provide "the greatest good

for the greatest number of people.” This management philosophy was
formalized in the Mnlfin]n-"ﬂn Sustainad Vield Act Af 1060 hy wromuird

formalized in the Multi le-Uge Sustained Yield Act of 1960 by requiring

national forests to be administered for purposes of recreation, range,
timber, watershed, and fish and wildlife purposes. The Wilderness

Act of 1964 included wilderness as one of these resources to be managed
for "the greatest good..."

aF v PRI

In recent years, however, the wilderness theme has been allowed
to dominate management programs related to our national forests to
the point that other land allocation decisions are aii predicated on
this single resource commitment. In all too many instances timber,
recreation, grazing, and wildlife decisions have been forced into a
holding pattern because certain segments felt that inadequate consid-
eration had been given to the wilderness resource. 1In many instances,

large cxnangaes of lamd howva baan w2idibhhald feonm Alocaoad oo o b
iarge expanses of land have been withheld from dispersed use or timber

harvest pending settlement of a long line of court cases. No longer
are the forests being managed for the greatest good for the greatest
number; but seemingly for the greatest good for the greatest number of

wilderness areas. All too frequently, land use decisions are being
made in the courts rather than through the |n0-nnvn0-n.«1 planning process

a
te rather than aanning precess.

The first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) conducted
in 1972 proved totally inadequate as a measure to identify candidate
areas for incorporation into the National Wilderness Preservation
System (NWPS). As a result of its shortcomings and the ever increasing

challenges to management decisiong, we are now faced with RARE II.

As a concept RARE I1 is much broader and more encompassing than
its 1972 namesake. Under RARE II, we are faced with relaxed criteria
to incorporate more possible candidate areas, greater efforts to identify
wilderness in the eastern United States, and expanded public input.
However, even with all these improvements RARE 11 suffers from short-
comings similar to those that plagued the original RARE. RARE II
remains a single use form of incremental planning that fails to include
adequate consideration for other forest users and their relationship
to the total NWPS.

The major purpose of RARE Il ig identified ag making recommenda-
tions concerning the roadless areas necessary to round out the National
Wilderness Preservation System and to determine those roadless areas

II.

that can be immediately made avaiiabie for non-wilderness uses. How-
ever, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) makes no attempt
to suggest what part of the total contribution to the NWPS should be
provided by the National Forest System nor can it offer any assurances
that those roadless areas released for non-wilderness uses will be

PR PRSI 1 P Abog 2eT A Liazhbos Vicelas sAlalir 1:4d1dontdinn
immune from court blldLLl:llg:B that would further limit their utilizatic

RARE II fails to fully consider the potential contribution to be
made by the Bureau of Land Management to the NWPS in relationship to
existing wilderness, administration endorsed proposals, and identified
RARE II roadless areas. The BLM has only recently begun to inventory
its 450 million acres for potential wilderness, In considering how
much wilderness our nation can afford, we must identify the total poten-
tial acreage that is administered by all federal agencies and make a
decision based upon all inclusive quantification.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTS

Physiographic Regions - Attempts should be made to avoid incor-
porating excessive numbers of roadless areas which represent already
existing landforms included in the NWPS. Conversely those landforms
not represented should be given priority. i

Recreation - The greatest concerns of the AMA revolve around the
treatment that dispersed motorized recreation will receive in final
RARE II use allocations. Of the 131 million visitor days identified
for National Forests, no differentiation is made between dispersed

motorized and pthar dignarcged recreation ugee I‘nrl—hnr

nreviouslvy
motorizec anc ¢gtnery cdlispersed recreailion usgeg, surtnher

Lt §
designated roadless areas are not normally available for motorized
recreation so it becomes extremely difficult to measure the actual
impacts of roadless and wilderness designations on this segment of the
recreation public. :

We would suggest the 1.8 million visitor days attributed to motor-
ized inventoried areas is a conservative estimate. Motorized use would
be much greater if management philosophies did not prohibit such use.
Industry figures indicate an existing population of over 5.6 million
of f-highway motorcycles now in use. If we conservatively estimate that
only half are used on forest lands, estimates of visitor/use days are
doubled even though other motorized recreations are excluded.

Wilderness - By including use of wilderness and primitive areas
as part of the total visitor day count for dispersed recreation, you
are distorting the original intent of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Con-

gress passed the Act to preserve the wilderness resource for future
generations, not as a means of establishing opportunities for a special
recreational experience. Wilderness recreation should not be a criteria
for selecting candidate areas to the NWPS. The presence of recreation
in wilderness is secondary to the selection and establishment of a
wilderness area.

Cultural Resources - The discovery of and preservation of signi-
ficant archeological and historical sites that exist within inventoried
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roadless areas cannot be over emphasized. However, sufficient detail
describing the methodology to be used in assessing the quality and
significance of a particular cultural resource as qualifying for wild-
erness selection are lacking. Guidelines must be established for
determining what is of value and what is not.

Socio-Economic Factors - The DEIS has some consideration for the
"macro” socio-economic impacts of RARE II but seems to give little
consideration to the "micro” or spinoff effects. We refer to the
consequences of denying an individual a dispersed motorized recreation
opportunity and the ramifications of prohibiting the social and
monetary exchange that accompanies that experience. The social and
economic impacts are not limited exclusively to timber harvest and
possible unemployment resulting from establishing wilderness areas.

In referencing the desire of persons to reflect on wilderness,
and be secure "in it just being there,” the Forest Service should
exercise caution in practicing a management philosophy that liberally
affords the luxury of providing a wilderness merely for satisfying such
an elusive value. The time has passed when our nation and its
resources can be reserved from productivity to fulfill an individual's
or an organization's daydream.

EVALUATING CRITERIA

The DEIS spells out four characteristics selected by the public:
landform, ecosystem, wildlife, and accessability. Yet, it fails to
identify the source of this "public" opinion.

The Forest Service's National Summary of Public Comments on_the
RARE II (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation) Inventory and Evaluation
Criteria (November, 1977) indicates on page 74 that none of the four
criteria enumerated by the outline were among the top four criteria
in this national survey. To the contrary, meeting participants believed
that: (1) the need for significant commercial timber resources to
remain available for harvest, (2) the need to make significant energy
resources available for extraction, and (3) the need to make signi-
ficant mineral resources available for extraction were all more important
than any of the enumerated criteria.

Yet the environmental statement does not reveal an agency proposal
to accommodate these public views. Since the RARE II program was
supposed to proceed on a consensual basis, we view this failing to be
a most serious one which goes to the very heart of the program.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

In evaluating the proposed alternatives and the effects of their
implementation, the Association must limit its comments to RARE II's
impact on motorized dispersed recreation.

The likelihood of either Alternatives A, B, or J being selected
seems highly unlikely and will not be addressed by these comments.

Assuming some compatibility with commercial interests, Alternative C
provides a high emphasis on non-wilderness uses and therefore could be
made acceptable to motorized dispersed recreation.

Alternative E, because of its concentration on low-level achieve-
ment of landform, ecosystem, wildlife, and accessability offers the
best selection and possibility for motorized recreation. This is
accomplished without allocating large acreages for “additional study,"
but still affords the opportunity to preserve those roadless areas
having the greatest wilderness values.

Additionally, Alternative E provides virtually 100% of the low
level achievement targets for the landform, ecosystem, and wildlife
characteristics and 98% of the low level target for accessability and
distribution.

Alternatives D, P, G, H, and I would excessively limit motorized
recreation or allocate unnecessary large numbers of inventoried areas
for "additional study" and thereby defeat the intent of the RARE II
process.

EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the varied alternatives can only be discussed
in relationship to their perceived impacts on dispersed recreation.

We were extremely disappointed to discover that no attempt was
made to- relate the amounts of motorized dispersed recreation that would
be displaced as a result of implementing the various alternatives to
identified levels of user needs. Additionally, information is needed
on the amount of actual trail facility involved with each alternative.
Unlike other non-motorized trail use, wilderness designation can not
only serve to prohibit use directly, but it also limits access to
other areas of use because of trail closures.

The discussion of the effects of implementing the alternative
approaches is directed solely at whether or not an area will or will
not be recommended as wilderness. This single purpose orientation pro-
hibits proper focus on other recreation and resource issues and ignores
necessary planning for them. This is particularly significant because
of the small percentage of the total population that actually utilizes
wilderness.

In the discussion on p. 37 of the effects on recreation, there is
the implication that non-wilderness designations will result in a
corresponding increase in recreation in designated wilderness areas.
The suggestion is that non-wilderness designations create an increase
of use in wilderness areas. However, quite the opposite has been
observed. Once officially recognized as "Wilderness," use increases
subsgtantially in a given area.

As indicated, Alternative C will fulfill the RARE II share of the
wilderness target as well as those targets established for timber,
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developed recreation, dispersed recreation, grazing, and fish and
wildlife. Alternative C allocates 18% of the inventoried areas to
“further study.” While Alternative B falls somewhat short on the
wilderness targets for RARE 1I, it does provide a greater balance
among the other characteristics.

We feel the NFS is in error by suggesting wilderness experiences
would be enhanced by adding additional areas to lower uger density.
Available informatlon indlcates that those seeking a wilderness exper-
ience only penetrate the fringe of established areas. Those who have
their wiliderness experience disturbed by user density have only them-
selves to blame; additional solitude is available by merely moving
deeper into existing areas.

If the impacts on law enforcement in the 384 identified areas is
to increase substantlally because of restrictions imposed on tradi-
tional ORV areas, maybe some consideration should be given to their
attractiveness as wilderness. If enforcement is to be a problem per-~
haps the area should be excluded. Such a phenomenon may also reflect
a significant user need or desire in that given area that will be

dignlaced merhavps unfairle hu a wildernesag decigion

________ perna unfalrly a wildernesg decigicn,

One would have
to conclude that if a history of motorized recreation does not pro-
hibit an area from wilderness caonsideration; then its use does not

jeopordize wilderness as a resource and should be allowed to remain.

EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PROPOSAL

PP R Sy S, P A £a

Identification of a preferred course of action in the draft
environmental statement requires that Porest Service policy makers
give serious and formal consideration to the direction of the RARE II
program much earlier in the whole process than if identification of
the preferred alternative is delayed until the final environmental

statamant We belicve that the final nrogram would have benefittegd
statement. elli final pregram would ha Denelitted

from this "forcing™ mechanism since it would have permitted program
planners and environmental statement writers to test this preliminary
decision through agency reconsideration in light of subsequent public
comment.

Further, identification of a preferred alternative in the draft
environmental statement would focus public comment on a more narrowly
defined set of issues than if the public is presented with a range of
options without benefit of the Forest Service's views as to which of
these constitutes the best compromise amongst competing considerations.
The absence of a preferred alternative in the draft environmental
statement deprives the interested public of a vital link in the exchange

Al 2 Aann whiak ha MDOA wawrf s wwmamans {a cnneana -~ Aavbas
of ideas which the REPA review process is supposed to entail.

To adequately address the methodology to be utilized by the
National Forest Service, the public needs to know their willingness to
provide alternatives for displaced activities. This "qualification”

will be tha trus meagure of the effocts of each alternative,

will be the true measgure the effects each alternativ

CONSULTATIUN W1lH UTHLKS

The assessment of public involvement in the RARE II process has
been grossly over-rated by the Forest Service. By quoting the attend-
ance figures of the 227 workshops the Forest Service is suggesting

that workshops are a viable means for collecting public assegsment.

We feel some re-evaluation must occur. For the quoted attendance, the
average at each meeting could not have exceeded 74 persons. This in
itself is not representative of the nation's public; however, more

importantly, it illustrates the weaknesses of public sessions as a
means of gaining input.

In view of the importance of identifying the size and character-
istics of an ideal national wilderness system and the contributions
to this system of each of the federal land managing agencies, we believe
this section ought to specify the substance of the consultations and
coordination with other agencies and indicate how the RARE 11 program
and environmental statement conform to the substantive agreements

reacneu uurxng UIE COUIUL"H‘:LUH pPIrocess.

The "wilderness question™ is one that involves all federal land
managing agencies. The ultimate answer cannot be concluded until
agreement has been reached on the finite contributions expected from

aach acencvy
eacn agency.

* & ® B

SUMMARY

In summary, the American Motorcyclist Association recognizes
the importance of the preservation of wilderness as a resource and
accepts the conceptual wisdom of RARE II. We seek a timely completion
of the program without sacrificing other resource values for the-
sole purpose of expanding the National Wilderness Preservation System.

We deplore the establishment of wilderness areas for the expressed

purposes of prohibiting dispersed motorized recreation and feel that
14 | 2t 1 4 g | g

RARE II is deficient for not incorporating other resource values. The
Forest Service should exercise caution in determining wilderness for
the luxurious reason of merely knowing it exists.

Among the alternatives offered for discussion., we favor the
emphasis placed on non-wilderness allocatlons afforded in Alternative
E. As a possible compromise, we feel Alternative C closely approxi-
mates our needs for non-wiiderness designation while providing some
reasonableness in the number of acres allocated to wilderness and
those left in an undetermined state.
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AMERICAN PLYWDOD ABSOCIATION

Bronson J. Lewis

Exscutive Vice President SEP 268 MY

September 22, 1978

Mr. Robert H. Torheim
Regional Porester I

Northern Region, USFS —_— jp—
Federal Building

Missoula, Montana 59807

Dear Bob:

The prompt and responsible completion of RARE II is of great concern to
the American Plywood Association and its members who produce most of the
softwood plywood in the U. §. We are hopeful that the comments which

follow will help you in your deliberations on the resolution of the vital
RARE II atudy.

APPROACHES FOR DEVELOPING A DECISION

After having reviewed all the alternatives presented, we find none that
ve can fully support. We do, however, see merit in many of the concepts
conteined in the alternatives. We believe that the best approach to
development of an acceptable alternative would be to:

1) Begin vith the high-level Rational RPA 1975 target goals for
the year 2015 for all resources, includjng wilderness. The
rationale for using the high level is that opportunity coste
should be measured against the highest production of goods and
services feasible within the balanced RPA program goals.

2)  Adjuet boundaries of roadless areas as necessary to produce
logical mensgement units. Roadless areas are accidents in time
and many lack management iotegrity. Where an area is so shaped
as to defy management as a unit, it should be broken into local
units. Where vastly differing resource values are involved
vhich pay logically be allocated to differing management options,
i.e., wilderness versus nonvilderness, boundaries should be
drawn betveen these differing value areas. Boundary adjustments
should be required when the above conditions exist; otherwise,
unneceasary conflicts in meeting RPA goals will be developed.

3) Determine which roadless areas most effectively contribute to
each resource target. Use procedures similar to Appendix 1,
Stage 2, in "Preliminary Evaluation Procedures," RARE II dated

1119 A Street + P.O. Box 2277 + Tacoms, Washinglon 88401 + 206 272-2283
TLX 32 7430
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July 31, 1978, except start with areas needed to maintain
community stability, then highest productivity. The entire
procedure should be done nationally without respect to regional
boundaries. Wilderness would be ranked by landform, ecosystem
and accessibility/distribution gap needs and then by Wilderness
Attributes Rating System numbers.

4) Continue with Stage 3 in "Preliminary Evaluation Procedures,"
Steps 1 and 2. Prior to Step 3, check off wilderness areas
to meet 80Z of the high-level goal (30 - 23.8 = 6.2 x 802 =
5 million acres). Start with lendform, ecosystem, and acces-
sibility/distribution gaps having lowest resource outputs to
meet this criteria, then add areas with highest WARS rating.

5)  After 80X of RPA high-level goals are reached, use professional
judgment of forest, regional and national-level personnel, along
vith public ioput, to reach as nearly as possible 100X of all
RPA resource target goals. Consider further boundary changes
to roadless areas in order to bring about realization of full
RPA target goals. This final stage aust not be purely mechan-
ical, but must recognize physical, biological, social and polit-
ical realities.

£ 1975 RPA target goale were realiatic, it will be possible to recommend
an allocation of wilderness and nonwilderness areas that satisfy wilderness
and other rescurce output goals. If RARE Il recommendations for wilderness
and nonwilderness allocation do not allow meeting RPA goals, RARE II will
have failed to comply with the law. We believe it is entirely possible

to exceed the goals for timber and still meet RPA goals for wilderness.

We believe that the resultant wilderness system could meet not only the
acreage goal, but also the goal of establishing a quality system that
containg representative landforms, ecosystems, acceasibility to the people
of the country, and also rates highly in wilderneas attributes. Care

must be taken that the wilderness system does not destroy the Rational
Forest System's ability to meet all of the other rescurce outputs it is
capable of achieving.

DECISION CRITERIA

We feel that decision criteria should be built into the procedures for
developing & recommended decision rather than simply evaluating alternatives
produced by using one or more elements.

BPA Target - Program goals or targets should be more than a major considera-
tion for evaluating an alternative; they should be the basis for developing
the recommended decigion.

General Public Agreement - We agree that public response should be considered
as a decision criteria in the development of a final Administration recommenda-
tion. However, we have been disturbed by comments that responses will be
given greater consideration if the respondent was perasonally acquainted

with the area. This gives a trevendous bias to that small segment of the
public that uses roadless areas for recreation. It would discriminate




£sS-a

Mr. R. H. Torheim -3~

against the majority of Americans who might benefit from the development
of roadleas areas through the use of the resources involved or recreational
pursuits derived from the areas if they were developed.

We are also concerned that respondents supporting a particular alternative
nationally, or commenting regarding further classifications for wilderness
or nonwilderness-use withic their state, be considered to have responded
on all roadless areas involved. If, for example, a respondent indicates
support for Alternative H on roadless areas within his state, this should
be considered as response opposing wilderness classifications for those
areas listed as noowilderness under that alternative, and supporting
vilderness classifications for those areas to be claesified as wilderness.
Considering that this evalution would be made, we would support the conten-
tion that wvhen the preponderance of public opinion indicates preference
for allocation of individual areas, considerable weight should be given
to such allocation.

Based on our review of several dozen land-uge studies over the past couple
of yeara, we feel it is rather naive to believe that a general consensus
vill emerge for any significant number of areas. The Forest Service's
failure to identify a preferred alternative has certainly contributed

to a lack of consensus. We slso feel that a lack of consensus should

not be used as an excuse to avoid decision-making by placing areas in

the limbo status of "Purther Study."” From the history of involvement

in land-use allocations on areas containing high resource values and high
wvilderness values, we have found that planning delays accelerate controversy
by breeding uncertainty and public disgust of planning efforts. Consensus
by the interest groups involved in most cases never occurs, but controversy
dies down following the decision-meking process.

Community Stability and Employment - The maintenance of community etability
should be more than a decision criteria used to assess various alternatives
in arriving at the wost desirable one. It should be the basis for develop-
ment of 8 finsl decision. Throughout the history of the National Forest
System, both in legislative and administrative direction, there has been

8 recognuition of the interdependency between the mansgement of national
forest lands and the communities that have developed and prospered based

on those management directions. The failure of the Foreat Service to
recognize the sensitivity of that bond was demonstrated by the recent
timber sale bidding procedures controversy. That mistake should not be
repeated in RARE 1I.

Allocations that would jeopardize the stability of industries and dependent
communities should be the overriding factor in determining which areas
should be recommended for wilderness and nonwilderness use.

National Issues - We concur with the statement made regarding national

issues of energy independence, housing starts, inflation, etec., in the
Draft Environmpental Statement. Regarding the timber resource, one of
the best means of assuring we do meet the needs for wood products is
to develop recommendations based upon Resource Planning Act goals for
all resources iocluding timber. 1In further support of this position,
ve include Exhibit 1, Tables 1-4, which clearly show that the United
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States has not been self-aufficient in softwood sawtimber supply even

in years of low demand. When considering lumber, plywood, and log exports
and imports, the United States was s net importer of nearly 6 billion
board feet of softwood in 1977. This is the greatest imbalance that has
occurred in our history. It will, however, very likely be exceeded this
year.

The forest policy of the United States in this ceantury has been based

on self-sufficiency in meeting wood needs. It is now becoming apparent
that we are failing in this. Not because of any real shortage in timber
inventory or lack of productivity of our forest land base, as was pre-
dicted in the early part of this century, but rather because of indecisive
policies on management of the National Forest system, which contains about
one-half of the softwood inventory in .this country.

The failure to meet U. S. wood needs touches the majority of the major
social and economic problems of this country today...inflation, unemploy-
ment, balance of payment deficits, and increasing tax burdens.

The parallels between development of energy resources and timber resources
are frighteningly similar. As further evidence of the relationship between
RARE 11 and meeting wood needs, we attach aa Exhibit 2 the APA report,

"Can the United States Meet Needs for Plywood and Lumber and Establish

a Quality Wilderpess System?"

National Criteria of Landform, Ecosystem, Wildlife and Acceasibility/
Distribution - We concur with the statement that, "Preference will be
given in allocating roadless areas to wilderness if the addition of the
area will increase the diversity and quality of the NWPS." We agree that
filling gaps in landform, ecosystem and accegsibility/distribution targets
are important in filling out the establishment of a quality wilderness
system. We do not feel that the public perception of certain wildlife-
species being associated with a wilderness type environment, even when

the perception msy be inaccurate, is a criteria that warrants inclusion

in the RARE II process decision criteria. From a biological standpoint,
many of the species listed thrive better in nonwilderness situations.

Many of the other apecies are very rarely seen by the casual wilderness
traveler. It would be misleading to establish a wilderness area so that
people might viewv an animal that is rarely, if ever, seen. We believe
that if this criteria is retained it should be limited to those species
vhich actually need a wilderness environment to thrive and who's existence
is threatened or endangered.

With respect to sccessibility/distribution targets, we feel that these
targets would also be helpful for the West and would be significant in
pointing up the need for sdditional wildernese classification in Southern
California. We feel that landform, ecosystem and accessibility/distribution
targets at the Alternative E level should receive strong consideration

in making recommendations for new areas to be added to the wilderness
system.

September 22, 1978
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Wilderness Attribute Ratings -~ We are not well versed in the intricacies
of the wilderness attribute rating system. However, we do believe that
scenic beauty, diversity, uniqueness, solitude and other attributes which
make for & memorable wilderness experience, and draw people to the use

of wilderness areas, should receive high consideration in the development
of a quality wilderness system.

Grasslands ~ It would be a break in faith, if not in law, with the stated
purposes for vhich graseslands were established if these lands were made

s part of the wilderness system. We do not feel any Nationel Grassland
Area should be considered for wilderness.

Previous Congressional Decisions - We recommend that previous congressional
decisions be an added criteria to the decision-making procesa. RARE II

comes at 8 point in time when many decisions have already been made relative
to allocation of lands to the wilderuese system. RARE II is & process

to round out the completion of a quality wilderness system. Since the
passage of the Wilderness Act, Congress has considered in great detail

the boundsries of many areas, edding and rejecting various portions im
establishing which lands would become a part of the system and vhich lands
should be available for other multiple uses. Throughout the legislative
history there ere nuserous examples of directions by Congress regarding

the management of lands not included within the wilderness system. This
legislative history should provide the basis for evaluation of roadlesa

areas adjacent to many of the lands that have been established in wilderness.
The Porest Service has ignored this legislative history by including these
areas io the RARE II process. Oue example is the North Cascades earea

in Washington State adjacent to the Glacier Peak Wilderness. House and
Senate reports on the passage of the additions to the Glacier Pesk Wilderness
clearly call for Rational Porest areas surrounding Glacier Peak and the
Rorth Csscades Park to be managed for nonwilderness resources.

OTHER COMMERTS ON DRAFT EIS AND RARE II PROCESS

Further Study - This classification muet be minimized if RARE 1I is to
prove vorthwhile. RARE II has reesulted in many delays in the normal land-
use planning process. If all of the time and effort placed in RARE II

is to pay off, it will have to result in altocations for the vast majority
of lands. We are extremely concerned by reports that 30, and even 50%,
of the lauds in RARE Il may end up in further study. If that ehould be
the case, RARE II will have failed to meet its charge of epeeding the
completion of a quality wilderness syatem. Further study classification
should pot be used to duck the hard decisions which must be made. It
should slso not be used as @ mesns of subverting the RPA goal by placing
vast areas in further study pending establishment of new RPA goals. Lands
tecoomeanded for wildernees and for further study must not exceed the 25-
30 million acre wilderness goal.

It is particularly important that no lands necessary to realize full RPA
timber sale goals within the next five years be placed in further study.
On many forests, timber sale programs will deteriorate significantly unless
lands are immediately returned to uvonwildernese use.

Mr. R. H. Torheim -6- September 22, 1978

Strengthening Draft EIS - The final enviroumental statement should clearly
show in graphic form impacts of all the alternatives, including the recoumended
alternative on RPA target goals for all resources. After this is done,

then the social, economic and environmental costs of each of the alternative
resource level cutputs should be shown. For exsmple, it is impossible

to dietinguish between employment impacts associated with timber harvest

and those associated with water production, forage, or developed recreational
areas. This is also true of revenues generated, inflation impacts, balance

of payments deficits and other impacts.

We sincerely hope that APA's views on RARE II will help to assure that
the U.S. both meets its needs for plywood and lumber, and establishes
a quality wilderneas system.

Sincerely,

BRONSOR J, LEWIS
Executive Vice President

Enclosures
cc: John McGuire, Chief USFS

M. Rupert Cutler, Asst. Secretary of Agriculture
APA Board of Trustees
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Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief,

Foreat Sarvice

U. S. Department of Agriculture

14th Street and Independence Avenue, S.W.

[T o annen
Washingtom, D. C. 20250

Dear Mr. McGuire:

On behalf of the Association of American State Geologists,
representing the Stata Geological Survayas aof all 50 atates and
Puerto Rico. I respectfully submit to you the following resolu-
tion, passed at the recently concluded 70th Annual Meeting of
the Association at Jackson, Wyoming:

Whereas, the Association of American State Geologists
believes that the wiee use of America's resources g
of preemiuent concern and that a continuing etrong

national ecounomy depends om this, aad

Whereas, there is a deep national interest in public
land policy, and

Yheroae, it ia important to inaure that our nation's
public lands will bring maximum benefit to all citi-
zens of our patiom,

Therefore, be it resolved that the Association of Amer-
ican State Geologists favors multiple use of our publie
lands over single use wherever possible, and,

Be it {urther resolved that there 15 an urgenot meed that
further eingle-use classi{fication of public lands be with-
held until there is obtained for each subject area a

total assegsment of resource values baged on balanced
scientific studies and appropriate review of all factors,
hu-'lm"na r(ml- demonatration that the aetion taken {a

in the highest public interest, and

|_.. St SERVICE
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Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
Page 2
August 18, 1978

Be it further resolved that provision should be
made for a viable mechanism to return single use
classification lands to multiple use when changing

priorities or significant new developments warrant
it.

We sincerely hope that you will be able to support
the worthy purpose of this resociution.

Respectfully submitted,

C_Q.

Arthur A. Socolow,
Past President,
Asgociation of American State Geologists

AAS-gb
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The Honorable John R. McGuire
Chief

U.5. Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 2417

Waghington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

Oon behalf of Discover America Travel Organizations (DATO),
the national organization of the U.S. travel industry, I would
like to offer comments on one aspect of the Draft Environmental
Statement involving RARE II.

DATO is unique in that it represents the common interests
of major travel industry components and is supported by them.
1ts membership inciudes individuals from more than 1,200
organizations, firms and agencies. Among its members are in-
dividual state and territorial government travel offices as
well as the conventicn and visitors bureaus of America's
principal cities.

Travel and tourism have become a permanent and prominent
feature of the American standard of living and the quality
of the tourist experience is a national concern.

National parks, forests. seashores, recreational areas,

monuments, historic sites, and wilderness have become tourist
destinations and, as such, present the issues of access, modes

of use, suitable facilities, carrying capacity, and environmentai
protection. DATO is deeply concerned with these issues and

with the conservation, use and management of the nation's vast
public recreational lands.

Continued . . . .
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The Honorable John R. McGuire
September 29, 1978
Page Two

We are concerned that the "decision criteria" contained
in the Draft Environmental Statement has not given adequate
consideration to organized snow-related recreation. Accordingly,
we propose that an eighth criteria be added to the list,

to-wit:

Areas with high potential for organized snow-
related recreation will receive priority for -
allocation to nonwilderness so the resource
may be fully realized.

We also urge you in your decision-making process to give
greater emphasis to criteria number 1, 3 and 4 than to the
other four criteria.

It is important that those now or in the future seeking
outdoor recreational activity such as skiing on roadless areas

of natinnal farests nat he daniad the sonartunidse At mragant
O nacidnai ICreS8t8 NOT O denied Tat Spportunilty. AT present,

no feasible alternative sites, for the most part, exist in
private or other governmental ownership. Furthermore, the
economic viability of many communities is dependent upon the

development and expansion of these outdoor recreational
activities.

We ask that you incorporate the above concerns in your
final decision. If we can be of any assistance, please let
me know.

,Sincerely,
N
-«
’
William D. Tochey 14
President

WDT:edz
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FRIENDS OF T111E EARTH

T0: John McGulire, Chlief, U.S. Forest Service

FROM: Margie Ann Glbson, Wilderness Coordlna?or/??&é}%i)\‘/
RE: Friends of the Earth National RARE |} Comments

I, Introduction

Although RARE !l may have been undertaken with the best of Intentlons, It
has proven to be completely inadequate for land use decisions of the magnltude
and Importance of those involved. The program has been overly hasty, superficlal,
and Is constructed In a way that is Inherenily blased against Wilderness designation
for deserving roadless areas. This anti-Witderness blas is apparent throughout
the RARE |1 DES: from the range of alternatlves, to the decision crlteria, to
the absence ot any discussion of the costs and impacts of development and the
benetits of Wllderness,

The RARE Il DES attempts far too much at once, yet does nothing thoroughly.
Development of Wllderness goals and the methods and constralnts for evaluation
and comparlson of roadiess areas, as well as the flnal selection of roadless areas
tor Wilderness are all to be made In Just a few short months. Public comment is
requested only for the final selection of roadless areas for Wilderness since
the program has already made so many of the key decislons about process, goals,
methodology, constralnts, etc. The haste, brevity, and confusion of the RARE I
program obscures many of these lmportant aspects, The program ends up selecting
goals and processes by thé "black box" method without leaving an effective
opportunity for comment upon the methods and results, A real analysls of the
need for the RARE || program would have identlfled areas and Issues In which
prompt decision-making Is truly necessary, and would have dlrected public attentlon
to these points,

Further, the decisfion to complete RARE Il on a very short time table and to
sllow no deviation from that deadllne has not allowed for the program to correct
errors, particularly those which are structural or procedural probiems rather
than simple data changes. Thls of course makes public reactlon to the goats and
procedural aspects of RARE 11 a completely futile effort,

1§ the RARE || program Is to arrive at better decislons than those resulting
from the Land Use Planning Process, |t can do so only to the extent that it
malntalns a higher quallty of Informatlon and analysls than those studlies, Thls
Is not.a llkely result In view of the extreme haste snd superticiallty with which
the program is proceeding.

The "speed before quallty" nature of the program Is i1lustrated by the

tollowlng passage In the July 31, 1978 memo entitled "PrelIminary Evaluation
Procedures - RARE 11" from the Washington offlce of the Forest Servlce:

Northwest office 4512 University Way NE Scattle, Washington 98108 (206 6223-1661

Friends of the Earth National RARE || Comments
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" The RARC I} process i5 loo far along to implement new and complex methods,
processes, or systems unless they:

(1) are tried and proven

(2) are easily understood

(3) are easily applied

(4)save time and/or other management resources

(5) use exIsting data

(6) can be applied natlonally

The assumption 1s made that the evaluation criterla contained In the DES will,
for the most part, remain Intact."

This Js In essence an admission that the declslons have already been made and
that the public Input will have very [lttle effoct,

{f RARE {1 was really fo be a new and comprehensive 1ook at the problem,
then the Inventory should have been new and comprehensive. Instead, many quallfled
roadless lands were not evaluated, regardless of the deflclencies and the lack of
uni formity of the Land Use Planning studies, The excluded lands have In some
cases never been inventorled or listed in any of the RARE programs. Further, they
are not uniformly distributed throughout the National Forest System, but tend to
be concentrated In a few specitic areas, notably central Nevada, the Boise and
Sawtooth National Forests in ldaho, the Kootenal Natlonal Forest In Montana, and
the Willamette Natlonal Forest in Oregon,

The use of the 1975 RPA in RARE 1! Is one of the most serlously defective
aspects of the program, RPA has not been endorsed or funded by the Administration
or Congress —— lIndeed, its only support seems to be from the Forest Service and the
timber Industry, Instead of these outdated targets greatly Iimiting the optlons
and influencing the final declsion, RARE |1 should have served as Independent
new data for arrlving at the 1980 RPA goals, As It Is, many worthwhile options
have not been consldered because of the limitations imposed by the 1975 RPA
targets.

The usefulness of the national DES and the supplements Is greatly dimlnlshed
by the absence of any index or cross-referencing. This lack makes It extremely
difficult to find Information, compare polnts, and investigate Inter-relatlonships -
between tactors. For example, many ltems of Information are presented in one
place, while thelr explanatlon Is hidden in the text without any clue as to locatlon.
Thls makes the document appear even more confusing and disorganlzed that It
actually is,

11, Weaknesses of the Evatuation and Declston Criteria

A. The WARS System

The WARS system, while being a good Idea In theory, Is far too subject to the
whims and prejudices of Forest Service personnel throughout the natlion and, as
such, Is arblitrary and Inconsistent. Scorlng was not unlform even within a
slngle Nationatl Forest, An excellent example of this Is +wo areas near Mt, Rainler
National Park: Tatoosh, a 17,000 acre ridge In the Gifford Pinchot Natidnal Forest,
received a WARS rating of 24, Just a few miles away, the 200,000 ezre Cougar
Lakes area of high ridges, numercus alpine lakes, timbered vaileys, and rugged
peaks received a WARS rating of only 21. Both areas were selected as Wl!derness
Study Areas In RARE I, and both posses conslderable witderness character, To



85-A

Frlends of the Earth National RARE |t Comments
Page 3 .

local conservationists, who for years have actively sought Wilderness protection
for Cougar Lakes, it Is totally Inexplicable that WARS gave Tatoosh a 12% higher
rating than Cougar Lakes, While it Is understandable that it might be difticult
to obtaln conslstent WARS ratings trom different regions of the country,. the
assignment of different ratings to areas in the same mountain range and withlin
only a few mlles of each other casts grave doubt -on the. creédibillty of the entire
system,

Another major problem with WARS Is that quallty and quanity of the Willderness
resource are not reasonable balanced against each other In the way that the ratings
were used In tormulation alternatives, For example, selectlon of a 51,000 acre
area with a rating of 25 ahead of a 500,000 acre area with a rating of 24, ali
other factors being equal, Is an 1llogical and unreasonable allocation., Further,
the alternatives use arbltrary cutoff levels without any explanation or Justification.
For example, In Alternative D, all areas wlth WARS ratings In the top 40% for
each National Forest Service Reglon were allocated to either Wilderness or to
Further Planning, How the 40% figure was arrived at Is never stated, nor was
there any analysls to Indicate how areas and acres were distributed statistically,
The situation Is further obscured by the fact that the reglonal supplements do not
identify what WARS rating marks the 40% fevel.

Finally, WARS and the criteria used In it to evaluate Wliderness are completely
unexplained by the DES and the technique by which it was employed Is not explained.
As far as the public Is concerned, the ratings might as well have been drawn by
each Forest Supervisor from out of his "Smokey the Bear" hat,

B. Resource Outputs

Throughout the national DES and the reglonal supplements, the maximum
potentlal "beneflits™ of development are assumed -- whether they could be achieved
In reality or not -- and the maximum "costs™ of Wilderness deslgnation are
detalled. However, the costs of development, both In terms of dollars and of
environmental degradation and loss of wildness recreation opportunities, are given
no attention. Furthermore, the many poltive aspects of Wllderness deslgnation
remaln virtually unrecognized. This includes not only the "obvious" wild!lfe,
fisheries, water, alr, soil, scenic, and recreation values of wilderness, but also
the less recognized benefits In the form ot wllderness-related empioyment and the
savings of the costs involved in bullding and maintainlng the supporting
facllitles necessary for development ., In many cases, "development” of roadless
areas would not be economically feaslble unless gobernment assumed the sizable
capltal outlays for road-bullding, power supply, and the 1lke, A much more
practical approach in these Instances would be to devote money saved through not
developlng roadless areas to make more efficlent, less wasteful use of already
developed areas. In this way, we could preserve the remalnlng vestiges of our
wllderness heritage while making full use of the potential ot those areas that
have already been tapped for thelr resources. In short, one of the grossest
fallings of RARE 11 Is that It dld not Include a complete and balanced cost-
benefit analysis so as to give a true addessment of the merlts of the:many
avallable optlons.,

Furthermore, the potential resource values of the roadless areas are examined
completely out of context, There Is Insufflclent attempt to assess the rcadless
areas tn light of the resources avaltable -- elther actually or potentlally --
from nearby pubilc or private lands. Thus no attention Is given to the alternatives
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available to development of roadless areas when, in many cases, alternatives do
exist which would be prefersble to development In all respects.

Another example ot a completely Inappropriate approach used in the RARE |
process Is the evaluation of roadless areas on a per_area rather than a per acre
basls. 1n this way, a 1000 acre area must contaln more fimber In total than a
200,000 acre area (even if the larger area's development In economically
unviable) In order-to be ranked of greater economic value. Obviously, this
type of approach will beneflt no one.

Along the same Ilnes, data quallity Is rather poor throughout the national
DES and the supplements, Some data are Incorrect, Incomplete, or outdated. Data
are commonly Inconsistent, particularly where derived from heterogeneous sources.
Not all avallable data were used and countless Important data were never collected.
Very Iittle attempt was made to provide any Indication of sources or quallty of
data. In short, for a declslion process of such great magnitude and far-reaching
Implications, data quality control was Inexcusably absent.

1. Minerals

The consideration given to mineral and energy potentall in RARE I Is
Ilfustrative of the extremly poor assessment of resources by RARE 1|, Essentlally
all that Is "evaluated” Is the real or potentall presence or absence In a given
area of any "critical" minerals or energy sources. The only "impaci” consldered
Is whether or not the area wou!d be used or not used for resource development,
No attention whatever Is glven to the speciflic minerals which occur, the form In
which they occur, the size, grade, and economlc viabillty of the deposits, the
actual area affected, the avalllbl ity of alternative sources, the need for the
commodity on 8 local and/or national basls, the tlme span of development, and so
on and on. As in so many other Instances In RARE If, no attempt Is made to weigh
the costs agalnst the beneflts of development,

The assessment might be of more value if the public were not expected to take
the tittle Information that is provided completely for granted, All that Is provided
Is a total number of "proven,producing, or high potentlal" sites and few or no
references are provided to document even thls tiny crumb of Information, For all
the reviewer of the DES and supplements can tell, a "Proven or Producing Crltical
Mineral Site" might, for example, conslst simpty of a tiny and Isolated occurrence
ot azurite or malachite. Although such an occurrence could well be considered a
"producing” slte of a mineral containing "critlcal" copper, such a site could
hardly be considered to be ot any signlflcance itselt, The critical point is that
far too Ilttle Information or useful evaluation is provided by RARE Il to serve as
a basis upon which to assign an area to "non-wilderness", and even excluslon of
some areas from Wilderness designation on the basis of the information provided
might be seriously questioned. Further, as with many other criterla used In
developlng the alternatives, no explanation or justiflcation of the use of the
criterion Is glven, The alternative is simply presented as a finlshed product
with only the vaguest mention of the factors consldered,

2. Timber

The timber screening suffers from all of the overall problems outlined above.
As In the WARS rating, arbitrary threshold levels were established (in thls case
at 2, 4, and 8 MMBF and 5%) without any discusslon or Justification for the use
of those levels In assligning roadless areas to allocatlon categories and the
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level used was not spec!fiec In the Reglonal Supplements. For unspecltled reasons,
I+ was declded that timber thresholds for Eastern Reglons of the Forest Service .
Alternatives C and D would be halt the threshold level for the rest of the country.
No discusslon of thls deciston Is Included and 1t Is dlfficult to construct any
possible explanation other that a distinct bias against more Wilderness in the
Eastern States,

Considerabie confusion results from the use of the "potentlal productlvity"
tigure (measured In board feet). !n some Instances, this number Includes non-
sawtimber products, such as posts, poles, pulpwood, etc. There are a number
of areas In which the potent!al productivity for these products greatly exceeds
current demand. The use of such potentials Is of dublous valve.

3. Grazing

The threshold and cutoff levels used for assignment of areas to categories
are Justlfled no better for this criterion than they are for others, 300 AUMS
and 750 AUMS are used as thresholds wlth no explanation of their derivation.

4, Racreatlon

As with the other criteria, recreation Impacts are assessed in terms of
absolute potential wlthour regard to the costs and Impacts of, or demands for,
the utillzatlon of that potential, Similar to other resources, the threshold
tevels used tor recreation are not dlscussed or justifled.

Finatly, there Is a serious problem in that all potentlal types of recreatlional
use are considered as being perfectly equal. One day of backpacking Is equal to
one day of camplng or downhi!! skiing. While it Is dlfficult to assess the
"exchange rate" for these different activities, the demand for them Is quite
different, Similarly, the role of the roadless areas in supplying that demand is
very different: There are many areas In the Natlonal Forest which can {111 demands
for further campgrounds, but what areas other than those that are roadless can
satlsfy the rising demand for a wilderness experience?

C. Ecosystems

Ecosystems of varylng size and sensitivity are distributed throughout the
United States and are commonly defined on the basis of the comblnatlion of flora
and fauna inhabliting a glven area. Unfortunately even a cursory examination of the
Forest Service system (Bailey/Kuchler) reveals that this evaluation criteria comes
nowhere near providing 2 specific enough basis for meeting the goals of
representing as many ecosystems as feasible within the National Wilderness
Preservation System,

A critical problem with the Balley/Kuchler system Is the excesslvely large
mapping units used and the overgeneralized vegetative types. Virtually all
ecosystem areas under 50,000 acres are omltted (DES, p. 13), eliminating many
ecosystem types from any consideration and not identl tylng many smail or lsolated
examples of others. Further, Kuchier himself states:

"he small scale of maps requires a degree of generallzation that does
not show large varlatlons of a glven vegetation type...Thus, a type of
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vegetation may dlfter markedly at 1ts opposite barders, be these northern
and southern, upper and lower , drier and moister, or of some other kind..
In view of the degree of generalization on these maps, a glven vegetation )
type may, In fact, conslist of several baslc plant communitles and
represent clines of populations.™ (from reverse ot map In DES.)

Clearly, any classlflcation that Include

s both Boston, Massachusetts and
K:ox;llle,,rennessee In a single ecosystem, and Reno, Nev;da; Pocatello, |daho;
and Ellensburg, Washington in another Is far too generallzed to be very use!ul:

The Balley/Kuchler system ident!fies only potential, not actual, vegetation
:Iso, I+ deals only with flora--fauna are not considered at ali. V;rlag?ons du;
1: s:ll or geology are not identlfled, The Balley/Kuchler system might identify

e bare minimum of ecosystem types on which to base representation natlonall
However, representation In each state or National Forest should be based on mz;e
:efal|e? ecosystem mapping, such as Duabenmire's work in the northern Rockies

uchler's work in California, etc. in combination with some kind of faunal 1yélng.

D. Landforms

As with the "ecosystem" critsrion, the "|andform" system Is so broad as to be
meaningless. For example, the Rio Grande Valley and New York Clty are considered
to be in the same "landtorm", Although the idea of landforms as a criterion Is a
good one, what the RARE Il DES presents ar2 not actually "landforms" at all, but
physiographic provinces. The landform typlng should be revised using much ;maller
physiographic subprovinces and Identifying specitic landforms and types of
landscapes within each subprovince In order to Insure as broad and complete
representation as possible on both a national and regiona! level.

E. AccessIbllity and Distribution

This criterion contains numerous major fl
aws both In It
presentation, J n Its conception and its

The 250 airiine-mile “day's travel time" is arbitrarily adopted w
regard for the actual quailty and avallabllity of franspor¥a+log.edlfltgoziaigz
that"both the tota! and potential wilderness acreage within a 250 mile radlus"
Is accounted for In categorizing counties, yet there Is no explanation of what Is
considered to be "potential™ wilderness nor Is there any indication of how either
total or potential wilderness actually entered Into the "calculation of opportunity".

No numerical data was presented In elther the national DES or the regional
supplements. The only "data" presented are the map on page 94 and the tables on
page 30: The map Is extremely unclear and would continue to be so even if "category
C coun?ues“ and "counties above median level" were not completely indistinguishable
There is no explanatlon of what the categorles mean nor is there any clue to the '
fact that they are "deflned" in the depths of the "Alternatives Considered" section
The tables are merely another example In an unending series of unexplalned final )
products: There is not even any indlcation of what roadless areas were used to
achleve the targets.

The targets proposed to remedy the problem of low wi|
derness accessiblll are
g:sed on roadless area/population while the problem was detined by acre/popuT:Tl;n.
e acre/population approach 1s far more logica! If a real solution to the probiem
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of wilderness availabitity Is to be achieved,

The counties for which there are no RARE Il areas within 250 miles are
completely abandoned in the conslderation of accessibillty, Rather than simply
writing these counties off,a special effort should have been made to account for
them through ldentification and protection of those areas that are closest and/or
fdentifled as being used by residents of the counties in question,

~ F. Wllderness - fssoclated Wildllfe

Although fish and wildlite populations and distributicon should be welghted
heavl ly in recommending addlitions to the Wilderness system, the "wllderness
assocaated wildlife" criterion as used by the Forest Service Is so Incompletéd
and trivial as to be virtually usetless,

wWhile consideratlion of wiidlife that the public associates with wilderness
may be of Interest, It is hardly adequate as the primary criterion for assessing
wildlilfe values, Only 29 specles are considered, seven of which have, to quote
the DES, "very restrlcted occupled habitat", In fact, two of these, musk ox
and polar bear, are found nowhere near any National forest, The list includes
only eight speclies ot birds and three specles of fish and only two small mammals
are consldered. Reptltes, amphiblans, and Invertebrates are completely lIgnored.

Although Dall, Bighorn, and Desert Bighorn sheep are conslidered seperately,
other distinct subspelcles, such as Rocky Mountaln and Roosevelt elk, are not.
Thus many rare and unusual forms of population remain completely unldentitled and
their presence on the roadless areas Is not consldered.

The criterion In no way measures the factors that are truly significant In
Insuring compiete representation and contlnued survival of all forms of witdilfe
that depend on witderness, For example, no consideration is given to habltat,
range, distribution, population, communlties, adaptabllity to changlng conditions,
and so on, A speclfic Itlustration of the type of critical Information that the
criterion ignores might be the case of Whitetall deer in the Tongass National Forest,
Studies In Southeast Alaska (Leopold and Barrett, 1972 and Billings and Wheeler;
1975) show that Whitetail deet are dependent for their survival upon old growth
stands (i.e. wllderness) as a source of snow-free forage and shelter during the
winter months,

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, which are protected by law, are not
considered In this section at all and the DES leaves it completely unclear how
these specles are taken into account by the process,

G. Missing Criteria

Many factors were completely lgnored In the criteria tor evaluating and deciding
upon the designations for the roadless areas. For example, there Is no evaluation
of current wilderness-type use in roadless areas. The fact that many of these areas
are presently recelving substantial recreatlonal use as wllderness should rank
highty In a DES which places so much emphasis on preserving as yet unreallzed
potentlals., Further, areas contlguous to existing Natlonal Parks and Wilderness
Areas should be gliven special conslderation as Wilderness additions,

Both the Wiiderness Act and the MUSY Act place considerable emphasis on the
Importance of protecting watershed and solls condltions within the National Forests.
Vllderness classitication certainly provides an effectlve means of achelving that
end, Identiflcatlon of fragite watersheds uslng Forest Service data, 208 plans,
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or other documents should have been used to highlight areas In which Wilderness
preservatlon could make a signiflcant contribution to watershed, water quality,
and solls protection., An evaluation of the negatlve effects of logging, road
building, ORV use, etc., on these resources should also be conslidered.

In addition to the deticiencies already discussed in the sectlon on ecosystems,
there is no provislon In the criterla to evaluate roadless areas on the basls of
Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species of plants, HNor Is there any evaluation of
cul tural or historic values, including old homestead sites, hlstoric tralls,
and the iike. These are but a few of the criterla not consldered in the DES that
should have bee,

111, The Alternatlves

The "array” of alternatives presented in RARE || does not represent a true
spectrum of optlons and Is strongly biased agalnst Wllderness and towards
development through application of "non-wilderness" designation.

Of the "functional" alternatives, the largest acreage considered for Wilderness
Is 33% of the RARE 1| Inventory, while the smallest non-wilderness acreage Is
37%. This clearly does not adequately cover the full range of potential alternatives
and forces conservationists either to take a more extreme stand than they actually
support (Alt, J) or to do the Forest Service's job by proposing a satlsfactory
alternative,

While none of the "functional" alternatives would cause outputs for any other
resource to fall below the '75 RPA targets, several of the alternatives would allow
Wilderness to fall below the '75 Wilderness target. Further, while the DES
asserts that the goals and targets set out for Ecosystems, Landforms, Wllderness-
Associated Wildllfe, and Distribution and Important considerations, only to of
the seven alternative presented meet even the "iow lele! goals" for these
criteria (only one meets the "high level goals™)

The lack of environmental and economlc assessment data makes the effectlve
evaluation and formulation of alternatives Impossible, Simllarly, there Is no
way to assess the effectiveness of the alternatives In meeting percelved needs,
nor, for that matter, can the reallty of these percelved needs be adequately assessed.

Finally, a serious effort should have been made to devise a strategy for
preserving the maximum amount of roadless areas as Wilderness while continuing
present levels of support to independent communlties through Improved management of
already roaded lands.

IV, Conclusions

In addltion to looking simply at the measurably and estimable costs and
bereilts of development and Wilderness designation, the Forest Service should
recognize Its unique position as a steward of these roadless lands for the
natlonal good, 1t Is not the business of the Forest Service to try to compete wlth
with private enterprise In providing those commodities that are best produced
by private business on private lands, 1t should be the task of the Forest Service
to do Its utmost to assure the perpetual avallability of those commodities which
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Its lands produce but which the prlvate sector has no Incentlve, economic or
otherwise, to provide, This includes supplylng clear alr, sufficlent watershed,

a large and varied supply of habltat to assure propogation of an abundant and
dlverse population of plants and animals, complete representation of bliologlcal,
geomorphological, and scenic dlversity, and llnally, lands to enable a growing
human population to satisfy Its Increasing demand tor the many forms of wilderness
recreation, Thus fhe Forest Service shouid pian and implement an alternative
which seeks to provide that which private enterprise does not, which minimizes
environmental degradation of the National forests, and which wilf assure maximum
beneflts for all future generations,

I+ seems unréasonable for permsnhent iand use decisions with irrevocabie
ultimate effects to be made on the basls on the RARE || process while any decisions
for permanent Wilderness protectlon must awalt Congressional action, This is
particularly lnequitable In light of the Inadequate and biased nature of the
RARE |1 process. In any evert, the RARE 1! results have not demonstrated the

need for any further development of adlase laade
eeg W ofuriner devesopmeny Of rogdiess 1ands.

In addition to the above comments on the RARE || process, we would (lke fo
register our support for the many "Citizens' Wilderness Alternatives ("w")
across the nation (see attached).
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Mr. John McGuire, Chief

U. S. Forest Service

U. S. Department of Agriculture
P. 0. Box 2417

Mashington, D. C. 20013

RE: RARE II Draft Environmental
Statement

Dear Chief McGuire:

The Independent Petroleum Association of America appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the Draft Environmental Statement (DES) on the Roadless Area Review
and Evaluatfon, Phase II (RARE II).

IPAA is a national organizatfon comprised of some 5,000 members whose basic
interest fs in the exploration, development and production of crude oi1 and natural
gas in all producing areas of the United States. Most of our members are fndependent
operators who own thefr businesses personally, though some are publicly-owned
independents. We are joined in these comments by the nineteen unaffiliated state
and regtonal ofl and gas assoclatfons listed on the cover page. The combined
membership of these associations fncludes virtually all of the 10,000 to 12,000
independent o1l and gas producers in the United States. They are dependent upon
the availability of land in order to find and develop domestic energy supplies.
Therefore, balanced management of publtc lands 15 of vital concern.

Our corments are comprised of two sections: (1) general remarks about the
RARE II program and DES (this section).and (2) site-specific recommendatfons (attached
section). In order to provide tract-specific comments, 1PAA mailed a survey to 23
;tate and regional assocfations as well as to all its members and associate members
in the eleven Western states containing the majorfty of RARE Il areas (some 2,000
organizations, companies, and fndfviduals in Montana, North Dakota, Nebraska,
Wyoming, Idaho, California, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona).

These tract-by-tract recommendations and comments reflect the information submitted
in response to those surveys. They are supplementary to comments submitted indi-
vidually by organizations, companies or individuals and are not all-inclusive.

They are Timited to information currently and readily available. We anticipate that
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changes in technology and avaflability of subsurface resource data over time would

tikely substantially alter the information contained 1n these survey responses.

GENERAL REMARKS
RARE [1 AND ENERGY

The people within the United States today enjoy a standard of living that is
among the highest in the world. To maintain that standard, this highly industri-
alized soctety consumes a greater amount of enerqgy per capita than any other country.
Domestic crude ol and natural gas constitute the cheapest energy source for U.S.
consumers -- less than $6.50 per barrel present composite price (natural gas con-
verted to barrels of crude equivalent). At the same time, imported ofl costs those
same consumers $15 per barrel.

And, contrary to popular perception, the situation has worsened since the 1973
Arab petroleum embargo. During the first half of 1978, about 42% of our petroleum
product consumption came from expensive, unreliable foreign sources. We produce
less petroleum now than we did before the embargo while only 13 years ago the U.S.
had surplus producing capacity. We have become almost three times as dependent
upon embargo participants for petroleum products than we were before the embargo.

How does the domestic enerqy supply situatfon relate to the RARE II Wilderness
study? The answer is obvious: both require land and, under RARE II, both uses
Are competing for many of the same areas. RARE II must decide which use is “the
highest and best use” for each area in dispute.

Independent operators are especfally concerned with the potential large-scale
withdrawal of land from exploration and production activities. They have drilled
about 90% of the exploratory wells and found approximately 75% of the new fields.
They have discovered over half of our of) and gas reserves. The avaflability of
land is basic to their success in locating new supplies.

long before the Arab embargo, Congress recognized the importance of minerals

development 1n relation to wilderness. The Wilderness Act of 1964 specifically



£9-A

Mr. John McGuire
Page 3

provides in relevant part that "Notwithstanding any other provisions of this

Aos 11
ACL. 4

. .a)
forest lands, designated by this Act as wilderness areas.” Clearly, Congress
expressed 1ts intent that, {f permanent impairment of the land fs avoided, oil
and gas activities provided for under the Mineral Leasing Act are a high priority
use deserving a special provision under the Wilderness Act.

This fssue is critical when ane examines the U.S. land fnventory in relation

to ofl and gas operatfons. Most of the onshore lower-48 Federal lands are located

in the 11 most western states.. 0i1 and gas are produced in 8 of these states. In

these 11 states, a total of 87,455,595 acres of Federally-controlled lands are

e than 90% of the total leased Federal

land in the U.S. Competition for land and land uses is strong in those states.
Unfortunately, it is not possible to choose where deposits of ofl and gas

should or might be found. Only extensive analysis and evaluation of many types

of data can determine geologic conditions indicating oil and/or natﬁral gas

potential. Only drilling will answer with certainty what the potential might be.
However, even with the aide of sophisticated technological advances only one in
ten test wells locates commercially producible crude oil or natural gas. Thus

the avatlability of land for exploration is the first ingredient for increasing

Wilderness management under RARE Il fgnored that need on 62 million acres of
national forest land. By imposing "no access® and/or “ne surface occupancy"
stipulatfons on leases and by shelving applications to conduct seismic work or
to drill, operators were not allowed to find out what might 1ie beneath the surface.
Most of this acreage {s unexplored, but recent studies indicate high potential
exists and some areas are among the “hottest” U.S. prospects for exploration.

(We will detatl this fssue later fn these comments.)
Congress also recognized the need for and value of knowledge about our sub-

Cumfarn maemiimmas Cons
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tion of information about minerals as long as wilderness potential {s not perma-
nently fmpaired. The legislative history also clearly shows that while wilderness

potential should not be sacrificed to permanent {mpairment, mineral exploration

activities should be permitted. And yet, ingress and egress were, as a practical

dispensation of RARE 1I. Thus, those who not only have the technical know-how
but also the contractual right to explore RARE II areas for minerals information
were not allowed to do so. The benefit of that information will not be part of

Opponents of this position quickly point to the language in the Act which
provides for the collection of such information in wilderness areas, pofnting
out that untfl Congress acts, the lands in question are under study and must be

protected. Logic defies granting greater protection to lands of questionable

its responsibilities to serve the multiple needs of this country by so narrowly
interpreting its protective authorities.

An important feature of the minerals activity provisfons in the Wilderness
Act is the December 31, 1984 sunset on any exploration and production activities.
By the specific language of that section. it is clear that all necessary activities,
including "mineral location and development and exploration, driliing, and produc-
tion, and use of land for. . .faclilties necessary in exploring, drilling, producing,
mining, and processing operations, fncluding where essential the use of mechanized

arman
groun

[« 9

s itpment. . " would
the date of enactment. What Congress did not foresee was the current shortfall

in domestic production capacity as compared to consumption. It is more apparent --
and more important -- than ever that Congress intended to keep national forests

open to energy production. Interim management under the Carter Administration has

contravened that intent.
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IPAA and the 12,000 independents répresented in these comments will work toward
repeal of the 1984 sunset provisfon. The Forest Service should ease fts overly-
restrictive management and allow the petroleum industry to find needed energy
supplies.

Besides precluding the collection of valuable minerals information, RARE [I

value of a federal ofl and gas lease. Because exploration and productiog acti-
«1ties have been brought to a halt by failure to process pending applicatfons,
they perceivé that such a 1lease Is held by their government to be nothing more
than an administrative action entitiing the holider to none of the expioration
and production rights historically granted and at considerable cost to the holder.
This policy has forced many small operators who cannot afford the costs
associated with operating on federal lands to look elsewhere. Some even talk of
leaving the business for investment in activities which will provide a reasonable

return commensurate with the ris

RARE Il surveys are a sad commentary on current Administration policies.

CARTER ADMINISTRATION - NO COORDINATION

Examination of the RARE 1] program reveals a startling lack of coordination
in both energy and wilderness policies.

In his famous April 20, 1977 energy message, President Carter proclaimed
tna U.S. dependence on .
While he has placed energy policy at the top of his 11st of priorities both at home
and abroad, the unprecendented level of public Tand withdrawa?! from multiple use
into wilderness management {s clear evidence that domestic energy development does
not have the support or comnitment of his entire Administration. At this time,
nearly two-thirds of the public lands are off-limits to minerals exploratfon and
development. Of that total, the Carter Administration is directly accountable for
restricting entry on 62 mi111on acres under RARE II and 473 million acres under the

BLM Wilderness review.

Mr. John McGuire
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These figures attest to the lack of coordination among Federa1 agencies in
establishing additional wilderness areas in consonance with other proclaimed
administration priorities. When first conceived, wilderness -- the most exclu-
siveiy protected Tands in the nation -- was not intended to dictate a national
policy of exclusion without regard to other public needs. In each statute man-
dating wilderness studies, Congress expressly upheld the principle of multiple
use as the overriding criteria for managing the public domain.

By restricting access to and use of those lands to the degree currently in

The de facto "withdrawal™ of natfonal forest lands under restrictive wilder-
ness protection management procedures raises the legal question of how far "pro-
tection” can be carried without requiring Congressional approval of withdrawal.
iiiderness inventory
and study are mandated, the degree to which these actions are taken and the length
of time required to complete them may require Congressional approval.

The laws are unclear and must be clarified in court. IPAA supports the suft
recently brought by Mountain States Legal Foundation which seeks resolutfion of
this 1ssue. It is unfortunate that the faderal

aovernment did no
government 4id no

-

avoid court
action by more balanced land management. The RARE II process need not have arbi-
trarily withdrawn productive land.

Under proper management, RARE II lands, or any other lands, can be managed to

TPPYE I a
LR}

Jerneéss and comm Inder reaconable curface orotectian

ty needs. Under reasonable surface protection
regulations, as authorized under the Wilderness Act, mining and oi1) and gas acti-
vities can continue. One does not foreclose the other. Industry has demonstrated
a sincere concern and respect for the naiural environment. Through revegetation

and environmentai safeguards, the Tand can be returned to fts natural condition.

For many test wells which prove to be non-commercfal, the actuyal disturbance cauld
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be as small an area as the diameter of the drill bit. In the case of producing
fields, the avefage 20-year 1{fe-span is only temporary when considered in terms
of today's demand for energy supplies and the future that 1{es ahead.

The Act provides that the Secretary of Agricuiture is empowered “to protect
the wilderness character of the land consistent with the use of the land for
mineral location and development and exploration, drilling, and production" and
for necessary facilities associated with those activities. Similarly, stipulations
attached to mineral leases, permits, and licenses must be reasonable and consistent
with the use of th

land r whisrh
nong 1+ warg

a 'a Toacad narmittad oar Vi{cancad
the ang or +8aseqa, peymitied, or idensea,

Such has not been the case under RARE Il management. Generally, no-surface-
occupancy and/or no-access stipulations precluded the need for surface protection
regulatfons. No new acttivity was permitted as a policy matter. The result has
been to create an artificial and unnecessary chasm between productive use of the

land and wilderness preservation, based upon an assumed conflict amoung uses which

has not been demonstrated in recent histary.

RARE Il CRITERIA

The natfonal forests were established and have traditionally been mafntained
under the multiple use concept. As Forest Service spokesmen have said, Wilderness
15 but one option among many land use alterrnatives. As Dr. Thomas C. Nelson,

1977

Deputy Chief of the Forest Service said at the IPAA Apnual Meeting {n October

. .01, gas and mineral production, in some cases, 1s the highest and best use

of the land." Thus,"Areas of significant current mineral activity. . .should not be

tnctuded (in the RARE LI inventory). . .Do not include areas with significant leases

it s oaL_ SaAA s ___ s oM. fAeA s sl % A% me . Y
1S5U€eGc under wne 1yc<u Leasing ACt {uath, LEeOLNeérmal, Loal, rnospnaie, etc.). .

® as

Chief John McGuire instructed during the inventory. Such has not been the policy.
According to the Department of Energy's RARE Il Energy Resources Assessments

report, Forest Service Reglon 4 contains 156 high-value tracts, the highest concen-

tration being in the Idaho-Wyoming portion of the Overthrust Bels. USGS estimates

s ddemacans d rocmvaca [
URUIdLUVETEU TEeCuvETavie 01

1.5 and 2.0 bil1ion barrels of oil and 7.3 and 12.0 Tcf of gas. All 1.8 million
RARE [I acres in that area were rated"very important” in the DOE report. The
DOE report Tisted 588 tracts which they judge “very important™ or “important®
for enerqy development purposes. Furthermore, the RARE II DES lists 137 tracts
as proven or producing sites for critical minerals and 461 additional tracts
which have known high potential for one or more of these minerals. We must
wonder, 1n 1ight of national energy policy and Chief McGuire's instructions,

how such 2
which do not qualify for wilderness management should be released immediately

and returned to productive use.

The April, 1977, report of the Western Gas Sands Project Plan conducted

by the U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration, announced a large

e A £ madiimal $o Mocdaoa NPy pEp -t fa_L Yoo oo .
TV i vian. ine reporc

v Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and
estimates the volume of natura) gas in its four study areas to be "very
extensive .... about 730 trillion cubic feet." Royalty income to the federal
government could be $45 billion over the producing life of those reservoirs.
Development of this resource could be restricted to the extent that the identi-

fied basins underly several national forests and RARE Il areas.

RARE These include

the Routt, Manti-Lasal, Fishlake, Wasatch, and Bridger-Teton natioal forests,

811 of which are rejorted to contain high potential for energy resources.on

the attached tract-specific reports.

RARE 11 DES

The decision-making process which requires preparation of an environmental

for detailing a wealth of information of 1ittle value to the average American at
considerable cost to the project and the taxpaying public.
The RARE II DES was prepared in timely fashion - within the pre-determined

schedule. However, it does not dispiay the detaiied minerais data in an effective
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manner. Indicating producing, proven and high potential for minerals by a "yes"
or "no” response is a poor substitute for the thorough minerals assessment report
required in the Wilderness Act. Such tentative and superficfal codification, as
elsewhere in the DES, lends an air of finality to the display. Thus, the unsus-
pecting reader would belteve that the DES contains all possible and necessary data,
which is less than accurate. While there appears to be a wealth of surface data
(sawtimber, grazing, moto;ized vehicles) very 1ittle subsurface data is shown.

Our criticism of this shortfall should not be interpreted as being in support
of delaying final decisions on RARE II lands. To the contrary, we support timely
and expeditfous completion of the program. Because the nature of petroleum
exploration and production is a high-risk venture into the panoply of geologic
formattions which 1ie hidden beneath the earth's surface, the era of fully assessing
what's there is too far in the future to predict. Estimates of potential will
change with each advance 1n technology. and even with each individual who inter-
prets the data or décides to risk the capital.

The DES does not explain this lack of {nformatfon, nor does it adequately
assess the impact of the inevitable downstream reduction of domestic production

which could result.

RARE I1 TRADE-OFFS

Probably the greatest disservice was done to the American public by failing
to adequately inform the public about the true nature of Wilderness. Eager to
sell a program, the Forest Service did not explain that Wilderness is not equiva-
Tent to a national park, but is instead an exclusive classification where only
natural and primitive activities are allowed. Thus, will the choices recommended
accurately reflect the public's antictpation of benefits and services mistakenly
thought to accompany Wilderness? We think not.

There are many questions about Wilderness that RARE II did not ask, but
should have. For example, how much wilderness do we want? How much do we need?
More importantly, how much can we afford? How many will benefit? How many will

1nca hanafite?
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Answers to these basic questions would provide solid guidelines for respon-
sible Wilderness decisions. All of the peoplé should speak for themselves,

rather than respond to the dictates of an elfte minority.

RARE Il ALTERNATIVES

The range of alternatives for land use offered in the DES are intendéd to
be a fair sampling of the possible final allocations. However, without the benefit
of answers to questions rafsed in the preceding section, IPAA cannot recommend one
preferred alternative. As they relate to the petrpleun industry, all but two of
the alternatives create problems for future exploration and development. Alter-

natives A (no action) and B (all non-wilderness) offer the best choices for the

most Americans under current land management policies. They would not automatically
foreclose exploration and development on all or a fixed percentage of each state's
public lands. Recognizing that some action will occur, alternative A is not a
viable option. Thus, alternative B -- non-wilderness. -- has been recommended for
all tracts listed on the attached detailed comments.

As long as the location and nature of subsurface resources remain a mystery,
and as long as Wilderness management precludes that knowledge, we cannot responsibly

support any of the remaining alternattves.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Some areas are of such outstanding physical and spirftual value that they
should tndeed be managed as Wilderness. Like al) Americans, men and women in the
petroleum {ndustry are proud of those spectacular and unique landforms which are
synonymous with this nation and support the concept of setting aside certain
designated areas where one might escape from the pressure of a crowded society.

But 1t is not reasonable nor logical to ask that all those areas be identified
in one or two year's time, or even in a decade. The needs we must fulfill now
and the resource values we can {dentify now to satisfy them will be obsolete

before Congress can ratify the decision. Today's surface disturbance will dis-
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appear, providing tomorrow's Wilderness.

resources, the Wilderness review must be a continuous process of analysis and

evaluatfon, not fixed in time.

Like exploration for evasive subsurface

International Snowmobile Industry Association

Suile 850 South
§RNO M Street, N W,
Washington. ).C. 20038
(202) 3318484
Telex: ISIA W5H 89-514

September 29, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
Forest Service, USDA

P. O, Box 2417

Washington, DC 20013

RE: Comments on RARE II
(USDA DES 78-04)

Dear Mr. McGuire: N

The International Snowmobile Industry -Association has
reviewed in great detail the draft environmental statement on
the RARE II program. As you know, we have monitored the RARE
I1 program carefully over the last eighteen months, meeting on
numerous occasions with Forest Service personnel in Washington, s
Fort Collins and elsewhere to review its progress and to provide

our recommendations, o

ISIA is the trade association of virtually all of the world's
snowmobile manufacturers. North American sales of snowmobiles ’
and directly related goods and services total $1.8 billion annually
(two-thirds of which is in the U. S.). For the past fifteen years,
the winter outdoor recreational activity made possible by the
machines our members produce has been one of the fastest growing
activities in the United States. According to the 1977 nationwide
telephone survey performed for the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service of the U. S. Department of the Interior, some
14,300,000 Americans over age 12 participate in the sport currently.
Snowmobiling takes place in roughly half of the coterminous
U. S., in all or portions of some 35 states.

The snowmobile community - the industry and its customers -
solidly support protection of natural areas and enlightened and
careful management of lands, public and private. While we are a
special interest, we are a very broadly based interest which seeks
to achieve an effective balance among environmental protection,
recreational opportunities and wise development of renewable and
nonrenewable commodity outputs. The snowmobile community neither
expects nor asks for access to every acre of USFS-managed land.

We have consistently supported land use plans which provide high
quality recreational experiences through a wide variety of endeavors
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even where such plans place restrictions on snowmobiling. We have
been labeled "environmentally conscious® by a CEQ researcher, a
fact notable because of CEQ's previous activities involving motorized
off-road recreation.

We support the prompt resolution of philosophical controversy
regarding the designation of U. S. Forest Service-managed lands
as Wilderness under the terms of the 1964 National Wilderness
Preservation System Act. We have often been appalled by th
piecemeal, politicized process by which tracts of land are
classified as Wilderness on the strength of eqotions qnd super-
ficial analysis. At the same time, we have difficulties with
any planning process which focuses, andlin effect emphasizes,
any single objective of the Forest Service's mandated multiple
uses.

Our first major point, then, is that.we strongly believe
RARE 11 must be treated as _a fine—tuning of the gPhgproqram,
and its ultimate product must be in consonance with the 1975

RPA plan.

One of the key decision criteria cited in the draft statement
is WARS - the Wilderness Attribute Rating System. We have no
quarrel with the development of some form of aesthetic_lndxcator
of this type. We understand the subjectivity necessgrxly associated
with the measurement, and the potential for rating differences
associated with the decentralized data acquisition process. Yet,
we have a high level of confidence in USFS field personnel, and
regard the indicator as worthwhile data.

However, we are absolutely opposed to the inferences surrounding
the use of WARS, namely:

® that the natural and pristine characteristics measured
by WARS are sought exclusively by Wilderness users; and

e that a high WARS rating should be seen as a strong
argument for designating an area as Wilderness.

Snowmobilers and a wide array of other dispersed recreational
users of the national forests are frequently seeking sx@llar,
if not identical, characteristics through their recreational
activities. In fact, we believe the WARS rating would in many
respects mirror a Snowmobiling Attribute Rating System, or an
Equestrian Attribute Rating System, or a rating system for other
varieties of dispersed recreation. We do not believe that
Wilderness classification is the automatic highest and best.use
of all lands with a high WARS rating, because we do not believe
snowmobilers, equestrians, bicyclists, trail bike riders, hunters,
fishermen, campers who seek some improvements (shelters, etc.)
and other users of undeveloped and/or unroaded USFS lands can
be relegated fairly to only "left-over™ lands.

.. John R. McGuire
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Snowmobilers demonstrate initiative by leaving behind the
easy chair and television for the challenge of outdoor activity in
the winter snow. They appreciate and respect the environment,
wishing to preserve its naturalness for others to enjoy.

Our second recommendation is that WARS be treated as a
necessary but by no means sufficient measurement of an inventoried
area's suitability for Wilderness, and that in decisions regarding
high-WARS rated areas, the attractiveness and value of these same
characteristics to other dispersed recreation activities which are
either non-Wilderness or not exclusively Wilderness endeavors be
given very careful consideration.

In reading the draft statement and working with your personnel
in Washington and in the field, we have been disturbed by the
failure of the RARE II program to effectively deal with the special
recreational and economic challenges of winter. Despite the
grandeur and uniqueness of this season, the winter ice and snow
period has historically been characterized by ‘'essened human
mobility, limited social interaction, and a marked decrease in
out-of-doors activities.

This poses a serious problem. Recreation is a key, necessary
force in our lives. Our mental and physical well-being depends
upon our ability to ease the pressures produced by today's fast-
paced lifestyles. Recreation is a primary mechanism for this
relief,

Yet in the winter months, many traditional active outdoor
recreational activities are precluded by ice and snow and cold
weather which covers much of the nation. These climatic con-
ditions have the most. impact on Americans dwelling outside this
nation's urban centers, where indoor pools and concert halls and
indoor tennis courts do not exist. The need for recreation does
not diminish during the ice and snow period, however.

Over the past decade, the sport of snowmobiling has acted to
revolutionize the once sedentary nature of winter activities.
Indeed, outdoor wintertime activities have been removed from the
province of the few to the realm of many, an important development
in maximizing the benefits derived from recreation. Participation
in the sport involves all ages and persons of all income levels.
It is a sport for families, with female participation nearly
equal to male participation. And it is a sport sure to grow;
the HCRS 1977 survey showed that of 38 of this nation’s most
popular recreational activities, only five had equivalent or
higher levels of interest among current non-participants. In fact,
the HCRS study showed more than 10% of those who snowmobiled
had done so for the first time, and that the numbers of those
who wanted to snowmobile (but have never), plus infrequent
snownobilers (l1-4 times per season), were even larger than the
number of currert, active snowmobilers. Industry sales, which
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Soared 26% last year in the U. S., are apparentl
'strong interest. ! PP y reflecting this

We believe that recognition should be given
w%thout a snowmobile, many of nature’s prem?er aesghszfcf:§§t;:at
sights would be unavailable. Before the advent of snowmobiles,
only those few of extremely strong constitution could enjoy the
beauty of winter recreation. Limited numbers of people had the
needed stamina and vigor to ski and snowshoe extended distances
in hostile environments. This meant the young, the old, the
frail, the handicapped, and in fact, most Americans had scant
opportunities for outdoor winter activities.

Snowmobiling has changed this. The demands of this sport
are such that virtually.none need be excluded. It is the feeling
of equa%xty among all who participate in the sport that makes
snoymobxling so appedling. This quality is emphasized in the
article Recreation for Special People, printed in the Fall of
1977 “Outdoor Recreation Action.” a U. S. Department of the
Interior publication:

"Raymond Conley, who is a member of both the
New Hampshire House of Representatives and the
Governor's Commission on the Handicapped, attemp-
ted to conduct a survey to determine the total
number of disabled -snowmobilers in his state. He
found that it was impossible to do so because dis-
abled citizens are so well integrated in the sport
and into local snowmobile clubs that there simply
has been no reason to highlight their disabilities.
Once on the machine, it all comes down to skill,
physical conditioning, and a love of the winter
Qutdoors. States Conley: 'Thisg is mainstreaming
just as we would like to have it.'”

. This great variety of people, of all ages and physical abili-
ties, who quest for healthy outdoor activity during all seasons of
the year offers a real challenge to a system that historically has
catered to the warm weather user. Innovative land managers like
Park Ranger Bob Enns of Manitoba's Spruce Woods Jrovincial Park
and Yellowstone National Park Superintendent John Townsley have
accepted the challenge of winter recreation by offering new
vistas for snowmobiling. Mr. Enns inaugurated Interpretive Trail
Rides which are guided nature tours by snowmobile to learn about
the geology of the area and the plants and wildlife of the
winteg ecology. In Yellowstone, guided nature tours and camera
safaris over snowmobile routes were tested in two pilot trips
latg in the season by Mr. Townsley. 1t is clear that winter
visitors to scenic areas appreciate such guided tours as much
as warm weather visitors.
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The National Park Service has acknowledged the important role
snowmobiling can play in winter recreation. In the Management
Policies for the National Park Service by the Department of the
Interior, 1978, they state:

"In the coterminous United States, snowmobiles
may be permitted in units of the National Park System
as a mode of transportation to provide the opportunity
for visitors to see and sense the special qualities or
features of the park in winter.®

We thus strongly recommend that areas not be recommended for
Wilderness designation solely based upon warm weather usage,
especially where wintertime access 1is virtually Iimpossible without
a snowmobile, for such actions would preclude high quality winter
recreation even when the impact on the environment is not measurable.

We further advise you that snowmobiling is very heavily
reliant upon USFS lands. Throughout the snowbelt, USFS lands
are concentrated in areas of dependable snow cover. The lands
are aesthetically pleasing and represent the most practical land
base for a winter trails network. In the west, Forest Service
lands host a majority of all snowmobiling activity. Even in the
midwest and eastern areas of our country, despite a far lower share
of land ownership, USFS lands are heavily relied upon. 1In
Michigan, for example, despite an immense state forest system and
a broad array of state and county parks, national forests currently
host some 20% of all snowmobiling activity in the state. In
that state, the role of USFS lands is topped only by that of
private lands. In contrast, only 8% of all off-road motorcycling
in the state occurs on USFS lands. This data is taken from
a May 1977 Michigan DNR report entitled "Analysis of Recreation
Participation and Public Opinions on ORV's from 1976 Telephone
Survey."” The study credited USFS lands with 2,779,000 snowmobiling
participations during the 1975-76 winter season, for a mean
participation length of 3.23 hours each.

Michigan has some 17% of the entire U. S. snowmobiler
population. If all snowmobilers are assumed to rely upon USFS
land to a similar degree (an assumption I regard as quite conserva-
tive), the the number of participations on USFS land nationwide
would be some 16.8 million annually, or well over 4,500,000
visitor days annually.

This data is still more meaningful when it is remembered that
all of this activity takes place during a very short period of
the year. Typically the three month mid-December to mid-March
period. Thus, it would be inappropriate to compare directly
numbers reflecting snowmobiling use of USFS lands with hiking
usage to derive an understanding of the intensity of use, since
the hiking activity would occur over a far longer portion of
the year.
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We urqe special efforts by the USFS to provide areas for
snow-based dispersed recreation and for downhill skiing, which
is also especially dependent upon USFS lands. Qualifying areas
should not be recommended for Wilderness, as such designation

would remove Irrnnl:rn:hin snow nrriu:ru zoneg

Community stability concerns us a great deal, and we feel
that large tracts of Wilderness proposals will produce a series
of adverse social and economic events in rural areas where
alternative industries and activities are limited. Many rural
areas dependent 'upon commodity production from both federal and
private lands may find the impact of new Wilderness areas will
eliminate the economic viabiiity of the entire local commodity
industry. In such cases, it is doubtful that the financing and
other arrangements can be made to attract a replacement industry.
The consequence, then, will be major economic dislocation affecting
the primary industry as well as dependent industries.

Snowmobiling has been a very important new and positive economic
force in.snowbelt areas of the U. S., literally rejuvenating the
economies of snowbound communities which once faced economic
hibernation during the winter months. To demonstrate its impact,
we offer a few examples.

The Town of Webb, New York, a community once solely dependent
upon summer tourism, found that the deveiopment of a traii system
has attracted snowmobilers from 21 states and provinces. As a
result, winter unemployment has declined 10% and winter commercial
income during the height of the snowmobile tourist months (January/
Pebruary) now equals summer income for a like period (July/August).

T 107 Anly silw matanls and cacgkaptrnnts wara anan dusdine bha eiabtas
il 1506/ ONiY SiRK MOTE15 and resiaurancs wWere Open auring o€ winoer

months; now more than S0 are open, including three hotels.

Employees of Northwest Orient Airlines recently estimated that
for every skier flying into Bozeman, Montana, to enjoy the fun of the
popular Big Sky ski area, during the 1977-1978 winter season; three
persons arrived on thelr planes to visit Yellowstone-Gallatin Region
by snowmobile.

Reporting on a statewide study of snowmobiling, the Chief of
Planning of the Wyoming Recreation Commission concluded:

“Snowmobiling not only pulls its own weight,
but the potentlal tourism and winter-related eco-
nomic impact are unbelilevable in the Western United
States. If just over 8,000 snowmobiles generated
over six million dollars in the state of Wyoming in
just one season, you can bet your boots that the
people of Wyoming will be willing to invest a little

people

of their tax money in such a golng enterprise.”
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Snowmobiling is also responsible for "spin-off" economic
benefits. The equivalent of more than 110,000 full-time jobs
for North American citizens have been created. The jobs enable
citizens to further stimuiate the economy through additionai
expenditures on goods and services and also provide significant
income tax revenues to provincial, state and federal treasuries.
Snowmobile-related businesses, (manufacturers, suppliers, distribu-
tors, dealers, resort and hotel facilities, etc.) contribute
millions of dollars in corporate tax revenues. Approximately
$85 million in sales and gas tax revenues are received each
year by provinces and states directly from expenditures on the
sport of snowmobiling.

The potential for positive economic effects from snowmobilin
has not gone unnoticed by the federal government. The U. S. Depa
ment of Labor has grant programs that will fund snowmobile trail
building projects to create jobs and encourage snowmobiling to help
stimulate a slack winter economy. Under Title IV of the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act, snowmobile trail building projects
have been funded. An example reported in CETA Title IV Project
Description Report for the U. S. Department of Labor, June 1977:

a
ng
art

"The Rural Minnesota CEP Otter Tail Trails
Assocliation project provides for the development
of a system of safe and scenic snowmobile trails
to enhance the recreational opportunities in the

com!

nity and to promote winter tourism The nroi-
unity and tc promote winter tourism. The prej

ect also lays the groundwork for the creation of
cross country ski trails.

"This type of project will be of greatest
benefit to northern communities with summer resort
areas, but it will also be worthwhile in other
communities, Communities with resort facilities
--restaurants, motels, clubs--will gain both
recreational and economic benefits. The greatest
benefit to other communities will be safer, more
enjoyable recreational outlets for thelr resi-
dents....In many communities such projects would

algo contribhute to envirgnmantal oroteaction and
alisc centribute to environmental protection and

reduce community disputes over trespassing vio-
lations."

The same results can be found again and again in towns proximate
to national forests: Cadillac, Michigan: Rhinelander,

Warren, Pennsylvania; and countless western communities.

We beliieve the economies of most rural areas to be largely
incapable of overcoming siqnificant economic dislocation in primary
industries, and thus urge community stability to be heavily
weighed in the RARE I1 selection process.
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Other decision criteria proposed in the statement which
concern us include landform diversity, ecosystem diversity and
wildlife habitat protection. We are not convinced that Wilderness
designation is either necessary or desirable to achieve these
goals, although we could support these goals in principle as
non-Wilderness management precepts.

We feel that because Wilderness is not the only mechanism to
achieve goals of landform, ecosystem and habltat preservation,
it would be wrong to select anything but the low level of
representation.

We further believe that it is wrong for the Forest Service
to feel it shares an equal burden with other land managing agencies
in providing Wilderness areas. Unlike the lands managed by such
agencies as the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service, USFS lands have been assigned a broad multiple use role.

We believe USFS lands_should receive enlightened and scientific
management, and lands managed under prescriptive and inflexIble
guidelines should be minimized.

We are concerned by figures shown in the draft statement
regarding dispersed motorized use. Based upon HCRS and industry
data, we would conservatively estimate the previously cited
Michigan study between 4,500,000 and 7,500,000 visitor days of
snowmobiling take place on national forest lands. Since road--
less areas constitute one-third of all USFS land, and since
substantial Forest Service lands other than roadless areas are
closed to snowmobiling, we would be forced to conclude that
snowmobiling activity alone may well exceed the total 1,832,400
visitor days reported in the statement. A significant under-
estimate in this figure, as we allege, would substantially revise
the potential social and economic impacts of substantial new
Wilderness designations.

We feel the dispersed motorized recreational use of
inventoried roadless areas is siqnficantly underestimated.
We belleve snowmobile use alone in the western states probably
approximates the estimated total for all motorized use.

We strongly believe that Wilderness designation is not an
effective (and certainly is not an essential) management device
for recreation, including primitive recreation. We believe that
the management handicaps integrally linked to Wilderness - limiting
dispersion, improvement of accessibility and moderation of human
impact - are severe and are a principal reason why current Wilderness
areas face localized and seasonal overuse problems.

Lands not officially designated as Wilderness can be managed
identically to designated areas, either temporarily or permanently.
Once designated as Wilderness, however, a number of uses are

Mr. J. R. McGuire
September 29, 1978
Page Nine

preempted permanently and USFS management activities are constrained.
This is at variance from the suggestions of certain preservationist
spokesmen who suggest that official designation is the only

possible means to avoid irreversible commitments of resource.

The facts suggest just the opposite may hold in many instances.

We believe snowmobiling offers an opportunity for significant
additional environmental protection if used as a means to con-—
sciously alter traditional recreational patterns by encouraging
a shift from peak-season recreational use to the remainder of
the calendar year. In thls way, addlitional recreational benefits
at reduced impact are achievable. Single season orlentation
compounds _management costs and difficulties, yet Wilderness in
snowbelt forests virtually assures single season management
because the areas go essentially unused during ice and snow

periods.

One basic flaw in the RARE Il assessment is its primary
focus on the availability of suitable lands for Wilderness
recreation without measuring the availability of lands for other
recreations. Recommendations based upon such an unfair asseSsment
are inequitable, since Wilderness recreational use is a small.
portion of the American recreational appetite. In fact, in. the
name of energy savings, we would suggest that low density 2
Wilderness recreation be provided primarily in more distant tracts
of USFS lands so that travel to recreation sites can be reduced
for the largest number of Americans. .

We further suggest that lands in the USFS eastern regioiii and
other heavily populated areas should be recommended for Wildérness
especially sparingly, since such designations will severely burden
the remaining USFS lands and prevent period equitable realléggtions
among non-congsumptive recreational uses. .

The pressure for competing uses of our resources continues to
grow stronger. Management plans regarding land use should be
sophisticated enough to minimize irreversible resource commitments
and yet maximize fulfillment of human needs in all sectors. Public
land use policy should take into account changing needs and priori-
ties for the land bearing in mind that our priorities and national
needs ten years from now may be vastly different from the present.

This is precisely the strenqth of the RPA process. Large-
scale Wilderness designations of USFS lands subverts the RPA
process, by reducing the flexibility of such lands to meet multiple
and shifting needs. For this reason, we look with favor upon
Innovative and flexible management practices such as rotating
wilderness (as discussed in the Conservation Foundation's The
Lands Nobody Wanted) and temporal zoning which would alternate
amonqg potentially conflicting uses by day, month or season.
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Mr. John R. McGuire
September 29, 1978
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The history of RARE II has displayed the pervasiveness of
the superficial notion that the question of Wilderness involves
commodity production versus resource protection, In fact, the
largest body of Americans using the forests are at neither
extreme. Equestrians, campers, snowmobilers and the myriad of
others who enjoy the natural beauty of the forests support
natural resource protection and skilled management. This
"centrist” coalition is the wrongful victim of the superficill
image rampant among media and many politicians that the only
parties at interest over Wilderness are those who look upon
potential profits and those who wish to halt such interests.

We are enclosing our document "Man's Role in Nature:
A_Case for Rational Land Management." This document seeks to
underscore the myth that Wilderness is the most viable means to
protect our nation’s undeveloped areas and to serve Americans
today and tomorrow.

In conclusion, and because more than 17 million acres of
public lands have already been designated as Wilderness by the
Congress, we endorse Alternative E. This would provide the desired
"rounding out" of the Natlonal Wilderness Preservation System
to the full extent logical under existing USFS legislation.

President, anf8 Chief
Executive Officer

MBD:pms
Enclosures

cc: RARE Il Coordinator
Regjonal Forester, Region 9

September 28, 1978

Recreation Management
RARE II

Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
P. 0. Box 2417
Washington, D. C. 20013

Re: Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE I1) -~
RARE IT Update

Gentlemen:

In responge to the Notice, subject as above, which appeared in the
Federal Register of September 13, 1978, the Interstate Natural Gas
Association of America (INGAA) forwards the following comments.

INGAA 15 a national non-profit association representing virtually
all of the major interstate pipeline companies operating in this
country. Approximately 90 percent of all natural gas transported
and sold annually in interstate commerce flows through facilities
owned and operated by INGAA's member companies., Natural gas, wmost
of which is produced domestically, accounts for twenty-seven per-
cent (27%) of the total U, 5. energy consumption.

We wish to remind the Forest Service that the key pieces of legis-
lation which gave rise to the wilderness preservation theme were
written in the early 1960's when the scenario of the times was one

of inexpensive, abundant energy sources. Unfortunately, such {s

not the case today nor will it be in the future; in fact, the demand
for natural gas has been so great the Nation's supply has been unable
to satisfy it. Since the early 1970's gas pipeline companies have
been forced to curtail service due to shortages, and the natural gas
crisis in the winter of 1976-1977 vividly demonstrated the value and
the dependability of our Nation upon this fuel.

The dedication of lands for wildermess preservation is a commendable
objective and will benefit this and future generations of Americans
aegthetically. As a corollary the selection of lands containing
energy sources for such preservation will be to the detriment of this
and future generations by depriving them of access to this greatly
needed national resource.

INTERSTATE NATURAL GAS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA
1860 L STREET NORTHWIST, WASNINGION D.C. 20034, TELEPNONL 202 293 3770
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Forest Service
Page Two
September 28, 1978

The Nation's national forests are not only our "last frontier" for wilder-
ness preservation, they also constitute our “laat (onshore) frontier” for
satisfying this country's future energy needs of both oil and gas.

While potential energy sources may underlie land within the National Forest
System, their precise location, quantity and quality are for the moat part
yet to be determined. There 1s only one way to determine the extent of
energy resources in our public lands--that is to explore and drill. This
means physical presence 1s required for seismic activity and drilling equip-
ment must be brought on stte. The development of energy resources has a
minimal residual affect upon the enviromment since the pipelines are buried
and the land reclaimed, The denial of access to these resources would be
detrimental to our Nation, and the RARE II decisions must be consistent
with national policy goals. This means assuring continued energy explora-
tion and development.

INGAA is concerned, and believes, because of the time constraints, the Forest
Service may be acting too hastily. The Service states in the September 13th
Notice it 18 still developing data and information which 1s part of its DES.
The Notice further instructs interested persons that the Update Data is now
available and due to its tight schedule, commenta are still due October 1,
1978, INGAA submits the limited time available on such an important matter
ig extremely detrimental to the decision-making process.

We also feel the DBES is defective in that the Economic Impact Statement, an
important part of the RARE II program, has not been made available for public
comment during the review period. We recognize the Forest Service has de-
rived a Development Opportunity Rating System (DORS) which reportedly will
give coste based on estimates of total present net values of noawilderness
resources which could be lost through the wilderness classification. This
information ias of critical concern in determining the relative importance

of various RARE II sites for energy development. As of September 20, 1978,

the DORS results have not been published or made available for public scrutiny.

although mid-September was established as the availability date (re FR &41010).

As a consequence, INGAA recommends the Service not undertake the proposed
action of designating wilderness lands under RARE I1. We strongly feel the
public has not had the proper opportunity to review, prepare and submit
comments; therefore, the action 1s not in keeping with the established
regulatory process. Furthermore, we recommend that any land indicating a
hydrocarbon potential not be designated a wilderness area. To deny our
energy short country access to these natural resources 1s not in the Na-
tional interest.

Forest Service

Page Three

Septewber 28, 1978

We appreclate the opportunity to comment on this proposal.
Sincerely,

e 995

Lawrence J. Ogden
Director, Construction & Operations

LIO/jed
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MOTORCYCLE INDUSTRY COUNCIL INC.

Government Relations Office

September 22, 1978

Mr. John R. Maguire
Chief

Forest Service

P.O. Box 2417
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Chief Maguires

The Motorcycle Industry Council, as the non-profit national
trade association representing manufacturers and distributors
of motorcycles and motorcycle parts and accessories, ias pleased
to submit its comments on the RARE II Draft Environmental State-
ment. The Council has carefully considered the DEIS and we
hope that our views are of assistance to the Forest Service in
achieving an efficient and equitable resolution of the wilder-
ness issue.

The Council's comments focus on five principle areas. These
are:

e the scant data contained in the DEIS concerning
dispersed motorized recreation;

e the "explicit public price™ attributed to wilderness
recreation visitor days:

e the consideration of recreation in developing an
ultimate course of action:

e the public's inclination to use wilderness areas; and
o the importance of the 1975 Renewable Resources Plan-

ning Act program target in formulating a final
RARE II recommendation.

1001C Ave NW. e

D.C. 20038 ¢ (202) 872-1381 ¢ Tetex 69-508

Mr. John R. Maguire
September 22, 1978
Page Two

First, we feel that the data in the DEIS concerning dispersed
motorized recreation is lacking. Wwhile the programmatic docu~
ment adequately describes the immediate and long-term impacts
which will be caused nationally due to implementation of the
various alternatives, many of the regional supplements do not
include this same level of information. The supplements do
include figures which display the short-term and long-term
effects (as well as the resource opportunity changes) of wilder-
ness and non-wilderness classifications for individual roadless
areas. However, the information presented is not sufficient to
discern the impact of each of the ten alternatives on specific
roadless areas or to determine the Forest-wide or State-wide
impact of a given alternative on overall dispersed motorized
use. We feel that the exclusion of this information is a seri-
ous defect in the Environmental Statement.

Second, the Council takes issue with the dollar value which is
attributed to wilderness-related recreation. According to the
1977 Forest Service Annual Report, it is possible to calculate
the benefits of recreational use of Forest Service lands by
applying an "explicit public price" to various types of usage.
For instance, dispersed recreation use (including use by off-
road vehicles) is valued at $5.00 per recreation visitor day.
Wilderness use, however, is valued at $11.40 per recreation
visitor day. fThe Council objects strenuously to this differen-
tial which places 128% greater value upon wilderness-related
recreation than upon off-road vehicle recreation. These figures
become an even greater cause for concern when they enter into
wilderness calculations, recommendations, and decisions.

Third, we do not believe that recreation has been afforded suf-
ficient significance in the delineation of the stated wilderness
alternatives. Only alternatives "C" and "D" permit consideration
of current recreation use in classifying roadless areas. Alter-
native "C" clasggifies a roadless area as non-wilderness if the
change in total recreation visitor days is greater than 10,000
between wilderness and non-wilderness management. Alternative
"D" places roadless areas in the further planning cateqory if
the change in total recreation visitor days is greater than
15,000 between wilderness and non-wilderness management. Al-
ternative "I", however, which purportedly gives secondary con-
sideration to areas with very high resource outputs, does not
even identify the change in recreation use between wilderness
and non-wilderness management as being of importance. The
Council believes it to be essential that recreation usage
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f':g:e“'r:::en' 1978 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS
‘ MITEENTIAND M STRIETS, NORTINSY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005
figures --in general-- and dispersed motorized usage figures -- FRNFST A BECKFR. SR
in particular-- be incorporated into the final RARE II decision 1078 President
criteria.

Pourth, we feel that the public's inclination to recreate in

wilderness areas deserves full and complete evaluation. Results

of the 1977 National Recreation Survey conducted by the Heritage

Conservation and Recreation Service disclose that as many as

72 million Americans {(over 33% of the population) engage in off-

road vehicle activity annually. The dzgignation of a large num- September 29, 1978
ber of wilderness areas, in which the use of motorized vehicles

is prohibited, would completely ignore the needs of this very

sizeable group of recreationists. Mr. John R. McGuire

Chief
Lastly, the Council would like to express its strong preference g-S. Fore;: Service ..
for the 1975 Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) program -0. Box 2417 .

target as an overall wilderness decision parameter., The RPA Washington, D.C. 20013

goal for the National Forest System for the year 2015 is 25-30

i Dear Chief McGuire, A
f million acres of wilderness. Approximately 14 million acres of -
] Forest Service land have already been designated as wilderness On behalf of the 105,000 members of the National Association
w and several million additional acres are contained in current of Home Builders, I would like to offer these comments on :the
Congressional proposals. We believe that the Forest Service RARE II Draft Environmental Impact Statement. _
should restrict its RARE II recommendations to only the number -
Although NAHB takes issue with parts of the Draft Envi)
of acres needed to achieve the r inder of its RPA goal. mental Impact Statement, we believe the addition of the ma terxal
and information we il
The Council is appreciative of this opportunity to offer its ion we suggest will correct the deficiencies.” We

applaud the Forest Service's efforts to complete the RAREYII

comments. Please contact us if we can be of further assistance process on schedule, and urge that no further delays be permitted.

in the final resolution of the RARE 11 process.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,

Ernest A. Becker
President
hn F. Wetzel .

islative Analyst
For_ .
JEW/wgv A ""r/uL RV’CE
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SUMMARY OF NAHB RESPONSE

This document i

s
n

the official response of the National Association of Home
Builders (NAHB) to the U.S. Forest Service's RARE II Draft Environmental
Statement (DES). This summary section provides a brief overview of the

Association's major concerns regarding the draft EIS, and provides a set of
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the Natural Wilderness Preservation System. Supporting details and additional

response items are provided in subsequent report sections.

MAJOR QONCERNS

The NAHB generally finds the to be inadequate. It does not appear

T, Y T
w D a vaiiul

constructed draft enviromment o

pact statement given the
requirements of the National BEnvironmental Policy Act and corresponding Council
on Environmental Quality Impact Assessment Guidelines. Rather, it appears that
the DES was constructed principally as a political document designed to
satisfy the public involvement aspect of the NEPA envirommental impact assess-
ment procedures. However, NAHB does not believe that any purpose would be
served by further delay. The Forest Service should strive to remedy the

defects of the DES by the addition of some material.

The benefit cost analysis required by NEPA is absent fram the document.
No benefit measures are provided for any of the suggested alternatives for
allocating RARE II areas to wilden'_xess. Rather, there is an implicit assump-
tion that there will be a shortage of wilderness in the future which must be
awided and that the benefits of avoiding that implicit shortage are equal

to or greater than related costs.

The costs of opportunities foregone by a wilderness allocation decision
are all but ignored. The input/output analysis used in the DES measures scme
aspects of the costs of wilderness allocation. However, this type of analysis
has at least two major fauits. First, it concentrates on employment impacts
and ignores the larger questions of actual cost and benefit measurements and
the incidence of these costs and benefits. Second, input/output analysis is,
at best, an untrustworthy anaiyti.cal procedure when applied in the fashion

employed in the DES.

The majority of the RARE II wilderness allocation alternatives specified
in the DES will result in a decrease in the amount of timber that can be
marketed from Forest Service lands. A reduction in Forest Service timber
sales will result in an increase in timber product prices and eventually the
displacement of timber in the market by substitute products. The environ-

mental impact of the resulting substitution of nomwood materials for. timber

g

sed products ig ignored. In addition, no accounting is made of the costs

[o) CooUNEAr € ma Q e OO

to society of the irreversible loss of wood to the nation's timber users.

For practical purposes, potentially harvestable timber that is locked up
in wilderness will be irreversibly lost to the nation's timber markets,

resulting in a "waste™ of raw materials that must be evaluated.

The DES also ignores the question of the incidence of the costs and
benefits that will result from each of the wilderness allocation altermatives.
Those members of society that are likely to benefit by the allocation of
RARE IT lands to wilderness will not be the same group of individuals who
will pay the direct and indirect cost of the allocation. Policy makers need
to know the impact upon income equity associated with an expansion of the
wilderness system. The population of gai

under each of the allocation alternatives presented.
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Of particular concern to the Association is that the costs of classifying
land for wilderness designation to the housing industry and to housing
consumers is not considered in the DES. Estimates of the impact of an

expanded wilderness system reviewed by the Associ

mess sy mor the

costs are unacceptably high. Moreover, as indicated above, no estimates
are provided of the offsetting benefits, if any, that would occur as a

result of lands being allocated to wilderness.

Finally, the Assoéiation believes that the DES was not prepared with the
care and attention required for a document of such major importance. Repeated
Forest Service announcements about when the RARE IT sty
apparently forced the agency to have as its principal objective the meeting
of an administratively established completiondate, rather than the preparation
of a detailed comprehensive analysis that Forest Service analysts have shown

themseives capable of producing. The Administration has promised that
additional work, including a detailed benefit cost analysis, will be accom-
plished before preparation of the final Envirommental Impact Statement,
However, no indication has been given that the public will have an opportunity

to cament on this needed additional work.

RECOMMENDED SELECTION CRITERIA

Jn light of the concerns sumarized above, the National Association of
Home Builders recammends that the criteria enumerated below be used for the
selection of RARE II areas for potential inclusion into the National Wildermess

Preservation System. Guidelines for the use of these criteria are also

In general, the NAHB recommends that the RARE II areas be considered for
wilderness only where the benefits associated with additional wilderness
exceeds the cost of opportunity foregone. The benefits associated with the
additional land allocated to wildermess should be contrasted with the cost of
opportunities foregone by reserving the land for wilderness use. Only when
total discounted benefits exceed total discounted costs should a RARE 11 area

be reocomended for wilderness classification.

The specific criteria which should be used to allocate roadless areas

into the categories of “wilderness®, “nomwilderness®, and "deferred for

further planning® are:

for 22ildocccn 2o armoi
LOT
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1. The goals
Forest Service Resources Planning Act Management Program should be met in a
manner that minimized adverse social and economic effects. The Resources
Planning Act (RPA) process considers all forest resource outputs and their
interrelationships. The use of RPA goais for RARE II area aliocation wiii
insure that a "program of balanced management” (Rupert Cutler, 'E?B) is

achieved on Forest Service lands.

Social and econamic effects on the allocation system must be measured.
We suggest that the Office of Management and Budget's "Social Indicators"
1973 be used as a guide for measurement of relevant costs and benefits.
The social indicator used by OMB include measures of Health, Public Safety,
Education, Bmployment, Incame, Housing, Leisure and Recreation, and
Fopulation. These effects should be assessedon a national, regional, and local

level.
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2. Allocations should be made so that any redistribution of benefits
attributable to changes in land use patterns should advance equity. This
criterion requires the identification of those individuals in society who
will benefit and those who will pay as a result of an allocation of a RARE I1
area to wilderness. The Forest Service historically has not given sufficient
consideration to the effects of their actions upon such groups as blacks,
chican_os, inner city residents, and the poor. COonsideration of equity in

the allocation process will reverse this trend.

3. A cost which particularly needs to be calculated is that which is
attributable to activities which either cannot be done in wilderness areas
because they are forbidden by law, or are restricted by law. Of major concern
to NAHB is the cost incurred due to restricted forest and watershed manage-
ment in wilderness areas as well as the severely limited control of forest

disease, insects and fire which is permitted.

4. The impact of allocations on employment and income in "dependent
camunities® must be considered. A dependent community is one where primary
forest products manufacturing facilities account for 10 percent or more of
the local community work force and Forest Service timber has accounted for
at least 30 percent of the annual timber supply in the last five years.
{Federal Register, 1976). NAHB recammends that allocations that will be
particularly adverse to dependent communities should not normally be made and
those that maintain and enhance the viability of dependent cumlﬁnities should
receive preference. Any decrease in employment and income in a dependent
camunity should be allowed only when counter-balanced by extremely high
value wilderness attributes which would otherwise be lost. For example,

"one of a kind" land forms or equal types would be considered highly valuable.

The creation of land use blockades such as could be possible in northern
California or in areas just west of the Cascades, should be avoided. Local
level determinations should be made as to the possibility of allocations
curtailing community development through interference with normal or

projected growth pattemns.

5. Allocations of areas to wildermess should be prohibitted if they
result inhousing price rises above the current or projected rate of inflation.
The special responsibility that the Forest Service has as owner of 50 percent
of the nation's softwood saw-timber must be recognized. The Forest Service
is the largest single agent of influence on lumber and wood products prices.
Wood products account for 14 percent of the cost of the average single family
house.

6. No allocation of RARE I1 areas which significantly reduces the supply
of critical minerals should be permitted. The Forest Service is not expert
in making judgements about critical minerals. Expert advice on this matter

should be sought fraom the Department of Interior,

7. No more than 10 percent of the commercial timber land in RARE Il areas
should be placed in the “deferred for further planning™ category. A larger

allocation to this category will delay the needed resolution of the roadless

areas use question.
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The DES was released on June 15, 1978, by the Forest Service for public
review and comment. It consists of 21 documents, conprised of a national
document, and 20 regional and state supplements. The national document,

Bbo o o€ o
€ One Or COOnceim

in this response, emphasizes study methods and procedures.
It discusses the alternative criteria used to determine the wilderness
potential of individual wildermess areas, and suggests ten alternative ways
of using the criteria to decide if individual RARE II areas should be

classified as *wilderness®, “norwilderness®, or “deferred”™ for further study.

RARE II, the second roadless area review and evaluation by the r\ores-t
Service, 1is a nationwide evaluation of opportunities for “wildermess”
classification of roadless and undeveloped areas in the 187 million acre
National Forest System. Under RARE II, 2,686 parcels of roadless lands
totalling 66 million acres are evaluated for potential includion into the

National Wildermess Preservation System established by the Wildermess Act of

The first RARE, in 1972, had similar objectives, but failed when it became

bogged down in the Forest Service land management process.

In RARE 11, roadless areas that appeared to have high wilderness value
will be recommended to Congress for official designation as wildermess. Those

areas identified as having little wilderness value will be immediately released

tror
Areas that are classified as having neither very high nor low wilderness value
will be placed in a "deferred”" decision category for further study. Dr. Rupert
Cutler, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Conservation, Research and
BPducation, states that RARE Il should be consistent with USDA and Carter
Mministration dedication to obtaining ®... a program of balanced management

to meet the nation's requirement for tangible goods and services as well as

the amenities of wilderness" {(1978).

Response to the DES was solicited by the Forest Service from the public
and from specialized organizations like the National Association of Home Builders
to assist the agency to develop a "preferred” method for the classification
of RARE II areas ed groups. The

“"wilderness® group of RARE II areas will be recamended to Congress for

inclusion into the Wilderness Preservation System.

This response to the RARE II DES reflects the principal interests of the
National Association of Home Builders in the wildernmess allocation question.
Of major concern is the impact upon the nation's housing industry and consumers
of an expansion of the National Wildermess Preservation System. This concern
is based on our belief that the nation has entered a period where wise use
of our resources is absolutely critical. We consider wilderness designation
to be a non-use of any resources contained in the designated area.: Also of
concern is the instability in the price and supply of wood products that will

occur if significant numbers of RAR

II areas are nlaced in he "deforragd”
RARE II areas are placed in the "deflerved

category for further study. We are concerned that local comunities dependent
upon Forest Service timber as a manufacturing raw material are not unnecessarily

impacted by RARE Il area allocations to wilderness.
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In general, NAHB favors limited designation of wilderness lands in the
belief that the best interets of th public would not be served by expansive
wilderness designations. The public's desire for amenities in recreation
areas, as evidenced by a 1977 Opinion Research Corporation poll, tuns directly
counter to the restrictive nature of wilderness. In that poll a majority favored

developed recreation sites near to their homes over remote andpristine wildexness

areas.

The Association is also aware that the econanic health of our members
throughout the country is linked to the well being of potential homebuyers.
We are concerned that home buyers not be adversely or unfairly affected by

the decisions made during the RARE II process.

FORMAT

The Assoclation's recammendations for criteria useful for identification
of a "preferred® RARE II area allocation method were provided in the intro-
ductory Summary section of this response. The Assocfation's major concerns

with tha noo
wiln uw OIS

were also enumerated in the summary
mental material are provided in the remaining sections of the response. A
major section is devoted to the Association's concerns over the sufficiency
and adequacy of theDES. This isfollowed by an expression of the Association's

concerns about the impact of RARE II on the hame building industry.

SUFFICIENCY AND ADEQUACY OF THE DES

The National Association of Home Builders recognized the RARE Il analysis

as a sincere effort by the Forest Service to measure the impact of alternative
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that this analysis has been

:

ucted " in a political and institutional

—

10

environment which both constrains the nature of the analysis possible and
the nature of the conclusions that can be drawn fram the analysis. We have

tempered our response by recognition of the following aspects of the

litica) cotbting in which Fha NOC wae nranarad.

political setting in which the DES was prepared:
1. The RARE Il project is an agency initiative which, therefore, must
subordinated to Congressional directions for Forest Service management and

planning. The principal sour.ces of legislative direction to the Forest
Service in the area of comprehensive planning include the 1974 Forest and
Range Land Renewable Planning Act (RPA) and the 1976 National Forest Manage-
ment Act. The RPA cammits the Forest Service to a concept of long range
planning that considers all outputs from the forest resource and their inter-

relationships.

The RPA reaffims a long standing legislative concern for cammunity
stability. This concern was first expressed by Congress in the Sustained
Yield Forest Management Act of 1944. One of the purposes of the Act was
"to pramote the stability of the forest industries, of employment, of

comunities. ar

camunities i

of taxable forest wealth hrouah contim

L} table [ alth, through ocontinoo

timber™ (SYFMA, Section 1). More recently, the 1975 Renewable Resources
Program, prepared by the Forest Service under RPA mandate, identified human

and camunity development as one of the six resource systems to be considered

generate controversies between those groups which benefit by or which are

adversely impacted by increased wildermess preservation.
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3. The assignment of roadless areas to wilderness classification and
subsequent inclusion into the National Wilderness Preservation System will be
done on a political rather than a scientific basis. A multitude of value
questions incapable of objective scientific analysis will have to be addressed
by the political body. These value questions should be clearly indicated and

not disguised as questions of fact phrased in scientific jargon.

4. Allocation of RARE II study areas to wilderness will constitute a type
of single or restrictive-use zoning which may have serious consequences on
cammodity markets served by Forest Service lands. Political considerations
will make any decision to add RARE 11 areas to the Wildermess Preservation

System virtually irreversible.

NEPA REQUIREMENTS

Through the National Environmental Policy Act (Section 102, (2) c), Oongress
requires that all agencies of the Federal Governmment shall:
"... include in every recommendation or report on proposals
for legislation and other major Federal actions significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed
statement by the responsible official on
(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action.

(ii} any adverse envirommental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposal be implemented.

(111} alternatives to the proposed action.

(iv)  the relationship between local short-term uses of
man's enviromment and the maintenance and enhancement
of long-term productivity, and

(v} any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed
action should it be implemented.®

12

Recognizing that the law itself could not be comprehensive enough to
establish specific procedures for the preparation of EIS's, Congress established
the Council on Envirommental Quality (CBQ) which was charged With developing
guidelines for EIS preparation. These guidelines (38 Fed. Reg. 20549, 1973)
require a "rigorous exploration and subjective evaluation of all reasonable
alternatives to proposed Federal actions and their environmental impacts”,
In addition, "the analysis should be sufficiently detailed to reveal the
agency's comparative evaluation of the environmental benefits, costs, and
risks of the proposed action and each reasonable altermative". Finally, the
analysis “should accompany the proposed action through the age-nq' review
process in order to prematurely foreclose options which might enhance environ-
mental quality or have less detrimental effects”. =
There is also precedence for requiring that analysis of social and economic

impacts be part of this procedure (Council on. Environmental Quality,:.1976).

The specifications of NEPA and CEQ guidelines thus dictate procedures for
preparing an envirommental impact statement. Although CEQ guidelines do not
carry the weight of law, the courts have held that they should be favored

in the interpretation of NEPA

In light of these requirements, the National Association of Home Builders
believes that the Forest Service's DES for RARE II is inadequate in the areas
specified below.

Costs, Benefits and Incidence Largely Ignored

CEQ quidelines and the political setting in which the RARE II allocation

decisions must be made, require that the DES should make an effort to
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identify those groups of citizens whose interests will be harmed or favored
by alternative RARE II allocation methods. It does not. For eéxample, the
DES does not adequately identify the impact that withdrawal of timber
producing lands for wilderness or for further study of wildernmess potentials
will have on the price of lumber and wood products used inhousing. Similarly,
it does not identify those groups likely to be impacted by increased timber
products prices that would result from significant withdrawals of commercial
forest lands fram timber harvest. This is information which "should accampany

the proposed action through the agency review process...®.

An input-output model was used in the DES to estimate employment (but not
price) impacts. However, even this analysis is of questicnable value since
it is based entirely upon secondary data. The DES provides no indication of
the reliablility of projected employment impacts. Experience in regional
science studies incicates that the accuracy of predictions of primary sectors

is especially low when using input-output analysis employing secondary data.

Impacts on the National Environment: Local vs. National

Although the DES does examine possible impacts on the natural enviromment
as a result of the allocation process, it does so primarily in terms of the
roadless areas themselves. The DES does not attempt to determine possible
adverse effects of decreases in timber supply upon the natural environment
of the nation as a whole. A decreased timber supply would result in rising
prices of wood products and thus in same substitution of alternative materials
for wood. Substantial increases in emission of air and water pollutants are

likely to occur due to this substitution.
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In addition, the amount of energy required to produce wood substitutes
is higher than that required to produce the equivalent in wood products. For
example, it is estimated thaE 2 billion board feet of softwood timber products
requires 16 million B.T.U. of energy from harvest to delivery., In contrast,
the energy required to‘produce concrete and steel substitutes for wood in home
construction is eight times this amount. Increase in energy consumption carries
with it incrleases in air and water pollution associated with increased power

generation.

In light of these factors, the President's Advisory Panel on Timber and
the Enwvironment (197)) determined that "... the long-term needs of the people

and the Nation will be better served by increased production and improved use

. of .timber rather than be increased reliance on nonrenewable minerals”.

Irreversible Effects

The DES does not indicate the irreversible nature of the loss of t.i.mber
products and the economic base they provide for provision of more goods and
service flows to posterity. Nor does it. indicate the impact of further
reductions in the land base available for future timber production. Housing
needs for the next several decades will be met by trees that are in the process
of maturation now. The resources available to meet those future needs are
directly diminished by present designation of wildermess areas. These losses

are irreversible and must be taken into account.

1
Lunber and wood products possess the highly desirable characteristics of
recyclability, biodegradability, and the lower levels of air andwater pollutants
caused by their manufacture. See Benefits of Increased Timber Supplies by
McKillop and Manthy in the appendix.
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Evaluation Criteria

The DES proposes seven decision criteria for use in the development of
a preferred allocation alternative. The criteriahave three origins: (1) law;
(2) executive orders and regulations; and (3) obligations and policies established
through previous planning efforts and decision statements. These factors provide
guidance as to what the criteria should consider, but no indication is given
regarding the measurements to be used or the value weights to be assigned in
using the criteria. Clarification is needed as to what measures will be used
to assess the cost and benefits resulting from the allocation process and to
identify who will benefit and who will lose. The DES is also.vague as to
how criteria weights will be applied. Determination of the desirability of
use of these criteria is thus impossible. (The intrcducl".ory "Summary" section
of this response presented criteria for the allocation process which indicate
impact measurements of greatest importance and their relative value in formu-

lating the preferred alternative).

Benefit-Cost Analysis Needed

Section V of the DES, "Effects of Implementation,” is not “sufficiently
detailed to reveal the agency's comparative evaluation of the environmental
costs and risks of the proposed...alternative(s)" as required by CE) guide-
lines.2 Local, regional, and national level comparisons should be made
contrasting the cost of opportunities foregone against the benefits received

by reserving land for wilderness use.

2
38 rFed. Reg. 20549 (1973).
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Evaluations of Benefits

The assessment of benefits arising from the allocation of roadless areas
to wildermess is severely lacking, both in identification of benefits and in

their measurement.

Wilderness benefits are generally conside.red to result fram three values--
existence value, option value, and use value. Use values may include recreation,
scientific research and protection of threatened and endangered specigs. Option
value is the value of preserving wilderness for use in the future. Existence
value is the value of knowledge that wilderness areas exist even though there
is no intention to use them. Each of these benefit aspects should be_z assessed

by the environmental statement. o

The DES does not identify who will enjoy the benefits of wilderriess from
RARE 11 lands recommended for inclusion in the Wilderness Preservation System.
The geographic distribution, and socioeconomic characteristics (incame, age)

of those who benefit should be specified.

v
L&

An implicit assumption in the DES is that there will be a future'shortage
of wilderness. However, no supporting evidence is given and there is no
indica_tion that such a shortage can be alleviated by allocation of RARE II
areas to wilderness. The only rationale given for increasing the size of
the Wilderness System is a possible increase in wilderness recreation capacity
{DES, page 37). The implicit assumption is that the RNation needs all the
wildermess it can get. Thus, unless evidence can be found that shortages
will appear, we see little justification for increasing the size of the
wilderness Preservation System. Even if there is evidence of future shortages,

thus necessitating additional wilderness designation, there is no obligation
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for these needs to be met from the National Forests. Since 1964 over 16
million acres have been legislatively designated as wilderness. Nearly 15
million of those acres have come from the National Forests. In contrast of
the 322 million acres of roadless areas managed by the Bureau of Land Manage-

ment only 12,000 have been designated as wildermess.

Evaluation of Costs

One of the costs of allocating RARE Il areas to wilderness is the value

of harvestable timber withdrawn from the market as the result of the allocation.

A portion of this cost can be offset by increasing harvest levels on lands

not allocated to wilderness. However, according to the DES, a "benefit-cost
study or investment analysis to determine if it is economically feasible to
harvest the resource has not been made® (page 51). Without such an analysis
it is not possible to estimate the decrease in timber allowable cuts associated
with each allocation alternative. The Forest Service has recently stated that
they have recognized the need for a benefit cost analysis and that it is
currently beiny carried out. It would seem reasonable the agency should

solicit public response to this analysis.

The Forest Service has not determined timber products price effects
associated with the implementation of the various allocation alternatives.
The only reference to price is made in the discussion of Alternative J where
it is recognized that “... withdrawal could have an effect on lumber and
plywocd prices and probably the total cost of a new hame., But of more
significance to housing starts is the potential for the interrupted flow of
lunber and plywood to the construction industry". The report goes on to say

"This could reduce the number of housing starts and cause a lag in completion
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of houses under construction”. This last sentence implies very significant
price increases. The. DES is vague regarding possible impacts of the other
alternatives, notirg only that the impact will vary from place to place.
This determination is especially critical given the outlook contained inthe
Forest Service report entitled "The Demand and Price Situation for Forest
Products 1976-77":
"The longer term outlock is one of continued growth in
the demand for most timber products. Timber supplies are
not likely to rise significantly unless forest management,
utilization and research are expanded.
® The longrun outlook is thus one of increasing competi-
tion for the available timber and higher prices for stumpage
and timber products.”
Another cost to the Nation of allocating RARE II areas to wilderness is
a reduction in the availability of mineral resources that are associated with
these lands. The DES recognizes that the withdrawal of same parcels may limit
the availability of already critically short energy fuels and other minerals.

But.no effort was made to document these costs.

IMPACT OF THE ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATIONS ON THE
HOME BUILDING INDUSTRY

Prices of softwood lumber and plywood, products used extensively in neu
home construction, have increased by 50% over the last two years. Thesc
price increases add significantly to the spiraling cost of new housing.
There are two aspects to these high and tising lumber prices. One is a
cyclical problem of great short-run instability and the second is a general
trend of lumber price increases which has outpaced the general rate of price

inflation for the rest of the economy since the late 1960°'s.
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Since 1969, softwood lumber prices have increased at an annual rate of
10;4 percent campared to an average increase of 6 percent for the private
non-farm sector as a whole. This general rise can be explained by a sharp
rise in lurber demand during the 1970's together with sluggish expansion of
supply. An examination of demographic trends, together with expectations of
a decline in the inventory of timber on private lands, point to a continuing
threat of higher lumber prices into the mid 1980's. Inventories of uncut
timber on private lands have been reduced and Forest Service Projections
indicate that supply from this source will decline unless prices continue to
rise at rates above the general inflation rate. Thus if price rises are to
be slowed there is a need to accelerate efforts to econc;nlze on demand, to
improve the utilization of existing timber supplies and to increase the harvest
on federal lands. The President's Council on Wage and Price Stabili.ty (1977)
emphasizes that efforts to improve utilization of timber supplies will not
have significant impact on the lumber market in the next few years. The
report stated that "It is inevitable that efforts to achieve a near-term
increase in timber supplies will focus upon existing inventories on federal
timber lands.” ... "A decision not to increase harvests at the present time
should be based on the value of these timber inventories in altermative

uses...”

FOREST SERVICE ACTIONS AND HOUSING OQOSTS

The Forest Service controls about 51% of the total inventory of large
softwood timber in the United States. It supplied 27% of softwood timber
products consumed in 1970. Lumber and wood products account for 14 percent
of the total cost of a single family hame, more than any other material

component.  The cost of components other than wood products are influenced
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by thousands of competing producers, consumers, and regulatory agencies.
No single agent of influence has as direct an influence over the cost of a
housing component as the Forest Service has over the cost of lumber and
timber products used in housing. As a govermment agency that is also an
oligopsonist, the Forest Service has a responsibility to actively seék ways
to reduce the rate of increase in the costs of lunber and timber products

used in hame building.

RARE II DES ALTERNATIVES AND HOUSING COSTS

The RARE 1@ DES presents 10 alternative allocations of the 62.1 million

acres of RARE Il lands. These lands contain 26.5 million acres of camverci_':a-,_l'

forest land capable of a programmed harvest level of 3.1 billion board feét

of timber products. The current actual harvest level fram National Forests

is 10.5 billionboard feet. Total national production in 1977 was 66.2 billicn

board feet. The Forest Service estimates that national forests could poten-_;
tially supply 16 billion board feet per year, and the RARE 11 commercial
lands could provide 6 billion board feet of this total.

Since it is not known how economically feasible it is to reach the
potential 16 billion board feet output level, and since it is not likely that
there will be marked advances in timber productivity and utilization to offset
declines in programmed harvest, the most severe impact of allocating lands
to wilderness is an estimated reduction of output of 3.1 billion board feet
per year. Long term potential loss may be as great as 6 billion board feet
per year.
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The alternative which would cause a near term 3.1 billion board foot loss
is alternative J, which places all lands in wilderness. Tis is not a
politically feasible alternative, nor is it likely that no land will be
placed in wildermess (alternative B). This leaves a range of alternatives
vhich reduce long term potential sawtimber harvest from commercial forest

lands by 5 to 27 percent.

A study by Data Resources, Incorporated (DRI) has estimated the impact
of 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0 billion board foot reductions in annual timber sales.
These options cover the range of decreases in timber sales that might occur
from the allocation of roadless areas. The DRI study detemiﬁed tﬁat a 3.0
billion board foot reduction in timber supply would result in an additional
cost of $1,789 or 2.9 percent to the median hame price by 1980. This effect
would also be felt in the market for used housing due to intermarket competi-
tion. By 1985 the price difference between no reduction and a 3.0 billion
reduction is estimated at $1,991 per single family home., A quarter million
new hames could be built with 3.0 billion board feet of timber.

While smaller reductions in timber harvest may produce smaller price
increases these increases should be viewed in the context of recent trends
in housing prices. Housing prices have been increasing at 10 to 12 percent
per year, Additional increases resulting fram a reduced timber supply would
aggravate an already undesirable trend. With higher prices, new hame down
payment requirements increase and lead to the disqualification of households
whose incomes are not great enough to cover the higher mortgages that would
be required.

3
A 1 billion board foot reduction would cause a $611 difference in 1980
and a $862 difference in 1985.
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If 1.2 million new sinqle family homes are started in 1980 (the estimated
1978 start level), a 1 to 3 billion board foot reduction in timber supply
would result in an additional cost to consumers of between $.73 billion and
$2.1 billion. The Forest Service has not computed these costs or even
attempted to compare them with the benefits of allocating commercial timber-

land to wildermess.

LOWER INCOME HOUSEHOLDS BEAR
THE COST OF INCREASED WOOD PRICES
A study reported in the Journal of Forestry (Fight, 1977) shows that
increases in cost of lumber and wood products will result in lower income
households spending a greater proportion of their incames for wood products
than higher income households. The non-proportionality of impact is attributable

almost exclusively to housing expenditures. In particular, the impact is most

- disproportionate on households that are purchasing homes for the first time.

When lunber and wood products cost increases cause the price of new hames
to go up, demand for existing homes rises. This in turn pushes up the price
of existing homes. Thus hameowners enjoy an increase in the value of their
hame which they will benefit from when they sell it. However, first time
home buyers bear the brunt of the increase since they lack an investment whose

value increases when prices go up.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

H. RICHARD SEIBERT, JR.

NAA

September 29, 1978
Natural Resources

The Honorable John R, McGuire, Chief
U.S. Porest Service, U.S.D.A.

P. O. Box 2417

wWashington, D.C. 20013

Re: Comments on RARE 1I Draft Environmental Statement,
U. S. Forest Service, June, 1978

Dear Chief McGuire:

These comments on the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
(RARE 11) are offered on behalf of the National Association of
Manufacturers, a voluntary business organization. The NAM
represents about 12,500 member firms which employ a majority
of the country's labor force engaged in manufacturing and which
produce over 75 percent of the nation's manufactured goods.

The Association also represents 125,000 firms affiliated with
the NAM through the National Industrial Council. Over 80 percent --
of the NAM's members are generally classifjed as small businesses.

As a national association, the NAM's comments will broadly
address the RARE II process. We trust that our member companies .
will comment on a site specific basis.

Preferred RARE Il Alternative*

The NAM realizes that designations of areas for Wilderness
or non-Wilderness status will be made on a case-by-case basis; h=g
however, we will comment on the general process by which specific
sites will be evaluated. &

The NAM prefers the multiple use management alternative
where only those areas peculiarly unfit for productive ultiliza-
tion are classified as Wilderness areas and continued planning
areas are kept to a minimum, Alternative B, allowing all RARE
II inventoried lands to be allocated to nonwilderness uses, is
preferred because existing multiple use laws call for the evaluation
and consideration of all competing uses in the land use decision
making process. The National Forest Management Act requires
that land management plans comform with that use which is most
appropriate for a specific area given its particular qualities
and characteristics. In making Wilderness designations, it is
essentlal that only those areas which have the highest Wilderness

- attributes be selected for inclusion in the Wilderness System.
The land must be unique, truly roadless, untouched by man, and
offer a true, pristine wilderness experience.

¥+ References are to specific alternatives as set forth in the
Draft Environmental Statement for RARE 11, U.S. Forest Service,

dated June, 1978.
1776 F Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 « Phone (202) 331-3700

i
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The economy of the United States, like that of all indus-
tridlized nations, is highly dependent on energy and minerals.
However, the U.S. domestic consumption of these basic materials
is greater than the domestic production; consequently, the
U.S. relies to a substantial degree on imports. Last year, we
imported 47 percent of our oil and gas at a cost of $48 billion,
and 50 to 100 percent of many of our other critically needed
minerals. Our balance of trade deficit last year was $26 billion,
and is one of the important causes of dollar devaluation. Govern-
ment projections indicate that our imports of critical materials
will continue to increase. This dependency on foreign sources
can be moderated to the extent that we lidentify a greater number
of domestic sources and begin developing them.

Our public lands in Alaska and the Lower 48 States are not
only our “Last Frontier" for Wilderness and habitat preservation,
they also constitute our last unexplored frontier for oil, gas

" and other minerals. Public lands contain approximately 50 percent

of all known U.5. energy resources: 40 percent of all U.S. coal,
70 percent of all U.S. low sulfur coal, 75 percent of all U.S.
oil shale, B85 percent of all U.S. tar sands, 15 percent of all
U.S. developed oil reserves, 15 percent of all U.S. discovered
oil reserves, 33 percent of all U.S. estimated oil resource base,
20 percent of all U.S. developed gas resources and 43 percent

of the U.S. estimated gas resource base. However, in 1976 only
10 percent of U.S. energy production came from these public lands
often because of restrictive land-use policies. For example,

the Overthrust Belt, which is a potential "off limits" Wilderness
area, holds an estimated 8 billion barrels of oil and 50 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. Is it not .common sense to tap these
U.S. oil and gas reserves?

The National Forests contain 52 percent of the nation's entire
timber suitable for construction lumber and plywood. Homebuilding
is the largest single use for this timber. The National Forests,
however, supply only 27 percent of the nation's timber harvest.
This government administered wood resource is needed for home
building and other construction. An artificial timber shortage
means a scarcity of wood products for home building--and higher
prices for home owners.

A study prepared by Data Resources, Inc., found that a
reduction of three billion board feet in the supply of timber from
the National Forests would increase the price of an average single-
family home by $1,789 over the next two years--an increase of nearly
three percent. Similarly, a three billion board foot réduction
in timber supply would result in a net loss of 15,000 jobs in
the lumber and wood products industry by 1980, and an average
yearly net loss for the period 1980-1985 of 23,000 jobs.

Other studies have shown that for each job in the forest
industry, there are roughly two additional jobs in support and
service sectors. The loss of 15,000 direct jobs would, in turn,
mean the loss of another 30,000 jobs in other sectors, and a
loss of 23,000 direct jobs would mean a total employment loss
of 69,000.
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Increasing the number of timber sales on our Natjonal Forests,
as proposed by President Carter to fight inflation, would result
in lower housing costs and increased employment. For example,
a one billion board foot increase in the National Forest timber
harvest would create 9,000 additional direct jobs by 1981,
which would mean an additional 18,000 indirect jobs, for an
employment gain of 27,000.

. Some preservation groups view Wilderness as a means of
"preserving® forests. However, trees, like all living things, grow
to maturity and die from old age, disease, fire and insects.
Wilderness designations limit disease, insect and fire fighting
cgntrol. Not only do such restrictions endanger the ecosystems
within Wilderness areas, but also the surrounding non-Wilderness
forests. Managed forest areas, however, can serve many needs

-- wildlife habitat development, water development and timber
production.

The cost of non-utilization of resources as well as the
loss of recreational activities must also be realized. To the
public, Wilderness is often confused with other recreational
lands that offer a wide variety of outdoor activities, including
a number of Wilderness-type experiences. Multiple-use forests
provided 192.8 million vistor-days of camping, hunting, fishing,
skiing, snowmobiling, motorcycling, boating, off-road driving
and sightseeing to Americans in 1976. On the other hand, Wilderness
areas, by curtailing most of these activities, provided 7.1
million vistor-days, only 3 percent of our total forest recreation.
Several studies have shown that because Wilderness requires expen-
sive outdoor gear and these areas are remotely located, less
than 10 percent of Americans will ever get to and enjoy Wildecr-
ness areas.

Comments on Criteria Used By the U.S, Forest Service

The NAM believes:

o The highest and best use of the land should be added
as a criterion. Consideration would then be given to the
resource productivity of the land.

o Land form representation and ecosystem representation
is not required by law (Wilderness Act, etc.), and should not
be given top priority. While land form representation and
ecosystem representation may have relevance to "rounding out”
Wilderness preservation areas, the weight given to these
criteria should be minimal when balanced against statutory
requirements and the considerable resource needs of the country.
Over emphasis of these additional criteria would result in the
Wilderness designation of highly productive land merely because
of unusual physical, not Wilderness, characteristics. Over reliance
on these criteria should be avoided not only because of the potential
for withdrawing productive land from use, but also because it
is questionable whether such criteria is particularly useful
in the allocation of land which will provide the "Wilderness
experience.”
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‘o The national costs of Wilderness designation should
be paramount. Inadequate consideration has been given to the
economic impacts of Wilderness designations due to the lack of
any objective means to measure the costs of such designations.
The dollar cost of any alternative should be quantifiable. The
criteria as now expressed are not all quantifiable and,
therefore, it is impossible to net them out. Consequently,
decisions regarding designation of Wilderness areas are
particularly subject to subjective considerations.

It is therefore suggested that an objective cost grid
analysis be developed with background data to substantiate the
valuations. This, of course, does not eliminate the subjective
element totally, but it would require the decision makerg to
fully evaluate the bases for the competing costs.

o The Resources Planning Act (RPA) Wilderness targets
should be the basis for determining the amount of land to be
designated as Wilderness areas; reliance should be placed
on those criteria based on law and/or Congressional intent.

In this regard, Wilderness designations should be reflective of
the RPA targets which establish the amount of land to be so
designated without adversely affecting the other RPA goals for
timber, minerals, range, water, outdoor recreation, etc.

Future Planning Areas

The objective of RARE 11 is to resolve the uncertainty that
has persisted in the management of our National Forests. To -
designate a substantial amount of areas as "further planning”
would only prolong these much needed 1and management decisions.

The NAM believes that only a minimal amount of areas should
be allocated to further planning status. Also, there should be
a specific time frame in which all future planning areas should
be designated Wilderness/non-Wilderness. The U.S. Forest Service
has been studying its "roadless™ areas for years. WNow is the
time to make final designations rather than permitting de
facto Wilderness to persist. It {s necessary to implement multiple
use planning and development in order to meet the nation‘'s
economic needs. 1If there is delay.in final categorization,
it must be minimal.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward
to continuing our working relationship with the U.S. Forest Service
on this important study.

Sincerely,

—H Richad S.Jg\-/

H. Richard Selibert, Jr.

September 27, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire
Chief, U.S. Forest Service
Wa:hington, D.C. 20250

A
Dear

The National Audubon Society is pleased to submit the attached
commpents on the Draft Environmental Statement for RARE II and also
comments submitted by our Southeest Regional Office on specific
areas in the Southeast. Other specific area comments will be sub-
mitted by our Regionel Representatives and Chapters to appropriate
USFS Reglomal Offices.

National Audubon's position is that our primary interest is
the conservation of intact ecosystems and the support systems which
are necessary for their proper function. This approach does not
recessarily require a blas tovard any particular successional stage
of the ecosystem. In that context, our position on RARE II is that
as a matter of principle most of the remaining roadless areas should
be incorporated vithin a wilderness srea. However, management op-
tions in addition to wilderness, multiple use and further study
should be available for consideration within the RARE II process.

8incerely,
Elvis J. Stahr

President
EJS:es

AMERICANS COMMITTED TO CONSERVATION

National Audubon Societ

950 THIRD AVENUE. NEW YORK, N.Y. 10022 (212) 832-3200 CABLE: NATAUDUBON

y
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NATIONAL AUDULON SOCIETY
950 Third Avenue
New York, New York 10022

Ccaments of the National Audubon Society
on RARE I1 Proposals

1. Cormments on "Criteria for Decision,” p. 67-68

A. The 1975 RPA goals for wilderness were set under the 1974 Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, since amended by the 1976 National '
Forest Management Act. These goals are predictably low. We do not agree with
the idea of us!ng. this low wilderness goal as an upper limit for wilderness
allocation. MNational goals for wilderness could be set much higher without
any adverse impact on commodity production, and we urge that the 1975 RPR
wilderness goals be dropped as a criterion for decision.

B. The "national objectives and needs” discussed under the second cri-
terion (p. 67) are undefined. Needs for what? Wilderness? Timber? Minerals?
Clean air and water? Oil and gas? Open space? Solitude? Opportunities for
wildlife-oriented recreation? Livestock? By whom are these needs to be for-
mulated? Who defines state and local needs, who defines national needs? In
general, the "needs” considered by this EIS have been needs only for commodi-
ties like lumber, coal, or red meat. We believe that there exist national
needs for wilderness and solitude, for primeval forests, for watershed protec-
tion, for wildlife conservation, for high-cuality air and water, for stable
and fertile soils, and for primitive recreation.

C. Why are costs/impacts of allocating areas to wilderness considered
only in terms of “commodity outputs foregone?™ This approach embodies a
negative attitude toward wilderness and exclusively considers commodity pro-
duction. The benefits of wilderness allocation, -such as increased tourism,
sales of wilderness recreation equipment, air and water auality maintenance,
conservation of wildlife populations, soll conservation and stability and
watershed protection are evidently not to be considered. This ensures a
negative, one-sided approach to wilderness designation and also ensures con-

sideration of only local concerns. To the contrary: the lands in question
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are federal lands and are of concern to all the people of the United States.
In fact, this criterion (top of p.68) seems completely at odds with the one
just discussed in this respect.

We note that no criterion of cost effectiveness is included here. In
many cases commodity outputs require substantial federal subsidies for road
construction and other costs. In these cases wilderness designation may be
economically the most sensible option. It would be a sericus migtake for the
Forest Service to base decisions only on a criterion of “commodity outputs
foregone™ without a simultaneous evaluation of the costs of producing these
commodities -- costs including loss of de facto wilderness to our society.

D. “"National issues such as energy independence, housing starts, infla~
tion, ..." as well as "high timber potential” are to be given top priority
for allocation to non-wilderness. No mention is made of high WARS ratings,
valuable and uni@e wildlife populations, soils which are particularly fragile,
unusual and spectacular scenic beauty. Such issues should receive high priority
in considering areas for allocation to wilderness, in conjunction with “energy
independence...™ etc.

E. "Roadless areas will be evaluated for their contribution to the goals
established for each identified characteristic.” The National Audubon Society
disagrees with this submission to a quota system. Each area should be evaluated
for its wilderness qualities, independent of its ability to fulfill some arbi-
trary and artificial quota system. While ‘.'diveraity and quality of the NWPS"
is a laudable goal, we think this will be more likely fulfilled if the areas
are judged on their own merits. An example: an area which has mediocre wilder-
ness ratings could be assigned wilderness status just because it fulfills a
landform quota, while areas with far better wilderness qualities could be assigned

nonwilderness status just because they did not contribute to this quota system.
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F. Roadless areas on the National Grasslands should be considered for
wilderness designation in all cases. They are remnants of a rapidly vanishing
ecosystem and, as such, would be extremely valuable parts of the NWPS. 1In
terms of ecosystem representation they are a vital part of the national
haritaqe. The Wilderness Act has provisions in it which would allow traditional
and usual access by cattlemen using these areas.

G. One criterion for designation of RARE 11 areas which should be added
is that of continuity with BLM roadless areas. 1In no case should Forest Service
roadless areas contiguous with BIM roadless areas be released to non-wilderness
.uses until the BIM's roadless area review is finished. The additional BLM lands
in some cases enhance an area's wilderness qualities and make it a prime can-
didate for addition to the NWPS.

H. Why not include as a criterion for determining the presence of high-
quality wildlife habitat, divergity of habitat types, and the importance of
the area for breeding or migration? Wwilderness-associated and wilderness-
dependent species are a good indicator of wilderness quality, but there are
also many areas possessing abundant and varied wildlife which do not support
the species listed in the EIS. Intact, functioning natural communities ghould
be included as a criterion for decision.

I. Why not develop a system of rating timber, mineral, energy, grazing
and other development potentials, similar to the wilderness-rating system
(WARS) and use it as an additional basis for decision-making? The wilderness
attributes of roadless areas have been quantified; doubtless the same could be
done for the other resources under consideration. This would give the public
some idea of the cost-effectiveness of developing resources for commodity out-
put as opposed to wilderness designation. Such a process would result in a far

more realistic resolution of RARE II.
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1I. General Cosmments on the RARE II Environmental Impact Statement

A. The 'l'quou" idea on which alternatives E.P and G are based ensures
that wilderneas areas will not ba evaluated on their own merits. The function
of the Forest Service is not to fill some arbitrarily set quota but to manage
the public lands under its jurisdiction for the benefit of the American people.
One can argue the definition of "benefit™ but one cannot argue that setting
artificial goals for so much ecosystem representation, so many landforms, etc.
achieves it. There can never be too much wilderness protected; what we have
now is but a small remnant of what once existed, and it is an important part of
the American heritage. The benefits of wilderness -- for research opportunities,
air and water quality, watershed protection, soil conservation, recreation,
solitude -- cannot be quantified as neatly as can timber production, for example.
If an area is considered only for how it fits into an arbitrary quota system,
values such as these are lost or ignored. The quality and diversity of the =
wilderness preservation system can best be assured by designating as wilderness

those areas wvhich best qualify -- not by emphasizing thelr contribution to

goals set by the govermment. -4

B. The draft EIS isg biased in favor of development of roadless areas,
without any consideration of the cost of feasibility of such development.
Commodity production receives highest priority in all discussions.

This is most blatant in the range of alternatives offered. The average
non-wilderness acreage proposed is 76V, with the range being 37-94s. The
average wilderness acreage proposed is 17% of the total, the range being €-33%.
In the interests of balance and objectivity geveral alturnatives should propose
wilderness acreages between 34% and 94V and nonwilderness acreages between 5%
and 36%. There are no alternatives in the EIS which do this, for no apparent

reason other than the Forest Service's traditional outlook toward timber pro-

duction and commodity output.-
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Bias is also t;.vident in the discussion of RPA goals. These goals are met
or exceeded for every item except wilderness in all alternatives. Only 6 out of
10 alternatives meet or exceed goals for wilderness. As mentioned above, we do
not see a "quota”™ system as having much applicability here in any case.

-wllderness is consiatently seen from a negative perspective. In the dis-
cussion of Effects of Implementation, p. 33-65, Alternative J (all wilderness)
is usually mentioned first and discussed primarily in negative terms. For
example, on p. 36 in the discussion of Air, only the "potential zestxlc‘tions
of activities" is mentioned. Not one word is spent on the benefits of wilder-
ness in preserving air quality -- or the fact that this service would cost
socie.ty little.

The impacts of non-wilderness designation of roadless areas are not dis-
cussed in terms of impacts on wilderness characteristics such as solitude,
primitive recreation, naturalness or apparent naturalness {(p. 40-41). This
section on Wilderneas does not, in fact, consider any impacts other than en-
largement of the NWPS and quality maintenance. Certainly impacts of non-
wilderness designation on wilderness values of the roadless areas are not dis-
cussed.

The discussion of timber impacts (p. 41-43) jumps immediately to Alterna-
tive J, rather than discussing the alternatives in order. This is a .more
subtle example of the EIS bias toward commodity production. On p. 47, "wilder-
ness designation will restrict...” is agal.n the first comment. On pp. 52, S4,
55 and 57 the same technique is employed: the all-wilderness alternative is
discussed first and in the most negative terms. Nowhere are the benefits of
wilderness mentioned -- nor the possible dl:advant;qes of exploitation of the
resources in question.

The effects of non-wilderness designation on such items as research and
‘acientific opportunities, soil stability, watershed protection, or water

quality are not mentioned in the discussion of implementation.

e

In general, wilderness is considered and rated curefully. This is not
true for other resource allocations. For example, timber production is not
glven in board feet per acre in any of the Alternatives that use timber as
one of the criteria for allocation of roadless areas (Alternatives C and D).

A large area with scattered timber could theoretically yield as much lumber as
a smaller, heavily-forested area, but the environmental damage, capital costs
and economic feasibility in general would be quite different. This failure

to rate timber production by unit area gives a serious bias to the Alternatives
which are based on such criteria.

It is also not mentioned that the roadless areas under consideration only
produce about 1/24 of 4% of the nation'se timber. This figure derives from
Forest Service data in the EIS: 1/4 of national forest timber is in RARE II i
areas; the national forests provide 1/6 of the nation's timber; 1/4 times 1/6
equals 1/24 of about 4%. Only 4% of the nation's timber resources would be
affected even if all RARE II areas were designated wilderness. It would be
appropriate for the EIS to mention this point and put timber in perspective.
Also, we note that only 8% of the nation's grazing areas would be affected by
this EIS, another point of perspective which the EIS fails to mention.

wilderness potential of areas is rated by a specific system. The timber,
mineral, energy and recreational potentials of areas are not. .He are merely
given figures with no indication of relative value -- which areas are most
feasible to harvest, which timber is the most valuable. Since cost/benefit
ratios are not known, it is very difficult to evaluate an area with a high WARS
rating and also mineral potential. The assumption seems to be that almost
any timber, mineral or energy potential must be considered in a decision,
whereas only the top-rated wilderness values need be included in the discussion.

C. %o bibliography is given for any of the data presented in the EIS.

This applies to both Forest Service data on timber production, recreation, etc.
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and to data on mineral and energy potentfial presumably collected from the
industries involved. Thus the reader of the EIS cannot check these fiqures or
evaluate their accuracy.

D. The Forest Service is to be commended for the Wilderness Attribute
Rating System, on which the rating of wilderness potential of the roadless areas
is based. It reflects to some extent the definition of wilderneas given in the
VWilderness Act and is much improved ‘over the rating system of RARE I.

However, the WARS has flaws. It is not, as is stated therein, an objective
means of evaluation. Much is 1eft to the rater's personal discretion. Three
out of the nine criteria for natural integrity -- evaluation of the effects on
natural process, duration of the impact if left uncorrected, and feasibility
of correcting the impact -- are highly subject to personal bias (p. 13). The
rating of “apparent naturalness” is completely subjective and additionally
may be influenced by what time of year the rater investigated the area in
question.

The WARS also requires a good deal of expertise and on-the-ground research.
for example, the section on the "Natural Integrity” attribute asks to what
extent the plant species composition of an area has been altered (p. 19). It
would take a trained plant ecologist years of field research to answer that
question, as well as extensive literature review on the vegetation of the
area before it was disturbed. Historical accounts of most areas do not exist.
Expertise is also needed to evaluate “wildlife management”™ and “elimination of
natlvel plants or animals or non-indigenous plants and animals® (p. 16) in an
area -- expertise that only can come from an experienced wildlife biologist.
Again, the question is whether all raters fit that description.

Finally, we question the ability of raters to determine much about plant
species diversity or wildlife management if field investigations were made in

winter, as they evidently were, after development of the WARS.
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The "Opportunities for Solitude” attribute is rated on the basis of 5
components, two of which concern size of the area. Despite the statement that
"Size of an area when considered by itself is an inadequate measure of poten-
tial for solitude...” size i8 consequently given a dominant role in deter-
minlnq this attribute rating. In the event that topographic screening and
vegetative screening cancel each other out -- possible in areas with high
topographic relief and low vegetation profile such as the alpine tundra --
we are left with two measures of sizo and one of off-site intrusions. Thus
this attribute rating is two-thirds a size rating.

The system to evaluate “"Primitive Recreation Opportunities™ (pp. 34-37)
is similarly biased. First, although the working definition of “primitive
recreation” is not limited to “opportunities for isolation from the evidence
of man,™ the first four rating components seem to apply only to that aspect
of the definition. Consequently, this aspect is 4/7 of the rating. Absence
of man-made facilities is a much more important factor in "primitive rec!eatiolﬁ"
yet the present rating system gives it only a weight of 1/7 of the total. We =
fail to see how vegetative screening is the deciding factor in a wilderness
fiching experience, for example.

The diversity component of this attribute seems unnecessary. We are not
rating "Primitive Recreation Opportunities” on the number of different
opportunities, but onl).v on the bagis of availability. The challenge component
also seems unnecegsary, How much “challenge” must there be to hike, fish,
hunt, study nature, etc. especially in the eastern United States?

The supplementary wilderness attributes add an important aspect to the

WARS. Under "ecological™ aspects (p. 41) we feel that the presence of intact

or nearly intact plant and animal communities, not merely the presence of

endangered or threatened plant and animal species, is an important factor to

consider. Although endangered or threatened species are good indicators of
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habitat quality, wilderness should primarily preserve the total ecological
cormunity. The extent of integrity in the plant and animal communities should
be considered here.

E. The use of multi-county units in the supplemental EIS blocks realistic
consideration of impacts. As it now stands, the designation of a roadless
area ag wilderness or non-wilderness is asgsumed to impact only the multi-
county area in which it is located. This does not reflect reality in a highly
mobu'e society such as ours. For example, in Colorado designation of an area
will affect Denver (which is not included in a multi-county unit}, which is
the source of many demands, both for wilderness values and commodity production,
on the roadless areas being considered. In addition, designation of areas will
atlegt users from outside the state in question. The resources to be derived
from RARE II areas, whether timber, solitude, air quality or minerals, can be

said to have a national market.

F. The data presented on commodity needs, local impacts, and national goals

for minerals and energy, timber, housing starts, inflation and other items are
too vague to justify any conclusions on thege subjects. We simply do not know
if the resources of an area are needed to meet national and local needs for
commodity production. Only for wilderness is such a judgement attempted. The
Forest Service should not designate an area as non-wilderness unless production
of its commodities can be shown to be critical t.a the national interest.

G. The philosophy expressed by the EIS generally reflects an undue con-
cern. for timber production. We believe that this should not be the sole concern
of the Foregt Service, nor the major one. Government agencles are responsible
for the interests of the whole society: interests such as clean air and water;
stable soils; flood, erosion and siltation control; open space and solitude;
wildlife: in short, those things which are the property and concern of all

citizens.
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. without a cost/benefit study or investment analysis "to determine if
it is economically feasible to harvest the resource” we have no idca of what
the costs to society of allocation of roadless areas really are. We find no
comments upon the costs of development to common property resources. Such
costs include loss of wilderness and scenic values, loss cf open space, loss
of recreation opportunities in certain cases, deterioration of air and water
quality, siltation and flooding due to improper watershed management, and loss
of wildlife populations, among others. These costs, all of them with long-
lasting implications, must be presented along with the short-term gains of

“commodity production” which we do not even know is feasible.

11I. Comments on Specific .Sections of the EIS

A. MAffected Environment - p. 13: Vegetation

It is stated that Kuchler's 1966 ccosystem classification system doesn't
include pockets of vegetation less than approximately 50,000 acres. However,
many of the RARE II areas are less than 50,000 acres and many unique land forms
and ecosystem units may occupy considerably less. Rather than use a nation-
wide classification system which lacks the fine resolution needed, the Forest
Service should use state-wide ecosystem analyses where such exist {as in
Colorado). - Another option would be consultation with local or regional plant
ecologists to ensure a more comptrehensive look at ecosystem representatien in
the various states and help preserve unusual or rare ecosystems, cspecially
unitg less than 50,000 acres.

B. Affected Envir t - p. 14: Wilderness

Our wilderness areas are an important cultural and historical resource.
American goclety is profoundly linked to the wilderness experience, and our
culture has been shaped by its presence throughout our 350-year history. Wil-
derness is at least as important a cultural resource as historical and archeo-

logical sites and should ba mentioned as such in the EIS. The perspective in
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which wilderness is put can be an important factor in decision-making processes
such as RARE II.

C. Alternatives Considered - pp. 25-26: Accessibility/Distribution

First, the values of the ratios of populatibn within a 250-mile radius
of wilderness areas to acreage are not given. Second, no rationale is agiven
for using the median value as the dividing point between counties meeting the
accessibility and distribution characteristics and those not meeting them,
Third, the uss of the 250-mile radius ignores the fact that wilderness areas,
even in the eastern United States, are subject to demands far beyond the 250-
mile radius. It is not unrealistic to suppose that wilderness in the south-
eastern United States, for example, would be used by residents of the Mid-
west and the northeastern United States, areas that are certainly more than
250 miles away. Western wilderness areas are used by vacationers from the
East Coast with increasing frequency.

Fourth, the use of a quota system, while laudable in terms of organizing
comments, sets arbitrary limits on how much wilderness peopleﬁ should have
access to. By specifying "4 additional areas within 250 miles of counties in
Category A, ) additions within 250 miles of the Category B counties..." the
Forest Service does just that. Since demands for wilderness are not localized
and since we have no way of knowing how much wilderness people need, the quota
system seems unnecessary. We suggest that ratios of accessibility be given,
perhaps in an appendix (they are not given either in the national EIS or in
the supplementals we have examined). This would aid the public in making
decisions on RARE 11 but would not give the accessibility ratios decisive
weight.

Basing alternatives on a quota system does not address either the needs
of the Amerfican people for wilderness or the Forest Service's responsibility

for good land management. It should be noted that even if some wilderness is
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inaccessible for some people, its benefits remain: wildlife preservation, water-
shed protection, air and water quality maintenance, educational and inspira-
tional functions, research opportunities, primitive recreation.

F. Effects of Implementation - p. 35: Veqetation

The EIS states that "there will be no impact on threatened and endangered
plant gpecies resulting from the allocation of roadless areas, for the specles
will continue to be protected by law regardless of tﬁe allocation.” This is
unlikely, for in the event that development occurs, populations would be re-
duced and habitat altered, though perhaps not enough to cause extinction.

Recent developments in Congress (i.e. amendment of the Endangered Species Act)
suggest that protection under the Act is not absolute in any case. We note
that many species' habitats are under intense pressure from mining and real .
estate interesta, for example, and allocatjon of roadless areas one way or
another will detiniteiy affect them.

G. Effects of Implementation - p. 37: Recreation -

Again, discussion focuses on the negative aspects of wilderness recrea-;.
tion: cut-backs, lack of roads, etc. -- rather than on the increase in wilder-
ness opoortunities.

The EIS figures project a capacity for dispersed non-motorized recreation
double that at present "if all provisions of existing management plans are im-
plemented.” This is no guarantee of continuing opportunities for this type
of recreation. Since management plans are to be revised periodically under
the Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1976, it would be notable indeed if "all
provisions” were unaltered and implemented. The Forest Service has no way of
foreseeing emergency demands on areas or development of new mineral or energy
sources which could make an area totally unsuitable for dispersed non-motorized

recreation, or motorized recreation too.
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_Certainly Alt.ernative J must have sowme long-term increase in potential
for dispersed non-motorized recreation. The EIS seems to assume that wilder-
ness-designated areas will immediately be filled to capacity, with no chance
resaining for future use increases. This is highly unlikely.

H. Effects of Implementation - p. 41-43: Timber

Harvest figqures are not explained or footnoted. How old are the data?
Are they from approved management plans, draft management plans, or inven-
tories? Again we note the immediate jump to Alternative J rather than ais®
cussion of Alternatives in order.

Since the EIS includes no figures to show how much of the projected tim-
ber yield is economically exploitable or cost-effective, this gection gives
an inflated and misleading impression of timber values lost or gained by im-
plementation of any one Alternative. Both losses and gains are.lnflnt.ed. In
all of the discussion, it is assumed that all the timber inventoried is har-
vestable. Without a cost/benefit study of harvest feasibility, these data pro-
vide no valid aid to decision-making.

Again we note that “existing timber management plans™ are subject to
change, so that "gains anticipated”™ may not be realized.

The total effect of the data ig an inflated estimate of timber values.
This in effect discourages allocation of areas to wilderness ( on a puz'ely-
economic basis) and encourages allocation to non-wilderness. deglecting to
mention that only 4% of the nation's timber resources are i{nvolved further
reinforces the general impression.

1. Effects of Implementation -~ p. 46-47: Fish and Wildlife

The assumption that no degradation of wildlife habitats will occur under
Alternative B is highly questionable. Simply ‘incseased access opportunities

under non-wilderness conditions” often results in damage to wildlife habitats
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due to off-rpad vehicle use, littering, road construction, dam construction,
goil disturbances by mining with resultant vegetation change, timbering, etc.
The "no change® alternative virtually guarantees degradation of wildlife
habitat, rather than ensuring its protection.

The statement that “"there is no impact anticipated on threatened and
endangered wildlife and fish specifes resulting from allocation of the road-
less areas” ignores the fact that development, although not causing extinction,
may alter species numbers al_'ld composition, population densities, or social
gtructure. A good example is the killing of grizzly bears in areas adjacent
to Yellowstone National Park by sheepmen who run stock on National Forest
lands. Another example is the shifting of deer or elk migration patterns by
construction of highwaya across the migration routes.

It seems singularly inappropriate to measure the cffects of the alterna-
tives on fish and wildlife in terms of Recreation Vimitor Days. Wildlife
does not exist solely for the pleasure of man, nor should wildlife ponulations
be managed simply to provide maximum human recreation opportunities. Wild-
life hag the right to exist in and of u'.self,' and the concern of the Forest
Service and other land-managing agencies should be to maintain stable popula-
tions in dynamic balance with their environment. Impacts should be measured
in terms of their -effects on wildlife populations: numbers, diversity, density,
habitat conditjons. Certainly RVD's are an inappropriate measure here.

It should be pointed out that many of the common wildlife management
techniques mentioned in the EIS can, if necessary, be accomplished in wilder-
ness: “removing stream blockages, stocking certain fish species..." Horses
are allowed in wilderness areas and they can be used for these purposes. In
cases where vehicles have traditionally heen used for wildlife management,
their use is allowed by the Wilderness Act. We disagree with the assunption

that without unlimited vehicle use, wildlife management is untenable.



~1c. -16-
lowhere in this section is the value of wilderness for certain types of information, valid estimates of economic costs and benefits to society of
;dldlue research mentioned. Many species, while not \dld;zrness-debendent, designation of roadless areas cannot be made. The statistics cited as mea-
remain at normal population levels only in wilderness areas. Typical behavior suring effects on timber production, mineral production, employment, recrea-
and population dynamics can be observed only in wilderness in such cases. Or. tion, etc. have no basis in fact, and most of the economic impacts described
Maurice Hornocker of the Unfversity of Idaho has stated that "established, by the EIS are not only open to question but are worthless as an accurate es-
viable wildlife populations in wilderness can provide answers to many questions timate of impacts.
concerning the preservation and maintenance of wilderness and all its components.®” In ghort, despite the Forest Service's efforts, we still do not know
Later he remarks that "relatively unexploited wildlife populations provide (the) what the economic impacts of wilderness or non-wilderness designation will be.
natural gene pools; they can provide an insight into intrinsic beha';ior;al We certainly cannot base decisions on the information presented in this EIS.
mechanisms that can and should form the basis for any management program The Economics section has no comments upon such costs of development as
outside Wilderness (our emphasis); they can provide an insight into all those loss of wilderness values, loss of recreation opportunities (including the
‘ population processes against which we can measure our influences elsewhere.” econcmic benefits of tourism), deterioration of air and water quality, soil
‘ Dr. Hornocker also points out that "in the wilderncss laboratory, the eroslon, loss of fisheries or destruction of wildlife habitat. Impacts are -
< opportunity exists to describe and delineate critical habitat for a particular considered solely from the point of view of "commodity production“ losses.
'3 species... before it becomes endamgered,"l thus saving the governmen t and the M cost/benefit study which takes into account the factors mentioned in .
taxpayers time, effort and money. the preceding paragraph is desperately needed before an objective of RARE II X .
Thus wilderness can play a valuable role in conserving species which may can begin. We urge that no decisions be made before such a cost/benefit "
become or have become endangered; in providing a base line against which to study has been completed.
! measure habitat deterioration or population changes outside wilderness: and in J. Effects of Implementation - p. 53: Nousing Starts
t evaluating wildlife management techniques used outside wilderness areas. The The EIS states that "Alternative J produces the most impact...” This
‘ EIS, biased as it is toward commodity production, iqgnores points such as these. statement misleads the reader, for under the Forcst Service assumption that
J. Effects of Implementation - pp. 51-53: Economics all the known timber resources are equally harvestable (see Economics or
The economics section of the Environmental Impact Statement is based on Timber sections above) Alternative B also has a maximum impact -~ maximum
insufficlent evidence and cannot be used as a tool in decision making. production of timber and loss of wilderness! This is yet another example of
On page 51 the EIS states that "a benefit-cost study or investment analysis Forest Service bias towards commodity production.
to determine if it is econumically feasible to harvest the resource has not This discussion is extremely general and makes several unwarranted
been made. Likewise, a demand study to see if the resource output could or assumptions. One is the assumption mentioned above, that all timber is

would be sold at current prices was not made.” Without these kinds of equally harvestable. Anothor is that wilderness designation would have a
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docisive role to play in determining timber supply. We suggest that labor
costs, mortgage rates, and other economic factors have much more impact on
housing starts than wilderness designation, especially since the timber in
RARE 11 areas is only 4%\ of the nation's total. Events such as the sale
of much of the Tongass National Forest timber to Japan may also influence the
availability of lumber for housing starts in the United States. This dis-
cussion needs to consider such écmplexlties of the housing situation in order
to provide a valid basis for decision.

K. Effects of Implementation - p. 53: Inflation

Again, the EIS ignores the fact that only about 4% of our nation's
timber comes from RARE 1I areas and that not all the timber resources on these
lands may prove harvestable. The effects of wilderness designation are
exagerated and should be put into proper perspective: labor costs, for instance,
are much more important in rising commodity prices than are timber prices.
Without a complete cost/benefit analysis this section again loses its validity
as a decision-making tool.

L. Effects of Implementation ~ p. 54: Returns to the Treasury

The EIS states that “Implementation of thoge alternatives that recommend
areater numbers of wilderness will provide the greatest change in timber out-
put.” This is misleading for the following reasons: 1) Since the Forest
Service has done no cost/benefit estimates or feasibility studies, it does not
know how much of the timber in KARE II is harvestable and what the economic
impacts of wilderness designation will be; 2) More intensive management of
highly productive timber lands might compensate for timber lett standing In
areas designated as wilderness and may also be more cost-effective than har-

vesting timber in roadless areas.
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M. Effects of Implementation - pp. 56-59: Social

On page 57 data on local citizen attitudes are cited. Where did they
come from? How old are they? How were they collected (i.e. what did the
questionnaire look like)? We submit here that local attitudes are not the
sole factor involved, since the RARE II areas are public lands and are used
by many people who do not live in the locality adjacent to the areas. Opinions
of a broad spectrum of people all across the United States would be a better
meagsure of public opinion on RARE II.

Under the discussion of Public Sentiment (pp. 58-59) attention is again
given only to local sentiment. Yet the lands in question are public lands.

The National Forests of Colorado, for example, are enjoyed by tourists from all
over the United States.

Much is made of the importance of non-wilderness designation to traditional
lifestyles. However, ;lilderness designation may have an even more important role
to play in preserving traditional lifestyles in a given area, and this point
is not mentioned. For example, areas long used by cattlemen may continue to be
ugsed for livestock under wilderness designation, but under non-wilderness
designation they are fair game for mineral or energy development, which disrupt
local lifestyles dramatically (as in Gillete, Wyoming or Craig, Colorado).

In Alaska many native groups still live almost entirely off the land, and
development would destroy their subsistence way of life by altering the
natural communities upon which they depend.

Traditional lifestyles would benefit by wilderness designation in the cases
cited above.

N. Effects of Implementation - p, 49 - Cultural.Resources

The assumption is made that cultural resources will be better protected

under non-wilderness designation. There is ample evidence to the contrary:
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Tellico Dam in Tennessee will cause submersion of several hundred historical

Cherokes Indian sites. The

Southwest has not protectéd the cultural and spiritual resources of the Navajo
peoples there. This assumption can be refuted by a number of other examples

and has little general applicabfility.
Some management is possible under wiiderness designation, a fact the

Forest Service chooses to ignore.
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Forest Indusiries Building o 1619 Avenue, N W
Washinglon, D C. 20036 » 202/797-5810

September 29, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief

United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

P.0. Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Chief McGuire:

The National Forest Products Association is pleased to parti-
cipete in the public review of the Forest Service's June 1978 Draft
Environmental Statement -- Roadless Area Review and Evaluation
NFPA's formal comments are attached.

. NFPA's participation in, and support of, RARE II has been pre-
mised on an understanding that RARE II will result in Forest Service
action which will:

-- exped%te completion of the National Forest contribution to
t§e Wilderness System while assuring that the Forest Service
will meet other RPA Program output targets, adopted in 1975,

-- reduce the time frame for study of most inventoried roadless
areas, and,

—- expedite release of areas primarily valuable for multiple use
purposes other than Wilderness.

Although NFPA believes that the RARE II process will enable the
Forest Sevace to accomplish those worthy objectives, review of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not persuade us that any
of the ten alternative courses of action displayed will achieve those

en@s. We propose that the Forest Service adopt a course of action
which would:

First, allocate for non-Wilderness management such of the road-
less areas as would assure each Forest Service region the means
to.meet assigned RPA Program targets for timber resources, and
which would reflect local recommendations regarding areas need-
ed to maintain dependent industry or community stability;

Second, allocate for non-Wilderness management such of the road-
less areas as are necessary to achieve RPA Program goals for

regreation, wildlife, forage and other non-Wilderness purposes
and;

Third, after allocating as non-Wilderness sufficient areas to
satisfy the various non-Wilderness multiple uses, then allo-
cate to Wilderness those roadless areas which can make the
highest quality contribution to the RPA Wilderness goals.

The NFPR recommended course of action is grounded on a strong '
belief that the Forest Service must conduct RARE II within the con-
straints of the RPA Program. RARE II is, after all, simply an ad-
junct to the RPA land management planning processes. RPA is the
existing framework established with clear Congressional direction,
within which decisions concerning the proper allocation of national
tradeoffs involved. It would, therefore, be inappropriate for the
Forest Service to propose any course of action which ignores the
RPA Program goals.

While we have urged the Forest Service to adhere to its RPA
resource output targets, we fully recognize that the RPA planning
process was designed to be flexible and accomodate changes in cir-
cumstances affecting the National Forest resources. We believe,
however, that events subsequent to publication of the 1975 RPA Pro-
gram demonstrate that the timber targets were right on track, but
if anything, the proposed 25-30 million acre Wilderness target was
generous; a point we discuss in more detall in the attached com-
ments. NFPA is, nonetheless, prepared to support the 1975 RPA
Wilderness target provided that the land allocations proposed through
RARE 1I will assure achievement of timber and other RPA resource out-
puts.

Lastly, NFPA urges that RARE II be kept on schedule and be fol-
lowed by prompt Secretarial or Presidential directives to begin man-
agement of areas not proposed for Wilderness.

We know that RARE II has not been an easy task for the Forest
Service. You have been beset by pressures from groups and indivi-
duals -- ours included -- urging that "their" use of the National
Forest lands at issue in RARE II be given first priority. We are
confident that the Forest Service will chart its own course using
its best professional judgement and the utilitarian principles em-
bodied in the RPA. We hope that these comments prove useful to you
in developing the final RARE II action proposals and impact statement.

Sincerely,

Ralpa D. Hodges,

Executive Vice P

nes
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SUMMARY

National Forest Products Assuciation Recommendations

Based on the general comments and the delailed analysis that follow,
NFPA recommends the following RARE (1 actions be adopled by the
Forest Service:

1. Non-Wilderness -- Timber

The Forest Secrvice should rat select any of the ten specific Allerna-
tive Approaches included in the DES, but should provide for an
allocation of areas to non-Wilderness which:

a. will assure the ability of each Forest Service region to meet
assigned Resources Planning Act (RPA) Program targets for
timber resources; and

b. reflect local recommendations regarding areas or portions
of areas needed to maintain dependent industry or community
stability.

2. Non-Wilderness -~ Other Resourccs

Roadless Area allocations should also give priority to achievernent
of RPA goals for other non-Wilderness resources.

3. VWilderness

After consideration of allocations needed to meet RPA Program tar-
gets for non-Wilderness resources, the Forest Service should allo-
cate to Wilderness thosc roadless areas in the RARE I inventory
which can make the highest quality contribution to the RPA Wilder-
ness goals.

4, Future Study
NFPA urges that the least possible acreage be allocated to future
planning and that any such allocation be made only after assurance
that RPA non-Wilderness goals can be met.

5. Prompt Release of Arcas Allocated to Non.Wilderncss

NFPA urges that the Administration take immediate action at the time
the Final Environmental Statement (FES) is completed to release for
management thosc areas detcrmined to be suitable for non-Wilderness
use. Such action should include Presidential or Secretarial direction
to the Forest Service to undertake planning and management of re-
leased areas without further consideration of their potential designation
as Wilderness.

General Comments

NFPA strongly supports thc RARE U objectives of resolving unce_rtainties
surrounding the millions of acres of undeveloped national forest lands involved
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in the RARE U inventory. It looks to RARE II to expedite release of areas
which have primary value for multiple use purposes other than Wilderness.

RARE U must be rclated directly 1o The Resources Planning Act process.
Dccisions on Wilderness allocation for the 30 percent of the nalional forest
timberlands involved in RARE U will have immediale and major impacts on
the ability of the Forest Service to produce non-Wilderness resources. The
focus of the RARE Il decision should, therefore, be on the role the roadless
lands can play in mecting all national forest resource goals, as outlined and

.approved through the RPA process.

As a part of the RARE I decision process, the Forest Service must
make a careful analysis of the existing and future demand for Wilderness.
The forest industry supports the RPA Wilderness goal of 25-30 million acres
of national forest Wilderness, but urges that this goal be met without effect
on the Forest Service's ability to provide for RPA target levels of other
non-Wilderncss resources.

With respect (o the timiber supply situation, the 1975 RIPA Program scl
forth the proper National Forest System contribution to meeting projected tim-
ber demands. Recent events have given further weight to the correctness of
the RPA timber targets. The Program was based on the assumption that
the bulk of national forest commercial timber levels would be available for
management. Any significant loss of this timber land base through RARE 11
and other pending actions would make it difficult or impossible to mecet RPA
timber goals. '

The Dra(t Environmental Statement (DES) contains an acceptable range
of alternative approaches. However, NFPA recommends the Forest Scrvice
not sclect any of the specific alternatives, particularly because their effects
on the timber base and RPA timber tarpgets arc not yct clear.

NFPA recommends an addition to the list of seven decision criteria
discusscd in the DES -- appraisal of Wilderness demand. Three of the DES-
listed criteria -- RPA reclationship, resources foregone, and national issues --
are recommended as ''must’ criteria. T

NFPA dcfers to individual companics and to regional associations with
respect to individual area recommendations. In reviewing and dealing with -
local public and Regional Forester arca-by-area recommendations, the

Forest Service should develop flexible means for handling boundary adjust-
ments.

Dectailed analysis of the DES is includdd as an Appendix.
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WHY RARE II IS NEEDED

The forest industry strongly supports the effort to resolve the uncer-
tainties surrounding the millions of acres of undeveloped national forest
lands. These uncertainties have cast a cloud over the hundreds of communi-
ties whose economic livelihood depends upon industries whose existence
is tied to national forest resources such as timber, minerals, and grazing.
The objective of the RARE Il program, when initiated by Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture M. Rupert Cutler, was a more rapid resolution of land alloca-
tion questions.

A brief review of the history of this issue underscores the need for
RARE II. The Wilderncss Act of 1964 required the Forest Service to review
over 9 million acres of Primitive Arcas for possible inclusion by Congress
into the National Wilderness Preservation Syatem. The Forest Service com-
pleted this review within the ten-year period specified by the 1964 Act.
Congress has not yet acted on approximitcly 3 million acres of former
primitive areas that the Forest Service has recommendecd for Wilderness.

The Wilderness Act required the Forest Service to review only the
Primitive Areas for possible Wilderness recommendations. However,
because various groupa were proposing that other undeveloped or road-
less areas be added to the Wildernesa System, the Forest Service in 1971
initiated a review of all national forest unroaded lands over 5,000 acres
in size. RARE -- the first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation program --
identified about 56 million acres of national forest roadless areas. Later,
the Forest Service settled a lawsulit initiated by the Sierra Club (the so-called
Contj decision) by agreeing to prepare an environmental impact statement
before taking any development action in any RARE I inventory roadless arca.
This EIS requirement caused significant delays which adversely affected the
ability of the Forest Servicc to carry out a logical and cfficient timber
sale program on many national forests, particularly those in western states
having significant areas inventoried as roadless. The states of Colorado,
Montana, Wyoming, and Idaho, for example, all have at least 45 percent
of national foresat lands in either Wilderness or inventoried as roadless.

In testimony before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
in February, 1978, Assistant Secretary Cutler remarked, ""We found ourselves
in a morass, a tangled web of procedural complications, and we're having a
hard time fighting our way out of it to arrive at decisions as to how this road-
less land would be allocated’.

In responsc to concerns raised by Lhe (orest indusiry over the uncer-
taintics and long delays crcated by the existing process and Lo asscrtions by
environmental groups that many additional roadless areas were not properly
includcd in the first RARE inventory, Dr, Cutler initiated RARE Il, The
objectives for RARE I, as stated by Dr. Cutler and the Forest Scrvice, are:

1. "Round-out' the national forest contribution to the National
Wilderness Preservation System within a framework consis-
tent with the non-Wilderness output levels called for in the 1975
RPA program.
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2. "Reduce the time frame for study of most inventoried roadless
areas. .

3. "Expedite the release of areas which have primary value for
multiple use purposes other than Wilderness."

The forest industry supports these objectives and commends Dr. Cutler
for his interest in removing the uncertainties concerning the future of hundreds
of forest products companies and the numerous communities that are eco-
nomically dependent upon them.



€0L-A

-5

RPA -- THE FRAMEWORK FOR RARE I

The RPA Process

While NFPA strongly supports RARE Il as an acceleration of part of
the overall Forest Service planning and management process, it strongly
believes RARE U must be related directly to the basic overall planning
framework for the Forest Service -- the Resources Planning Act proccsa.

The Resources Planning Act (RPA) is the statutory mandate for Forest
Service planning and budgeting. Its purpose is to bring a sense of order
to national forest programs. It was designed to avoid ad hoc decisions about
one use of the national forests without consideration of the impact of those
decisions on other national forest uses. As the Scnate report on RPA
explained: -

"Questions relating to the condition and use of our renewable
reaources have increased in number and intensity over the last
decade. Each issue has been raised independently and has been
put forward with its own body of facts. The result has been an
extended debate over what are the facts, a further extended debate
over how one issue relates to others as well as whether the issue
raised is a symptom rather than a cause. Time after time the
quest has been for a quick and simple solution to the issue in the
form it seemed to surface." S. Rep. No. 93-686, 93rd Cong.,
2d. Sess. 3, 4 (1974).

RPA requires that day-to-day activities and programs be related to
clear policy direction, based on an asscssment of present and future national
needs. Under RPA policy direction is proposed and developed by the Forest
Service itself, reviewed by the Secretary of Agriculture, and forwarded to
Congress for rcaction and implementation through the appropriations process.

In short, the RPA process forces responsibility and accountability on the
part of the Forest Service, the Administration, and Congress as to the nature
and extent of Forest Service programs. ‘It makes the implicit explicit. It
forces clear answers to the question, ''Why is the Forest Service doing this?"
It forces measurement of the effects of annual appropriations and actions
against what they will yield in the long run. It requires the Forest Service
to say: "This is where we plan to go, this is how much it will cost, and these
are the benefits that will result -- now, and in the future.'* Also, the con-
sequences of delaying action programs are made very clear. Forest Service
managerment programs are long-range programs. Decisions must be made
now, investment must begin if we are to realize bencfits and products fifty
years from now.

The N_gtional Forest Managecment Act (NFMA) reinforced the Resources
Planning Act process by directly linking National Forest land use planning to
the resource goals developed under RPA. The draft regulations implementing
Section 6 of the NFMA, published by the Forest Service on August 31, make
this clear by requiring resource outputs and benefits on national forests to
be directly related to the national and regional goals and targets assigned
under the RPA Renewable Resources Program. Consideration of the RARE II
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roadless areas apart from RPA goals and policiea would undercut the NFMA

planning process, which is intended to make naticnal and regional RPA objcc-
tives come to life through the myriad of local land management decisions the
Forest Service makes.

Impact of RARE 1l on the RPA Program

RARE II involves about one-third of the entire National Forest System,
nearly 30 percent of the commercial timberlands of the National Forest System.
Decisions on Wilderness allocation for a substantial portion of this area will
have immediate and major impacts on the ability of the Forest Service to
produce other non-Wilderness resources. It will affect the land base available
to produce resources and will affect the balance of benefits and costs which
can result after a major National Forest System land allocation occurs.

The RPA process is a multiple use process. It calls upon the Forest
Service to provide a balanced, multi-resource program to mcet the nation's
wood and other resource product needs, while preserving adequate areas
of the National Forest System to meet Wilderness needs and other undeveloped
resource uses.

The 1975 Renewable Resource Assessment and Program met the mandates
of the Act. NFPA has supported the resource goals and targets for timber,
Wilderness, and other resources as set out in the 1975 Program. The Forest
Service has begun to budget and manage within the RPA goal structure, and
Congress has used the 1975 Program as a baseline in considering and approving
Forest Service funding levels.

‘The June 14, 1978, RARE Il DES gives little attention to the RPA frameworl:
and tends to treat RARE Il with a primary focus on the nceds and opportunities,
for roadless area preservation. NFPA, therefore, urges that the Forest Service-
chanpe the focus of the RARE Il decision to the role the roadless lands involved.
can play in meeting all national forest resource goals, as outlined and approved.
through the RPA process.

Relationship of RARE II Decision and 1975 RPA Program

In this light, NFPA urges that the Forest Service clearly relate its RARE II
recommendations to its ability to meet 1975 RPA Program guals and targets.

As explained below, we understand that the 1975 RPA timber targets are
based on an assumption that all commerical forest land areas, other than those
identified for Wilderness study under RARE [, will continue to be available for
timber management programs. If RARE II allocations affect this assumption,
this tnust beanade clear, as well as the impact of the allocalions on short-
and tong-run timber tavgets. The saine approach should apply Lo all vther
goals and targets in the 1975 Program, including Wilderness, *

% On page 50 of the DES a table is presented which seeks to portray the rela-
tionship of RPA and RARE U alternatives. The data in the table lead to the con-
clusion that most of the DES alternatives are compatible with RPA goals. NFPA
understands that the Forest Service is revising this table to morc accurately por-
tray the significant effects of some of the RARE Ll alternatives on the achicvability
of other multiple use resource targets. The FES would benefit from a detailed
discussion of the work done by the Forcst Service since publication of the DES
to more accurately portray RPA and RARE II relationships.
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Further, the 1975 RPA Program represents a clear policy statement of the
purposes and scope of the Forest Service program. It ia, thus, the best base-
line for gauging any change in policy direction or for measuring the effects of
present actions on long-term resource outputs, cos(s, and environmental
effects. It is also an excellent framework for determining environmental
effects of the RARE Il decision, as the 1975 Program was supported by a de-
tailed and comprehensive environmental statement, which the Forest Service
can use to build its RARE environmental analysis.

’Iihus, logic dictates that the best way to define the RARE II decision is to
dcsc.rlbe how it implements or modifics the Forcst Service mission as sat
out in the 1975 Renewable Resource Pragram.
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HOW MUCH WILDERNESS DO WE NEED?

A, RPA Assessment of Wilderness Need

The 1975 RPA Assessment and Program were the products of the first
effort of any federal agency to analyze cxisting and future demand for Wilder-
ness and to develop a program for meeting that projected demand. RARE 11
should be built upon this Wilderness review,

In the 1975 RPA Assessment, the Forest Service assumed that demand
for recrecational use of Wilderness would probably rise roughly parallel with
demand for remote camping -- which was expected to increasc about 33 percent
by the yecar 2000. During that same period demand for timber was projecied
to incrcase by 73 percent, for forest and rangeland grazing by 50 percent,
and for fresh water fishing by 56 perceut.

Based on projected demands for both Wilderness and for non-Wilderness
uses, the Forest Service proposed an ultimato contribution of 25 to 30 million
acres of the national forests to the National Wilderness Systemn. NFPA
believes this Wilderness goal is reasonable, particularly in light of these two
changes which have occurred since 1975:

1. Revision in estimates of future demand for Wilderness due to unanti-
cipated changes in population demographics. Wilderness is used pri-
marily by people less than thirty years of age. The general trend of
population aging, which is expected Lo continuc into the next century,
will significantly dampen the demand for this kind of recreation. * The
1980 RPA Assessment, now in preparation, is expected to reflect
decreased projections for Wilderness demand.

2. Significant increase in the potential supply of Wilderness due to passage
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (BLM Orpanic Act).
Due to time constraints which the Forest Service RPA team was forced
to work under, the potential of other fedcral lands to meel a share
of Wilderness needs was not comprechensively asscssed. The BLM
Organic Act, passed in late 1976, rcquires a detailed inventory and
assessment of roadless arcas adininistered by BLM to determine
which should be recommended for Wilderness designation.  in June,
1978, BLM officials cstimated that perhaps 120 million acreas of these
lands may cventually be recommended for Wilderness. This is over
seven times Lhe total acreage currently in the Wilderness System.
Further additions to the Wilderness System are expected to come from
lands in the National Park System and National Wildlife Refuge System.

B. Treatment of Wilderness Demand by RARE Il DES

The RARE 1l DES,, a document intended to discuss and analyze various
ways in which national forest roadless areas could be allocated to' round-

* Sce '""The Nation's Renewable Resources -- An Assessment, 1975'"
Forest Resource Report No. 21. Forest Service, Dcpartment of Agriculture,
June 1977, p. 78,
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oul the NHational Wilderness Preservation System," should have devoted

more atlention to the question of how much Wilderness is needed. The DES
provides little analysis of existing or projected demand for Wilderness and
does not acknowledge that projected demand for Wilderness should be a major
decision criterion in the RARE 1I process.

C. Factors Yo Consider In Evaluating ‘The Need for More Wilderncss

NFPA, therefore, recommends that, in addressing the question of how
much additional Wilderness is necded, the following factors, which were used
in the RPA Asscssment and Program analyses, should be treated in the FES
for RARE II:

1. Projected increcasces in demand for Wilderness and for resource uses
which are imcompatible with Wildcrness.

2. Opportunily costs which would be incurred if areas are designated
as Wilderness, but have value for uses which are incompatible with
Wilderness.

3. The necd for more Wilderness in terms of those rccreational uses
that can only be met by Wilderness designation. Recreation demand
should be a primary mcasure of need. Although uses for scientific,
educational, and historic rcasons arc important, actual usc for these
purpouses is very limited. Under statulory limitations, Wilderness
designation actually reduces or precludes research flexibility by re-
stricting access and prohibiting monitoring and other instruments
and, possibly ground plot identification. The amount of research
actually being done in Wildetness, as well as the problems created
by reducecd research flexibility, must be given further study before
rescarch is used as a major factor to support additional Wilderness.

4. Appropriatc components and scope of an''ideal' Wilderncss System
and the relative value of individual arcas in meeting the criteria
for what an ideal' Wilderness Systemn ought to be like.

5. Potential for mecting anticipated Wilderness demand on all federal
lands.

6. Potential for more intensive use of existing Wilderness arcas, Even
in Wilderness areas which are now sustaining adverse environmental
impacts due to use pressure, the major portions of the areas are
unuscd duc to lack of sufficient trails, camping arcas, and access
points. If these werc planne for and provided, usc could be dispersed
more evenly over the total Wilderness area, thus increasing the carry-
ing capacity of the area significantly. In addition, innovalive visitor
management praclices arce nceded which will direct Wilderness
travelers as to routes of travel, length of stay, size of parly, and
limitations on pack stock. Such mwcasurces will provide more effective
utilization of existing Wildcrness arcas while still maintaining the
quality of the Wilderness cxperience for visitors.

7. Potential for meeting Wilderness-type demands on arcas devoted
to multiple use management. The 1975 RPA Program stated ' Studies
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of Wilderness visitors suggest a substantial portion, perhaps a
fourth to half, of the recreationists who now visit Wilderness would
find what they are seeking as well or better in a non-Wilderness,
roadless recreation arca.'" Ways to meet the need for such recreca-
tion in a manner less extravagant than designating large areas for
‘Wilderness should be explored.

Wilderness recrcation and what the Forest Service calls dispersed
non-motorized recrecation are very similar in composition and in large
part substitutable. The DES shows that several alternatives could
acvtually reduce demand for this kind of recreation as comparcd Lo
alternative J, which allocates all the roadless arcas to Wilderness.
For example, alternative H {which would allocate 73 percent of road-
less area acreage to non-Wilderness, 16 percent {o Wilderness,

and 1l percent to Wilderness study) would, over the long term, pro-
vide almost 5 million more recreation visitor days of dispersed non-
motorized recreation than would alternative J, the all Wilderness
alternative,

8. Distribution of costs and benefits within major groups of society.
Forest Service and other research reports indicate that Wilderness
uscrs are a very small percentage of the population. They are almost
exclusively white, with high eduncational levels. They are primarily
young adults, are white collar workers, and are in above average
income brackets. In terms of national forest recreational use, -7
Wilderness usc is minor, accounting for only 3.5 percent of the total
recreation visitor days use, in recent ycars. It has been estimated
that less than 1 percent of the population has ever used Wilderncss.
Even though the benefits of Wilderness are realized by a very :
small percentage of the pcople, the costs are borne by all those -
who must pay the increased cost resulting from natural resource .
scarcity. Low income and minority groups are particularly hard-hit "~
by rising encrgy costs and the cost of housing - - both of which will
accelerate if substantial areas of the National Forest System are
designated Wilderness.

Fach of the factors discussed above are at least recognized in the
narrative accompanying the 1975 RPA Assessment and Program. The FES
should utilize whatever data and other information on these issues are available.
Much of this data is being compiled as a basis for the 1980 RPA Asscssment
and Program.

D. Summary and Conclusion

‘The forest industry must urge strict adherence to the 1975 RPA Program
goal of 25 to 30 million acres of National Forest Wilderness. This goal is
generous in relalionship to revised estimates of Wilderness demand and potential
supply of Wilderncss from lands administered by BLM and other federal
agencies. The RPA goal appears to be the maximum which would provide a
compatible interrelationship with other necessary high level resource system
goals. A significant increasc in national forest Wilderncss would reduce
the potential of all other Forest Service resource systems to meet future
public dernands for rencwable resources.
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Certainly the use of, and demand {or, Wilderness has increased in re-
cent years and indicates a public need for such lands. Yet it must be remem-
bered that Wilderness is mutually exclusive of every other major resource
use, while other uses are largely compatible in the use of the same land base.
This suggests that Wilderness is a very costly use which should be established
sparingly only after evaluation of all resource use potentials and a rigorous
justification for their loss in favor of Wilderness withdrawal.

Obviously there is a need to respond to the demand for more Wilder-
ncss use opportunities. Much more can be done by better utilization of
existing areas. The need for national {orest additions to the National Wilder-
ness Preservation System must be considered in the context of the total land
area available for this use, regardless of administering agency.

in the future, Wilderness will, in some portions of the nation, be in
short supply, just as cvery rcsource usc opportunity will be. Thercfore,
it seems rational that the criteria which must prevail will be 2ptimum net
benefits and that the only acceptable total management regime will have to
be the one that will meet this criterion most effectively. Such a rational

conc~pt should place renewable and compatible resource uses at the highest
level of priority.
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THE TIMBER SUPPLY SETTING

Because RARE Il decisions could have a major impact on national forest
timber outputs, it is important to review the overall national timber supply
setting. Basically, NFPA believes the wisdom of RPA Program goals and
targets for timber resources has been supported by recent events and that
RARE Il decisions must be consistent with RPA, The reasons follow:

RPA Assessment and Program for Timber

Lumber and plywood made from softwood sawtimber are the primary
building products used in home construction. It is estimated that wood pro-
ducts contribute about 15 percent to the cost of a new house. The 1975 RPA
Agsessment of demand for softwood sawtimber was based on the 1973 Forest
Service report ' Outlook for Timber in the United States.'" This report pro-
jected substantial rises in the demand for lumber and plywood products in
virtually all major uses. It projected that between 1970 and the year 2000
the demand for lumber would risc by 75 percent and the demand for plywood
by 56 percent,

The 1975 RPA Program set forth what the Forest Service considers to be
the proper national forest contribution to meeting projected demand for timber.
The Recommended Program called for timber management levels where antici-
pated costs would be commensurate with anticipated returns. Timber sale
targets under the 1975 RPA Recommended Program would rise from about
10. 5 billion board feet in 1977 to 14 billion board feet in 1980, an average of
16. 5 billion board feet in the decade ending in the year 2000, and 18. 5 billion
board feet in the decade ending 2020.

Timber -Supply and Prices

Since the 1975 RPA Program was completed, demand for wood building
products has sent lumber and plywood prices to record levels, illustrating
again the importance of assuring a reliable and steadily increasing supply
of timber. Although 1977 prices were at record highs, production of lumber
and plywood was not. In spite of the best markets ever, western lumber
producing regions had difficulty in raising their production. In the face of
high demand and record prices, production of southern pine in 1977 increased
8.6 percent over 1976 levels and Canadian softwood lumber imports increased
30.8 percent, but production of western softwood lumber increased only about
4.5 percent.

A primary causc of this lack of responsivencss Lo record prices is the
uncertainty over future timber supply. Such uncertainties are created in
large part by failure to fund national forest timber sale programs to levels
set forth in the RPA Program. For example, in 1978 the Forest Scrvice was
funded to sell 11. 5 billion board feet of timber instead of the 13. 0 billion board
feet called for by the 1975 Program. The uncertainties can also be traced to
lack of confidence in future timber supplies from land identified as roadless
in the RARE II program.
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The Role of Private Forest Ownerships

. Some intereat groups have expressed the opinion that the key to meeting
future demand for timber lies on the private lands, particularly nonindustrial
or small private ownerships which contain about 59 percent of the nation's
commercial forest land. The assertion made is that the nation can casily
afford allocation to Wilderness of national forcst timber in roadless arcas.

The position docs not stand up to close scruliny. Industrial private owner-
ships have only 14 percent of the nation's commercial forest land but already
contribute 34 percent to the annual U.S. supply of softwood sawtimber. These
industrial ownerships lead the way in the application of sound forest management
principles. While the level of management will continue to increase on these
lands, the relatively small proportion of mature timber stands on thesc acres
means that large incrcases in timber supply from this ownership class caanot
be expected in the near term.

The next major ownership class -- 59 percent of the commercial forest
land -- is held by small nonindustrial private owners. It must be recognized
that the owners of these lands face a range of disincentives which make the
possibility of these lands coming under intensive management for timber
uncertain. Some of these disincentives include: (1) the small size of holdings
which make some intensive forest management practices more costly;

(2) absentee landownership; (3) ownership objectives that may not be compatible
with intensive forest management; (4) inability or unwillingness to make neces-
sary long-term financial commitments that are further penalized by the
inheritance tax system; and (5) the unavailability of technical advice. Despite
these and other difficulties, the small private holdings currently contribute

42 percent of the annual U.S. sawtimber supply (hardwood and softwood).

The forest industry feels that there is a potential for improving the
management of these small woodlands over the long term and fully supports
government programs designed to achicve this objective -- such as forestry
incentives programs, technical assistance, and tax reform. But it is equally
clear that investment in these lands now will not result in much additional
marketable timbecr until after the year 2000,

These nonindustrial private lands tend to have significant deficiencies
in growing stock timber (timber volumes per acre) as compared with the
national forests which have a significant surplus in growing stock. Although
they contain 59 percent of the commercial forest land, they have only 20 per-
cent of the inventory of softwood sawtimber, compared to th= national forests
which have 51 percent of the softwood sawtimber. The current inventory and
tocking of softwood timber on small private woodlands is not sulficieal Lo
provide for a significant increase in timber supply without threatening the
long-term levels of output from these lands. This is especially relevant in
light of the low levels of conifer regencration in relation to harvesting on those
lands.

Also of significance is the factor that the vast majorily of national forest
lands are located in the West, while nonindustrial private lands are in the East.
A gubstantial reinvestment and rclocation of milling capacity would be necessary
to shift from one cwnership supply to the other. This shift cannot be accom-
plished overnight and would result, in the short term, in reduced domestic
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supplies of end products. Such a reduction would be partially offsel through
increased imports, further increasing the U.S. balance of trade deficit.

Cleariy, timber that is not already relatively close to maturity will be
unavailable to meet demand during the next quarter century. The national
forests contain over half the total softwood sawtimber inventory in the nation.
The timber is alrcady there and docs not have to be grown.  Furiher, it
should be emphasized that the RPA Program projects a substantial increase
in supplies from private forest lands to go along with incrcases from public
lands. It is not a question of one sourcc or another. All must play their
part if overall national timber objectives are to be met.

National Forest Timber Goals Cannot Be Met by Concentrating Forcst Manage-
ment Activitics and Investments on Currently Developed Arcas

The 1975 RPA Program was bascd on the assumption that all national
forest commercial forest lands, not statutorily withdrawn from timber pro-
duction or being formally studied for Wilderness in 1975, would be nceded to
meet mid- and long-range timber oulput targets. Any significant loss of
the commercial forest land base would make it difficult or impossible to
meet RPA timber goals.

Some wilderness advocates have claimed that many of the roadless areas
containing commercial forest land could be allocated to wilderness by con-
centrating timber management activities and investments on currently developed
national forest lands. These groups contend that if road building and other
capital costs required to manage timber in the roadless areas were reallocated
to more intensive management of currently developed areas, current and
potential levels of harvest could be maintained. <

The Forest Service study of this issue titled ' Roadless Area -- Intensive:
Management Tradeoffs on Western National Forests," which has been in “r
preparation for over a year and a half, has reccently been made public. Scven
western national forests were included in the study, which evaluated the impact
of withdrawing (1) half the roadless arcas and (2) all of the roadless areas on
current harvest levels, on potential short-term harvest levels, and on long-term
potential yield, The study also evaluated the implications of these withdrawals
on employment, environmental and mwultiple use considerations, and on present
net worth and revenue flows.

The study concluded that there is no possibility that intensive management
on currently developed areas can replace potential short- or long-tcrm harvest
losses which would result with half or all of the roadless arcas withdrawn.

A summary of the relevant {indings of the study are as follows:

L. The study Tound that, undee the environmental and mulliple use con-
straints thc Forest Service currently feels obligated to micet, the primary con-
straining factor on harvest levels is land, not capital. In particular, multiple
use considerations constrain the rate al which regeneration harvest can take
place. The rate of harvest in turn conslrains the rate at which application of
intensive management practices can take place.

2. The interdisciplinary teams on cach sample national forest reasoned
that if timber management activities were concentrated on the currently developed
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areas, environmental and multiple use standards would be violated. These
varied from place to place on the same national forest, but consistently fell
into three general categories: (a) waterrhed protection -- concern over
unacceptably increasing scdimentation and/or the potential for mass soil move-
ment: (b) aesthetics -- concern over unacceptably impacting current designated
view zones; (c) wildlife considerations -- concern over violating guidelines

for thermal cover for big game or other wildlife habitat needs.

Potential Impact of Land Management Planning and Silvicultural Regulations
on the Land Base Needed to Meet Timber Output Goals

Forest Service evaluations as to the national forest land base necded to
mecet 1975 RPA timber goals were based on the assumplion that current Forest
Service multiple use and environmental protection policies would continue.

The Forest Service has recently published draft regulations to implement
Section 6 of the National Forest Management Act dealing with land manage-

ment planning and silvicultural guidelines. The final regulations, when
implemented, could have a very significant impact on the potential of the

national forests Lo mcet their sharc of the potential demand for limber. The
recently published draft regulations appecar to give Forest Service field managers
appropriate flexibility to tailor land management plans to specific on-the-ground
conditions. However, environmental grcups appear to have initiated a major
campalign which has the objective of obtaining final regulation language that would

place severe limitations on the professional flexibility available to field managers.

This would ultimately be a severe limitation on the ability of the Forest Service
to meet RPA timber goals.

The RARE II exercise cannot, and should not, be viewed in isolation
from these other factors which may limit national forest timber supply.

-16-
ADEQUACY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

While these comments highlight a nunmber of areas of the DES that nced
improvement, it is appropriate to underscore NFPA's support for the RARE 11
process as it is reflected in the June 15 draft. The Forest Service faced a
major challenge in seeking to meet the objectives of RARE [I. The possible
combinations of areas and alternative approaches are infinite. The DES
demonstrates that the Forest Service haas approached the task with ingenuity
and sound judgment, based on the fullest professional experience available
relating to the allocation of National Forest resources.

NFPA recommends, however, that the statement be expanded in scope and
in depth to better display the profcssional effort which has been made. These
comments provide specific recommendations on how this can be done in the
following arcas:

-- relationship of RARE I to RPA

-- relationship of national statement and regional supplements

-- selection of evaluation criteria and development of alternative approaches

-- effects of implementation

~- processes for selection of a proposal

Specifically, it is suggcsted that the final statement draw upon and refer lo
the wide range of program and site specific environmental statemants which the
Forest Service has alrecady prepared. ‘thesc can be incorporated by refercnce

in the final document and can be used tu describe the range of effects of the
various RARE Ii alternatives being considered.
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RARE Il - ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

It would appear that the DES contains an acceptable range of alterna-
tives to meet the intent of NEPA. Unfortunately, none of the criteria used
in the development of the alternatives was related directly to projected out-
puts of resources from the RARE II inventory needed to meet RPA Program
goals. It is recognized that the criteria on which the alternatives arc based
were developed before it was decided to use the 1975 RPA Program goals
as major decision criterion. Ideally, RPA should have been the primary
framework within which RARE II alterpnatlives where formulated, as well as
evaluated.

NFPA has, nevertheless, given careful review to Forest Service esti-
mates of the impact of cach DES alternative on the commercial forest land
base, on annual programmed harvest, and on annual potential yicld. A chart
summarizing these Forest Service estimates on the national level is attached
as Enclosure 1. These figures show that if it is assumecd that all areas in
the further planning category will be designated Wilderness, only alterna-
tives A, B, and E.would mcet or exceed current prograrmmed harvest levels.
If it is assumed that all further planning areas will be allocated to non-Wilder-
ness, all alternatives except D and J would meet current programmed harvest
levels. However, these same relationships do not hold for all regions. For
example, under the assumption that all further planning areas are designated
Wilderness, Region 2 shows a 14.7 million board foot per year increase in
programmed harvest under alternative G, whereas Region 5 shows a 57.1 mil-
lion board foot per year reduction. This points up the problems associated
with casting up alternatives not directly linked to RPA output levels.

NFPA recommends the Forest Service not select any of the specific DES
alternatives at this time, for the following reasons:

1. Based on the NFPA understanding of the RPA Program analysis,
some additional Wilderness from the National Forest System is
justified and can be provided without undue impacts on other essen-
tial resource uses. Alternatives A and B are inconsistent with this
approach since they would provide no additional Wilderness.

2. Aside from alternative A and B, only alternative E would maintain
the commercial forest land basc, programmead harvest and potential
yicll in all regions. llowcever, cven for alternative Ethere is no
information yet available to show how it would impact employment
and community stability in local areas. It is not enough to look at
timber impacts only on a repional basis.  Significant and devastating
impacts can occur locally while maintaining or increasing regional
harvest levels.

3. Beécausc of uncertainty over how areas in the further planning catcgory
may eventually be allocated, NFPA cannot recommend any alternatives
which have a large acreage in this category.

4. Information to fully assess the timber related impacts of the ten DES
alternatives is not yet available but is being developed by the Forest
Scrvice for the FES. Knowledge of the theoretical impacts on com-
mercial forest land, on programimed harvest, and on potential yield,

5.
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is not cnough. Information is also necded on the productivity of Ihe
areas involved and on whether the programmed harvest and potential
yicld can actually be achieved. Information is nceded on the kinds
of program changes (with estimates of costs) that will be needed as
a result of changes in the land base. Anticipated changes in Forest
Service programs and the cost of implementing them as a result of
such changes must be evaluated.

NFPA is also concerned with the mislcading wildlife criterion used
by the Forest Service in develnping the Alternative Approaches.

T‘he criterion "wildlife associated in the minds of the public with
wilderness" implies a dependency of certain species upon formally
desig_nated Wilderness. NFPA believes there are few, if any,
species 'which are wilderness-dcpendent, and that formal Wilderness
des)g_natmn can actually complicate management of arcas to assurethe
survival and health of wildland species. Enclosed is a correspon-
dence authored by James O Donnell, Exccutive Vice President of

the Northwest Pine Association, which discusses these concerns

in detail (Enclosure 2).




OLL=A

~19-
DECISION CRITERIA

The decision criteria used by the Forest Service in recommending a pro-
posed RARE Il action are of the highest importance in the RARE Il process.
The final criteria chosen are the decision. They reflect the policy choices
and value judgments the Forest Service will make in choosing betwecen campeting
objectives or resource needs.

For this reason, the Forest Service must clearly display the decision
criteria it chooses in the Final Environinental Statement and describe how the

criteria were applied, nationally and regionally, to allocate areas to Wilderness,
non-Wilderness, and future planning.

In this connection, NFPA recommends: (1) addition of onc criterion Lo the
list included in the DES, (2) classification of three criteria as '""'mus?' criteria,
and (3) legser weight for the remaining criteria.

Additional Criterion ~-- Wilderness '"Demand"

The RARE Il process is in some respects a "defensive" process. It was
brought about by a series of challenges to Forest Service land management
decisions to develop and utilize timber and other resources without further
consideration of or recommendations for Wilderness designation of such lands.
NFPA strongly recommends that the Forest Service take a careful and delibera-
tive look at needs for formal Wilderness designation and weigh the various
courses of action considered against an appraisal of these needs, as suggested
elsewhere in these Comments. Strong consideration must be given to oppor-
tunities for meeting Wilderness needs from other public lands, as well as
from the National Forest System.

Other decision criteria -~ Wilderness characteristic goals and Wilderness
attribute ratings -- tend to deal with the aspect of Wilderness " quality." But
they are based on physical and biological characteristics of the areas and not
on the human element of 'demand."” NFPA recommends that a separate cri-
terion -~ Wilderness demand -- be used to reorient the RARE II decision
toward a more balanced multiple use decision based on a full appraisal of
demands for all resource uses, including Wilderness, to go along with the
present look at the opportunities for various resource uses.

Must Criteria

NFPA strongly recommends that the following proposed decision criteria
be treated as overriding in development of the recommended action:

I. RPA Program Targets. The General Comments section of this response
explains the essential link between the RARE Il and RPA processes and discusses
the importance of the 1975 RPA timber program targets in meeting present and
future national needs for wood products. The only way these needs can be met
is through an agsurance that there is an adequate national forest commercial
forest land base available to supply the prescribed levels of timber. This cri-
terion can be defined specifically through the RPA base line which the Forest
Service is developing and should be a paramount consideration in developing
the final action.
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2. Commodity Outputs Foregone -- Community Stability and Employment.
In supporting this as a "must’ criterion, NFPA urges that careful consideration
be given to the manner in which it is applied. A July 14, 1978, memorandum
{(Everctt Towle to Director of Recreation) included in the July 13, 1978, version
of the Forest Service draft " Preliminary Evaluation Procedurcs -- RARE I1,":
stresses community stability in terms of "orderly change." The Forest Service
should not overlook the clear possibilities that as timber supply situations
stabilize, some presently stable or declining communities are in a good posi-
tion to stabilize or grow as increasing supplics and better markaet conditions
ovecur,

Further, care should be taken 1o make cvaluations ol community stability
based on input of local citizens, officials, and Forest Service personnel familiar
with the locality. The Towle memorandum tends to depersonalize the determi-
nation, basing it on raw data rather than a balanced view of data and local
social situations.

3. National Issues -- Housing Starts, Inflation. This "*must' criterion re-
lates to the RPA criterion, as the targets for timber and other resource commo-
dities were developed to be responsive to national needs for adequate wood
supplies to provide for housing and other wood uses at reasonable costs. Any
major disruption of the Forest Service's ability to meet the RPA targets would
have negative effects on rcsolution of these issues. These are the problems
which led President Carter to request a number of cabinet officials to review
ways to increase national forest wood supplies to offset the inflationary rise
in wood product prices.

Other Criteria

NFPA recommends the following criteria be given lesser weight in the
RARE II decision process.

1. General Public Agreement. The RARE II process came about because
of a high level of controversy about the use of a large number of areas that
are ronadless. It is unreasonable to expect that these disagreements will
cvaporatc. Where clear consensus cxists regarding usc of a particular arca,
obviously, this should be given considerable weight. But if considerable dia-
agreement over an arca exists, the Forest Scervice should forge through this
controversy and make a decision. Lack of consensus should not be a reason
to delay a decision or place an area in the future planning category.

2. Wildcrness Characteristics -- Wilderness Altributes Ratings. These
criteria measure the physical and biological attributes of the areas in the RARE U
inventory. By themselves, however, they should not be given any particular
weight. They may be useful for selecting the highest ranked areas from within
the RARE II inventory, but are not useful in determining how much of the inven-
tory should be allocated to Wilderness without consideration of Wilderness .
demand and needs for other resources. These criteria should give way to the
"must' criteria discussed above.
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INDIVIDUAL ROADLESS AREAS

NFPA defers to individual companies and to regional industry assoc-
tations with respect to individual area recommendations. These recom-
mendations have been supplied to the Regional Foresters and are available
as a part of the RARE 1I public-involvement process.

Boundary Adjustments

NFPA does, however, urge that in reviewing and dealing with local
public and Regional Forester area-by-area recommendations, the Forest
Service develop {lexible means to handle boundary recommendations, The
early RARE 1l process tended to treat the roadless area inventory on an
"all or nothing' basis. Many conflicts may be resolved if there is a flex-
ible way to handle adjustments as the final proposal is put together. Many
in the forest products industry would like to be in a position to recommend
boundary adjustments which would exclude from particular roadless areas
those portions containing significant commercial forest land or which are
needed for access to renewable resources, rather than recommending that
the entire area be recommended as non- Wilderness to retain the availa-
bility of the timber in the area.
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NFPA RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the general comments above and the detailed analysis that
follows, NFPA recommends the following RARE Il action be adopted by the
Forest Service:

Non-Wilderness -- Timber

The Forest Service should not select any of the ten speciflic alterna-
tive approaches included in the DES, but should provide for an allocation
of areas to non- Wilderness which:

a. will assure the ability of each Forest Service region to meet
assigned Resources Planning Act Program targets for timber resources; and

b. reflect local recommendations regarding areas or portions of areas
needed to maintain dependent industry or community stability.

Successful implementation of this action will depend heavily on the deter-
mination of the relationship of the RARE Il roadless areas and RPA Program
goals -- the '"1975 RPA Acreage Baseline. " NFPA strongly recommends that
special care be taken to properly correlate the areas with all the Nationat :__ .
Forest System timber-related RPA targets and not just to potential yield, as:<- -
is presently intended in the Forest Service draft "Preliminary Evaluation Pro-
cedures - - RARE I1. " The RPA baseline must be realistic for both present <=~
and long-term situations. The Forest Service must be able to statc accur- ™~
ately just how RARE Il area allocations will aifect timber sales, programme{i'
harvest levels, and potential yield levels in comparison with these activities
as gcheduled in the 1975 RPA Program. Use of potential yield alone will not-
accurately reflect the possible year-to-year levels of National Forcst timber
production. Also, consideration must be given to the actual constraints on
tiimber management activities, including personnel and budget limitations and
special environmental protection measures.

As indicated elsewhere, NFPA expects the RPA baseline will show that
a major portion of the commercial forest land in the RARE [l Roadless Area
invendory will necd to be allocated Lo non -Wilderness ase, to be consislent
with the assuinpliony regarding the Nationat Forcest System commercial forest
land base included in the 1975 RPA Program,

Non-Wilderness -- Other Resources

Roadless Area allocations should also give priority to achicvement of
RPA goals for other non- Wilderness resources.
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NFPA has not u.ndenaken a detailed review oi the RARE Il inventory
to evaluate the potential of the areas for non- Wilderness resources in addi-
tion to the timber rescurce. However, the same reasgoning regarding devel-
opment of the RPA Program and the Program's reliance on the other pon-
wilderness resources in the inventory applies to these resources as it did
to the timber resource. The 1975 RPA Program represents a balanced pro-
gram. To keep the Program in balance, first call on RARE 1l areas should
be given to meeting all RPA targets and not just to mceting Wilderness acre-

age goals.
Wilderness

After consideration of allocations needed to meet RPA Program targets
for non-Wilderness resources, the Forest Service should allocate to Wilder-
ness those roadless areas in the RARE Il inventory which can make the high-
est quality contribution to the RPA.

Wilderness Goals

NFPA supports all the 1975 RPA Program goals, including those for
allocation to Wilderness. That goal was 25-30 million acres. There are
14. 8 million National Forest System acres now in the National Wilderness
Preservation System and another 5.2 million acres pending before Congress,
In addition to these 20 million National Forest System acres, there are sev-
eral million acres under Wilderness study by the Forest Service at the direc-
tion of Congress, which are not inciuded in the RARE Il inveniory. Along with
these present and pending Wilderness designations, NFPA anticipates there
will be substantial acreage available in the RARE N inventory, after alloca-~
tions to non- Wilderness as suggested above, to easily meet, if not exceed,
RFA Wilderness goals. NFPA recomniends that the Forest Scrvice use the
Wilderness attribute and Wilderness characteristic ratings to make this
allocation so that additions to the Wilderness System will be of the highest

quality feasible,
P VPO PR T
ruture owua

NFPA urges that the leant anui|)| B

creage he allocated to fulure plan-

nhiyg e (hat iy wuch atlocation I.u, ade aller ansurance “that RUA non-
Wilderness goals can be met.

The principal purpose of the RARE 1I process is to resolve uncertainties
about availability of National Forest roadless areas for resource production.
A future planning allocation only delays decieion and continues this uncertainty.
There wiil be some areas where inadequate information is available to clearly
understand resource tradeoffs. But where such information is adequate, NFPA
nrges that decisions be made. Otherwise, the Forest Service will be masking

the real effects of its declsiona.
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Future planning allocation does not provide for a firm enough commit-
ment of ap area to the resource base now to warrant counting on :he availa-
bility of the resources involved in the future. Thus, present program levels,
such as programmed timber harvest levels, must be hedged to anticipate the

loss of the future planning acreage from the resource base.

Prompt Release of Areas Allocated to Non-Wilderness

NFPA urges that the Administration take immecdiate action at the time
the FES is completed to release for management those areas detarmined to
be suitable for non-Wilderness use. Such action should include Presidential
or Secretarial direction to the Forcst Service to undertake planning and man-

agement of rcieased arcas without further consideration of their potential
designation as Wilderness.

The main objective of RARE Il has been to eliminate the barriers of
uncertainty and challenges to Forest Service management deci

iong to devalan
or use non-Wilderness resources. The RARE I FES will provide the fo:;iz-y
tion, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act, for decisions to
move forward with management of the areas allocated to non-Wilderness with-
out further consideration of potential Wilderness designation. This response
describes elsewhere the importance of prompt resolution of the RARE II
process to malintenance of dependent industries and the vnabxhty of hundreds
of communities. Thus, prompt and clear direction should be givon ihe Forest
Service to bring the process to an end and permit resumption of regular plan-
ning and management activity.
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APPENDIX

DETAILED COMMENTS ON RARE U DES

These detailed comments reflect NFPA's view that the DES is an acl.equatet
basis for development of the final RARE Il proposals and accompanying impact
statlement. Ourpcomments are designed to strengthen the DES largely by identi-
fying areas which could be recast to make all the procedures utilized and
expertisc applied by the Forest Service more apparent from the facc of the
document.

Chapter 2 -- Introduction

1. Review of statutory authority under which Fores't Scrvice ?perates. 'I.'hxs
discussion erroneously creates the impression that lederncs.s is a Predommant
value in multiple use management of the national forests. This section shou.ld .
be recast to explain that Wilderness.is just one of the uses for which .thc nationa
forests are managed and that RARE 1l is an adjum;t to the normal national forest
multiple use planning process. [t should be explained that RARE 11 was not
required by the Wilderness Act, but rcsponds to the nced Lo study land for its

.its Wilderness value under the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA)--

which lists Wilderness as one of the mulliple uses.

i i i itically important
One short paragraph (p. 2) is devoted to discussing the critically |
requirements of l:he Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planmng Act_
(RPA). As discussed below, the RPA (as amended by NFMA) should be identified
as the primary framework within which all national forest land management
planning (including RARE 1I) must take place.

2. Objectives of RARE Ii, The DES should clearly state the objectives of
RAREII. Based on public statements of Assistant Secretary Efupert Cutler 'and
the Forest Service, thesc objectives are: (1) expedite compl?llon ol'_lhc National
‘Foresl Wilderness Systom within a framaework whifh is consistent with othaer
1975 RPA Program oulpul targels, (2} reduce the tine frame for sllu.ly of mosl
inventoried roadless areas, and (3) exprdite the rclease_ of arcas which have

a primary value for multiple use purposcs other than Wilderness.

The DES should state that one of the results of the RAR_E Il process will
be to eliminate the need to give Wilderness furtht?r study during the normal land
inanagement planning process for those areas which are rec'omrncnded for non-
Wildcrness use. If this is not the result of RARE I, its objectives cannot
be met.

3. Potential contributions of other public agencics ‘|0' t;'w“Nntlo(nall'Wlllxtls;-d-u

: Preservation Systan (pp. 6-9).  ‘Phe data upon which the potentia ilder-
:;:: :;;tsr‘;;arlril;n: o}, the Ngtgonal Park Service, National Wildlife Refuge Servllc;-.
Bureau of Land Management, and State and Local governments werc bas[cd cou
be very useful and should be displayed in tabulal_' form in the ap_p.endlx. }:\
addition to the description of existing and potential acrcage 'add}uons tot E
National Wilderness Preservation System, the goals and objechve.s of !!u::od
a system should be identified and analyzed. The FES. should provide a go "
basis for evaluating how each of the RARE 11 al‘ternatgves relate to meev;xg e
Forest Services's share of such demand (see discussion under chapter --
Evaluation and Development of a proposal).
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4. Relationship of the National EIS to State and Regional Supplements. More

explanation of the reasons for the two-tiered approach and a description of the
material included in the Regional Supplements would be helpful. The contents
of the Regional Supplements need to be more fully described so as to give the
reader of the National EIS some idea of how detailed Forest Service considera-
tion of the environmental impacts rcally has been.

Chapter II -- Affccted Environment

1. Page 13, fourth full paragraph. An explanation of how and why the Forest
Service combined Bailey's ecoregions and Kuchler's potcntial natural vegetation
would be useful.

2. Page 15, first full paragraph. The importance of the national forests

to the nation's softwood sawtimber supply should be discussed. The paragraph
does state that in 1977 the national forests accounted for 10. 5 billion board feet
of a national timber harvest of about 66. 2 billion board feet (or about 16 percent
of the total wood harvested). However, the national forests account for about
27 percent of the annual harvest of softwood sawtimber essential for home
building.

3. Page 15, second full paragraph. An explanation of the marginal timber
component and the reasons for using it as the "maximum' potential that could
be realized from the roadless areas would be beneficial.

4. Page 16, second full paragraph. The statement is'made that the "presence-:

of wildlife in Wilderncss areas is an important part of a visitor's enjoyment' and-,

that the 29 species selected are those ''the public would like to see in a Wilderness:
setting’’. These statements are equally applicable to areas subject to non- 2

Wilderness management. The FES should avoid creating an impression that e
wildlife enjoyment is a valuc unique to Wilderness designation. As pointed out
below, Wilderness designation may actually reduce wildlife carrying capacity

and the opportunity for the public to observe favored specics.

5. Page 17, fifth full paragraph. The importance of 25 percent fund receipts
to counties {most of which come from timber) should be discussed.

Chapter Il and IV -- Evaluation Criteria and Alternatives Considered

The DES correctly notes that an almost "infinite number of possible alter-
native actions exist, so the task is one of narrowing them to a reasonable num-
ber for consideration” (p. 21). However, the FES would benefit from a more
cxtensive discussion of "how'" and "why'' the Forest Service sclected allerna-
lives for evaluation,  ‘This discussion whould focus on rationale and mcthodology
for scleeting the range of alternatives and the cutoff points used to generate the
alternatives. The Forest Service should recount the role that professional
expertise and long expuerience in national forest management played in these
critical decisions. Such a discussion is valuable where a decision -~ such as
choice of cutoff points -- is not amenable to mathematically precise determina-
tion but rather is grounded on judgmental factors. In this connection, the
Supreme Court has recently noted, however, that the NEPA obligation to con-
sider alternative actions "must be bounded by some notion of feasibility."

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 46 U.S. L. W. 4301, 4309
{April 3, 1978).
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The FES should detail the great care taken by the Forest Service to
discharge its NEPA obligations. For instance, FES reviewers who focus on
NEPA compliance will be reassured to learn that the Forest Service added two
additional alternatives when the range of alternatives resulting from its initial
analysie proved narrower than thought appropriate.

In anticipation of comments, RARE Il alternatives arc clustered near the
non-Wiiderness side of the spectrum (notwithstanding special Forest Service
efforts to broaden the range). NFPA believes this circumstance reflects that
many areas in the current roadless inventory are marginal in terms of Wilder-
ness potential. The best national forest roadless areas have already been
selected by Congreas for Wilderness or are in Wilderness bills currently under

1. Page 19, second paragraph. The Forest Service rationale for the sclection
of landform, ecosystem, wildlife, and access criteria (LEWA) should be fully
described. As stated above, the FES should explain how the selection process

wag grounded on Forest Service judgment and experience.

2. Page 19, third paragraph. The FES would benefit from additional ex-
planation of the WARS rating system and its rationale. This could be appended
to the statement, as could a sample WARS worksheet which would be useful to
give readers a better idea as to how the roadless areas were rated.

3. Pages 22-26. A discussion of the rationale supporting the Forest Ser-
vice' s specific cutofif poinis used to gencrate aiternatives C.G wouid be helpfui.
Again, this discussion should detail the Forest Service's exercise of pro-
fessional judgment, based on its long experience with multiple use management
and with the selection and protection of Wilderness. A similar discussion
should be included in the LEWA criteria (see items 4 and 5 below).

4. Papgc 24, last paragraph. Thias paragraph rcflects lwo apparently con-
flicting goals in sclection of Wilderncss: (1) "lo guard against nalural calastrophe
which drastically alters the physical and/or biological composition of an area,"
and (2) "to portray each ecosystem in a variety of successional stages."” The
FES ghould recognize that natural catastrophe, through such agents as fire,
insects, and wind, were the primary cause of vegetauon change in presettlemenl
ecosystems. These agents are the very means of obtaining "' successional stages.’
To the exient feasible, Wilderness management wiil attempt to permit such
natural processes to function. However, the Forest Service should consider

that Wilderness designation in itself will be adverse to the long-term objective

of portraying ''each ecosystemn in a variety of successional stages'". (see com-
ments under Chapter V, "Effects of Implementation')

5. Page 25, first full paragraph. NFPA questions whether Wilderness desig-
nation will fulfill the Forest Service's goal to ' provide a reasonable opportunity
to observe’* many of the specics on the Forest Scrvice list of species "ofien
associated; in the public's mind, with a wildcrness-like environment''. In

fact, in many cases, Wllderness will, due to its inaccessibility, actually reduce

ally red

the opportumty for the majority of the recreating public to observe such species.

Chapter V - Eifecis of lmpiementiaiion

This chapter acknowledges the difficulty of predicting the environmental
effects of non-Wilderness use of an area or group of areas but commendably
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contains some discussion of the effects of various alternatives on timber pro-
duction, recreation, grazing, minerals, energy and other usea, as well as
projections for both immediate and long-term effects of the alternatives.

NFPA urges the Forest Service to expand the existing discussion of cnviron-
mental effects of non-Wilderness management, as such a discussion is the
basis of an impact statement. The Forest Scrvice could estimate the environ-
mental effects of non-Wilderneas use of the roadless areas by projecting the
mix of uses with Accompanying environmental cffects experienced in currcnt
land management plans. This approach could be facilitated by incorporating
existing management plan ELS's by reference into the RARE Il FES -- a method
which has received judicial approvai. The Forest Service couid also utilize
{or at least reference) the 1975 RPA Program document, written in the form

of an EIS, which detailed the anticipated environmental effects of implementing
the output levels called for in the Recommended Program. A third alterna-
tive would be to use profesalonal judgement to project the mix of uses occurring

on adjacent roaded areas of similar topography, soils, and vegetation.

As a minimum, the Forest Service should clearly describe what future
planning steps will be taken for non-Wilderncses arcas, how environmental valucs
will be considered in that process, and why it is not now feasible to make
any more definitive statement concerning the environmental consequences of

non-Wilderness use. This would show that the Forest Service has | attempted,
to the extent practicable, to fulfill this facet of its NEPA obligations.

NFPA suggests a more balanced description of the effects of Wilderness
designation on landforms, ecosystems, vegetation, and wildlife. The DES states
that Wilderness designation will ' preserve’ the roadless areas in a ''natural’
state. Non-Wilderness use, on the other hand, is said to involve the maximum
pm&ﬁh.u for "modification." The FES should define the terms ''preserve'”,

"natural' and "modification’ and use them in a way which does not create the
misimpression that Wilderness designation will preserve these areas in their
primeval or presettlerment conditions.
rly shown that presettlement ecosystems were continucusly
subject to disturbance (i. e., modificati on) due to fire, insects, wind and in some
cagcs disease., Fire was by far the most important disturbance agent in most
roadless areas. The vast majority of the forests of most roadless areas trace
their origin to these carly fires. Yet, duc to the exclusion of fire during the past
40-60 years the understory vegetation of most of these areas is exceedingly
"unnatural’ when compared with that occuring during presettlement times.

Tn aas <

neo

Lne vr.o Enoum reuecl lne neeu to protect nlgn resource values au]acent
to most roadless areas, and that continued control will need to be maintained
over such natural disturbance factors as fire and insccls. RARF Ul arcas as
a general rule are not high clevation arvcas similar to those already in Wilder-
ness where ''let burn'" policies can allow wildfire to assume its natural role.

Wildérness designation of most roadless arcas will lcad to a gradual
but inevitable change in the vegetation to that characteristic of late successional
or climax vegetation types -- which were the rare exception in the presettle-
ment era, Plant and associated wildlife diversity will be significantly reduced
ovar the long term under Wilderness.

Management activities offer the best opportunity to provide for optimum
diversity of piant and animal communities. in fact, the forest management
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practices commonly applied on the national forests will result in a species
diversity more similar to that in prescttlement ecosystems than will Wilderness
dcaxgnauon itself. This should be explained.

i Landforms, page 34, second full paragraph. Thc statciment that alicrna-
tive B (all non-Wilderness) "will not prescrve any (landform types) in a natural
state'’ should be clarified. Forest management practices must utilize natural
processes if they are to be successful. Effects of Wilderness versus non-
Wilderncss use will be different, but both kinde of uses will have definite impacts

on ecosystemns, landformes

tinn and ....l.u.r-
cosystems, landiorms, v tie 11

n, ang Wi

Wilderness designation will not, in most cases, preserve the "natural'
appearance of these landforms in terms of maintaining the composition and
diversity of prescttlement vegetation types. In most cascs, Wilderness will
mean a transition to vegetation lypes dominated by late successional {(cli
species which in most parts of the country will be excecedingly ""unnatural” (will
not be as théy were before white settlemcent). Vegetation cover will be much
more uniform and many wiidiifc species wiil be reduced in numbers or wiil
disappear.

ax)

rax}

2. Vegetation, page 35, fourth full paragraph. The statement that alterna-
tive J (all wilderness) will have the ""maximum potential for prcserving naturally
g ecosystems and vegetation communities," should be clarified to
reflect the comments above regarding maintenance of natural conditions in
Wilderness.

120 b}
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3. Air, page 36 & 37. Discussion of the potential impact of Wilderness

in connection with the Clean Alr Act should acknowladoo notential constraints
should acknewiedge potential constraints

on land mapagement activities (i, e., prescribed burning) and industrial opera-
tions which affect air quality within a Wilderness or visibility from Wildcrness.
Many industrial activities, whether deperdent on land bascd resources or not,
will be affected by such designations.,

The impacts which could result from Clean Air Act Class [ designation
of Wilderness areas under each alternative should be described in more detail
than in the DES. The DES states that aliocating maximum acreage to Wiiderness
*could lead states to establish special standards under the Class III provisions

the Clean Air Act'. The rationale for this statement should be cxplained.

4. Recreation, page 37, second full paragraph, The statement that as

arcns "are allocated to non-Wilderness usog, there may hbe a corresson
allocated to non iernesg uses, there may bhe a correspon

crease in recreational use of existing wilderness” appears to conflict with the
fipurcs on page 39. These show a significant increase in dispersed non-
molorized recrealion under several alternatives which :\llm atle sipnificant
acreage o non-Wilderness wice For example, alt = N {which would alto-

¢ 73 percent of roadless arca acrcage to non-Wi 16 percent to
Wilderness, and 1l percent to Wilderness study) would, over the long term,
provide almost 5 million more recrcation visitor days of disperscd non-
motorized recreation than would alternative J, the all Wilderness alternative.
Since demand for Wilderncss recrecation and demand for dispersed non-motorized
recreation arc very similar in composition, Forest Service fligures appear to
show that alternative H could in reality significantly reduce demand for Wilder-
ness as compared to alternative J. Several other alternatives providing for signi-

ficant non-Wilderness allocation would have a similar affect.

5. Page 37, last paragraph. The statement that 'similar [significant]
increases in [recrcanonal use o(] wilderness arcas arc not realistic as they
have capacitics that if excceded, the atiributes csscntial for a wilderness
recreation experience disappear, e.g., solitude."” This statement appears to
assume that all existing Wilderness (including that likely to be designated
Wilderness under all federal ownerships) is at or near carrying capacity. This
is far from being the case.

In addition, the Forest Service should consider the potential for increasing
the carrying capacity of existing Wilderness -- as an alternative to additional
Wilderness designations -- through construction of more trails and trail heads
to disperse use into areas not currently utilized. In this connection, it has
been estimated that ag much as 90 percent of current Wilderness usc occurs

on legs than 20 percent of the Wilderncss arca.

. Timber, page 4i-43. Projecied timber impacis of m
tives appear to be understated -- although the extent to which thig is true iy
unclear at this time. For example, the chart on page 42 is based on the
agsumption that all further planning areas will be allocated to non-Wilderness.
The chart should rcﬂect the more rcalistic assumption that some of the further

P S st bo availabla o ¢

planiuung arcas will not be available for ¢

har harvaat
oer narvest.

Calculations of potential ''long-term' effects on timber production .
(pages 41-42) assume full implementation of ex)shng resource plans. The FES

should address the problem of whether such an increased utilization of lands
poli

not sclected for Wilderness ie a realistic possibility, considering legal,
not sclacted v peossibilit

and economic constraints.

7. Range, page 44. In addition to the table showing short- and fong-term
effects on grazing, the FES should acknowledge that national forest roadless .
areas are generally summer range -- which, in some arcas, is in short supply: .
Loss of more summecr range could resull in a limitation on ranchers' production
more important than mere animal unit months loss would imply. i

8. Water, page 45. This section should discuss potential increases in
water yield through vegetative manipulation which are foregone in Wilderness.
The need for enhanced water yield throuph vegetative manipulation will likely
become increasingly important in the arid West.

9. Wildlife and Fish, page 406, first full paragraph. The statement that
preservation of wildlife habitat and the fisheries resource in its natural state
will best be maximized in alternative J should be amended for the rcasons
stated ecarlicr. The DES statement that the "rate of ecological propression will
depen allowing forces such as fire to maintain
a natur al dxversxty of habitat" 1s a critically lmportant factor whose full impli-
cations should be analyzed in the FES. The Wildlife Management Institute in

its September 15, 1978 *Outdoor News Bulletin” siated:

""Totally protected wilderness habitat is not ideal for all
wildlife species. Many types of animals require young plant
communities that can be supplied only by the demisc of mature
[ D L TLIa 0 ke damae e NeatiuwalPl oild fira
plant associations. This can be done by "natural’ wild f{ire,

insects, discase, or wind, or, it can be done by man with
timbercutting or prescribed firc. But''natural’ reversions of

T

. 4‘ o
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plant communitics are not dependable within recasonable time
frames, and wilderness designation prohibits timbering and
the use of mechanization necessary to use prescribed fire.
Therefore, wilderness status perpetuates mature plant
communities and a narrow spectrum of wildlife. That is not to
say that no wilderness should be designated. It ghould be.

The point that wildlife conservationists are trying to make is
that each area should be studied and a decision made as to
whether the resource values warrant restricted management
that wilderness designation necessarily requires."

It is unlikely that use of fire to manage for optimum wildlife habitat will
be available as a management tool under Wilderness designation of most
RARE Il areas, particularly in view of current Forest Scrvice policy whic
prohibits prescribed burning in Wilderness.

10. Page 46, second full paragraph. Here again the statement that non-
Wilderness will be adverse to maintaining '""natural'' habitat is confusing and
misleading in its implications. The vast majority of wildlife specics depend
on early successignal plant communitics which will be adversely affected over
the long term by Wilderness designation.

1.  Page 47. The chart shows significant long-term benefits to wildlife

and fish recreational use from non-Wilderness allocation of RARE Il areas.
This results from increased access oppurtunities under non-Wilderness condi-
tions. In light of these data, the Forest Service should reconsider whether

it can accomplish the Wilderness goal (DES, p. 25) to'" provide a rcasonable
opportunily* for viewing the wildlife species listed in Appendix C through
imposition of no-management regimes in areas allocaled to Wilderness.

12. Minerals and Encrgy, page 47. The chart lists only producing and known
sites for oil, gas, and critlical minerals. The Forest Service should discuss
in the FES the impact of Wilderness on projected, but as yet undiscovered,

oil, gas, and mineral deposits in the RARE Il areas.

13.  Resources Planning Act (RPA), page 49. Only onc chart and less than
one page in a 112 page document is devoted to describing the impact of RARE II
alternatives on the 1975 RPA Program goals. The Forest Service should
devote much more attention to this critically important relationship. The
chart at page 50 indicates that RPA targets can be met for timber under all but
the maximum Wilderness alternative. Howecver, the recently published

‘' Roadless Area Tradeoffs Study' leads 1o the inevitable conclusion that pro-
jected impacts of Wilderness desipgnation on timber production is understated
in the DES,  In addition, the 1975 RPA poals assumeoed most commercial forest
land in the roadless arcas would eventuatly come under multiple use manage-
ment, This assumption is not, obviously, rcalized in all of the alternatives.
NFPA understands the Forest Service is reanalyzing the RARE II/RPA relation-
ships and strongly supports that clfort.

4. Economics, page 51. The discussion of economic impacts on pages 51, 52,
and in Appendix E relies on an input/output model for local and regional areas,
This discussion should be expanded and particularized to aid understanding of
the economic impacts of Wildcrness allocation.
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The DES, again, optimistically assumes that existing managment plans will
be fully implemented on lands not selected for Wilderness. This assumption
leads to the incorrect conclusion that any alternative except for J will produce
significant output and employment gains in the long run.

The employment impact of Alternative J should be recalculated as follows:
Alternative J shows a job loss of 20, 404 if the ""all Wilderness' oplion is chosen.
Alternative B shows a potential job gain of 97, 550 if all the RARE Il lands are
managed at full potential. Thus, the cconomic cost of choosing the "all Wilder-
ness'’ alternative is not only a loss of 20, 404 jobs but the opportunity forgone
of creating another 97, 550 jobs, so the real impact of ""all Wilderness' is
H7, 951 jobs.

15, tlousing starts, inflation, and balunce of payments, pages 53-54. NFPA
suggests that these scctions be expanded to help the reader better understand
the relative cffects of RARE I alternalives on housing starts, inflation or
balance of payments, and should indicate the relative effect of each alternative
on each parameter. -

16. Land acquisition, page 55. This section should discuss in more detail
how much private land is involved in cach of the alternatives evaluated. The
FES should include: (1) landownership by ownership lype, i.e. other federal,
state, industrial private, and nonindustrial private, (2) the cost of reasonably
anticipated acquisition of private inholdings, (3) the loss of resource valucs
resulting from Wilderness type management of inlermingled private lands not
acquired. The FES should recognize that, in many cascs, privatc lands will
nced to be acquired at considcrable public expense if roadless avcas are desig-
nated as Wilderness. In addition, the impacts created by resource use
restrictions on private lands, whether or not they are acquired, should also be
evaluated. Experience with the recent Alpine Lakes legislation has shown clearly
that the problem of intermingled private ownerships is a major one, and will
result in major expense to the public if areas intermingled with significant
private ownerships are designated as Wilderness.

I7T.  Social, page 56. The DES should discuss the readily available data
covering a profile of the typical Wildcrness user. Surveys show that the typical
Wilderness uscer is young, less than 30 years old, unmarricd, and of above
avervage income and cducational levels, Since Wilderness is provided free to
the public, a discussion of such statistics is uscful to show who gains and who
loses through Wilderness designation.

18. Population, papge 56, third parapraph. The Forest Service should recon-
witler ita apparent conclution that retirees who move 1o rueal arcas are bhesy
sarved through Wilderness allocalion. Very few retirees, in fact, recreale in
Wilderness. This group is best served through developed recreational services.

19.  Recrcation usc patterns, page 57, second [ull paragraph: '"Wilderness
experiences would be enhanced through the reduction in user densities resulting
from increased Wilderness designation."' Uscr densities could also be reduced

through more construction of trails and trail heads in existing Wilderness. A
third way to reduce densitics would be to reduce demand for Wilderness by
providing more dispersed non-motorizerd recreation opportunities in non-
Wilderness scttings. The discussion under Rccreation describes the large
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potential for increasing ihe snpply of dispersed non-motorizad vececation theough
alternatives which allocate significant arcas to non-Wilderness.

20. Public Sentiment, page 59, seccond full paragraph. The DES states

that local residents favor the status quo which "would kccp roadless areas in
thelr present undeveloped state and that, therefore, "both Witderness

proposals and non-Wilderness allocations have a negative impact on the scnse

of local controf's The Forest Service should consider the fact that the local
public has a strong voice in the development of land use plans of adjacent national
forests. If the local public desires undeveloped status for non-Wilderness areas

it has an nppnv-l".n“fu to make its views known {!‘“-,ng the ?“b!"' 'npu. on the

developmient of these local national forest plans, T.ocal residents have no control
over managemcnt of arcas once they are designated as Wilderness,

1990 M Street, N.W., Suite 350 .

September 29, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief

U.S5. FOREST SERVICE

Room 3008, South Agriculture Bldg
12th & Indenendence Ave., SW
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear John:

I am enclosing (5) coplies of NLBMDA's comments regarding
Environmental Impact Statement on RARE Il. We commend you
and your staff'for pulling together a monumental piece of
s be [ Y o . PO S P a

#oikK in an effort to resolve a pLUUL!:lTl

that is of major
national concern.

nEs

As you will note, we support Alternative B because,
in short, we simply do not believe there is a need to add

more national forest lands to wilderness. However, we supported.’
the Resources Planning Act, and the Forest Management Act,
because we belleve those two laws provided the mechanism
to properly allocate our forest lands for the benefit of
all users. If, as another alternative, the criterion in
the Resources Planning Act was followed as recommended,
thus assuring a balance in land and resource use, we would

support that approach as well.

We will look forward to a speedy completion of the
RARE II Study, and then to necessary congressional action

to provide an equitable solutfon to the use of our national
forests.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

/(//f /

LA A TS

Rlchard D. Snyder, CAE

..... ve Vice President
Bxecutive Vice President

RDS/s8r
enclosures
cc: Forest Service Office

Paotarn Damian fn_ay
Sascelin Regaidn s-=5;

633 West Wisconsin Ave
Milwaukee, WI 53203

Washington, D. C. 20038 (202) 872-8860
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NATIONAL LUMBER AND BUILDING MATERIAL DEALERS ASSOCIATION - 1980 M STREET, N.W. - SUITE 350 - WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20038

STATEMENT OF THE
NATIONAL LUMBER AND BUILDING MATERIAL DEALERS ASSOCIATION -
WASHINGTON, D.C.
In respect to the
Second Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE IT)
by the Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
September 29, 1978
The National Lumber and Building Materfal Dealers Association is a
federation of twenty-seven regional and state associations representing
collectively more than 15,000 retail lumber and building material distri-
bution companies in all parts of the nation.
Our Concerns
Members of this association are deeply concerned over the possibilities
that the conclusions of the RARE II study could result in:
(1) Less timber being available on the market;
(2) Higher priced lumber and wood products;
(3) More expensive homes, thus discriminating against families
particularly lower income and younger families;
(4) More inflation;
(5) More unemployment.

Our Recommendations

Of the ten Alternatives set out in the Draft Environmental Statement
prépared by the Forest Service, we support Alternative B. However, should
the Forest Service determine that the Softwood timber cut targets of the
Resources Planning Act {RPA) could be met by adopting another alternative
(such as E, or a comparable one not yet developed) we would also favor
that approach.

Our reasons for urging these positions arise from our members many
years of experience in buying, stocking and distributing lumber for the

construction industry as well as for citizens of the communities they serve.

Page Two

Qur Posture

our members provide time, place and credit interface between the
manufacturers and the users of building materials. While our individual
members' businesses vary in respect to product and customer mixes,
generally about half of the typical dealer's volume is in lumber and wood
products, and the balance consists of a wide variety of other building
products. Some dealers specialize in serving the builders of new homes
and general or remodeling contractors, while others feature services for
do-it-yourself customers and the public in general; others pride themselves
on providing full-service for all types of customers.

We detail these circumstances to make clear that, with rare ‘exceptions,
our members do not own timber or manufacture lumber. Rather, our members
typically deal at arms length with lumber producers buying the finished
product either directly from the mills or through wholesalers.

Those lumber mills, when.dependent in whole or in part on Federal
forests for logs, contend with an array of problems including declining
Feaeral timber supplies and sales, bidding procedures, roads, forest
management practices, environmental requirements, etc. These problems are
not our members' déy-to-day concern. They become our concern when Federal
actions on such issues affect the supply of lumber - and therefore, the
dealer's ability to serve the consumers and others in the trading area -
and to do so at affordable prices.

Typically, the retail lumber dealer is very much a part of his com-
munity; often he is the second or third generation of a family in the
business; and maintains a one-to-one relationship with his cuslomers whether
they be consumers or contractors, builders or farmers, etc. He knows (and

feels) the public pulse, and knows personally the young families that are
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priced out of the housing market by increased costs, whatever the cause,
including inflation. He arranges credit for material buyers (and may
extend credit) when families want to repair or renovate older homes. For
example, the dealer can almost instantly sense in his business the effect
of a 1% increase in the home mortgage rate.

Prom years of experience, the dealer has learned to read the lumber
supply and demand signs. When the Federal government's Federal Forest

policies either increase or decrease the stumpage placed on the market,

mortgage money rate signs, makes his purchasing decisions. In fact, his
success as a businessman in many ways is dependent on how well he “"reads"
those signs. He knows, for example, that such Federal actions materially
affect private timber owners decisions and thus affect the total lumber
market, including imports.

Since for many consumers and lumber users the dealer is the only
point of contact with the lumber industry, it is not surprising that the

dealer is often blamed for scarcities and price trends over which he has

policies - current or prospective - which may adversely affect lumber supply.

Relations of Federal Timber Policies to Lumber Supplies, Prices and Housing

About half the lumber consumed in the U.S. goes to housing. There~
fore,. there is a close correlation between housing starts, lumber production
and imports. (For 1970-1977 data see Charts 1 and 2 attached.)

It follows that the prices bid by lumber mills for stumpage in
National Forests reflect similar trends with a time lag due to the timber

bidding mechanisms and delays in installing roads and carrying out logging

Page Four

Significant, however, for our purposes here, is the fact that stumpage
prices have reflected an upward bias and failed to subside to the same
relative degree that housing starts fell during the 1970-77 period. The

wanmmne £ sz w
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As is illustrated by the enclosed graphs, the upward trend in both

stumpage and lumber prices cannot be attributed solely to rising demand or

‘to inflation. Rather, the declining supply of raw material (i.e. stumpage)

in both absolute and relative terms in an auction market results in rising
prices as lumber mills bid against each other for the shrinking supply.

An examination of Charts 1 through 3 reveals:

a) Stumpage costs rose relatively far more than housing starts in

the early 1970's period.
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starts when those starts dropped abruptly from the 2.3 million
annual level to less than half that figure in 1975 (1.1 million).
¢) Stumpage costs for Douglas Fir (a Western species used extensively
in housing) rose dramaticalily, far exceeding other species 'in the
period 1974 to the present. Federal Forests are major sources for
Douglas Fir.
d) Charts 4 and S report lumber prices (as distinct from stumpage

prices) .and as compared to construction materials as a whole.

(Douglas Fir) shows the highest price Increases. Southern Pine,
while not generally originating in Pederal Forests, is a competi-

tive product, therefore reflects a somewhat similar price trend.
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lso is the extent to which, as shown in Chart 4,

softwood lumber products exceed the wholesale prices of construction
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materials as a whole. This indicates government timber policies .

may well have a significant role in contributing to price in-
creases over and above what demand and inflation contribute.

Council on Wage & Price Stability Warns Against Further Reductions in

Federal Timber Harvests

This price bias was recognized by the President's Council on Wage and
Price Stability in its Octobe} 1977 report, "Lumber Prices and the Lumber
Products Industry”, p. 1ll:

"The decline in absolute prices during 1974 and 1975 followed the

collapse of homebuilding caused by tight credit market conditions.

Although housing starts fell below 1975 levels, lumber prices did

not decline to their previous levels. Even when adjusted for

general- inflation, lumber prices remained unusually high through-

out 1974 and 1975."

And, as will be observea in Chart 3, the prices of stumpage and the
prices of lumber (Chart 4), since 1975 have continued to rise steeply.

The President's Council on Wage & Price Stability (CWPS) report at
pp. 16-17, points out:

"Between 1969 and 1977, softwood lumber prices ruse at an average

annual rate of 10.4%, compared to 6% inflation rate for the over-

all private non-farm sector.”

The reasons, CWPS says, for these price trends are both demand for

lumber and a reduction in Federal timber harvest in the 1970°'s. As a

consequence, increased harvest from private lands and greater imports

caused "significant price increases and a reduction in existing inventory

stock."”

Finally, and very significantly, the CWPS report warns, at p. 28:

Page Six

"The long run problem of rising lumber prices remains, however, and

may become more serious in the coming decade. Here it is clear that

policies which would increase the supply of timber would have a bene-

ficial effect on the price of timber products. In order to have an

impact in the 1980's (which may be a period of increasing timber

scarcity), we should now be considering alternatives to our present

policies. Clearly, questions concerning the optimal utilization of
our Federal timberlands involve different tradeoffs. We may be faced
with a choice of satisfylng the need for an increased supply of
housing at affordable prices, or of satisfying other concerns. It

is these tradeoffs that we should now be evaluating, because the

costs of maintaining our present policies may be too high."

(Emphasis supplied.)

These are some of the reasons our members and this Association harbor
serious concerns over proposals embodied in a majority of the RARE II Ten
Alternatives {except for A and B), which would forever lock up and make

unavailable for homeowners and other userg the timber from millions of

acres of Federal Forest lands.

According to the National Association of Home Builders, lumber, ply-
wood and millwork represent 30% of new home construction costs and about
158 of sales price.

A recent study by Data Resources, Inc., predicts that a billion

board foot increase in annual Federal Forest timber sales would reduce the

price of lumber $12 to $14 per thousand board feet, and plywood from $14
to $20 per thousand square feet. A three billion board feet reduction in
National Forest timber harvest, that study shows, would increase Douglas

Fir 2 x 4 prices as much as $30 to $43 per thousand board feet.
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Thé inflationary consequences of further reductions in timber har-
vested from Federal Forests on the cost of housing construction are self-
evident. The Forest Service and the Congress should not fail to consider
such factors in the discharge of their public interest responsibilities.

Timber Supply Now Critical - Mogt RARE 11 Proposals Would Make It Worse

On the whole, as the data in Charts 1-5 indicate, and as the Council
on Wage and Price Stability Report on October 1977 clearly points out, the
lumber supply and price problem facing this nation is already of a critical
nature without such drastic actions as are contemplated by the Forest
Service under most of the Alternatives proposed under RARE II.

We contend the Forest Service should make no recommendations to
Congress which further unduly restrict the ability of the public to enjoy
the benefits of lumber and wood products from our Federal Forests; nor
should actions be taken which knowingly and materially increase the costs
of housing our nation's families.

Congress should not be lulled into a false assumption that the public
will not be disadvantaged or will not have to pay in the form of higher
housing costs and more inflation for the setting aside of vast timber
tracts as Wilderness. Purther, the true meaning of Wilderness should be
made clear to the public and Congress by the Forest Service; facilities
and opportunities for public recreation in such areas cannot and should
not be compared to those available to the public in Yellowstone Park or
Yosemite Natiohal Park.

In summary, our Association maintains that:

® More, not less, timber is needed from Federal Forests for housing
our nation's families and for other wood fiber uses.

More, not less, timber could be supplied by the Federal Forests
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without disturbing multiple uses or destroying the sustained
yleld prinélple.

Reduced Federal timber saies and the prospect of even less
Federal timber has caused drastic price increases in stumpage;

in partial response, lumber product prices have likewise increased.
Congress passed the Resources-Planning Act (RPA); the Forest
Service operates under that act and under the National Forest
Management Act of 1976. RPA provides for certain timber targets.
Actions recommended by the Forest Service as a result of RARE II
should be consistent with and responsive to those RPA targets.
The present Wilderness System of 16.6 million acres is alréady
substantial, being equivalent to the areas of three states ==
Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont. The areas under study -
are certainly excessively large - as are the Wilderness proposals
under most of the RARE II Alternatives. EI
If the government as a consequence of RARE II were to place “large
roadless areas aside for further consideration, the effect would
be most undesirable. It would further prolong the uncertainties
as to how much timber may be removed from the use of America's
families. 1In turn this would further contribute to inflation in
lumber prices.

Estimates of RARE ll-caused employment losses have been substan-

tial. Such job losses could be critical to some smaller communities

wholly dependent on timber extraction or processing.
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Chart #5
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. 1412 16TH ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 Phone: 202—797-8800

September 29, 1978

COMMENTS QF THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION
September 29, 1978 ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
FOR THE SECOND ROADLESS AREA REVIEW
AND EVALUATION (RARE II) OF THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE

Mr. Steve Yurich
Regional Forester
U.S. Forest Service-Region 9

Clark Building . The National Wildlife Federation welcomes this opportunity to
633 W. Wi in A
Hilwaukee?csri‘scgns:ﬁnu:noa comment on the Draft Environmental Statement (DES) for RARE II. This

process provides a promising opportunity for the Porest Service and
Dear Mr. Yurich:
the American people to take a comprehensive look at what part the
Enclosed is a copy of our comments on the * ammatic*”
RARE II statement. Ougyoﬂgiml is b:ing submittg;oz; the te remaining 62 million acres of roadless and undeveloped National
Washington office.
Forest land should occupy in the National Wilderness Preservation
We hope that you can give these your personal attention

and that they may be of some use to you in formulating your System. Whether RARE II will, in the end, be judged a success will..
proposals for the Chief.

SZl-A

depend upon our having a realistic and modest expectation of what
Sincerel
v can fairly be accomplished in this accelerated land-use planning

)
)
—_— effort. It wou a g e, we believe, to expect to resolve

e Kinss £f 1d be a mistak beli 1

Peter C. Kirby

Counsel all or most of the complicated and difficult questions of the future
PCR:srb of National Forest wilderness in a singie undertaking; RARE I1I, i
Enclosure

however, can allow for the allocation of a significant portion of
the acreage into either wilderness or development uses, with a sub-
, stantial remainder to be studied further.
The National Wildlife Pederation 18 a non-profit conservation
OCT 2pED education organization with headquarters in Washington, D.C. It has

over four million members and supporters, with affiliated groups in

all fifty states, Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Thege

individuals and groups engage 1n a wide variety of activities

o
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on the National Forests. The NWF strongly believes that our public

necessary opportunities for development along with the preservation

of sufficient amounts of wilderness.

These comments will be addregsed primarily at the “programmatic*

DES. Many of our affiliates have commented on the state and regional
supplaments: our comments on the overall process reflect many of
their concerns. As the Forest Service requests, we will be comment-
ing first on the proposed decision criteria and secondl7 on the

approach to alternativea. At the outset, however, we recommend that

S . P S T T Ty emecd mad deallh ababacmanmbd fme anabbhae
wTne roresty oe 1C8 A80UB 4 XBVLIZEU Uraiv SLaLBilmiiv 40X ciivoiiSa

round of public comment with its preferred alternative_ specificéllx

identified and explained. We believe that a revised draft, building
upon comments on the present draft, could very helpfully focus
attention and response on vhat the Porest Service will ultimately b
. Public comment on a second draft containing a preferred

altarnative could take advantage of the revised and refined data

released earlier this month but too late to be very useful in this

round of commants. The additional time and expense involved in issuing a

revised draft would be justified by the greater consensus and
understanding which might be achieved.

In the Federal Register notice of September l3th about the
release of the additional data the Porest Service explained that no
extension of the comment peariod was possible because of the

"Agminiatyation's commitment” to complating RARE II by the end of

7
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1978. This brings us to our second recommendation - which we urge

with added emphasis in the event a revised DES will not be done -

that the responsible resolution of RARE 1I is to return a substantial

noartian AfF tha rnadlanas asmcname ba Cocihoa— =lo— o doo B e 222171
PeXLall O i8S IO&JLESS &Crtags vC luruisr pianning. AS W& Wiil

discuss in more detail below, there are difficulties with data,
public comment, RPA analysis and the formulation of alternatives
which make it inappropriate to resolve most of the roadless alloca-
tion in this undertaking. RARE II, however, will allow the Porest

Service to satiafactorily allocate significant amounts of roadlees

area in the following manner:

Those areas which clearly show high potential
for resource uses other than wildern2ss and
those areas clearly unsuitable for wilderness

deglcrnation should
Qesagniacivn snousrq be recommended for non~-

wilderness classification. Areas with high
wilderness values and which contribute toward
the National Wilderness Preservation System
goals should be recommended for wildermess

clagagification, Otha
----- on o

for futthe: study.

r mrsan she ba 3aad atad
T JITCRS 85n0uULd O8 uesignatedy

Under a formula such as that stated above, we believe that a

substantial amount of area should be returned to further study.

T exampie, through the forest planning process, a cost/benefit

analysis can be made of much of the marginal timber lands

; allowing
a more accurate evaluation of the economic benefit forgone from
vwilderness designation. More accurate disclosures through forest

planning may also achieve greater consensus on recommendations

]
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public did not have the benefit of the relative economic ratings

of roadless areas developed through the "Development Opportunity
Rating System" (DORS) and made available in mid-September. Return-
ing substantial areas to further planning would, in sum, be con-
sistent with the original intent of RARE II to reach consensus on

as many areas as possible concerning their allocation to either

_wilderness or development and to return to further planning those areas

on which further analysis of trade-offs should be done for making

sound recommendations.

I. PROPOSED DECISION CRITERIA

A. RPA Program Goals. The first decision criterion proposed

by the Forest Service is that 1975 RPA program targets will be "a
major considération' in the allocation of roadless areas and the
development of a final decision. In general, the National Wildlife
Federation supports the Resources Planning Act (RPA) as providing a
sound approach to establishing goals and budget  levels. However, in these
circumgtances we strongly counsel the Forest Service against inflexible
adherence to RPA targets, particularly at the regional level.

The Forest Service had to prepare the 1975 RPA Program to meet
an early deadline under the RPA, passed in 1974. These goals are to guide
the operation of the Porest System and are, as RPA envisions, a major
"consideration" in decisionmaking. As the term, "consideration”,
implies, these goals are not to be inflexible determinants. Alloca-
tions should not be governed by 1975 goals that have been found to

-5-
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be unrealistic. The Forest Service is no doubt coordinating

RARE II as closely as possible with the 1980 review and update

of the'Assessmgnt and Program so that the RPA targets are

current and realistic. Further reason for caution abqut RPA

targets as determinants is that the 1975 Program did not make
allocations of outputs to roadless areas as such, thus bringing

in a great deal of judgment now in attributing percentages of RPA goals
to roadless areas. Finally, President Carter has not submitted a State-
ment of Policy to Congress, as authorized by Section 8(a) of the ~
RPA, 16 U.S.C. §1606(a), about the extent to which this Administra-<"
tion adopts the 1975 Program as its policy. In our view, the
Administration's "nonpolicy®” on RPA goals further affirms the
latitude the Forest Service should exercise in applying RPA goals
flexibly and realistically.

From the above discussion, we would draw two conclusions
pertinent to RARE II. The first recommendation, as noted, is that
the decisionmaking, particularly at the regional level, be struc-
tured to allow for departures from 1975 Program targets. Short-
falls should be quantified, 1f possible, and explained. Our
second recommendation, related to the first, is that the Forest
Service should not consider itself bound by the 1975 target for
wilderness. This target is set for between 25 and 30 million
acres (DES at 50), but the Forest Service data shows that a greater

amount could go into wilderness while still providing commodity
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outputs within the RPA range. (Under Alternative I almost 40
million of the 62 million acres of roadless area could go into
wilderness while still allowing timber sale offerings within the
RPA range. DES at 50.) We are not suggesting that RARE II should
necessarily put into wilderness and further planning the maximum
amount allowable within other RPA constraints. But judging from
the available evidence we do believe that the Forest Service does
have much latitude to recommend a higher wildemess total than the
1975 target without detracting from the other goals of National
Forest policy.

B. Consensus. The next criterion proposed is that general
public agreement will be sought on allocations. We think signifi-
cant weight should be attached to this factor, tempering its use,
however, as the DES suggests, with national objectives and needs.
Use of this consensus factor means not only that areas of agreement
can be allocated at this stage, but also that areas of controversy
should often be studied further. We support the significant use of
this factor, in other words, provided that it is used evenhandedly,
justifying further study as well as allocation for or against wilder-
ness. We also support the consensus factor onlx if {t is used with
care and caution. .As noted earlier, the Forest Service released
refined data in mid-September about the relative economic rankings
of roadless areas. The National wildlife Pederation urged Chief

McGuire to extend the deadline beyond October 1st so the interested

National Wildlife Federation
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public could take these ratings into account. (See letter of
September 18, 1978, attached to comments.) After all, one of.

the major complaints to date was that the DES lacked cost/benefit
data about commodity value foregone. We do not know how the avail-
ability of these ratings ( or the findings of the "trade-off" study
released in mid-September ) would have affected consensus on given
areas. Perhaps this means that a high level of consensus should
be sought before making allocations for or against wilderness.

C. Economic Impacts and Commodity Outputs. The DES proposes

measuring the costs of wilderness allocations in terms of commodity
outputs foregone and the effects on community stability. Special
consideration will be given to areas with proven or high potential
timber, mineral and energy resources. As a general principle the
National Wildlife Federation supports the view that, in choosing
among roadless areas for wilderness, lands with low economic
potential ought to be preferred to areas with high resource potential,
absent other overriding circumstances. We do have some reservations,
however, about the actual uses of this approach in the DES. As noted
before, the biggest drawback is the lack of a fair and comprehensive
cost/benefit analysis of the wilderness versus development options.

Much useful data, e.g., on marginal timber land, will be developed

through the forest planning under the new rules mandated by the National

Forest Management Act. We have already expressed our preference
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for returning substantial acreage to further planning for this
reason.

Another drawback is the use of total potential timber yield
for given roadless areas in the determination of allocations. DES
at 22, (Fouf million board feet annually in the West, two million
board feet in the East.) This approach, also used for grazing and

recreation losses, discriminates against larger roadless areas, and

not necessarily in a rational way. There may be a number of smaller

areas with high productivity per acre which together may represent

more timber resource forgone than a larger roadless area equal in

6ZL-A

size to the total of the smaller ones, with less pfoductivity per
acre. Yet by the DES standard the larger area may be allocated to
development. 1If there is to be a prefe:énce against larger areas
as such, it should by an express standard, -not an 1pd1rect bias
against “"total” productivity. Also of concern is that the proposed

discrimination against larger areas on the resource score appears

to run counter to the desirable preference for larger areas on other

-megsures. On landform representation, for instance, the Forest

Service states a definite need for "substantial acreage” in the

examples selected. DES at 24. Similarly with wilderness-associated

wildlife, some of the species, like grizzly bear, depend on the
undisturbed solitude found in the larger areas. Because we support
these additional characteristics for their value in "rounding out”

the wilderness system, we are concerned that the dlqcrimination

National Wildlife Federation
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against large areas in the resource measure will adversely affect
the availability of large areas for meeting the landform and wild-
life features. We recommend that the Forest Service use some
per-acre measure of timber and grazing productivity instead of the
proposed approach of total productivity.

Another related standard proposed for use is that wilderness
allocations will not be made which will have a significant adverse

impact on community stability or employment. Special concern for

local efforts is, of course, essential if RARE II is to reach an =
acceptable accommodation of the .conflicting demands on the roadless B
areas. As with the criterion of resource potential, our primary <

concern is that this other standard be used in an informed, uniform -

and accountable manner. Our concern is heightened because of Alterj E Kl
native H which allocates areas on the basis of "local and regional =
issues” as perceived by the Regiohal Forester. This is an approach S
which largely incorporates the judgment about roadless areas and <

community stability and employment. Under this Alternative a
relatively low percentage of areas (11%) would go into wilderness
and an even lower percentage (5%) into further planning. DES at 32.
(The amount in acreage is 16% and 11% respectively.) The Regional
Foresters will play a critical role in formulating f£inal proposals
for consideration by the Chief, Assistant Secretary and Secretary.
This Alternative, then, provides an important indication of what

may lie ahead in the exercise of the "local need" standard. 1In
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terms of the results, we hope that this standard will not mean that
so little land goes into further study. Because of the potential
significance of the local need factor, we also urge you to set
strict requirements for the explanation and documentation of any
decision taking an area out of wilderness or further planning on
this basis. Included in such a decision should be a required
consideration and disclosure of the community stabiiity and employ-
ment which might reasonably be expected to be created as a result
of wilderness designation. It may be that in some areas non-
resource-based industry will be attracted to communities with proxi-
mity to wilderness, thus reéulting in more jobs than further develop-
ment of roadless areas. Each case of local effect will have to be
assessed and judged separately, of course, but RARE II should build
in a consideration of possible positive economic effects of wilder-
ness along with a determination of possible negative effects.

D. "Rounding Out” the Wilderness System. The National Wild-

1ife Federation supports, in principle, the use of wilderness
attribute ratings and the use of the additional characteristics of
landform, ecosystems, wilderness-asgociated wildlife and accessibility
and distribution. These standards hold the promise of achieving a
wilderness preservation system of high quality and diversity.

Our support for numerical ratings of wilderness attributes is
grounded in our view that the wilderness system should consist of
areas of high quality, as measured by the basic terns of the Wilder-

ness Act. There must be room for taking other factors, such as

=11~
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accessibility, into account in favoring wilderness, but generally
the areas of highest quality should be the ones designated. Done
well and fairly, a rating system could undoubtedly be a useful
tool in making selections of high quality among the eligible areas.

In commenting on the programmatic EIS, we do not really have
the perspective to evaluate the structure and the opeudon of
this "wilderness attribute rating system" (WARS). We realize that
any system of quantifying attributes such as "opportunities for
so;ituda' can be abusively applied;' we hope many of the comments
will be directed at WARS' weaknesges and that the final RARE II
will incorporate the corrections. Where strong disagreement is
evident about the faimess of ratings this may be reason to study
the area's attributes further, with less rush and involving more
people. Indeed, from our reports from field staff and our state
affiliates, we have seen a growing concern about the lack of quality
control and the influence of strong biases in the ratings. The
reports fotvatdeci to us have criticized the lack of consistency in
ratings, sc that seemingly "favored" areas emerge with higher marks
despite close similarity to other areas. We urge that there be
careful attention to such comments in the review period.

As noted, we wish to express our support for the use of the
additional characteristics and to endorse decision criteria requir-
ing the highest levels of their representation. Indeed, the lasting
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value of RARE II may be the identification of these national
needs and the achievement of them in a comprehensive and coordinated
undertaking. Planning for a wide representation of landforms, for
instance, might be very difficult to carry out in the many individual
studies of individual forests. Significant weight should be attached
to these factors. It may not be as immediately appealing to prefer
an area £illing.an "ecosystem” gap to an area with a higher WARS
rating, but such preferences are often justified. As with endangered
species, we need to preserve a wide diversity of natural areas for
our own genetic and scientific good. As Aldo Leopold put it, "The
first rule of intelligent tinkering is to save all the pieces®. So
too the goal of accessibility and distribution ought to be weighed
significantly in this national review because it may be difficult
to take it into account in individual forest planning.

Pinally, we wish to express suppoit particularly for the use
of the characteristic of wilderness-associated wildlife. There are
a number of reasons for according significant weight to this factor.
Congress recognized in the Wilderness Act that certain areas should
be set aside not only for their preservation and protaction as wild
areas but also for "the use and enjoyment [by] the American people”
of their wilderness character. 16 U.S.C. §1131(a). Much like
features of scenic value, the presence of wilderness-assoclated
wildlife is traditionally looked to as one of the measures of a
wilderness experience. It is fitting that one of the goals sought
in “"rounding out" the wilderness system should be an ample representa-

tion of those species. Recognizing that individual expectations will
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vary widely, we would agree that RARE IIX has identified many of the
classic types associated with wilderness, such as the loon, the wolf
and the mountain goat. Providing a high level of representation of
these species will enhance the public's appreciation of wildlife as
an 1mportan£ element of wilderness, both for the visitors who
experience them and for much of the public that takes pleasure know-
ing that they are there.

Left unexplored by the DES, however, is how the weight of this
factor should be judged in relation to the effect of wilderness
designation upon the species themselves. For some of the speciesi-
like wolf and marten which depend on undisturbed areas or old gro%ﬁh,
the preservation of wilderness will generally benefit the animal
{tself. However, as the DES admits (p. 25), some of the species,iT”
elk being a good example, are not biologically dependent on wildei:i
ness. If it i3 necessary to devise priorities among species for :.
meeting the wildlife ®"gaps" in the system, we would urge'a pre!erﬁnce
for representing the more wilderness-dependent species gsince theif
welfare would be more directly benefited as a result.

¥while in no way diminishing our support for the wildlife
criterion, we would like to share two other concerns. As we look
at the listed gaps for the two levels of representation, DES at 90-31,
we see that there are often far many more potential areas than are
needed to achieve aven the higher Level II. (The Level II gap for
lynx is 7 and the potential areas number 309; for mountain goat the
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respective figures are 18 and 341.) Given these figures the question
arises why RARE II did not formulate a "Level III", with higher
representations, such as presence in 75 units for widely distributed
apecies. RARE II did formulate a Level III for ecosystem and
accessibility and distribution. DES at 26. Why was the wildlife
criterion treated differently? As noted, the DES figures suggest
a higher level would be feasible.

Our next concern, which may provide the explanation for the
limit to two levels, involves the relationship of the wildlife goal
to the other three goals. Criteria such as ecosystem representation
and accessibility ordinarily require that areas be widely distributed.
For some of the wildlife species, however, such as grizzly bear, a
high level of representation may mean that certain localized areas,
where the species has a limited range, are favored for designation.
¥We wonder 1f the four criteria may thus be somewhat at odds, three
favoring distribution of wilderness areas and one weighing towards
geographical clusters. In making this inquiry, we note from the
DES that the Forest Service has apparently sought to assign the "gaps”
for each species to as many regions as possible. As mentioned, we
support all four criteria and hope that this listing suggests that
conflicts have been minimized.
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II, ALTERNATIVES

A, Allocationa. Many of the comments we have seen and heard
from organized conservation groups and private individuals are
sharply critical of the range of alternatives in the DES as being
heavily slanted towards non-wilderness use. The statistics bear
out this impression: for the seven realistic alternatives in the
DES, on the average 76% of the roadless areas are allocated for
non-wilderness while only 17% are proposed for wilderness. It is
unfortunate that the alternatives generated by the Forest Service
achieved this distribution. While the public is encouraged to draw
up new alternatives, there is normally a tendency by readers to
select from among the choices displayed or within the ranges proposed.
Forest Service officials concede that the alternatives are weighed
in favor of development uses but note repeatedly that their final
choice is not restricted to outcomes from the displayed alternatives.
Whether this is so or not, it remains the case that public comment
will have been greatly influenced by the slanted range of alternatives,
And since public comment about alternatives will be figured into
the final decision, it appears to us that there will have been a
real impact from the DES range, even if the Forest Service considers
itself not bound by them.

As noted in our introductory remarks, the logical next step
in RARE II would be to issue a revised DES with the preferred
alternative identified along with the other alternatives which will

realistically be considered., This will allow for more focused
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public comment on the proposed course of action in the setting,
we would hope, for a more balanced set of alternatives. Of
benefit, for example, would be an alternative on the minimum
amount of acreage needed to meet the RPA goals for the roadless
areas. The Federal Register notice of September 13th indicated
that such data is being developed and will be released when
complete. These figures, on a regional and national level, would
not necessarily represent a desirable level for the total amount
allocated to non~wilderness use. However, an alternative based
on these figures could provide a useful starting point for public
comments on how much wilderness could reasonably be expected without
the sacrifice of commodity goals.

As for our own view, we would be in a much better position
to endorse a concrete alternative if there were a revigsed DES of
the type suggested. In these comments, we cannot endorse any of
the particular alternatives set forth. Our preference, as we
explained at the outset, is for a sorting out of the clear and
agreed allocations for wilderness or for development with a sub-
stantial amount, perhaps even up to 50 or 60% of the roadless
acreages returned to further planning. As we also said at the
outset, given realistic and modest expectations of what can fairly
be achieved in this accelerated effort, RARE II can still be
judged a success with such an outcome. Despite the commitment of

much land to further planning, there would have been a resolution
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of conflict over a significant amount of roadless area. Not only
does this resolution come more rapidly, in advance of the forest
planning not required to finish until 1985, but this resolution
will have been reached in a national review of what the wilderness
system should contain, rather than exclusively in individual forest

planning.

B. Impacts. We have already discussed the need for more
cost/benefit analysis of the wilderness versus development opezbns.
There is additional data which we should be developed or disclgbed
to allow for a better evaluation of impacts. "

With respect to economic impacts, the summary tables whizg
compare the outputs and effects of alternatives, DES at 61—645?ga§e
the long term levels of outputs upon the full implementation d?“
resource management plans. This data is designed to show the gigh
potential of outputs that can be realized from the roadless ar;a
resources. A necessary assumption of these calculations, we would
presume, is that the Forest Service will be receiving full budgeting
at the RPA levels ir order to implement these plans. We would
strongly urge the Forest Service to develop a similar table based
on some assumption of underfunding of its budget requests. The
Forest Service has traditionally been funding at lesser amounts than
it considered necessary to meet potential goals. Under RPA, most

recently, the agency has been receiving about 85% of the levels
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COMMENTS OF THE SIERRA CLUB AND THE
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
ON THE ROADLESS AREA REVIEW & EVALUATION (RARE II)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Sierra Club
and the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. (NRDC). The
Sierra Club, whose principal office is at 530 Bush Street,

San Francisco, California 94108, and which has additional
offices in Seattle, Washington; Anchorage, Alaska; Sacramento,
Arcata and_Los Angeles, California; Santa Fe, New Mexico;
Madison, Wisconsin; New York, New York; Washington, D. C.: and
Lander, Wyoming, has a membership of approximately 180,000
persons. The Natural Resources Defense Council, with offices
in Washington, D. C., New York City, and Palo Alto, California,
has a membership of over 40,000 persons. Both organizations
are actively involved in efforts to improve management of the
nation's natural resources.

The Sierra Club and Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc. believe that the Draft Environmental Statement
prepared by the Forest Service on the Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation (RARE II} does not meet the requircments of the
National Environmental Policy Act. The Statement (hereinafter
"DEIS") is legally inadequate in many important respects,
including its failure to present a reasonable range of alter-
natives, its failure to thoroughly and objectively evaluate
the impacts of the alternatives presented, and its failure
to explain the underlying justifications and premises of RARE

II in order to permit understanding of the program by both
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the public and interested governmental decision-makers.
Additional flaws in the RARE II process are the inadequacy

of the data used in the preparation of the alternatives. Fur-
thermore, the methodology used is at best illogical and at
worst seriously biased.

In these and other aspects, the DEIS is seriously
deficient and provides a basis only for further Forest Service
action toward implementing RARE II in the most limited fashion --
i.e., only those areas on which overwhelming evidence and almost
total consensus exist can be allocated to the wilderness or
non-wilderness categories based on the weak analysis of this
document. All other areas should go in the Further Planning
Category. Unless this limited route is taken, the Sierra Club
and NRDC urge the Forest Service to improve, correct, and re-issue
the braft EIS, in order that both the government and the public
can understand and respond to the proposed action intelligently
before important decisions are made.

In order to fully understand how the RARE II program has
failed so seriously to fulfill its goals, it is important to
review its original intent. In his Message on the Environment
to Congress on May 23, 1977, President Jimmy Carter said:

"When the Congress passed the Wilderness Act
in 1964, it established a landmark of American
conservation policy. The National Wilderness
Preservation System created by this Act must
be expanded promptly, before the most deserving
areas of federal land are opened to other uses
and lost to wilderness forever."
In his testimony in support of the Endangered American Wilderness
Act, the Assistant Agriculture Secretary M. Rupert Cutler said:
"The nation's wilderness has, indeed, become a
vanishing resource, and much of it is vulnerable
to loss. The Carter Administration has committed
itself to provide protection for these lands

within the Wilderness System. This department .
will pursue that goal with a new sense of urgency.



6EL-A

-3~

To cerry out this commitment, Dr. Cutler told the congressional

committee:

. . . we are going to take another complete

look at the roadless and undeveloped lands in

the entirc National Forest System. We intend

to categorize these undeveloped lands into

three types . . . . One category will be areas
which will become wilderness immediately. The
second will be areas which néed more study before
the Congress can make its decisions as to whether
or not to designate wilderness. The third cate-
gory will be the remaining areas which require no
further consideration as wilderness and thus
would be devoted to other than wilderness uses."”
(Statement to H. Subcom. on Indian Affairs &
Publ. Lands, H. Int. Comm., May 6, 1977.)

RARE II was intended to be a comprehensive program to
completely re-examine the roadless area/wilderness quesgion.
It was to assemble a rigorous data base covering the trade-
offs and opportunity costs of each roadless area. It was to
be a refinement of and improvement over the RARE I process.

It was to proceed without preconceivgd notions, to avoid
confrontation, to provide the public with useful data, and

to achieve a consensus in allocating some of the roadless areas
evaluated.

The Forest Service declared that all roadless areas would
fall into one of three categories:

* (1) Those that should be recommended to Congress
for wilderness designation; (2) those that should
be managed for nonwilderness use; and (3) those on
which decisions should be deferred to allcw
additional planning for all options. The last
category will include areas on which available

data are insufficient, or on which further analysis
of tradeoffs must be made to draw sound conclusions,
or on which a reasonable consensus cannot be
reached.” (Emphasis added.} T"RARE I1: A Quest
for Balance in Public Land Use,"” F5-320 Pamphlet

(May, 1978). See also, 42 Fed. Reg. 59688 (Nov. 18,
1977); 124 Cong. Rec. S. 5957 (April 19, 1978).

The role of the environmental impact statement in this

process is to present the decision-makers and the public with a

_‘_
thorough, unblased assessment of the options available to the
government in making choices from among a reasonable set of
alternatives. Thus, the DEIS and the process itself should

include an array of feasible alternatives and adequately assess

the environmental impacts of these options. An impact statement

should not be conclusory and should represent a good faith attempt

to include all relevant alternatives. Data of sufficient quality

and detail to effectively evaluate the options must be acquired
and utilized.

There are three basic failings in the RARE II program
as presented in the DEIS:

(1) The results of the program are to a large extent dic-
tated and dominated by unexplained structure and methodology,

and by arbitrary threshold values. Targets, percentiles, and

numerical cutoff levels are presented as faits accomplis, without.

any explanation of their origin, the rationale for their use,
or discussion of alternative systems. This prevents meaningful
public input on the basis of the program. While the Forest
Service does ask for comments on some of the procedures and
standards used, there are many implicit decisions buried deep
in the process, remote from public scrutiny, which have a very
great influence on the product.

(2) A strong prejudgment against wilderness classification
is shown in many of the sections of thé DEIS.

(3) The RARE II DEIS attempts too much for one EIS. It
tries to establish alternative approaches to decision-making,
to set wilderness goals, to evaluate and compare roadless areas,
and to make final selections of roadless areas for wilderness

all at once, without offering alternatives for any but the final
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selections. Each of these steps is a major action requiring
lengthy agency attention and public comment. The haste, brevity,
and confusion of the present RARE II program effectively obscure
many important steps. Perhaps the most shocking indication of the
multiple objcctives of this DEIS -- and of the illogic of pur-
suing them sinultaneously -- is the fact that at one and the same
time the DEIS proposes 'czlferia and approaches to be utilizef

in making a decision and the allocation of specific roadless
areas for either wilderness or nonwilderness use.* (Emphasis
added.) (DEIS, p. i.) ({See also, pp. vii, 107.) In short,

the Forest Service is offering the public a set of possible
questions which it may ultimately ask and of possible answers
which it may ultimately give. Apparently it is only at the

final phase of RARE II -- when the decisions are actually made --
that the public will find out exactly what questions the Forest
Service decided to ask and what answers it decided to give. This
confusion of general process questions and specific application
questions in the same Draft EIS means that the public will never
have an effective opportunity to detérmine whether the Forest
Service has given the right answers to the questions it éhooses.
NEPA certainly intends, at a minimum, to give the public a firm
opportunity to know just what proposed course of action a federal
agency contemplates before any decision is made. The Forest
Service, in violation of this statutory purpose, has presented
the public with a moving target, whose speed and uncertain con-

tours make effective public response close to impossible.

-6=

I. PROCEDURAL FLAWS IN THE RARE II PROGRAM RESULTING IN DEIS
INADEQUACIES.

Basic decisions concerning the structure of the RARE II
program, its operational principles, its scope, and its haste have
diverted the program from its goal of providing an effective and
fair evaluvation of the wilderness potential of roadless Forest
Service lands. These flaws cause serious inadequacies in the
DEIS.

{1) Incomplete Inventory -- RARE lI was proposed as a

comprehensive national reevaluation of the roadless area/wilderness
question within the entire National Forest System to remedy the
failings of earlier planning processes. However, it was decided
early in the RARE II program to exclude virtually all lands that
had been dealt with in planning studies since 1973, regardless
of the deficiencies in those plans.

The inventory was to be composed in part by the following process:

" 3{a) Add any areas missed in the original
inventory. These areas should:

i) Contain 5,000 acres or more, or

ii)}) Contain less than 5,000 acres but due
to physiography and/or vegetation, are
manageable in their natural condition,
or

iii) Be a self-contained ecosystem: e.g., an
islana*®

6. List and subtract areas allocated for
nonwilderness in land management plans for which
final environmental statements have been filed so
long as the areas are not included in Administration-
endorsed pending legislation.®™ Excerpts from
letter of Chief John McGuire, June 27, 1977,
as quoted in "“Fact Sheet No. 2, Forest Service
Guidelines for Inclusion of Western Forest Areas
in the RARE Il Inventory." See also, 42 Fed. Reg.
59716 (Nov. 18, 1977).

The decision to delete lands allocated to non-wilderness
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in completcd plans from the RARE Il process renders RARE IX
incapable of being comprehensive. Approximately 10 million acres of
qgualifying roadless lands allocated to non—wildemess are thus excluded from
consideration in the RARE II program. Some of these lands have
never before been inventoried as roadless and none of them has
ever been evaluated by the new standards, policies, and pro-
cedures of the RARE II program -- a program which was to be

a "new look" at the issues which would remedy admitted faults
in the land management planning and RARE 1 processes. This
decision to delete 10 million acres of qualifying lands also
weakens the capability of RARE II to provide accurate input

to the RPA program since the data base generated in RARE II

is incomplete.

The second problem is that the instructions were not
followed precisely, with the result that many National Forests
did not first inventory and then subtract such areas, but rather
never inventoried them at all. Thus thexe is not even an
accurate assessment of how many additional acres and areas
of roadless lands outside the RARE II program exist on the
National Forests. The lands excluded under this category are
not uniformly distributed throughout the National Forest System.
Instead, they are concentrated in a few specific areas, notably
central Nevada, the Boise and Sawtooth National Forests of
Idaho, the Kootenai National Forest of Montana, and the
Willamette National Forest of Oregon.

RARE II also overlooks important roadless areas which do,
in fact, meet its basic criteria and thus deserve inclusion

in the inventory. There have been approximately 100 challenges

to these exclusions.

(2) Speed Before Quality -- The decision to complete

RARE II huzt@edly has forced the program into a posture of being
unable to correct the major errors of procedure and structure,
making much of the public reaction a futile endeavor. Moreover,
no explanation is given in the DEIS of the problems which led
to the perception of a need for such a rapid and comprehensive
program. Allegations have been made of an impending timber
products crisis and local economic disruptions. An objective
survey, however, is needed to establish to what extent and in
vhat areas situations exist that actually require accelerated
decision-making. This would provide the public with important
guidance on what areas and issues are most significant. It
would also provide useful information on key confiicts, allowing
the Forest Service to develop alternatives for dealing with
specific urgent situations.

If the RARE II program is actually to arrive at bétter
decisions than those resulting fram previous efforts and the
Land Use Planning Process, it can do so only to the extent that
it has a higher quality of information and analysis than those
studies. This is not a likely result in view of the extreme
haste with which the program is proceeding.

The "speed before quality" approach is illustrated by a
July 31, 1978, memo from the Washington Office of the Forest
Service. 1It sald, in part:

" The RARE II process is too far along to imple-
ment new and conmplex methods, processes, or
systems, unless they (1) are tried and proven,
(2) are easily understood, (3) are easily applied,

(4) save time and/or other management resources,
(5) use existing data, (6) can be applied
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nationally. The assumption is made that the
evaluation criteria contained in the DES will,
for the most_part, remain intact.” (Emphasis
added.)
Although it is alsc stated that "Flexibility will be maintained

to react when and if some criteria are added, deleted, or
modified as a result of the public response,” the Forest Service's

rigid timetable seems to defeat any meaningful flexibility of

this sort. T"Preliminary Evaluation Procedures: RARE

(o)

i,
p. 5 (July 31, 1978).

Thus the extreme haste has repeatedly led the RARE II
program to use old methods and data, however inappropriate
or inaccurate, and to deal with the resulting problems only

in an 10C manner. For example

5
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criticisms concerning the inadequate treatment which the DEIS
gives to essential data, benefit/cost analysis of wilderness

and non-wilderness choices, the relationship of RARE II to RPA

program goals, tl

e range ©
important issues, the Forest Service on September 13 issued a
"RARE II Update® in the Federal Register purporting to deal with
these issues, announcing the availability of further materials,
and announcing the development of a further alternative, which
was described in the Federal Register as a *display.” All of
this can only be viewed as the most transparent of subterfuges --
an attempt to correct the deficiencies in the DEIS without
issuing a Supplement and without allowing for a meaningful

period for public comment. This violates the Forest Service's

own regulations, including Section 1952.62 of the Forest Service
Manual, as promulgated May 16, 197€, 43 Fed. Reg. 21254, 21261,

That provision requires supplements to the DEIS to be used
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"when new or more accurate information may significantly change

tha n ligc
the pupiic

. A public review period
"of at least 60 days from the date of filing the supplement

or revision™ is also required. The Forest Service's September
13 "RARE 1II Update" appears to be a bald attempt to avoid
these obligations and to adhere rigidiy to its unjustified
timetable.

(3) Minimization of the "Purther Planning"™ Category --

An effort has been made to allocate most roadless lands either
to non-wilderness uses or to wilderness, the balance tipped

toward the former

The Further Planning category has therefore

been minimized. The DEIS chart that illustrates the alter-—
natives' allocations makes this clear: MNo more than 19% of

the areas (Alternative F) and 38% of the acreage (Alternative

Ny wonld B
o =]

ol I Dlanadinal o doe o .
wouila 14

uk ko
i@nning undaer any out U

e categorized the
"no action®" alternative." (DEIS, p. 32.) This imbalance

is contrary to what the Porest Service stated as a basic
premise of the RARE II process -- to seek consensus on as
many areas as possible, with the remaining areas aliocated to
"Further Planning”. “The ([Further Planning] category will
include areas . . . on which a reasonable consensus cannot be
reached.” (See p. 3, above.) Instead, there is an attempt

to make permanent decision on nearly all areas immediately,

Service has created an inadequate process, defended it with
an inadequate DEIS, allowed insufficient time to correct the

major errors, and intends to use this process and EIS to make

=  madawdia ~AFf Lha -
thie great majority ©Of tne I
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within the National Forest System. Nothing better illustrates
gsubstantially revised in 1980. Even worse, any of the RARE II
the departure of the program from its stated goals and nothing
. : : decisions that release roadless lands for non-wilderness uses
magnifies the programs weaknesses more than the minimization
may well be quickly irreversible, even if RPA data soon
of this "Further Planning® category.
indicate that these decisions were unwise.
(4) Basic Decisions Out of Step with Resources Planning

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that an
Act -- The 1980 Resources Planning Act Program, now in prepara-
EI5 present a detailed analysis of alternatives to a proposed
tion, will be circulated for public review and finalized in .
action. The discussion of alternatives must present a "rigorous
1980. This program will cover many of the same program aspects
exploration and objective evaluation of the environmental
of National Forest System management covered by RARE II, but .
. impacts of all reasonable alternative actions.” (CEQ Guidelines,
it will do so with a much larger data base and a more comprehen-
40 C.F.R. 1500.8a{4)) The RARE II program should thus not be
sive perspective. For example, it will cover all Forest Service . )
constrained by the RPA goals, which are now slated for compre-
lands. The Resources Planning Act could be used as a means of
hensive reevaluation, and are significantly outdated in
reevaluating the "Further Planning” allocations, and the RARE II
their treatment of wilderness. Since the 1975 RPA Program
program could be used to provide many of the necessary details .
was prepared, new wilderness legislation has been passed and
on the wilderness question for use in RPA. Instead, decisions . cas
. the Forest Service wilderness review process has been criticized
on the allocation of roadless areas are being forced without

Evi-A

in Congress (see H. R. Rep. 95-540, 95th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
adequate information. :
4-6 (1977)); PARE I1 itself has been initiated and has generated -

r . . .
Moreover, alternatives presented in the RARE II program some new resource information; and the Forest Service has

have been severely constrained because the program has used rejected its earlier "purity” approach to wilderness evaluation

targets for the National Forest System established by the 1975 and management. These developments make obsolete several of

RPA program. (DEIS, pp. 49-51; "RPA: A Recommended Renewable the RPA Program assumptions. There are much greater oppor-—

Resource Program, U. S. Forest Service (March 2, 1976), tunities for establishing and rehabilitating wilderness areas

3 aw ™ n i
P- 78, pp. 633-635 (hereinafter "Program”).) Other than the all wilderness and for meeting the RPA Program goals for recreation through
alternative, none of the alternatives would allocate more expansion of the Wilderness System than were recognized when

acreage to wilderness than the 1975 target of 25 to 30 million the 1975 Program was prepared. (See Program at 30-32, 35-36, 73-75, 78-80.)

acres in the year 2015. (DEIS, p. 5.) This is so in spite of Moreover, the RPA Program treatment of alternatives for

the fact that those targets will be completely reexamined and "total wilderness acres™ is not relevant to the purposes of
revised within the next two years. This puts the RARE 1I. The purpose of the RPA Program wilderncss discussion
Forest Service in the awkward position of having to reverse was to give the Forest Service some ability to predict how

1978-79 RARE II decisions should the targets and goals be
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various levels of wilderness designation would be integrated

with non-wilderness forest uses. This evaluation was necessarily

a rough approximation since resource information was incomplete,
and all potential wilderness acres were treated as identical

in terms of resource opportunities. RARE I1I, by contrast,
represents the Forest Service's effort to grapple with the
specifics of wilderness designation. The purpose of RARE II

is to evaluate specific areas for potential wilderness designa-
tion on the basis of site-specific resource data and to make
land allocation recommendations that would optimize the
diversity, accessibility, and geographic distribution of the
Wilderness System.

The RPA Program goal represents a Forest Service judgment
about what the ultimate size of the wilderness system on
National Forest lands should be. That judgment is subject to
revision in the course of Forest Service planning, including
RARE II itself. It does not bind the Forest Service in any
way. Thus, other options should be carefully explored. The
Forest Service has done no analysis of how much wilderness it
could preserve, or even hold in the Further Planning category,
if it sought to reach commodity goals by disrupting a minimum of
roadless area acreage.

It has been stated by the Forest Service that RARE II is
intended to provide input for the 1980 RPA Program. 42 Fed.
Reg. 59688 (Nov. 18, 1977). 1If, however, it is constrained by
the 1975 RPA goals, RARE II cannot assist in the new evaluation
required. The inability of RARE 1I to provide effective input

to the RPA process is shown by the assignment of a "share"

-14-~

of all the long-range resource targets of the 1975 RPA program
to the RARE II roadless areas. The DEIS table of the assigned
"share™ of the 2015 RPA targets has all alternatives except
the all-wilderness alternative J allocating sufficient areas
to non-wilderness so as to produce the assigned share of the
outputs listed. (DEIS, p. 50.) Thus, no options were
considered, except the extreme all-wilderness option, that

did not conform to the 1975 RPA program. The 13980 RPA Program
will evaluate possible changes in the 1975 Program, and not

be constrained by the goals and targets of that program; thus
RARE 1I's self-limitation defeats the goal of aiding the later
1980 RPA efforts.

Furthermore, the process deciding the "assigned share"
was accomplished by an obscure method; a footnote says the
shares were "Based on Regional Estimates”. (DE1S, p. 50.)
This “assigned share" is very significant since there are many
different possible divisions of the goals and targets between
the unroaded and roaded portions of the National Forests. This
issue was not discussed in the 1975 RPA Program formulation,
but represents a very important policy choice and deserves
full examination of the alternatives and an opportunity for
public comment. Instead the RPA targets are simply accepted

and pro-rated by some unknown method to the roadless areas.
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II. ROADLESS AREA EVALUATIONS INADEQUATELY PERFORMED

The roadless areas were evaluated and compared with each

other in terms of WARS (Wilderness Attributes Rating System)

"scores, resource outputs (energy, minerals, timber, grazing,

recreation), ecosystem representation, landform representation,
and geographic distribution and accessibility. The obvious
questions ghat must be asked are: (a) Are these ratings appro-
priate for RARE 11's purboses? (b) .Do they accurately reflect
the values and resources they purport to measure? (c) Were
the evaluations accurately performed?

(1) WARS -- In theory, the Wilderness Attributes Rating
System would appear to be a sound technique for evaluating
certain aspects of the wilderness resource having to do with
scenic and recreational values as perceived by the recreationist.
("RARE II: WVilderness Attribute Rating System: A Users
Manual.”) But the DEIS presentation and application of the
system are faulty. Although briefly referred to in the DEIS
(p. 19), the procedure is not explained at all.

The scoring of given areas varied greatly from one rating
team to another. Thus, although the results would have been
of great value had the ratings been done on the same basis,
the ratings actually used in the RARE II program reflect these
rggional variations.

For example, Tatoosh, a 17,000-acre ridge extending out of
Mount Rainier Rational Park into Gifford Pinchot National Forest,
received a WARS rating of 24. Just a few miles away, Cougar
Lakes, a 200,000-acre area including several ridges originating

in the park, a lake-dotted plateau, rugged peaks, timbered

-16-

valleys, and some minor canyons, received a WARS rating of 21.
Both areas possess considerable wilderness value; both were
selected for study in RARE I.

More time and effort will be required to sort out such
local inequities and to work out the basis for comparison of
WARS scores for areas in differené parts of the country.

In assembling the alternatives, an arbitrary cutoff level
of areas in the top 40% in WARS scbres for each region was
allocated to either Wilderness or Further Study in Alternative
D. liow this 40% figure was determined was never stated, nor
was there any analysis to indicate how areas and acres were
distributed statistically. The choice of 40% is a mystery. o
Moreover, the regional supplements do not identify what WARS
scores represent the 40% level.

The WARS screening does not adequately accownt for the size of the
areas being considered. Other factors being equal, an area _.
of 10,000 acres with a WARS score of 23 will be selected for .
wilderness ahead of a 250,000 acre area with a score of 21.

A size criterion should be added to the evaluations.

Although size was accounted in formulation of the WARS
rating, it was not given a dominant role: it was properly
accounted as being a quality which contributes to the solitude
aspect of wilderness quality. This is quite different, however, from
measuring the quantity of wilderness represen£ed in an area.
Thus, WARS has a component which assesses the impact of the size
of an area on wilderness quality, but the
WARS rating does not assess the gquantity of the resource

present: the evaluation of areas for alternative formulation
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should assess both quantity and quality of wilderness resource
in each area -- the method used does not.

(2) Resource Outputs -- One of the sorting techniques
used in creating the alternatives was reassignment of roadless
areas with resource values exceeding a particular threshold from
Wilderness to Purther Planning, or from Purther Planning to
Non-Wilderness. There are a number of problems with this
technique:

First, in formulating some alternatives, particular
resource values (such as timber output) are expressed in
absolute numbers, and in other alternatives, in percentiles.
For example, in Alternative D, the top 40 percentile of
WARS scores within a region were placed in Wilderness unless
the areas crossed any one of several resource impact thresholds
which were set in absolute values, e.g., a reduction of 750
AUMs or more of grazing. Thié approach is distinctly biased
against Wilderness for it dictates that no matter how high the
quality of the roadless areas in a region rated, or how low
the resource impacts, no more than 40% of the areas would be
allocated for Wilderness. On the other hand, no matter how
high the Wilderness values, if each area in the Region had a
grazing impact of more than 750 AUMs, then no areas would be
classified for Wilderness. This approach puts firm limits on
how many areas can be allocated to Wilderness, but no limits
on how many areas can be disqualified from Wilderness allo-
cation based on arbitrary resource thresholds. The result is
at the most 40% Wilderness, and at the least none.

Second, the measurements refer to the total resource
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contained in an area, not to the density of that resource.
(DEIS, pp. 41-44.) Thus, all other factors being equal,
Alternative C would allocate to Wilderness a 7,000 acre area
with a timber potential of 3 MMBF, but would allocate a
300,000 acre area with a timber potential of 5 MMBF to Non-
Wilderness. This is illogical.

Third, the resource impacts are measured in terms of
potential resource values under levels of management and
investment much higher than those existing today. Thus, areas
are deleted from Wilderness allocation for having resource
potentials that may never be realized. Economic and
environmental costs of achieving these potentials must be
considered in determining how much of a given potential can
be realized.

Fourth, there is too little consideration of the configura-
tion of the roadless areas and the resource values within them.
This problem is particularly acute in the case of mineral
and recreational values. An entire 200,000 acre roadless area
can be disqualified because of a potential 1,000 acre mine
site or ski area located near one of its edges.

(3) Mineralsand Energy -- The evaluation of mineral

potential used overly simple tests, and the results are far

too imprecise. (DEIS, pp. 47-49.) Many important factors should
be evaluated before mineral and energy resource potential can

be fully ascertained -- the size of deposits, development

costs, environmental constraints, location within the roadless
area, type of mining required, etc. In the absence of infor-

mation about such factors, the simple ratings cannot be regarded
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as providing sufficient information for allocation of roadless
‘areas.

(4) Timber -- There is insufficient consideration of the
impacts of achieving timber potentials on such other resources
as water quality, wildlife and recreation. The timber manage-
ment plans from which the data aie derived vary greatly in
quality, in the extent to which realistic multiple-use con-
straints have been applied, in management and investment
assumptions, and in other important factors. Thus, the data
used are not truly comparable from one area to another in
different National Forests.

Additionally, there is considerable confusion about the
meaning of potential productivity measured in board feet. 1In
some instances, this number includes such non-sawtimber
products as posts, poles, and pulpwood, and occasionally the
DEIS and supplements are ambiguous in this respect. (DEIS,

p. 15.) While there may be many areas in which the potential
productivity for these products exceeds current demand, the use
of such potentials is of dubious value.

As in the case of WARS ratings, arbitrary threshold levels
were established in constructing the alternatives, (for example, at
2, 4, & 8 MBF, and the top 5% level in each region) without any discussion
or justification provided for using those levels to allocate
roadless areas. The regional supplements do not provide
sufficient detail as to what falls into the 5% level. .

For unspecified reasons, the timber threshold levels for
the eastern regions in Alternatives C and D were set at half
the threshold levels used elsewhere in the country. ¥No

discussion of the reason for this decision is included in the
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DEIS. This reflects a serious bias against additional Wilder-
ness in the eastern states.

(5) Grazing -- In the case of grazing, there are the
same problems of justifying threshold and cutoff levels.

300 AUMs and 750 AUMs are used as thresholds without further
explanation. A 5% level criterion for each region is also
used, but its derivation is not clear. Regional supplements

do not state what the 5% level means in AUMs. In addition,

the techniques for estimating grazing potential vary from
region to region. Since grazing is a permitted use of
wilderness areas, the use of arbitrary grazing levels to remove
areas from consideration is particularly inappropriate and
mystifying.

(6) Recreation -- As with other resource areas, impacts-
on recreation are assessed in terms of their absolute potential,
without regard for the costs of using those potentials, the
impacts of doing so, or demand. The threshold levels are not’
justified or discussed. »

There is a very serious problem also in considering all
potential forms of recreational use as equal. One day of
downhill skiing is considered to be equal to a day of camping
or a day of backpacking. While it may indeed be difficult to
assess the different “"values” of these kinds of recreation,
the demands for them are quite different and the role of
roadless areas in supplying each type of demand is very
different. There are many roaded National Forest areas that
can fill the demand for motorized camping, but there are

very few areas besides roadless lands that can provide oppor-
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tunities for backpacking. Although the DEIS has explored in
some detail the contribution presently roadless areas might

later make to motorized camping, the DEIS has not into
sufficient detail in analyzing other uses of roadless land
which could not be so readily satisfied on other types of

lands. The false equivalency of various uses of roadless

costs and impacts of providing non-wilderness recreation,
renders the overall evaluation almost meaningless. In addi-
tion, trends in demand are ignored.

{7) The Ecosystem Criterion -~ This evaluation criterion

was created by the Forest Service to fill the need to have
representation of varied ecosystems in the National Wilderness
Preservation System.

LCcosystems of vastly different size and sensitivity are

defined by their unique combination of fauna and flora.
Unfortunately, the system chosen for the evaluation of eco-

systems (Bailey/Kuchler) comes nowhere near providing an
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Kuchler mapping system omits virtually all ecosystem areas

smaller than 50,000 acres (DEIS, p. 13). Many important
ecosystems that should be incorporated in and protected by
wilderness are not identifiable on this gross scale. For
example. most aquatic, relict, and transition ecosystems would
probably be missed altogether. This system also provides no

consideration of the faunal components of ecosystems; it is

purely a floral classification system. The system also tends
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of an area, not necessarily with what is actually present.

Considerable variation in the types mapped is easily

Texarkana, Texas, and Dover, Dolaware, find themselves in the
same “"ecosystem." Sweeping classifications are not confined

to the East and the South. Reno, Nevada; Pocatello, Idaho;

type stretches all the way from Cheyenne, Wyoming, to Lubbock,
Texas.

One need not look over such vast distances to see the
problem. The Big Hole Valley, Montana, and Pahsimeroi Valley,
Idaho, are separated by a few dozen miles and are included in
the same Bailey/Kuchler type. However, due to elevation and
climatic difference;, one valley is sparsely vegetated and is
arid; the other is primarily grass and covered with willow-

lined meandering streams

{8) Landform Criteria -- The landform criteria, like

those in the ecosystem typing, are too general. In fact,the
criteria are not really landforms for broad physiographic
provinces, and they do
provinces.

In fact, the word "landform"™ is often applied to specific
kinds of terrain (such as badlands, rolling plains, high peaks,
etc.} or to specific kinds of features (buttes, entrenched
meandering streams, volcanic cones, etc.). While the decision
to attempt to obtain at least 15,000 acres within each province

may be a step in the right direction, it comes nowhere near

.assuring that representation of the landforms is actually
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pzesent; Moreover, some single landforms may cover more than
15,000 acres. The target levels are also very low -- one
15,000 acre area as a "Low Target” and three 15,000 acre
areas as a "High Target”.

Under the system used, absurd results are possible.
Dinosaur National Monument and Yellowstone National Park are
in the same landform type:; Bend, Oregon, is in the same
category as Big Bend National Park; the north end of the
Cascade Mountains of Washington is in the same category as
the south end of the Sierra Nevada of California.

This system must be restructured and redefined. The
provinces must be subdivided. Within each subprovince, the
basic landforms should be identified and mapped. Additional
targets should be established for each subprovince and forest.

(9) Geographic Distribution and Accessibility =-- This

criterion has many serious flaws. There was a choice of 250
airline miles as the standard of accessibility to potential
wilderness users on the assumption that this distance
represented a feasible one day's travel, regardless of road
and rail access (DEIS, p. 25-~26). It is not clear how the
calculations of wilderness within this radius were performed
because it is stated that both "total and potential® wilderness
acreage are included. What is included in “"potential® wilder-
ness? The data generated are not included in either the
national or regional EISs. (The map in the national DEIS is
misprinted; “above median® and "Category C" counties are
indistinguishable. DEIS, p. 94).

The remedial targets set to fill the gaps are expressed
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not in terms of additional acres/population but in terms of
areas/population. (In essence, the problem is identified using
one statistical measure -- acres within 250 miles of popula-
tions. Then, an attempt to deal with it is made by means of
another, less accurate measure -- areas/population.)

Moreover, since the carrying capacity, or recreational
capacity, of wilderness is related to the size and not the
number of areas, this is clearly absurd.

Those counties with no RARE II areas within 250 miles are
simply abandoned by the érogram. It would seem to make more
sense to place special targets for additional areas in either
those RARE 1I areas nearest such counties, or thése RARE 1I
areas known to be used by residents of those worst-case ;ounties.

An examination should be made of the absolute spatial
distribution of wilderness in the U. S. to determine if_;here
are notable gaps that should be filled. 1In all probability,
new ecosystem and landform criteria would improve the dI;tri—
bution but may not go far enough.

Accessibility to wilderness has a strong temporal component.
Many wilderness areas have a short season of accessibility
because of snow, flood, heat, or fire danger. Areas should
also be rated in terms of availaple acre-months/year to pro-
vide additional useful data. IMoreover, the nature of the
transportation available in the area should also provide an

additional relevant measure.

(10) Wilderness-Associated Wildlife ~- This criterion

measures the representation within the present Wilderness

System of certain wildlife species associated in the public
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mind with wilderness environments (DEIS, pp. 16, 25, 89).
vhile this may be a useful tool, it does not adequately
cover the relationship between wildlife and wilderness. The
list of species should be expanded; even if we accept its
criterion, the list seems strangely abbreviated. In some
cases, subspecies should be listed, as for example with the

elk. Some attention should be paid to the size of a representa-

tive area; the present system evaluates a 500,000 acre area

the same as one of 5,000 acres. Cases in which the desired
representational level is deemed to be filled by present units
in the system should be reexamined taking geographic distri-
butioh into account.

Moreover, additional categories of wildlife should be
included in the analysis. Wilderness evaluations should
also take into account species that are (1) rare, threatened,
or endangered; (2) species dependent upon wilderness habitat,
even if not commonly associated with it in the public mind;

(3) species now largely confined to roadless areas (entirely
or seasonally), particularly if they once had a larger range;
(4) species able to sustain higher population levels under
wilderness conditions; (5) a wide variety of plants and
animals, not just the well known vertebrates.

Certainly all plants and animals listed under provisions
of state and federal endangered species acts should be singled
out as high priority in the evaluation process, and it should
take specific evidence to assert that some classification other
than wilderness is appropriate for the areas in which those

species live. The DEIS admits (at p. 13) that endangered plant
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species have not been precisely inventoried on the roadless
areas. Certainly doing so would be of high priority before
irreversible decisions to allocate areas to non-wilderness
are made.

(11) Additional Criteria -- A major role of existing

National Forest roadless lands, whether designated wilderness
or not, 'is the protection of watersheds and soils within them.
Identification of fragile watershed areas using existing
Forest Service data and Clean Water Act 208 Plans should play a
role in the evaluations.

Some evaluation should be made of the potential role of
wilderness designation in the preservation and protection of
sites of archaeological and historic significance. {See DEIS
at p. 17).

An evaluation should be made of the relationship of
roadless lands to elements in or likely to be placed in the
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Such high quality rivers are

sensitive to adjacent land uses.
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I11. “Af‘FECTED ENVIRONMENT" INADEQUATELY DESCRIBED

This section of the DEIS attempts to outline the charac-
teristics of the National Forest System and the National
Wilderness Preservation System. However, it does not fairly
reflect the character of the lands involved in the RARE I1I
program. This assessment should tell the public and the
decision-makers how the roadless lands differ from and compare
with the rest of thg National Forest lands and the rest of
the Unitéd States. This is key to understanding the entire
process. Instead, we find only the most general and incomplete
discussion of the forest system.

For example, this section should point out that the
National Forest Lands are in general of higher development cost
and environmental sensitivity than private lands. In general,
they are located farther from potential markets. Of these
National Porest lands, the roadless areas are even more
sensitive, costly to develop, and remote. 1In general, they
are of comparatively low economic value and high environmental
cost. This section should explore the significance of roadless
lands for wildlife, vegetation, diversity, and recreation.

The overview should also outline trends in the uses and
outputs from the National Forest System. For example, the
trail system reportedly has declined fram 150,000 miles to about 95,000
since the Secton World War. At the same time, the network of
roads has gone from less than 50,000 miles to well over
200,000 miles, and is projected to grow to some 300,000 miles.

The public is informed that certain non-wilderness-

compatible forms of recreation (e.g., motorized dispersed) occur
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within roadless areas, but the exact nature of that activity
and the acreage involved are not clear (DEIS, p. 14).

While timber potentials and grazing potentials are
mentioned, no national scales are provided against which to
measure these potentials. The public is told what contribution
the roadless areas could theoretically make to the mathematical
calculation of programmed timber harvest of the National Forests,
but is never told what contribution is actually accounted for

in the current program under present funding levels.
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IVv. IMPACT MODELING

With regard to both real and potential impacts, the DEIS
concentrates on the costs of wilderness designation and the
benefits of development, and it attempts to make the benefits
of wilderness designation and the costs of development disappear
by semantic slight of hand, stating that these important factors
will be dealt with at a later stage. This leaves the Forest
Service in the position of making major decisions based ons
speculation, arguing that it is not making any commitment to
actually achieving the resource values. The Forest Service
may thus make decisions not to protect an area because of its
resource values, then later destroy the non-wilderness justifi-
cation by deciding not to realize those resource values.

Moreover, the environmental costs of development activities

never entered the equations weighing resource impacts against

wilderness values. . In short, the draft environmental impact

statement does not really discuss the environmental impacts of
the alternatives. The Forest Service is bound by statutes

to a management policy based on multiple-use and environmental
protection. However, the DEIS could lead a reader to the con-
clusion that all that is reguired to achieve the potential
resource outputs described is to classify these roadless lands
for non-wilderness uses.

Moreover, there is serious question as to whether there
is demand for some of the potential resources, such as non-
sawtimber products or developed recreation. 1In some cases,
there are potentials for the same commodities in other areas

that are underutilized. A far more thorough inspection of the
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supply/demand situation for these commodities is required before
these data can be used. There may be immense potential in
roadless lands for parking lot construction, lava mining, or
rock sculpture, but there is no demand, or lack of adeguate supply
elsewhere, for these outputs. Further, the impacts of use of
these resources would have undesirable impacts on other re-
sources.

The following impact areas warrant specific comment:

(1) Timber -- There are a number of significant problems
with the DEIS section on impacts of the alternatives outlined.
Inthe first place, data are misused. For example, large
areas of currently non-programmed timber are thrown into the
impact calculations as if the foreclosure of timber harvesting
on these lands would create an immediate impact, when, in fact,
no such impact would occur. Such lands, improperly used to
calculate "immediate®” and “"short-term" effects, include non-
programmed and non-programmable marginal timber, as well as
timber in administrative holding categories withdrawn from the
programmed harvest for decades and not reflected in standard
statistics.

The results of this error create absurdities in some cases.
For example, in Colorado, the total of the "short-term”
reductions in timber output due to the preservation of all
roadless areas is said to be approximately 210 MMBF. However,
the same document points out that the annual harvest for all
public and private lands in the state is now 170 MMBF, including
non-sawtimber products. (See DEIS, Colorado Supp.. pp. S, C-2--
C-40). In another case, the Amoeba Roadless Area of Gifford

Pinchot National Forest is listed in the DEIS as having a
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potential short-term impact of minus 26 MMBF. However, the
{(2) Recreation -- The computer data sheets indicate that
final land-use plan recently adopted by th
the Forest Service gathered information on such toplcs as the
there calls for a programmed harvest of 18.7 MMBF.
acreage of roadless areas involved in "non-compatible recreation.”
There are a number of places here and throughout the DEIS,
chisa aspect never surfaces in the DLCIS, which also does not
as mentioned above, where it is unclear whether or not the .
discuss the negative environmental impacts of this recreation.
figures given for timber outputs include non-sawtimber products.
Establishment of this relationship is essential in predicting
7777 the impact of non-wilderness designations.
EMMBF (equivalent million board feet) for all timber products.

Trends in demand for different kinds of recreation should
Many forests do not sell close to their programmable harvest

be taken into account. Moreover, wilderness designation can
of non-sawtimber products in most years. Thus, the inclusion

be expected to draw backpackers to the areas involved and

O
"
o
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probably also promote a net increase in this form of recreation.

-
7]

highly misleading. o ) R . o ~ i . ,
(3) Grazing -- The modeling of grazing impacts is
The data used in the impact modeling came from a variety

unacceptable. It forecasts substantial reductions in the
of sources and vary in accuracy, and this should be taken into

grazing capacity of lands classified as wilderness without any
account. For exampie, timber yield estimates based on pre-

factual basis. In reality, grazing on lands designated as
1970 timber- and land-management plans are uniformly higher

wilderness has declined no more rapidly than grazing on non-
than yield estimates based on more recent plans. (This can be
It is not shown th
established by comparing new and old plans. Exceptions that

management activities for grazing are incompatible with wilder-
occur are generally due to changes in utilization standards,
ness, or indeed whether some reduction in grazing is required

resulting from increaged investment in

to protect other National Forest resources. A recent study

intensfve management and a change in mensuration.) This is

conciuded that, . . . there was littie or no correiation
true because older plans uniformly overestimated the amount of

between the increase in wilderness acreage and the decrease
operable commercial forest land on the National Forests and
in wilderness permittees and in total wilderness grazing."
underestimated the area necessary to protect other m P
(E. V. Treman, Senior Thesis, Envtl. Studies, Univ. Calif.
use values. Estimates based on the earlier plans should have
Santa Cruz, 26 May 1976, p. 34)
been discounted before use.

reduced population levels in some cases. (DEIS, p. 99)

This is unrealistic. While economic pressures can change
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population migration patterns, the projections in the cases
ander consideration in this study are absurd.

(5) Economic -- The manner in which the DEIS handled
economic costs in weighing wilderness and non-wilderness

options resulted in an impression which is seriously biased

" sophisticated and balanced benefit/cost analysis could have

been done. While the economic benefits of wilderness were
underestimated, the costs were given generous, but flawed
discussion. At the same time, much emphasis was placed upon
the economic benefits of non-wilderness with the costs all

but ignored.

In discussing potential non-wilderness commodity values,
the DEIS admits (p. 51) "a benefit/cost study or investment
analysis to determine if it is economically feasible to harvest
the resource has not been made. Likewise a demand study to
see if the resource ocutput would or would not be sold at
current prices was not made.”

The only infc
lying the projections is that input-output models were used.
However, 1nput-ou£put models are notoriously unreliable in
predicting the behavior of a real world, market economy where

the sum total

"

output is not the result of government fiat, bu
of private decisions. The effects og the alternatives in our
market system should properly be the focus of the DEIS economic
studies, including full cost accounting and appropriate imputed
values for wilderness areas. Input-output models project what

is a technically feagsible output, which may not be the most

cechnicall If'eagtble out butc
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economically viable option.

Input-output models commonly use fixed coefficients, but
in a market economy tradeoffs are the rule. The DEIS analysis
apepars to have only considered the relatively local economic/
employment effects. Input-output models usually study behavior
in only one sector of the economy, making n justments in the
rest of the economy for activity in that sector. In other
words it appears that the DEIS ignores the fact that people
who would have been employed under a non-wilderness designation
will find alternative employment, produce incom
added elsewhere in the economy under wilderness designations.
This employment “offset,” over time, will involve all affected.
It is obviously insufficient to consider the costs of wilderness
and non-wilderness alternatives only in terms of commodity
outputs and employment possibilities foregone. The full costs
of developing and harvesting these outputs must be considered

even if complete precision is not attainable.

The recently released Development Opportunity Rating

a reshuffling of previously extant data, and do not fill the
serious gaps in the DEIS analysis of costs and benefits.
While the DEIS considers the reduction in federal receipts
that would result from a reduction in federal timber sales,
no mention is made of partically offsetting reductions in
expenditures, and savings of taxpayers subsidies, that would
result from reduced needs for personnel, road construction,
etc., that would normally be required for a federal timber

sale and harvest. In addition, while employment in a
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particular area due to non-wilderness designation is an economic
benefit to those obtaining jobs, the cost of their wages must
be subtracted from the value of the non-wilderness area when
considering the economics of alternatives.

Wilderness preservatiop has many values besides recreational
use. John V. Krutilla and Anthony C. Fisher, The Economics of

Natural Environments (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975).

lience, a valid conceptpal base for studies such as RARE II DEIS
must consider all of the value of public items destroyed by

many non-wilderness choices. Watersheds are an extremely
important public economic asset,‘the value of which is rapidly
growing and, if economic indicators were applicable to this
non-market resource, it may be rated in many places as more
valuable than the lumber and other resources it ccntains. The
costs of erosion and of flood destruction, albeit indirect and
often delayed, are real and are traceable back to wilderness/
watershed destruction. Roadbuilding to harvest timber is the
prime cause of serious soil erosion and loss of water retention
capabilities in our roadless National Forests. F., J. Swanson
and C. T. Dyrness, "Impact of Clear-cutting and Road Construction
on Soil Erosion by Landslides in the Western Cascade Range,
Oregon, " Geology, vol. 3 no. 7, July 1975. See also, Robert
Coats, "The Road to Erosion," Environment, vol. 20 no. 1, Jan./
Feb. 1978. Airshed protection is another item of growing
health, hence economic, importance. Of unknown but potentially
great economic importance to future generations is the preserva-
tion of genetic strains within our roadless areas. Generally,

the mechanical, biological, and economic interrelationships of
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the wilderness/non-wilderness choices were vastly underrated
by the DEIS.

To more properly conduct the analysis, a much greater
effort should have been made to estimate the economic value of
wilderness preservation. While this is admittedly difficult
since it is non-marketed, a much more appropriate and accurate
result would have been obtained. The Defense Department
commonly uses cost/benefit analysis in military situations
much more difficult to quantify than RARE II. The fate of 62
million acres cannot be decided by apparent "informed guesses”
when more careful, systematic cost/benefit analysis is avail-
able.

The "output” of wilderness, while not apparent in our economic
indicators, is a scarce economic good, similar to marketablé
outputs. While the preservation of wilderness need not crea;e
the same number of measurable jobs as mineral extraction proéram,
it still produces an "output" of obvious economic value. No
economist would claim that the secular shift from manufacturing
goods to providing services in our economy has caused a drop
in our real GNP, despite its causing a decrease in employment
in certain sectors of manufacturing. Services, too, have obvious
economic value, so that real income has increased as a result
of the shift. Similar effecta occur when we choose to preserve
non-marketable, public wilderness areas.

Over a period of time, as population and GNP grow, experience
has shown that technology leads to greater productivity of
commodities and to greater substitutability of one commodity

for another. However,the same is not true of the services of
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wilderness areas. These are not produced and hence not subject
to productivity gains. They are available only in whatever
amounts we choose to preserve them. It follows that wilderness
areas, and natural areas in general, increase in value over time
relative to commodities. Wilderness is also becoming more
scarce relative to developed areas. These very significant
dynamic considerations must be included when analyzing the s
cost/benefit relatioﬁships involved in a decision irrevocable
for future generations. Development is final. Preservation is
not.

The issue of taxpayers subsidizing various non-wilderness
options must be considered when evaluating the actual costs of
the given alternatives and those that may arise before the final
EIS determinations. Wilderness use 1is also subsidized, but
novhere to the extent of the extraction/development industries.
Hard rock mining has long been subsidized in public policy.
Biases toward exploitation that already exist in federal programs
due to various subsidies perpetuate exploitation since the DEIS
uses present commodity outputs as criteria for non-wilderness
designation. The existence of "producing mines®™ or “proven
mineral reserves®” is sufficient alone to disqualify a wilderness
allocation in some alternatives (C, D, H, and I). Grazing fees
on public lands are still substantially below those on private
lands. "A Study of Fees for Grazing Livestock on Federal Lands",
A Report from the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture, Oct. 21, 1977. Competitive bidding is the
general rule in Forest Service sales, but the bid price does

not always lead to full coverage of Forest Service costs.
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"Forest Service Pricing Mechanism for National Forest Timber
Sales,” Cong. Record, H 4169, May 10, 1976. To the extent
of subsidy there is overuse, which, in the RARE II DEIS,
becomes a criterion for further overuse.

As far as analytic details go, there are several problems,
a few of which will be addressed.

The analysis of recreation as an output (DEIS, pp. 37-39)
assumes that a visitor-day of recreation is equally valued whether
it is in the non-motorized dispersed, dispersed motorized, or
developed recreation category. It does so by looking only at
the gross outputs and net effect in terms of the number of
recreation visitor-days' use that would result from each of
the alternatives that are evaluated. This not only ignores
recommendations of Federal standaxd-setting agencies such as the
Water Resources Council, (see Senate Document No. 97, Policies,

Standards, and Procedures for the Formulation, Evaluation and

Review of Plans for Use and Development of Water and Related

Land Resources, USGPO, Washington, D. C., 1962, and its up-date,

Water Resources Council, Water and Related Land Resources:

Establishment of Principles and Standards for Planning, published

in Federal Register, Volume 38, Number 174, Part III, September
10, 1973), but also gives the impression that a day of recreation
in the wilderness is equivalent to a day in a developed setting
and that maximum use is consistent with maximum economic gain.
This problem could be corrected through the use of a suitable
weighting scheme or through a benefit-cost analysis which requires
that dollar values be assigned to each of the recreation-day

outputs.



LSL=A

-39~

Throughout the analysis the effects of price on supply and
demand are ignored, e.g., "If all the areas were recommended for
wilderness, as in Alternative J, there would be an immediate
increase in use of 3.5 million recreation visitor-days." (DEIS,
p. 37.) The method for arriving at the 3.5 million figure is
not presented, but it most likely represents a simple projection.
If a demand study had been utilized, visitation rates would have
been'related to thé number of people "in the market,® the price
(travel cost) of a recreation day, prices of substitute goods,
income levels, and other determinants of demand. A demand study
would come much closer to representing public consensus than
the more or less arbitrary, undocumented, assumptions made in
the DEIS. Another example of disregarding real factors which
determine supply and demand involves timber. The statement
is made: "The effects on timber harvest as any of the ten
alternatives is implemented vary according to the amount of
land each alternative proposes for wilderness classification,
the productive capabilities of that area, and the amount and
productivity of the land remaining for non-wilderness uses."
(DEIS, p. 41.) Timber prices and other market factors are simply
not discussed in the DEIS.

(6) Housing -- In the DEIS there is an attempt to convince
the public that there is a significant connection between wilder-
ness designation and housing inflation. However, a number of
separate, and recent, studies indicate that substantial increases
in timber harvests in National Forest roadless areas would have
an insignificant effect on the total cost of housing. See, e.qg.,

Sierra Club "Timber Harvest in the National Forests and its
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Relationship to Lumber Supply and Housing Costs", 14 July 1978.
This is largely due to the fact that lumber accounts for about
7% of the total cost, including debt service and lang, of a
typical single family home, and an even smaller percentage for
an apartment unit or condominium. Land and development costs
and the costs of financing were the areas of greatest impact on
the increase in housing cbsts in the last ten years according
to the National Association of Homebuilders. It may well be
more significant to discuss the economic distortions, including
inflation, of the American taxpayer's money subsidizing the

development of roadless areas, many of low resource value.

(7) Balance of Payments -- In discussing our balénce of
trade accounts and lumber supply, it is true that curt;iling
our very substantial annual exports to Japan would ha&éfsoméﬁ
negative effect on these accounts. However, increasiﬂé'odr
imports of lumber from Canada, a result of stabilizing.our
National Forest harvests, would likely have insignific;;t
effects on our long term trade balance with Canada. In 1977
we took 10.4 billion board feet of lumber from Canada, about
30% of our domestic consumption that year. Even so, in recent
years there has been a continuing and rapidly growing trade
surplus with Canada, now at about $4 billion a year. This is
underscored by a continuing currency relationship favorable to
the U. S. All this indicates the propensity of the Canadlans
to rapidly return U. S. dollars through purchases of our products.

Perhaps of much greater significance to our balance of

trade than the importation of lumber is the fact that many non-—

wilderness designations will promote fuel-intensive, motorized

Bt
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recreation, with the impact of importing fuel on our foreign trade

accounts being quite well known.

Intensive management of presently developed forest land can
substitute for the development of new areas at comparable costs.
According to the Forest Service net annual growth on the 67
million acres of commercial timberland in forest industry
ownerships is far below potential, in 1970 less than a third of
the production attained in gome intensively managed plantations.

The Demand and Price Situation for Forest Products, 1976-77,

USDA Forest Service.

Finally, logging is subject to very wide cyclical swings,
some of this the result of previous, improper timber management
practices. In any event when the timber is finally gone in a
locale solely dependent on that industry, problems arise which
could be mitigated by encouraging resource preservation and
economic diversity now, partially through the vehicle of RARE
II decisions.

(8) Energy -- The discussion of energy impacts in the DEIS
(pp- 47-49), like other impact sections, focuses on the potential
costs of non-development and ignores the costs of development.
Other relevant topics are not mentioned. For example, additional
road construction is itself energy intensive. The construction
and use of developed recreation facilities and increased use

of ORVs also will stimulate energy consumption.
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V. ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives offered play a critical role in an EIS.
They channel governmental decisions and direct public attention
and comment; they also serve as reference points in dealing with
the same topic in the future. It cannot be overemphasized that
the lack of adequate environmental and economic impact assess-
ment data makes the effective formulation and evaluation of
alternatives essentially impossible. Similarly, it is nearly
impossible to formulate alternatives to meet perceived needs
without adequate assessment of the reality of those needs. These
fundamental inadequacies in the DEIS call for a conservative
approach to making final decisions. The only alternative that
the sparse analysis of this DEIS can substantiate is one
which places a substantial portion of the roadless lands in a
Further Planning category.

The alternatives presented in the DEIS are drastically
inadequate. 7They do not display a sufficiently wide array
of possible choices. All of the "working alternatives® (C
through I) in the DEIS (as opposed to Ehe “reference alternatives,”
A, B, and J) minimize the Wildernegs and the Further Planning
Categories and maximize the Non-Wilderness category. For example,
the largest wilderness acreage there considered is 33% of the
RARE II inventory; the smallest non-wilderness acreage considered
amounts to 37% of the inventory. (DEIS, p. 32.)

Whereas RARE II i{s supposed to provide meaningful input for
the 1980 RPA Program, it is ineffective in displaying options
varying from the 1975 RPA goals. While none of the working

alternatives would cause resource outputs to fall below the
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1975 RPA targets, most of the alternatives would allow wilderness
to fall below those targets. Only one of the working alternatives
would exceed the 1975 wilderness target. (We note with interest
that the Forest Service will be releasing additional information
on the relationship of RARE II to RPA Program goals. 43 P.R.
4100.)
The DEIS asserts that the goals and targets set out for the
Ecosystem, Landform, Wildlife, and Distribution Criteria are
important considerations, but only two of the seven working
alternatives meet their Low Level goals for these criteria;
only one meets the High Level goals. It is obvious that many
alternatives could have been presented that could meet or
preferably exceed these goals, which are extremely low to
begin with.
It is as if the established targets for all other resources
were considered mandatory and the established and proposed goals
for wilderness were optional. Yet, the Wilderness Act established
that:
*. . . it is hereby declared to be the policy of
the Congress to secure for the American people
of present and future generations the benefits
of an enduring resource of wilderness.®

This is hardly an optional goal.

The real need for resolution of aspects of the “roadless
area question® exists chiefly at the level of local communities.
If the economic health of these communities is of prime concern,
then alternative approaches to maintain this economic health
should be developcd. In order to do this, the dependent
communities must be identified. Then, a range of alternatives

that would support such communities, including investmenta
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other than the development of roadless areas, should be developed.
It has often been pointed out that, in some areas, communi-
ties need not depend on the development of roadless areas.
Intensive management of presently developed forest land can
substitute for the development of new areas at comparable cost.
This option was not discussed in the 1975 RPA Program, not does
it appear in the preliminary documents for the 1980 RPA. It
certainly does not appear in the RARE II Program. Yet, this
vitally important option exists and offers an economically
viable means of doing a better job of satisfying competing
concerns and constituencies than any of the alternatives found

in RARE II.
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ECISION_CRITERIA

>
(=)

Near the end of the DEBIS (p. 67) is a section on the
criteria by which proposed decisions are to be evaluated. These
criteria are presented without any discussion of their origin
or of alternatives to them and without any indication of how

they relate to the evaly

Some of these goals appear to be logical, others much less
s0. There is no particular congressional mandate for particular

goals.

1y POA Maala o ~ n anale &0 t+thaca of +ha 1978
ALy nrna Woais ng wne goais o ose ©I the 1372

RPA limits the ability of RARE II to contribute to the 1980
RPA Program. It ignores the fact that the 1975 RPA indicated

that higher wilderness goals were possible without adverse

impacts on the budget or resource output. (See, Program, ip. 574,
633.) The 1975 goals were crudely constructed compared to what is possible
today.

(2) Commodity Outputs & Cc ity Stability -- As stated,

this criterion is a major mistake. Even if those impacts were
ccurately stated, uhigh-they are not, it 1s wholly improper
to consider the costs only in terms of outputs foregone; the
costs of developing those outputs and the environmental price

of doing so must be considered, and alternative ways to deal

(3) wNational Issues
Virtually none of the national issues mentioned will be
significantly affected by any possible RARE II decisions. If

e Alc~usalan
i€ JisCuUsSion

they are to be used at all as guidelines, then

of th

hem must cover additional aspects.

(4) The Evaluation Criteria -- The Evaluation Criteria

were discussed above.

—As_
N0=

In addition, the potential contribution ot an area should
be considered in making boundary adjustments, and efforts should
nesg or Further Planning areas the landform, ecological, wildlife,

and other values present within the overall area.
(5) WARS Rating ~- The problems mentioned above must be
with area size entering the

o acua
ng oh egua

(6) Need to Allocate; Grassland Bias -- A proposed decision

criterion is that "to perpetuate current cooperative management
of the National Grasslands, areas located within the Grasslands
wilderness. . . . This

biased criterion has had undue influence on the allocation
alternatives, and most deserving potential grassland wildernesses
are only recommended for wilderness allocation in Alternative J.
None of the statutes that govern the management of National
Grasslands contains any prohibition against
wilderaetis. Indeed, it could be argued that managing the few
remaining grassland roadless areas as wilderness would be an

essential part of the federal program of using the national

Y| - N N e T T I gy a
Q QLer consexrvac

pPractices through various management approaches. There is ample
national grassland acreage devoted to the demonstration of the

effect of intensive management.

Specifically, Section 31 of Title III of the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to

manage the natiopal grasslands:
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"to correct maladjustments in land use, and

thus assist in controlling soil erosion,
reforestation, preserving natural resources,
protecting fish and wildlife, mitigating

floods, preventing impairment of dams and
reservoirs, conserving surface and subsurface
moisture, protecting watersheds of navigable
streams, and protecting public lands, health,
safety, and welfare, but not to build industrial
parks or establish private industrial or commer-
cial enterprises.”

Wilderness management is consistent with all of these
stated objectives. .In fact, wilderness management could prove
to be the most cost-effective way to achieve many of these
objectives.

The proposed decision criteria emphasize the incompat-~
ability of existing cooperative management and wilderness
designation. However, there does not appear to be a sound basis
for this objection in law or in practice.

Section 32(e) of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act authorizes
the Secretary to meet the management objectives of Section 31
by cooperating with "Federal, State, Territorial, and other
public agencies in developing plans for a program of land
conservation and land utflization . . .”

Ovbiously this type of cooperative management can be con-
tinued within the context of wilderness designation. In fact,
following the designation of any area as wilderness it is
established policy for the land management agency to develop a
wilderness management plan with the cooperation of other
public agencies,

The supposed incompatability of cooperative management

and wilderness management is belied by the present management

of roadless areas in the Little Missouri National Grasslands in
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North Dakota. There, Forest Service land-use plans were developed
in cooperation with other federal agencies, the state, the

livestock organizations, and the general public.
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VII. CONCLUSION
For all of the foregoing reasons, the Sierra Club and SRM SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT

the Natural Resources Defense Councll, Inc. urge the Forest

orncz&r mrr.’:l(cunv: SECRETARY
2760 WEST FIFTH AVENUE
Service to conclude that the Draft Environmental Statement e o ORADS “hoT0e

Z9iL-A

is “so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis® and that,
according to the Forest Service's own NEPA regulations, a
revised DES . . . should be prepared, filed, and circulated.”
Forest Service Manual § 1952.62, 43 Fed. Reg. 21261 (May 16,
1978). Unless and until this is done, any action under RARE

II -- perhaps other than highly selective, limited allocations
to the Wilderness and Non-Wilderness categories, and broad
allocations to the Further Planning category -- would be

contrary to NEPA and thus would be unlawful.

Submitted by: David Pavelchek, Northwest
Forestry lssues Coordinator
Sierra Club
4532 1/2 University Way, N. E.
Seattle, Washington 98105
(206) 632-6157

Gene Coan, Assistant
Conservation Director

Sierra Club

530 Bush Street

San Francisco, CA 94108

(415) 981-8634

Renneth A. Manaster,
Staff Attorney
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
2345 Yale Street
Palo Alto, CA 94306
(415) 327-1080

(301) 5710174

September 29, 1978

Mr. Craig Rupp

Regional Forester

P.0. Box 25127
Lakewood, Colorado B0225

Dear Mr. Rupp:

Attached is a statement prepared by the Public Affairs Committee
of the Society for Range Management concerning the RARE II Program of
the forest Service.

We would appreciate your making this statement part of the public
record and considering the suggestfons made therein in your analys{s
of recommendations on RARE II.

If the Soctety for Range Management can be of service in any
way toward further -input and consultation on this important subject,
we would be most happy to respond.

Sincerely,

David A. Smith
Executive Secretary

DAS: jrp

Enclos.

Journal of RANGE MANAGEMENT e Rengeman's Journsi
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SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT

In response to the Draft Environmental Statement, Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation of the United States Forest Service, the Society for Range Management
cites the following Society Benchmark Statement on Hilderness and comments as
follows:

“Wilderness Management

The Society for Range Management recognizes the principal value of designated
wilderness to stem from a need to preserve portions of natural systems' pre-
civilization conditions for purposes of scientific study and comparison.

The Society recognizes the unique recreational aspect of designated wilderness,
but belfeves such use should be secondary to the scientific. Recreatfonal use
should not be permitted to detract substantially from the desired natural condition.

Hilderness provides a datum of normality, but since each biotic community requires
its own reference point, the Society favors the establishment of additional wilderness
in Tocalities where suitable reference areas are lacking."

We applaud the efforts of the Forest Service in this monumental undertaking
of a roadless area review and evaluation and have the following specific comments
regarding the RARE Il Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

1. Among the alternatives listed, we feel that alternatives E, F, or G would
best meet the needs of our membership and the nation as a whole. Of the three
alternatives, we favor alternative F.

2. On page 24 of the Draft EIS, we belfeve that the word “large" should be
defined as it is used to describe size of Jand forms. Granted that a few thousand
acres seldom represent many land forms, but the word "large” is so indefinite that
there could be Timit to 1ts stfze.

3. On page 35, under the title "Vegetation”, it seems to us that the assumption
is made that vegetation did not develop under grazing and that other factors involved
in plant community development, such as wild fire, are ignored.

4. On page 44, under the title "Range“, we believe that clarification is
needed. The basic assumption elsewhere in the Draft £15 is that wilderness will
proceed towards climax. Therefore, 1f this is, in fact, true, then grazing
capacity may not necessarily be expected to increase. We know that the grazing
resource, properly managed, can enhance wilderness value.

5. On page 67 and 68, "Proposed Decfsion Criteria", our belief is that the
decision criteria as generated on these two pages reflect that political considera-
tions may be used more than resource considerations in arriving at a final disposi-
tfon of roadless areas. We believe that the decision criteria should be strengthened
to riflect resource space considerations for the future enjoyment of our nation's
people.

We trust that our comments will be of some value as the Forest Service develops
the final Draft Environment Impact Statement. Please be assured that the Society
for Range Management stands ready to assist as may be requested to arrive at a
Just and equitable decision regarding roadless areas in the Natfonal Forest System.

AMERICAN

SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS
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Professionals sdvancing the science, technology, prectice and
teaching of forestry to benefit soclety

at Wild Acres + 5400 Qrosvenor Lane » Washington, D. C. 20014 « (301) 897-8720

September 29, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire

Chief, Forest Service

U. 5. Department of Agriculture
p. 0. Box 2417

Washington, D. C. 20013

Dear John:

We are pleased to send you the enclosed comments of
the Society of American Foresters on the U. S. Forest
Service's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE I1)
process, including the national programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement ?
represented by the Society have taken a keen interest in
this wilderness study. We appreciate both the efforts of
your agency to successfully conclude this evaluation as
well as the far-reaching implications this evaluation will
have for all Americans. We are prepared to offer further
assistance as you see fit.

Sincerely,

H. R. Glascock, Jr.
Executive Vice President

HRG :ed]
Enclosure

ElS). The 22,000 professional foresters- -
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RARE 1! - The Process

The Society of American Foresters (SAF) offers the following conments on the
U.S. Forest Service's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE [I) process, includ-
ing the national programnatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). SAF recognizes
the difficulties of accommodating the diverse interests of forest users, espgcially
when wilderness allocation is involved. Further, the Society is cognizant of the
difficult po]iiical considerations which attend the current process. Nevertheless,
there are several aspects of the RARE Il process which warrant critical examination.

The Society does not believe that adequate time has been scheduled to permit
a proper study and-evaluation. The expectation that, in 18 months, all suitable rcad-
less areas can be identified and evaluated for wilderness potential, and then examined
for their potential impacts on other resources,is simply unrealistic. It is not
possible to consider the full range of biological, social, and economic implications
for all resources in that space of time.

Two §llustrations of how this Yimited time has affected the RARE 11 analysis can
be found in the evaluation systems for economics and wilderness attributes. The Develop-
ment Opportunity Rating System (DORS) and Wilderness Attribute Rating System (WARS)
hold promise of being reliable decision aids in the future. However, because they are
new and lack precision, their usefulness for RARE Il is limited. These rating systems
produce variable results when applied by different evaluation teams and DORS lacks
sensitivity to individual roadless areas within larger multicounty areas.

SAF is also concerned about the absence of any economic benefit-cost or invest-
ment analysis. The input-output analysis performed is not a satisfactory substitute.

We believe economic benefit-cost analysis is of such importance that lack of preparation

Approved by the Council of the Society of American Foresters, October 1, 1978, A
position of the ‘vciety of American Foresters expires three years after the date
of its adoption unless, after thorough review, its continuance is approved.

-2-
Lime is not a compelling explanalion for it omission. Also of concern Lo SAT s
the lack of analysis of local induslry’s ability Lo expand or conlracl their activities
in response to Lhe markel changes which may arise.

The Society considers the information on minerals in the RARE Il impact
statement deficient. While recognizing the problems of confidentiality for some
mineral data, these problems could likely have been surmounted if dealt with at the
outset of the process or in a timely manner.

Another deficiency of the RARE Il process that warrants mention is the
inadequate recognition of the Resource Planning Act goals for wilderness. The rela-
tionship between RARE Il and RPA should be explicitly discussed. The American public
should know how these two potentially conflicting decision guides will be reconciled.

The Society is also concerned about the alternatives presented. They seem
arbitrary and unrealistic--either being extreme or unsubstantiated. Apparently, the
alternatives were developed without benefit of the completed roadless area evaluation.
Unfortunately, if the alternatives presented in the draft impact statement are
replaced with new alternatives in the final statement, the public will have been
deprived of the opportunity to comment on the alternatives actually considered.

Finally, SAF is not confident that the method employed for gathering public
input will be useful for allocation decisions. Converting each comment into a ballot
to measure public opinion on wilderness allocations is unscientific and unreliable.

It assumes that comments received by the Forest Service on this issue represent a
cross-section of public opinion, a doubtful assumption at best. It also favors quantity
of comment over quality.

In comparison with other land managemeni ayencies, the Forest Service has a
strong record of wilderness preservation. Its most important role now should be to
bring about comprghensive land use planning on the national forests under the Resource

Planning Act so that the highest sustainable outputs from these lands can be realized.
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Rocky Mountain
°|l & Gas Assoclatlon 345 PETROLEUM CLUB BLDG e« DENVER, COLORADO 80202 » 303/534-8261

September 26, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
U.S. Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
P.0. Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Chief McGuire:

The Rocky Mountain 01l and Gas Association (RMOGA) is a trade associa-
tion of approximately 700 individuals, independent operators and major
companies representing nearly every phase of oil and gas exploration,
production, transportation, marketing and refining. RMOGA appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the RARE II Draft Environmental Statements (DES)
and the Wilderness Review Process, which potentially will have significant
adverse impacts on this nation's mineral base, economy and social structure.

Most of the following comments pertain specifically to the Rational
Programatic Statement. Howvever, they are equally applicable in most
instances to the various state supplements.

I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

A. The Public Comment Process.

According to the DES, the Forest Service expects that the public will
suhmit numerous detailed comments, which will enable the Forest Service to
make responsible decisions on individual RARE II tracts. Yet, the DES's
themselves and the various "public involvement” programs virtually guarantee
that few Americans will have adequate information about either general
Forest Service policies or specific RARE Il areas to be able to make know-
ledgeable comments.

The DES's ignore minerals; say nothing about management of roadless and
wilderness areas; fail to describe the future planning process; seriously
downplay the economic and social impacts which massive wilderness designa-
tions will cost; ignore the important role of our public lands in the economy

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
Page 2

of states, communities and the nation; and represent RARE 1I as the nation's
last chance for wilderness -- when in fact the Bureau of Land Management,
Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Alaska Lands bills and various con-
gressional proposals for wilderness also remain to be considered. These
other wildemess studies will almost certainly fill in any "gaps" which may
still be present in the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS)
following the completion of RARE II.

In other words, the Draft Environmental Statements and Public Comment
Process have done nothing to eliminate the ignorance and misinformation
which have surrounded RARE I1 from its inception.

The inevitable result will be generally poor comments which, in turn,
will generate poor decisions.

This is a complete subversion of the NEPA process. The National Environ-
mental Policy Act requires that:

1. the RARE II process be '"systematic" and "interdisciplinary";

2. impacts on the total "human environment” (economic and social,
as well as physical) be studied: -

3. all "irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources" -
be identified;

4. “appropriate alternatives” be developed whenever a proposal
involves "unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources"; and

5. "undesirable and unintended comsequences" be identified and
avoided.

These mandates have been largely ignored throughout the RARE 11 process,
apparently on the assumption (articulated on several occasions by top
Forest Service officials) that "Congress often makes pretty unwise deci-
sions on the basis of far less than all the evidence."

It may be too late to avoid a multitude of poor decisons with which
all of us will have to live for many years to come. However, an attempt
must be made in the final environmental statement to undo the damage done
to date and raise the level of public awareness about the issues involved
in RARE 1I and similar wilderness programs.

B. RARE II and Minerals.

During the past decade, America has become increasingly dependent on
foreign sources for the majority of its mineral supplies. We import
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nearly 50 percent of our oill, large amounts of natural gas and 50-100 percent
of most of our other critically needed minerals. Many of these minerals could
be found on our public lands, including those affected by RARE 11.

Yet, through its RARE 11 policies, the Forest Service has effectively
stopped mineral exploration and development on the public lands belng reviewed
for wilderness. Our economy cannot afford "surface protection” policies
which go far beyond the intent of Congress and severely restrict or actually
prohibit mineral prospecting and the development of deposits which are found-

Therefore, it is critical that wise and careful decisions be made now,
and that those decisions are not unreasonably delayed.

I1. INDIVIDUAL BOADLESS AREAS

Updated information on the oil and gas potential of individual roadless
areas based on information submitred by RMOGA's member companies, is enclosed.

Copies of these updated estimates have also been sent to your regional foresters.

We trust that these tract-by-tract hydrocarbon estimates will be included in
the final EIS in a tabular and summary form which makes clear to the reader
what price he will be asked to pay in order to have large numbers of tracts
designated as wilderness, and what costs (in terms of dollars and lost mineral
resources) may be assoclated with the withdrawal of individual roadless areas.

111. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

The Draft EIS displays 10 alternative approsches for allocating the
total RARE II roadless inventory. RMOGA does not believe thar any single
one of these alternatives is adequate, or that a combination of two or more
of them can cure the current deficiencies, unless further language is added.
We, therefore, propose the following alternative:

Emphagis is given to commodity outputs, to state, local
and national issues, and to specific needs of the wmineral
industries for access to roadless areas anrd the right to
conduct seismic, magnetic, drilling and other operations
with the best available modern technology, subject only

to reasonable environmental constraints. No roadless area
having mineral potential will be recommended for wilder-
ness until after exploration and production activities
have been completed. Leasing will continue in accordance
with law, and leases willno longer contain no surface
occupancy stipulations. Only those roadless areas with
the highest vilderness attribute ratings will be consid-
ered for wilderness recommendations.

This alternative recognizes the national need for minerals and the many
problems which mineral exploration and development pose, especially in
"roadless and undeveloped" areas, where detailed knowledge about minerals is
currently lacking. Further support for this alternative is detailed else-

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
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wvhere in these comments and in the enclosed papers.

IV. DECISION CRITERIA

The sevendecisioncriteria listed on pages 67-68 of the National RARE 1l
programmatic are good, but incomplete.

1. The Renewable Resources Planning Act does nor cover minerals;
therefore, the act should not be emphasized to the exclusion or minimization
of the Forest Service's mineral-related responsibilities, as articulated in
other national legislation. These other acts must also be discussed.

2. General public agreement is valuable only to the extent that it comes
from a knowledgeable public which understands the policies, issues and con-
sequences involved. Largely because of the way the Forest Service has handled
RARE II, the public is probably not yet ready to make any wise decisloms.

3. The cost of allocating areas to wilderness must be one of the major
criteria. However, those costs wmust be based on facts and wust be fairly
and completely represented; the models used for determining these costs must
be carefully constructed and their problems and limitations fairly discussed
in the statement.

4, Another major criterion must be local, state and national issues,
such as those listed on page 68. As presently worded, however, this criterion
does not consider the fact that no information on proven reserves or high
uwineral potential can be developed under current Forest Service policies.

5. Preference should not be given to allocating roadless areas to
wilderness merely because the additionof those areas might "increase the
diversity and quality of the National Wilderness Preservation System,"
vhatever that means. The Forest Service alone does not have to complete
the NWPS. Moreover, the proven or potential presence of important mineral
resources should operate against any preference that is given on the basis
of wilderness attribute ratings.

6. The use of wilderness attribute ratings in the selection process
is required by the Wilderness Act. However, areas with the highest numerical
rating should be selected only if the evaluation process has actually been
objective and only if all other facts are in fact equal. This presupposes
that the individual tract's mineral potential is also known in detall and
18 accurately represented in the statement. Neither of these requirements
has yet been met — nor will either requirement gvet be met under current
Forest Service mineral exploratior policies.

7. Few roadless areas should be recommended for wildermess or future
planning at this time. The location and extent of subsurface resources are
not known; minerals date has not been presented in any of the 21 Draft
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Environmental Statements; the economic and social analyses in the draft
statements are incomplete and seriously migleading; future planning as
currently defined provides no means for analyzing mineral resources
potential; and there is no justificatioo for any large-scale additions to
the NWPS at this time. The economic and social impacts of either wilder-
ness or future planning allocations will be both signi{ficant and wide-
spread and must be detailed.

RMOGA recommends the addition of an eighth criterion: Surface and
subsurface resource opportunity ratings. These ratings must be accurate,
factual and graphically displayed in tabular form.

RMOGA also recommends the additionof a special criterion which spells
out some of the specific needs of modern mineral exploration and develop-
ment activities, especially in areas like the roadless areas where second
or third generation exploration efforts are generally necessary.

V. GENERAL DEFICIENCIES IN THE DEIS

A. 011, Gas and Other Minerals.

The single most glaring deficiency in the RARE II DES‘'s 1is the almost
total absence of information about the mineral potential of the tracts.
In many cases, this potential 1s moderate to extremely high, for both fuel
and nopn-fuel minerals. Yet, the reader is left with the false impression
that few adverse social or economic impacts will be caused by wilderness
designations, because few mineral deposits will be affected.

Detailed, tract-by-tract information on the oil and gas potential of
165 roadless areas was submitted to the Forest Service by RMOGA on March 10
of this year. This information was the most complete and up-to-date
available on these tracts at the time. Yet, it was not included in the
national DES or in the state supplements, nor was any reference even made
to its existence. As a result, many tracts having a moderate to very high
0il and gas potential were listed in the various DTS's as having no poten-
tial. The final EIS must include the revised estimates which RMOGA is
submitting as part of these DES comments.

The DES's also fail to acquaint the reader with the realities of
mineral formation, location, exploration and development. These topics
and the difficulties of determining mineral potential are seriously mis-
understood by most Americans. Because of the critical importance of
mineral questions in the RARE Il decislonmaking process, it is essential
that the final environmental impact statements include a section covering
these points. RMOGA has enclosed a draft which wve recommend be inserted
in the final National Programmatic and in all final state supplewments.

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
Page &

B. Distinction Between “Wilderness" and "Multiple Use".

There has been great confusion lately as a result of the Forest Service's
recent decision to begin equating "wmultiple use” and "wilderness." According
to this decision, the two terms are now interchangeable.

Wilderness is most emphatically not multiple use, even though very
limited versions of several activities listed in the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act are permitted in wilderness areas. The decision to equate the
two terms ignores clear statutory language, clear congressional intent and
common usage of the terms. Throughout the West, and throughout the Forest
Service, "wilderness" means highly restricted land use and little or no free-
dom of choice regarding use.

"Multiple use,” on the other hand, 1s spoken of as the opposite of
"wilderness" — by ranchers, timber people, the petroleun and mining industries,
recreational users of the public lands, BLM administrators and Forest
Service officisls themselves. "Multiple use" to these people means freedom
to use the land for a variety of activities, subject only to reasonable
environmental regulations. It means vehicular recreation, timber cutting,
ranching operations conducted according to Twentieth Century methods, water-
shed management, and exploration for oil, gas and other minerals. Wilderness
designation, especially under current Forest Service policies, means none of
these uses 15 permitted.

This dichotomy between "wilderness" and "multiple use" is critical.
The distinction is not between "wilderness' and "development." The mere
fact that a roadless area is not designated as wilderness does not mean
that it will be "developed.” Nor does it mean that the land will be destroyed
by mineral exploration and production operations. The lands in question have
been under multiple use management for decades. They are still in good enough
condition to be considered roadless or wilderness. Several decades from now,
because of the way mineral and other multiple use operations are conducted
today, they wil) still be in good enough condition to be considered road-
less or wilderness.

C. Wilderness and Roadless Area Management.

The DES's generally ignore the important toplc of management of roadless
and wilderness areas. They also state that "Wilderness designation will re-
strict, to some extent, or occasionally prohibit development of the mineral
and energy resources.” (Natiooal Programmatic, page 48) This statement is
far from accurate. The fact is that, despite the clear and unambiguous
language of Section 4(d)(3) of the 1964 Wilderness Act, the petroleum industry
has been virtually locked out of the 2,686 inventoried roadless areas. It is
imposaible to assess an area's mineral potentiel or locate deposits under cur-
rent Forest Service management policies. The Forest Service is asking the
petroleun industry to give detailed information on individual tracts, while
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at the same time it is prohibiting the industry from using the only methods
which permit development of that informatiom.

What discussion does exist regarding surface management is fragmenctary,
misleading and scattered through many pages of text. RMOGA recommends the
inclusion of a separate section near the beginning of the final enviroqpental
statement to cover at least the followving items:

1. The statutory definition of wilderness;

2. A practical definition of wilderness, noting which activities are
allowed, which are forbidden, which are severely regulated and to
what extent;

3. The distinction between "wilderness" and "multiple use" areas;

4. General roadless area management policies, in terms of permitted
and forbidden activities;

5. A special section on mineral exploration and development, stating
precisely how wuch leasing, access, seismic, drilling, and other
activities will be allowed, and what restrictions will be placed
on these activities; this gection should also include Section 4(d){(3)
of the 1964 Wilderness Act, in its entirety.

RMOCA refers you to its comments on the Forest Service's proposed
"access and drilling guidlines." These comments were sent to Howard Banta,
Director of Minerals and Geology, U.S.F.S., in April of this year. We
submit that the analysis contained in those comments is correct and should
be followed.

D. Trade-offs.

The discussion of the cost of wilderness, in terms of lost resources
and foregone opportunities is overly optimistic, fragmentary and misleasing.
These deficiencies are magnified by the economic analysis, which fails to
mention minerals, air quality regulations (particularly prevention of sig-
nificant deterioration) or the impact which wilderness designation will
have on the way permitted activities must be conducted in areas adjacent to
wilderness areas. Because of the generally pro-wilderness tone taken in
these Draft Staetements, the economic and social impacts will actually be
far greater than is indicated by the Draft EIS's.

RMOGA suggests that the Final Environmental Impact Statement include a
sectlion which discusses wilderness-related trade-offs in some detail and
includes a list of trade-off questions, similar to those listed on the follow-
ing page. This section should be incorporated into Part V, Effects of Imple-
mentation, pages 33-66 of the National Prograwmmatic Statement, and in similar
sections in each of the state supplements.

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
Pase 8

E. Further Planning.

"Further Planning" 1is a misnomer. The term suggests that additional
studies will be conducted in all areas where "insufficient data, & high
degree of controversy, or complex mitigating factors require additional
analysis before a decison can be reached.” (National Programmatic, page 72)
However, current Forest Service policies prohibit precisely the kind of
mineral information gathering that is cricical to resolving these impasses.
There has been no indication that these policies will be revised in accor-
dance with the needs of modern mineral exploration, or with the way modern
mineral operations are conducted.

For those areas which do end up in the "Further Planning" category,
the Final Environwmental Statement must clearly state which exploration
and development activities will be permitted, which will be forbidden,
and what the rationale is for each decision. (We note here that the operator
must be allowed to develop what he finds. Exploration costs many millions
of dollars, and very few operators will be willing to risk this kind of
capital without some assurances that their investments may be recouped
from their discoveries.)

Finally, and most {mportantly, the further planning category must be
kept to an absolute minimum. Local, state and national economies have al-
ready been hit hard by the withdrawal of millions of acres of our most
productive public lands for purposes of wilderness "study." While it costs
certain sectors of our population little or nothing to have these areas
locked up for several more years while they are ''studied” further, other
sectors of the population are oot so fortunate. The Forest Service's
responsibility is not merely to protect the surface to a degree which satis-
fies the extreme environmentalists. It also has a responsibility to foster
mineral exploration and developwent and to address the needs of the people
who depend on the public lands for their livelihood--namely, farmers,
ranchers, timber companies, mineral industries and all Americans who need
the energy, non-fuel minerals and other resources which our public lands
contain.

Dr. Cutler indicated recently that as much as 50 percent of the
62 million acres inventoried by RARE II could end up in “further planning.”
To continue withholding this much of our public lands from multiple use
is unjustified, intolerable and illegal. At the very most, no more than
5-10 million acres should be recoamended for further study, and no more
than 5 million acres should be placed in the wilderness category. The
rest of the RARE II lands must be released immediately from all further con-
sideration and returned to multiple use management.

F. The DES Economic Analysis.

As already suggested, the economic analysis contained in the Draft
Environmental statement is seriously deficient. RMOGA calls your attention
to what it believes are the three most glaring problems.
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1. The impacts on mineral exploration and development are totally
ignored. The only inputs and outputs included in the regional and national
models and statements are those concerning timber, grazing and recreation.
There is great mineral potential in the areas being considered for wilder-
ness designacion; the costs of closing these areas to mining and petroleum
must be included in order to assess the true resource cost of wilderness
designation.

2. The economic effects of wilderness designation are distorted.
The positive economic effects of releasing one area to multiple use are
combined with the generally negative impacts of wilderness designation and
management. This masks the negative economic costs of wilderness. As e
result, the Forest Service concludes that Alternatives B through I will
result in positive economic and employment effects in the short term, and
that all alternatives except J will result in positive employment effects
over the long term. - These conclusions would change drastically (1) 1if
mineral-related impacts were also included and (2) 1f the "net" or "input-
output" economic model were replaced with some other model.

3. The presentation of the economic analysis 1s itself misleading. The
economic impacts are presented as facts, when in actuality they are merely
projections and assumptions. The validity of these projections depends on
the accuracy of the data base and the methods used to develop the prejections.
Generally, regional models are inadequate. State economic planners have
been working for years to develop accurate regional models which adequately
reflect the complex economic relatisnships and interactions involved. They
have not been totally successful. Now, however, the Forest Service is saying
that over a period of only several months it has succeeded where the state ’
planners have failed. The DES must explain the model, the problems associated
with the model, the data base and the inadequacies associated with that data
base.

V1. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Page 2. The discussion of NEPA should be expanded to include specific
language from the act. (See abave, page 2)

Page 6. A table should be inserted to summarize, on a state-by-state
basis for all 50 states, the current gituation with regard to national
parks, the National Wilderness Preservation Systen, RARE 11, the National
Wildlife Refuge System, congressional wilderness studies and the upcoming
BLH wilderness review. The overall public lands situtation for the

major federal land management agencies should also be summarized.

Pages 11-13, and Appendices A through C, are excellent and stand in
marked contrast to the coverage given minerals and economics.

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
Page 10

Pages 33-66. The adequacy of Part V, Effects of lmplementation, is'
spotty at best. Many sections need a thorough reworking in accordance
with RHOGA's comments.

Page 36. The discussion of air quality fails to mention or assess
the potential impacts of air quality regulations on state and local
economies.

Page 37. The section on recreation should discuss the need to set
aside some of the high quality RARE Il scenic and wildlife areas for
family-type recreation, to relieve the overcrowding in our national
parks, and to provide non-wilderness opportunities for the elderly,
the handicapped, and those who simply do not desire a '"wilderness
experience."

Pages 47-49. The minerals and energy section is totally inadequate

and in many ways simply incorrect. Merely reciting the number of

areas which may have high mineral potential (pages 47-48 and 64-65)
says nothing about which areas have potential, what the dollar

value of that potential is, or which minerals are or may be present

in each individual RARE Il area. Other problems with this sectien have
already been discussed.

Page 49. Other acts, besides the Resources Planning Act, also have
an important bearing on the RARE 11 process and should be discussed.
At a minimum, these would include the Mineral Leasing Act, Mining
and Minerals Policy Act, Federal Land Policy and Management Act and
National Environmental Policy Act.

Pages 51-59. The absence of any reference to minerals {s inexcusable
in the discussion of economics, inflation, balance of payments, returns
to the treasury, land acquisition and social impacts. Of particular
concern to RMOGA is the statement (page 56) that the goals of air
quality maintenance, controlled growth and preservation of outdoor
recreation opportunities "are best achieved through allocation of the
roadless areas to wilderness." This assumption is totally unsupported
and reflects its authors’ pro-wilderness biases and lack of training
in minerals, economics and public land use. (It may be appropriate
for the Forest Service to put some objective people in charge of com
pleting RARE 11.)

Page 60. The emphasis on "critical minerals” (page 60 and elsewhere)
needs to.be balanced with an emphasis on other minerals. Many

"critical minerals" are in short supply simply because they are not

found anywhere in the United States. Many other minerals, also imported,
are present in relatively large quantities on the public lands. Devel-
opment of these minerals is also important, as it will reduce our

balance of payments deficits, support many local and state economies,
provide stable sources of supply, and perhaps even allow for some exports.
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Page 71. The section entitled "Consultation With Others" does not
mention that the input of those consulted was often ignored in the
drafting of the DES's and the development of RARE Il policies and
guidelines. Apparently, the decisions were wade prior to any con-
sultation, and only those remarks which fit into the policy-maker's
preconceived notions about how RARE II should be run were accepted.

Pages 73-92. The first three appendices are excellent. However,

the discussion of values of the roadless areas is incomplete in the
absence of similar appendices which review in detail the mineral poten-
tial of each individual tract.

Page 93. It is curious that the discussion of "accessibility and
distribution" fails to note that the vast majority of inventoried
roadless areas and designated wilderness areas are located far

from the nation's population centers. Especially in view of the
reliance most western states have on the public lands, and the wilder-
ness advocates’ premise that more wilderness is needed for all
Americans, the matters of accessibility and distribution deserve far
more discussion than they receive in the Draft Environmental lampact
Statement.

Pages 99-102. These tables must be expanded to include the following
additonal sectors: 01l and gas, coal, oil shale, uranium, geothermal
resources, critical minerals, industrial minerals, metallics and
intrinsic minerals.

Pages 103-105. The state-by-state "economic impact analyses’ do not
cover mineral-related impacts. This fact is not apparent to anyone
who lacks an intimate knowledge of how these analyses were developed.

Glossary. Numerous key concepts and terms used in the DES are not
included in the glossary. Examples include: ’resources" and
"reserves" (the two terms are not interchangeable); "critical
mineral”; explanations of the various terms used in the DOE assess-
ments of mineral potential; and "input-output” models.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

RMOGA agrees that the nation needs to reduce its energy consumption.
However, conservation alone is not and cannot be the answer to our energy
problem. The United States must also lease.more acreage and actively en-
courage exploration for and development of new oil and gas resources,
especially during the next 30 years, while we convert to alternative energy
gsources. Only in this manner can we reduce our dangerously high level of
oil imports.

Mr. John R. McGuire
September 26, 1978
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Wise land use decisions cannot be made in the absence of factual

tract-specific information on oil, gas and other minerals. Every decision

by the Forest Service regarding interim management for ultimate recommenda-
tions to Congress must consider the possible minerals present, the quantities
involved, methods proposed for finding and developing the deposits, and
bagic realities of mineral formation and location. The RARE 11 inventoried
roadless areas are "frontier”" areas. It is much too early to state with any
degree of certainty that specific areas do or do not have viable mineral
deposits. However, many areas do have mineral potential. These areas must
not be recommended or designated as wilderness until they have been carefully
explored and the deposits developed. These exploration-production activities
will not foreclose the wilderness option, because laws, regulations and self-
imposed industry practices will protect the land's wilderness qualities.
Wilderness designation, on the other hand, will preclude all mineral options.

For these reasons it is essential that the Forest Service let the
petroleum industry demonstrate, by actual test drilling, that the RARE I1I
lands do or do not contain oil and gas resources in the quantities estimated
by RMOGA. The only other alternative available to the Forest Service is to
immediately drop from any further wilderness consideration all inventoried
areas which RMOGA estimates have hydrocarbon potential.

In conclusion, RMOGA hopes that in carrying out your RARE L1 responsi-
bilities, you will carefully consider the important role which minerals and
the public lands play in the economies of local communities, western states
and the nation, and the serious social and economic consequences which will
inevitably flow from careless decisions on these roadless areas.

Thank you for your attention to thcse serious matters.

Sincerely,

N

— —-u—q-.-\_.‘ég.(.a..L
. George S. Dibble
Executive Vice President President

and General Manager Rocky Mountain 01l & Gas Assan.
Rocky Mountain 011 & Gas Assn.
Vice President
Husky 01l

GSD : mm
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IMPORTANT TRADE-OFF QUESTIONS

Befo: any final decisions are made on the Alaskan lands, answers to the follow-
ing ¢.estions must be found:

* What minerals and other resources are we going to be giving up? In what
quantities?

* How badly needed are these particular resources? Will they otherwise have to

be imported ? In what quantities and at vhat cost?

* How seriously will an area's wilderness quality be impaired if mineral explora-
tory and development operations are conducted? What mitigation measures are
available? To what degree can the land be reclaimed afterward and over what period
of time?

* How will mineral assessments be conducted after 1983? Can we afford to give up
the minerals that would have been discovered after 1983, had an area not been
designated as wilderness?

*  What are the social and economic consequences -~ to jobs, balance of trade, and
consumer prices -- of locking up the domestic minerals and having to rely on im-
ports or go without? Are we willing to accept these consequences?

* How large a no-development "buffer zaone" will air quality regulations place
around esch wilderness area? What additional adverse impacts will this have on
local, state and national economies?

* What will happen to the state, county and local tax base, and to what extent
will eastern and midvestern states be able to make up for these losses through
increased "payments in lieu of taxes" under the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act?

*  What will happen to privately owned lands which are surrounded by wilderness, and
how will the landowners be compensated for the loss of their lands or their access
routes to their lands?

* How much designated wilderness do we really need in view of current use patterns
for wilderness? What proportion of the RARE Il lands should be utilzed for non-
wilderness recreation and other activities which are not permitted in wilderness
areas? How much more wilderness do we need in a particular state or region?

% How will the elderly, infirm or handicapped be able to get into these wilder-
ness areas to see wildlife and scenery which do not exist in other national forest
areas?

* To what extent will ranching and grazing operations be impaired, because ranchers
will no longer be able to mend fences by mechanical means, haul equipment by truck,
install or impwove stock watering ponds, round up their herds using motorized
equipment, or even increase the size of their herds? What effect will this have

on beef prices, for example?

* low many small ranching, mining, timber cutting, 0il and other business opetra-
tions will be forced to shut down because of wilderness designations?

* 1s immediate wilderness designation really necessary to protect these lands?

o) PO. Box 435
o, Subusde 0308 Sierfing, VA 22170

Government Aetations -

Cdef of Forest Bervice

_Joh Hefuire
Vasbington,D.C. 20259

Bubject: BARE II Lends
Dear Mr. McGuire,

Oh how will we compromise ? Oh to harmonise ? Will we com-
promise sgsin snd sgain ? With these questions being brought to
the front on RARE II , we must reaccess vhat hes been taking
place. S

In 1971 the Forest Bervice implimented a progrem identfied
88 RARE I which was to identify those roadless sreas in the
United Btates with more then five thousand (5000) acres.

The Forest Bervice is in the process of their land use plans
with many al-resdy compeleted and the Renewsble Resources Act of
1974 in process with reviews every ten (10) yesrs.

In 1977 Rare II was implimented when Assistsnt Becretary
of Agriculturs, Ruppett Cutler, issued instructions to the Porest
8ervice changing the criteria of Congress's original intent when
they passed the Wilderness Preservation Act of 1964.

If lends ere designoted wilderness, sn exclusive use area,
which will not include a renewsble resource, area economies,
luaber for housing, timber revenues returned to counties, pot-
entisl mineral resoures, enery independence, wildlife, control
of insects and fire, it all adds uwp to & lost column.

Mony members of the Associations have personally visited,
reviewved, driven, and ridden over many of these sreas.
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I% s beysusd ocoxpredensicn why axyoze world vent $o put o
pioliet feace erewsd the heart of war Netieusl Fovest as they
have put ©p the Dumboe end Irom Curtain im Ghina ed Russia.

‘Oug compromise is without exceptioa; WO MORE VILBERNESS.

‘With all the Gongressionsl Lews governing the Netionsl

‘Torest Lands, we will support the Altermative B emd let the

Iend Poasgament Flen &0 whet it wvag iatened to ds.

Nerlbr—

D:I.rootor/l-ind Matters Chsiraen
United Four Vheel

Prive Associatiocns

1630 8.B. Tudor Bt.

Albany, Oregon 97321

HIMEO
18495

FILE
Western Timeer AssociaTioN 2.61251
3 211 SUTTER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CAL I-ORNIA 8410y . eptember 27
RPA program goals and protection of dependent: 1978
communities should be given major consider- -
ation In RARE 11 recc dations; we pre- |

sent our proposal.

27, 1978
File No. 2.€7251

Mr. Zane Smith

Ragional Forester
Forest Service, USDA
630 Sansaome St.

San Francisco, Ca 94111

Dear Zane:

It is our understanding that responses to the RARE II draft envir-
omrental statement should include caments on the alternatives, cri-
teria, and individual inventoried areas. The Western Timber Associa-
tion position will be provided by this letter.

Western Tinber Assoclation consists of 39 companies with mamifac-
turing operations wholly or partially deperdent on the National For-
ests of California for raw material. Our menbers provide employment
for about 20,000 people directly and contribute nearly $230 million
in payrolls armmlly,

ALTERNATIVES

Hone of the alternatives presented in the draft envirormental
statament represents ouxr position adequately. Alternative E comes
closest in terms of the maximm acreage whirh could be added reasonably
from California to meet RPA Program wilderness goals, but areas were
recamended for Wildermess in this altermative which are vitally impar-
tant to local economies and individual mills. Specifically, these are
the Little Prench Creek (5-228), Siskiyou {5-701), ard Rangaroo (5-703)
areas. In addition other areas recommended for Wilderness in Alterna-
tive E would have substantial adverse impact on existing recreational
opportunities or potential recreatiomal developments. These areas in-
clude Trataco-Hotsprings (5-013), San Mateo (5-015), Ishi (5-098) and
Sheep Mowntain (5-307).

CRITERIA

Nparently the seven criteria listed in Chapter VII will be used
in developing the final recormendation. Since this decision already
has been made, the request for public canment seems superfluous. How-
ever, we would like to offer our views on the relative importance of
each suggested criterion.

The 1975 RPA program targets should be a major consideration in
the allocation of imwentoried areas. The 2020 goal for Wildermess
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should not be excesded until other resource cutput goals in the program
are met, and then only when Wilderness benefits dbvicusly outweigh the
foregone benefits potentially avatlable fram other resource developnent
and use.

Another major consideration should be the protection of commmni-
ties dependent an National Forest resources. Such protection should
be guaranteed in the final recormmendations.

General public agreement on individual areas should not be a driv-
ing criterion in the decision process. Public participation should
serve primarily to assure full consideration by the Forest Service of
all facts amd options pertinent to the decisions to be made. The for-
mally taken positions of elected goverrmental bodies are the only cnes
appropriately considered representative of the public. The Forest Ser-
vice must atrive to achieve the goals developed or accepted by the Con-
gress by the application of professional judgement.

National issues should be considered primarily where critical min-
eral or energy supplies, or subatantial tinber volumes are found in in-
ventoried areas. The nead to advance the National econamy should be
the basic criterion, and inventoried areas needed for this purpose
should not be recammended for Wilderness.

From a phiysical siandpoint, the use of landform, ecosystem, wild-
life, amd distribution eriteria seams the most logical as they are cb-
jective and measurable. However, these should not take precedence
over meeting RPA program goals other than Wilderness, protecting de-
perdent comunities, and advancing the local econamy. The wildlife
criterion should be based on wildlife species dependent on wilderness
corditions, i.e. little luman encroachment, rather than continued use
of the totally unprofessional approach of wildlife associated in the
public mind with wildernesa. The public generally does not understand
which wildlife species need wilderness conditions. In reality, none
of the s0 called wilderness species need classified Wilderness Areas.
They do quite well, for example, in timber harvest areas where haman
entrance is rehued after harvesting.

The Wilderness Attribute Ratings should be used to identify high
quality areas but they should not be the basis for the final recurmen—
da

The decision criteria also should consider the existing Wilder—
ness System and the extent to which other Pederal lands may contribute
o the system.

The National Grasslamds should not be considered for incluaion
in the Wilderness System.

AREA RECOMMENDATIONS

Our recammendations for disposition of specific inventories areas

*will be found on the attached table. These recctmendations and the
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accampanying comments are based on information received from our mem-

bers or cooperating groups. 1In all cases it was provided by local peo-

pt:.:, primarily professional foresters, who had personal knowledge of
areas.

Areas not listed should be considered as having a norwilderness
recamendation. All areas which we believe would be appropriate ad-
ditions to the Wilderness Preservation System or those areas where
further planning would be helpful have been listed. 1In summary, we
recommend inclusion of about 93,000 acres in Wilderness, 175,000 acres in
further plarning, and 5,959,400 acres in norwilderness.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the RARE 1T
decision process and hope that the information provided and the views
expressed herein will be given consideration appropriate to the peo—
ple represented.

Sincerely,
Geor . &aﬂgj
Execulive Vice Pres t
GAC:hr ’
Attachment
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Wilder- Norwild- Further Bourdary
Planning Adjustment

Ramarks

Klamath

$ix Rivzres

Shasta-
Trinity

National

5-N69 Tam Martin
5-070 Kelsey
5~068 Johnson
5-N67 frider
5-702 Indian Creek
5-703 Kangaroo
704 Condrey Mtn.
5-074 lortugese
5-081 Russian
5-077 Snoozer
5079 Orleans Mt,

5-701 Siskiyveu X

5-248 Monkey
5-707, N.Fk.Smith
5-252 Salt Creek
5-309 Mt. lassic
310 pilot Creec:
5308 Board Camp
5-250 North Fork
5-251 Soldier
5-247 Kelly

5-237 Underwood

5$-222 Cow Creek

5-221 Chinquapin

228 Little French Creek
5-230 Kettle Mtn.

5-2]9 Castle Crags

5-233 Pattison

5-229 Mt. Eddy

5~231 Mt. Shasta X

5-227 Cast Girard
5-238 West Girard

S-141 Thatchexr

5-140 Elk Creak

5-280 Skeleton Glade
5-145 Big Butte-Shinbome
5-139 Thames Creek

5137 Wilderness Contiquous

5144 Snow Mountain X

Area Area
No. Name

MIAHAMARA;MIM MM MR MMM MR M DM KN X 3D N DN X e

wilder- Norwild-

Further Boundary
ness  _emess Plamning Adjustment

Pluras

5098 Ishi
5-093 Wild Cattle Mtn.
5-096 Heart M.

5-094 Cub Creek

5-100 Butte Mtn.

5-099 Chips Creek

5-168 Bucks Lake
5-170 Grizzly Peak
5~172 West Yuba

5-261 Granite Chief
5-259 Duncan Canyon
5-262 N.Fk.American
§-265 NFK MFK American
5-264 East Yuba

5-260 Grouse Lakes
5901 Bald Mtn.

5-024 Salt Springs
5-982 Dardenelles
5-023 Pyramid

Stanislaus 5-256 North Mountain

Sierra

5~258 Tuwolume River
5~810 Cherry Lake

5-811 Bell Meadow
5-812 Waterhouse
5-813 Eagle

5~814 Dame

5-815 Night

5-986 Carsan—Iceberg

5-985 Raymond Peak
5255 Mt. Reba

5-047 San Joaquin

HRI MMM I MR MM MMM MMM IM MMM RO MM
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All areas listed for the Klamath National
Forest have substantial timber resources
and are critical to dependent cammmnities,

Allocate in accordance with attached plan.

All areas needed to sustain tirmber depervient
ocamunities.

Areas 250, 251 include private ranches.

N

Neaded to support tinber deperdent cormmitien

XOrt. dependant

233m1ta1nsneddmmqaeb1edearwintar

Devalopable ski ares also much timber in 229

Implement F.5.proposal less 400 acres for
aki area relocation for 231

Genarally low quality areas with mxh privats
).arﬂ.i.r::l.ul-‘.'llnzﬂadzaﬂ

All areas nesdsd to support tirber depandent
canmmities in the area; most ars used now

by ORV enthusiasts.

Create wildarness as in proposed Altarna-
tive VI of the Wilderness stidy for 144.

Ramarks

Extensive ORV use with roads present in
5-098, Ishi.

5-261,Granite Chief, put area south of ORV
closure lina into norwilderness; balance
to further plaming: potential ski site.

All remining areas qa\ara.uy low quauty
for Wilderness with overriding
recreational values.

Contains needed timber.

wWater development site in 258.

Too small; not a good addition to Emigrant
wilderness.

Contains needed timber.

Area too small and low quality.

Area west of Alpine County line to norwild-
emess to make needed timber available;
mimermfurﬁupmmim

Contains needed timber

mnmimpotzxmlakisitemﬂoﬂntm
reational opportmities.

InyoparﬂmmﬂenstofNPkSanqutﬁn

further plarning; area west of N.Fk.
SmJoaqu:.nmNaw:leenma Area has
substantial timber volume needed by de-
pendent conmmities.
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Mr. John R, McGuire

Chief, Forest Service

Yooy Diviion U.S. Department of Agriculture
1 Hansen P.O. Box 2417 .
Domager Washington, D.C. 20013

IBATY SEUTH 861-S

E E mpm-m Dear Chief McGuire:
a Somnsbird Corporation
Z Kauler The Western Regional Council, a coalition of chief
a:‘_“'ﬂ'"“"" executive officers of major companies operating in the Intermountain
MMM MMM MRKRNK MM XRRNH Seyphy Compony West, recently contracted for a nationwide public opinion survey
‘f‘,__“’,‘,‘:":"m on the attitudes of Americans toward the use of publicly owned
?::I‘):.a lands, WRC believed that such a broadly based sampling of
E w meph A, MeElmaln public opinion was essential on this critical issue to avoid having
< ] " Presdens the public comment process dominated by the voices of special
_I. w g wwm interests, This letter and the attachments include the results of the
~ L Parson survey. They are being submitted formally for the record of the
n X B et Coumpany _!_lga.ci_l‘g_s_sflr’e_a"}'{'eview and Evaluation process presently ongoing
E J. Wolke within the Forest Service.
5§ 2:"...";32.;...4. The individual companies that compose the Western
" 1maes C. Wikson Regional Council have worked actively to assist in the RARE Il and
o N Eﬂ::,’.,m BLM review processes since their initiation. As developers and
E Eﬁ' 8 s:& E‘Y,m users of the natural resources primarily within the public lands
En % - "" states, WRC member companies have been actively involved with
E 'g’ F 55 FHCLRS wilderness issues. While recognizing that the public supports
E alvia L. Rampton preserving the environment and curbing industrial pollution, WRC
g i § E gE -ﬂ""s"_l::"! believes that the public must better understand wilderness and the
gﬁ- E EEEEQ -m- restrictions placed on lands so designated.
EE N M cevetary-Treasurer
F-E' g g ¢ St Coppet We are particularly concerned with determining the
8 B E S E Carparstion public’'s attitude with respect to the trade-offs between preserving
% g é the environment and improving the nation's economy. Furthermore,
3 a. as users of the public land, we recognize the necessity of the public
Poibil
; T g g
A
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understanding our committment to environumentally sound management
and development of public lands. Thus, the survey is important -
because the present procedures established in the RARK Il process
do not represent general public opinion but in fact reflect spacial
interesis, be they those of private companies or environmental
organizations,

The WRC, therefore, sponsored the enclosed survey
in an attempt to provide broader public opinion to the Forest Service
and to provide guidelines to WRC companies as they continue to
plan and make development decisions, Moreover, WRC recognized
that polling conducted for our group must provide an unbiased and
representative sample of broad based public viewpoints. To
provide such an unbiased and statistically accurate final submission,
WRC contracted for the survey with Yankelovich, Skelly & White,
a professional and respected public opinion research firm based
in New York City. Summary comments reflecting results of the
survey (ollo.'-v:

1. The American public is deeply committed to the
environment and already enjoys the benefits of many of the natioa's
outdoor resources, However, the survey demonstrates that improving
the economy is clearly of equal or greater concern. In allocating
which factors should be given the greatest consideration in mai:ing
government land use designations, it is clear that the general public is
not willing to accept the trade-offs that are inherent in resource
allocation. While 79% and 78% respectively felt that it was very
important that preserving wildlife and protecting the landscape and
natural diversity of the land be given consideration, 76% felt that
it was important to consider the development of our natural resources
and the making of the United States more independent of foreign
energy sources, Yet when asked the ultimate trade-off question
as to which factors should be given priority in deciding the use of
public lands, improving the economy was clearly of greater concern
than preserving the environment. When asked if the development of
the natural resources on the federal lands is essential to the
curbing of inflation, lessening the dependence on foreign sources
of energy, creation of more jobs and keeping down the cost of
housing, 75-80% of those surveyed stronply agreed that such
development is essential to solving such problems.

Mr, John R. McGuire
Page Three
September 29, 1978

2. The public's understanding of wilderness is far
from clear, While 35% of the respondents indicated that they
visited a wilderness area within the last year, 53% stated that
developed campgrounds and sanitary facilities were permitted
within wilderness areas. Forty-seven percent felt that developed
recreational activities such as skiing were allowed. Forty-one
percent felt that harvesting trees for lumber and housing was
permitted within wilderness areas. This clearly indicates that
there is some confusion about what activities are permitted within
legislatively designated wilderness areas.

3. One of the issues that is of critical importance to
business interests and public land users in the Intermountain West
is protection of rights to search for and discover mineral resources,
As you are aware, energy companies have stressed the national
policy implications of closing goverament-owned land to development
before it is known whether or not such land contains resources
that are important to the economic well-being of the natioa.
Fifty-nine percent of the public agree that it would be wrong to
limit access to government-owned land befoze it is known whether
or not the land contains such resources and 74% rejectéd the idea
that there is no need to develop government-owned lands and/or
to explore for nmatural resources.

4, As stated, one principal objective in conducting
this survey is to determine the public's confidence in industry to
proceed with development in an environmentally sound manner and
to reclaim public land afterwards. While 57% felt that industry,
if allowed to use the land, will live up to their legal obligations to
reclaim it, this clearly is not enough. It demonstrates that we as an
jndustry must continue to improve our relations with the public and
make every effort to inform them of our environmental operations
and likewlse to inform them of the various environmental laws that
have been passed within the recent years requiring industry to
operate in a more environmentally sound manner, Our ongoing
efforts in this area, as a result of this survey, will continue to be
the highest priority.

In summary, we believe the study clearly shows that a
large majority of the public recognizes the need of industry to
explore for and develop resources on public lands as a means of
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maintaining a healthy and active economy. In this regard, we cannot
overemphasize the importanae that public attitudes as reflected

in the nationwide survey should play in détermining the allocation
and establishment of priorities in the future use of the public

lands within th.e western states. In this sense, we hope this

survey will be of benefit to the Forest Service, to the BLM and,
ultimately, to the Congress. )

in additioa to this letter, we are providing a copy of
the memorandumn prepared by Yankelovich, Skelly & White for

" the Western Regional Council, the questionnaire used in the survey,

and the complete printout of results. We hope the Forest Service
angd other interested groups will analyze this dita and arrive at
conclusions similar to our own.

Respectfully submitted,
L]

. , r.g}me'fg' wnso{(//a-""\

..~” For the Boatd of Trustees

‘RUSTEES

t
he Board

Tiger

. ppet Corporstion

Cempany
ch

Guson

Porstina -

1President

t Company

surer

Western Regional Council

The Western Regional Council is a coalition of western
business interests organized to provide a common voice

in the business community in the Intermountain West.

Its membership, composed of chief executive officers of
corporations doing business within the mountain states,
seeks to establish a balanced view point between economic
developrent and ecological preservation. Its objective

is to recommend policies to national, state and local
governments which will enhance the guality of life of the
people of the intermountain region recognizing the need
for a safe and clean environment in which to live as well
as the need for a healthy and active economy. The Council
works to promote maximum freedom of business and industry
in the conducting of their affairs consistent with the well
being of the community as a whole, and provides a forum

for the resolution of busines#s and industry problems on

a regiongl basis.

Since its inception in September, 1977, the Western
Regional Council has contributed to the development of
a diverse range of issues. Through its efforts, a high
terrain variance to the 1977 Amendments to the Clean: Air
Act was achieved, providing for a more reasonable
approach to the attainment of clean air in the high
altitudes of the western mountain states. Additionally,
the Council has prepared numerous issue papers on coal,
wilderness, mining law reform, water, Federal Indian
policy, copper stockpile legislation, the development
of oil shale, and regulatory reform. Papers on Federal
Coal Leasing Policy and National Park Wilderness are
presently under preparation.

The Council has worked closely with the Western Governors
on copper stockpile legislation, Indian. policy, the
development of "new source performance standards" to the
Clean Air Act, and through the Westcrn States Water
Council, has helped develop the western region's response
to the Carter Administration's Water Policy Review. Also,
with the Western States Water Council, the Western
Regional Council has worked towarl an attempt by the
Western states to quantify federal reserved rights.



8LL-A

()
Y

s

Western Wood Products Association

1500 Yeon Builing  Poriand Qrenon 97204 Area Code 50372243930

September 28, 1978

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief
Forest Service, U.S.D.A.
P. 0. Box 2417

wWashington, D. C. 20013.

Subject: Comment on the RARE 11 Draft Environmental Statement
June 15, 1978

Dear g.;é,&:uire:

Western Wood Products Association is a regional organization of lumber producers
in the Western United States. Our members and grading subscribers produce ap-
proximately 45 percent of the softwood lumber production in this nation. The
industry members that we represent are wholly or partially dependent upon the
continued availability of national forest timber. Further, these member firms
are made up of individual people who rely heavily upon the national forest
system for their personal and community economic well-being, their water

supply and their outdoor recreation opportunities.

The general feeling of our membership regarding the total RARE II process and
the Draft Environmental Statement can best be summed up this way: The RARE II
process must be completed equitably, decisively and expeditiously. Most of
the areas involved in the subject inventory have been studied and kept in a
state of suspension far too long. The Forest Service has the knowledge and
professional expertise necessary to proceed with the management of these
lands. We feel that strong direction is needed from the leadership of the
Forest Service to stop all this travail and start doing the job of providing
the greatest benefits to the greatest number of people in the long run.

The Draft Environmental Statement has many weaknesses primarily in three
general ways: 1. Organization of format. 2. Lack of consistency.
3. Clarity of expression and omissions.

The net result is a programmatic statement and supplements that are not well
understood by most people who are concerned enough to make the effort to read
them. However, in recognition of the fact that the task is monumental within
the necessary time frame and that the documents are, after all just a draft
statement, we believe that the Forest Service is complying with NEPA and
other laws - at least up until this point in time.

t2e$1 SERVICE
RICZIVED
(IR

PRODUCIAS
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If there is a present gap in this project between the law and Forest Service
performance, it is in the compelling need to conduct RARE 1I more in conformance
with the Resources Planning Act. In this regard we are referring to the ac-
countability and land use planning coordination aspects which need to be
greatly strengthened. Please understand that our emphasis on RPA does not
imply any "whole cloth” endorsement of the 1975 Program Goals pursuant to the
Act. Ve are firmly convinced that the present timber program is based upon

an assessment that is unrealistically conservative and also that the wilderness
goal of 25 to 30 million acres is higher than this country can afford in view
of other certain demands that will require more intensive use of much of this
land to benefit greater numbers of people.

As the RARE 11 issue has been discussed there has been much unjustified
criticism of the Forest Service because the DES Alternatives presented tend
to reflect the obvious need to satisfy a significant share of strong and
steadily increasing commodity needs of this nation. The Forest Service is
not displaying any antiwilderness bias. Any rational analysis of future
demands upon the remaining roadless national forest land base will reflect
the ever strengthening need for the optiminum outputs of goods and services
that these lands can produce in perpetuity.

Last year you directed the Experiment Station to conduct a study testing the
theory of Kurt Kutay' that reallocation of roadless area development funds to
intensive management would replace potential harvest losses from withdrawal of
those areas. That study by Roger Fight et. al. (1978) clearly disproves Kutay's
contention and the subsequent partial economic analysis of Randal O'Toole which
was based upon Kutay's work. It is time to stop all this nongensical academic
exercise about having substantial limited use tradeoffs and still satisfying

a fair measure of all other public demands simultaneously. It is not possible.

Quite obviously the trend of the future must be the reverse of special areas
for limited use such as wilderness. Plainly, there is no great pool of land
anywhere in this country that remains to be “allocated.” The unprofessional
and irresponsible release of erroneous RARE II update RPA baseline data last
week hit a new low in communications that is making it very difficult, if not
impossible for most publics to understand our national renewable resource
situation in relation to the roadless areas. The timing of the release one
week before the close of the RARE IT comment period makes it appear that the
Forest Service is attempting to influence the outcome of its own public
involvement exercise.

Now that much debate on RARE 1I has taken place it is clear that a "preferred”
alternative should have been presented in the Draft Environmental Statement.
The absence of a proposed action has made it difficult for many concerned
citizens to focus on the issue and therefore provide the Forest Service with
meaningful input. The net effect of this passive decision was to accelerate

*Kurt Kutay, "Oregon Economic Impact Assessment of Proposed Wilderness
Legislation”™, April 1977.

@’ Western Wood Products Associalion
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polarization toward hard bargaining positions and to erode public confidence
in the Forest Service as a professional land managing agency. It is of the
utmost importance that the final environmental statement make clearly under-
standable and specific recommendations as to which lands should be included
in the National Wilderness Preservation System and which lands should be
immediately avallable for nonwilderness uses. Recommendations of specific
areas to be studied further should be justified on an individual baSLS in
the final statement ana kept to an absolute minimum extcnt i nd
land area.

extent in

The DES has some other shortcomings which should be corrected in the final
environmental statement:

1. Economic and social impacts in the DES should have been presented
on an individual area and multi-county unit basis.

2. The range of alternatives presented was inadequate as evidenced
by emerging wilderness lobby and commodity group alternatives.
Thore mast certainly should have been an alternative which would
have clearly expressed potential and programmed resource outputs
with wilderness consirained at the miniwum RPA goal of 25 million
acres.

3. The potential benefits of program emphasis on developed site
recreation should have been thoroughly illustrated and descrlbed

in the DES =g that nonwildern
in the DPES so that nonwilderne

their own best interests.

4. Commercial forast land that was placed in “deferred” category
during RARE I should have been considered in the DES as a resource
tradeoff on potential wilderness classifications to truly reflect
opportunity costs that would be experienced.

We are concerned with the manner in which the Forest Service has EFFIUECH\.\‘}
RARE 11. There is too narrow a focus concentrating upon wilderness values
at the expense of all other values. Wilderness is a multiple use only to
the extent that it is the highest and best use for a specific area and in
balance and harmony with all other rescurce uses for which there is public
demand and sustainable supply. It is patently silly and dogmatic to insist
that wilderness is a multiple use just because the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act of 1960 states that wilderness is consistent with the purposes

of that Act. 1If the Forest Service considers inputs that simply state a
preference for "multiple use" to be unresponsive, a considerable bias will
be imposed on the analysis of public comments. It should be obvious that
many people are not aware of the legal distinction being drawn here and it
should be equally obvious that when people write the Forest Service support-

ing "multiple use,” they don't mean wilderness. The Forest Service needs

el
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to do a better job of public education so that various publics will under-
stand the legalities but midway through a public involvement program is
not the time to start.

It has also become apparent during the course of RARE II that the Forest

Service has changed emphasis in thelr approach to wilder

ss diversity.
Early on there was some token recognition of what other federal lands were
likely to contribute toward "rounding out the System."™ Now, efforts seem
to be redirected toward a new goal of making the national forest contribution

to the total System as diverse as possible regardless of the characteristics
of other federal lands certain to be included

not stop at the forest boundary. Extensive areas of the federal lands are
destined to be included and they should be considered part of the total
picture. Also, inventoried RARE II roadless areas of types that are known
to be overrepresented in the existing Wilderness System should be dropped
from further consideration for wilderness even though they may be otherwise
suitable for inclusion.

Forest Seyvice vision gheuld

riteria presented the ac

a chievement of 1975 RPA targets
placed first and rlqhtly so because this is of the utmost importance to
the success of the entire Forest Service Program. As was indicated earlier
in this letter, we do not necessarily agree with the goal levels of the
Program - particularly the wilderness goal which is too high even though
the Forest Service termed it "moderate” in the last assessment. What con-
cerns us most is the inappropriate emphasis on overachieving the wilderness
targets when all other resource systems are barely approaching the lower
levels indicated in the Program. The illogic of the situation is that
inflation of the Wilderness goal will impede realization of all the other
goals. It seems so incongruous for a public agency with a multiple use
charter and mandate to be so intent upon frustrating their own mission

by this fixation on the dominant use of Wilderness.

1 saven decision

The second criteria intended for use in making these crucial decisions
involves the concept of "consensus.™ 1ldealistic, but of very little real,
practical value. It is axiomatic that any question raised for public dis-
cussion will be debated. The Forest Service is well aware that contro-

versies concerning the limited use of public lands have been going on for

generations - longer than the Service itself. We think that this "decision
criteria” should not be used at all in RARE 11 because it will tend to post-
pone decision making on controversial areas (most of them). Also, this
criterion will lend nothing toward the disposition of those few noncontro-
versial areas which should be obvious where there is nothing worth debhating.
The Forest Service has a difficult problem of proprieties in the solicitation
and use of public comments since their responsibilities are not political in
nature but professional and properiy so. The marching orders of the Forest
Service come from laws passed by Congress and signed by the President rather
than from straw polls.

LR
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ity stability and employment are obligations of the Forest Service to
citizens who live within the sphere of influence of the national forest

system - and this includes everyone in the Western United States. This means

that these economic and social considerations are decision criteria of the

utmost importance. We are very concerned that the significance of this

criterion is being minimized by economic theorists in the Forest Service as

I expressed to you in my letter of August 24, 1978 (copy attached hereto).

National issues involving high potential resources are exceedingly valuable
for use as decision criteria and should be fully utilized within the context
of the RPA program and augmented by all of the latest available information
on supply, demands and national policies.

While variety is a valid consider

ation in adding land to the NWPS it ap-
parently does not deserve the high priority of some of the other criteria
mentioned. The public response in Phase I of Rare 11 reflected general lack
of interest in these land characteristic factors. No doubt there would have
been less interest shown if more publics were apprised of the extensive repre-
sentation of ecosystems and landform already set aside in existing research
natural areas, geologic and scenic areas, botanical areas, parks of all juris-
dictions and wilderness areas. Generally, scientists shun wilderness areas
for research purposes because of the lack of efficient access and constraints
upon installation of man-made devices. In fairness, it should be added that
social scientists are an exception since wilderness makes opportunities to
study human behavior in isolation from man's ordinary environments. West
of the 100th Meridian accessibility to existing wilderness is very good in
most states and should not be a consideration. The most inappropri
element contained in this criterion is the approach to wildlife in wilderness.
It is generally conceded among knowledgeable people that there are virtually
no species of wildlife truly dependent upon classified wilderness as managed
by the Forest Service. Some species of animals and plants are sensitive to
certain kinds of human induced disturbance of their habitat but these situ-
ations are manageable if recognized without wilderness classification of the
subject area. Indeed, most wildlife habitat and populations can be enhanced
by positive management measures which are inhibited or prohibited by the im-
position of formal Wilderness upon the land inquestion. The idea of giving
serious consideration to recommending areas for wilderness because of the
presence of wildlife which the "public” perceives to be associated with some
vague wilderness image is like stepping through the Looking Glass. This
approach opens up whole new worlds of Never Never Land where an entire
system can be conjured up based upon a Forest Service dream of what your
social scientists think that the illusory "public" thinks. Let us leave

this mystical realm to the tarot card readers.

te

The Wilderness Attributes Rating System is a secondary criterion which may

be of some assistance in confirming that a few very high or low quality
areas should or should not be recommended for Wilderness designation. It
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seems to us that WARS is far too arbitrary and undefinitive to be of much
use with the bulk of the inventoried areas which have a multitude of complex
values hanging in the balance. WARS is partlcularly weak to the extent that
the system incorporates the variety factors discussed in the preceeding
paragraph of this lettar.

aragr lett.

The Forest Service rightfully relegates grasslands to a low priority as
a decision criterion. Unless the RARE Il process can identify some truly
unique area for consideration, the grasslands should be totally excluded
Erom further consideration as wilderness. Probahly whatever unique area
may be found would be better set aside in a research natural area. The
BLM and Park Service wilderness review processes probably will consider

deserts, prairie and other rangeiands adequateiy.

There are many important decision criteria which should be employed in
forming a proposed action in the final environmental statement that are
not incorporated in the seven criteria that the Forest Service indicates
in the DES that are to be used. No doubt the responses to the DES will
suggest many good criteria that should be used so here are just a few of
our suggestions: 1. The greatest good for the greatest number in the
long run paraphrases the essence of Forest Service policy since the in-
ception of the organization. This concept is as valid as ever and goes
to the heart of these roadless area questions. - Recommendations by the
Forest Service for areas of limited use that preclude the realization of
other valuable public benefits must be done with great care and sparingly.
2. Only areas with unique features that are of National Significance
should be recommended for Wilderness which is a National System. Areas
that arc not unique or are types similar to existing Wilderness should
not be recommended. 3. Highest and best use of the land. It is the
duty of the Forest Service pursuant to the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield
Act of 1960 to be stewards of this land in public trust in a manner which

will provide the optimum sustainable yield of public benefits.

The ten alternatives presented in the DES are of very limited utility in
promoting public understanding of the issues involved in RARE 11 or in
aiding reviewers to respond. As was mentioned before, there should have
been a Forest Service preferred alternative in the DES as well as an
alternative which held wilderness to the minimum 1975 RPA Program target.

Alternative A is not a bad choice except that “"No Action” would have been
better expresscd as "No further RARE II" with the land management planning
process to proceed on schedule to resolve these land use issues on a planning
unit basis firmly tied to achievement of all the 1975 RPA Program goals.
Perhaps in view of all the litigation, appeals and administrative vacillation
of today, this is no longer a viable alternative but that was the way the
system was intended to work in the first place. It may well have succeeded
with stronger direction and support from Forest Service leadership. RARE II
has the potential for turning into a delaying rather than an expediting
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approach and it will take all of the power that the Forest Service and the
Secretary of Agriculture can muster to prevent this from happening.

Alternative B sounds unreasonable because it states that all inventoried
roadless lands be barred from further wilderness consideration. Actually
this aiterpative is not extreme when consideration is given to the fact
that the low 1975 RPA wilderness target would be satisfied if less than
one million acres were added to the NWPS from the RARE 11 inventory. That
comes very close to being no withdrawals when 1/62 of the total inventory
1s taken for Wilderness. Please recall that we did not agree that 25-30
~ EY *h,

4ust & "moderate" withdraw
uly just a "moderate” wit ¥

Alternative C and Alternative D are both unacceptable because their wilderness
recommendations exceed RPA goals when combined with existing wilderness and
Administration approved proposals. Also they both leave far too much land
in the category of "further planning." Essentially these two alternatives

are merely meaningless computer games without basis in facts.

Basically Alternative E has a fairiy good general confiquration in that it
seems possible to meet RPA targets and strike a balance with a minimum of
areas left in the "further planning” category. However, the tentative al-
location of areas to be recommended for wilderness is unacceptable under
this Alternative, particularly in the State of Washington.

Alternative P is objectionable on the grounds that wilderness variety
characteristics are grossly overweighted and the number and extent of
areas relegated to "further planning” are completely unacceptable.
Alternative G by on with C, D, F, H,
improvement in its generul configuration because of the relatively smaller
“"further planning” area. The level of wilderness recommendatjions exceeds
even the highest 1975 RPA target for that resource and the allocation of
vital timber and mineral lands render this alternative unacceptable in
every state with major RARE 1l area inventories. This alternative also
overemphasizes wilderness variety characteristics to a ridiculous extreme
far exceeding the values of such considerations.

and I ies somewvhat of an

Alternative H overrates the least significant and most artificial of all
wilderness attributes devised in this largely conjectural analysis -~
wildlife. It is a small wonder how wildlife considerations have been
twisted around in this process from Phase I when opportunities for habitat

management were considered to be a reason for not establishing wildernmess.

Alternative H has some elements of realism due to the accommodatlon of
more exercise of judgment by the Forest Servide Regions which will be a
necessary ingredient in the final proposed action but it is not acceptable
because wilderness is heavily overemphasized.

m Western Wnad Products Assnriatinn
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Mr. John McGuire
September 28, 1978
Page 8

Alternative ! hag tha

di in y all of the
faults of Alternatives C-H in one pac age. It exceeds the 1975 RPA
wilderness targets. It relegates an unjustifiable amount of land to the
nondecision category of “further planning.® It is without justification
in the context of demand and supply of all nonwilderness national forest
resources and is just plain terrible.

digtin

Alternative J is necessary to present some idea of the magnitude of public

vaiues that couid be wasted by classification of extensive areas of Wilderness

from the RARE 1I inventory. As a possible course of action, this alternative
is absurd and the backlash from implementation of any alternative close to
"J" could ultimately lead to abolishment of the existing Wilderness System.
of our basic comments on the DES. Our members
have responded wlth detailed site specific comments on each of the roadless
areas that concern us - and this includes practically every area. HNow we
can only hope that your computer doesn't blow more than a couple of fuses

in processing the responses to this most ambitious public involvement ex-
ercise ever attempted by the Forest Service

Wwa hona that tha arainst

We hope that the project
generates more light than heat and comes forth with positive recommendations
for all of the RARE II lands that will allow the management of the National

Forest System to go forward in an orxderly and efficient manner.

Sincerely, _z ho

il

L4 4 C o A
R. M. Fredsall
Director, Resources

<m
Enclosure
cc: Members of Congress
Assistant Secretary Agriculture Rupert Cutler

Regional Foresters
Resources and Enviromnment Committee

m Western Wood Products Assaciation
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Conserva tion Canmittee

National Speleological Society, Inc.

1036 Winchester
Alhambra, CA 91803

Mr, John R. McGuire

U. F. Forzst Service
P.O. Box 2h17
Washington, D,C. 20013

Dear Mr. Moluire,

The National Speleological Society would like
to express its disappointment with the Forest
dervice's RAKE II process. Our de facto wildermess
areas are too precious to o.r country and its people
to be considered and ewaluated in haste. The large
amount of area proposed as nomsilderness and the
small amount of aress proposed Uor further planning
in each of the altermatives is umacceptable., e all
need more time to properly evaluate these areas.

Consgequently, the NuS believes a very strong
showing of public agreement should be required
bafore any area is designated non~-wiliderness. Once
such a desipiation is made, we may not be able to
reconsider. We must make the correct decision the
first time,

We also bellieve no area should be eliminatad
frem wilderness considera‘ion unlass development of
the area is shown to be unguastinonably necassary to
meet existing national an- local needa.

The Resource Planning Act wilderness goals are
insdequate, Wildarnass is one of our most preciius
resources. The NSS has an interest in ahova ground
wilderness as it is the best means of protecting our
karst lands and the underground resources which
underlie them. We ask that the Forest Service
set tneir sites higher. Arbitrary upper ceilings
on the amount of wilderness we need is i-appropriate
as well,

Wa also question the use of the "Wilderness
Attribute Rating Systzm™., The systiem presents too
many individual biagea. The members of the NSS
urge that tha so-called "wildernass attributes®
do not carry preater weight than the opinions ex-
pressed by the American people concerning their
wildarness areas, Too often valuable wildernass re-

2 ss

sources, like tnose found underground in caves
ignored with this system. o

Finally, we would like to proteut the exclusi
of the Nstional Speleolofical Dgciety from Zhel;:;gn
of rational organizations involved in RARZ IT. We
hgpe in the future to e included on your mailing
list, Thoupgh we are a national organization with
mamt_)ers in every state, we received only som2 of the
regional supplements,

Because we did not have all the sup~l:ments and
due to the short time we had to review the proposals
we did receive, our review of RARE II is not complete
We hope in the future to receive all the maberi.all :
av_nilnble with the othor nationmal orpanizat:ons.

Sincerely,
—riei,s A e e
Touise D, Hose

Hational Speleological Society
Member, Conservation Committee



