
APPENDIX V - SELECTED LETTERS 

Selected letters received in response to the RARE II Draft mvironmental State- 
ment are reprinted in this appendix. Letters 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 opportunityto seehow others responded tothedraft statement. 
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Department of Ener 
Washington, D.C. 2 r 585 SEP 15s7Q 

. . .:.. . : 

Honorable N. 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 V.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 (DOE) has 
refined its statement of interest in the energy resource 
potential of the RARE-II tracts in an effort to minimize 
the conflict behreen energy resource development and wilder- 
new. To accomplish this, we have estimated the extent of 
energy resources, established priorities for tracts of interest 
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 energy 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 WA staff shows that there may be significant 
conflicts between wilderness designation and future geothermal 
energy development in a number of tracts. WE is continuing 
to assess new information which could affect the resource 
assessment and ranking of the tracts. For example, there is a 
subetantial amunt of new WE data on uranium resources vhich 
is still under review. If subsequent discoveries or analyses 
result in any changes in the rankings now provided, we will of 
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 - 
deciding which tracts must be set aside for oil and gas develop- 
ment - has heretofore been exacerbated by an administrative 
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decision of the Forest Service to not allow the site in*!cstiga- 
tion necesdary to make an informed decisicn. WE: is therefore 
extrrmely concerned both that the acreage of high potential 
for cil and gas not be irrevocably corrs;.itted to wilderness and 
that a statutory program be established to guarantee the 
development of the necessary information for an informed 
decision on designation of these tracts. 

DDE is encouraged by your initial response to our presentation 
of a proposal to resolve this conflict. In the coming weeks, 
we wish to pursue this cooperative solution with you. 

Enclosure 
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Sincerely, 

L5ijihd~~ 

I 



United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRFTARY 
WASHINCTVN. D.C. 10140 

ER-78/566 

now2 lm 

Hr. John R. HcGuire 
Chief. Forest Service 
Depariment 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 National 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 outstandine mineral riahts whose cost is an 

’ . estimated $5 million. F&her, the e‘ifect 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 imvacts needs to be addressed - 
for all of the-lands allocated'to wilderness involving G 
Indian claims or dependence. For example, some designations2 
may limit treaty and other rights on portions of the Nation+ 
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 

z- -. 

planned or potential industrial developments. 
.-.: 

-I 

We urge that the Forest Service consider cultural resources:.V 
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 (2501 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 so 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. 

I 1 I I I I 
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Hanagement of wildlife habitat . . . . ̂ _^ to timber management decisivrls 
has traditionally 
on Forest Service 

been secondary 
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. I" fact, 
effect. 

such treatment generally produces the opposite 
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 

This 
non- 

wilderness areas, and the areas for further study. 
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 credibility of the 
Service will be in doubt. The public is anxious to see some 
definitive answers as a result of RARE II. 

4cerQ9, 

Dsw~ Larry E. tleierotto 
%.':I-:'t:t' SECRETARY 

Enclosures 

I I 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPDRTATION 
wAsnl?Groly. D.C. 20590 

Mr. John R. HcGuire 
Chief, Forest Servile 
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 interfete 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 orooosed 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 
araoosed facilities which mav be located within the specific r--s--- ~~ ~~~~ 
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, (2021426-8937. 

2 

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 
reouirements for future navisation aids. we believe the 
legislative proposals for any wilderness areas recormnended 
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 designited 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 __,, 1 
as a result of a wilderness designation, particularly the _, 
possibility of precluding transportation improvements on 
existing or proposed corridors through, as well as to, wilder; 

_ r 

ness areas, should be addressed from State and National -,- 
perspectives. Prior to designating specific new wilderness :iiL ._,. 
areas, we suggest that the appropriate State highway agency -?.. :. 
be contacted to assure that no new roadway facilities are l.-.*z 
underway in that particular area. A road "corridor" should ?: 
be defined as an indefinite strip of land encompassing a 

_ -'.V 

roadway generally within a one-mile band. This would permit T.-., 
the appropriate relocation or reconstruction of facilities . 
where needed with due regard for safety, capacity, and 
environmental impacts. 2 

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 l/2, Section 16; S l/2, Section 17; E l/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. 
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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 II study and potential wilderness 
designation for roadless areas may have significant impacts 
upon transportation facilities. 
in the project, 

Because of our strong interest 
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 Wr. Joseph Canny, 
Division, 

Chief, Environmental Analysis 
at (2021426-4357 to set up such a meeting. We 

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

. Sincerelv. fl . 

Enclosure 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. ZNM) 

29 SEP 1978 

Mr. John McGuire 
Chief, Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Mr. McGuire: 

Pursuant to our responsibilities under Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act (CAAl 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 RARB II process include: 

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

0 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 

I I 
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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 67-681, 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 designation to prevent costly 
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 PARE II process is 
a particularly significant opportunity to maintain undegraded 
environments that are currently of high quality. In 
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 soms 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 belief that the economic criterion used needs to 
adeouately demonstrate the economic necessity for and 
feasibility of removing roadless areas from wilderness 
consideration. The economic analvsis presented in the 
DEIS does not adequately uttuDnstrate 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,Jnding to increasing 
wilderness demands over the long term. 
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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. 

EPA has several concerns over the PARE II effort as it is 
being integrated into the National Environmental Policy 
Act (HEPA) process. We question whether public notice of supplemer 
information which has been developed to improve inadequacies 
in the DEIS is sufficient to meet the intent of NEPA for public 
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. 

: 
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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 Federal 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. 

Office of Federal Activities (A-1041 

Enclosure 
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EPA's Detailed Comments on 
the Forest Service Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS) "Roadless Area Review and Evaluation, 
PARE 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 II 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 olannino orocess 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 quality 
impact associated with forest management activities is stream 
sedimentation (U.S.D.A. Forest Service. 19771. 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, 19741. Of various type5 of 
land disturbance, road construction has generally been linked 
mostly closely vith 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 6 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 1960'8, 
in which accelerated erosion associated with road construction 
and logging caused major loss of 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. 
Deficiencies 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 *roved due to better prevention of large 
wild fires. This con-ion ignores the potential for logging 
or road building impacts on water quality. 
Idaho Supplement, 

On page 73 of the 
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 859, respectively, of the 
presently undisturbed areas to non-wilderness, clearly 
causing a potential decrease in water quality from present 
conditions. 

2. Air Quality 

The.DEIS (page 361 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 
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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 example5 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 air 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 7: 
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. '.&",.. '.% 

.x - I' 
3. Pesticides and Herbicides :.‘f. _ ':: 

'C. -:. 
There is no information presented in the DEIS concerning r$ 17 

the implications of the various alternatives for use of : I 
silvicultural chemicals .(including pesticides and herbicides). :> 
RARE II alternatives with greater non-wilderness designation .- 
would presumably involve increased potential for use of 
silvicultural chemicals. This should be discussed in the 
FEIS. Of particular concern to EPA is the possible long 
term health effects from use of ohenoxv 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. disoersed motorized recreation (DEIS D. 391 
is shown as having H 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 avai,lability of opportunities for recreation 
free of noise impacts. 

5. 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. 1n 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 
reoresents the aross 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 roadless areas. In general, even though the net 
resource value may be zero, the larger the roadless area, 

I I I 1 I I I I 

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 PARE 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 awav. such 
as Detroit. In the more-urban areas, the importance of wiiderness 
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 
qreat compared to total demand and therefore there is a tendencv 
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 figure5 
would be meaningless." This statement points to the bias of 
the document toward5 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 

I I I I I I I 
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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% oer vearl. We believe that such information 
would show that the d&and 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 37-391 which 
states there may be a need for .use restrictions to protect 
the wilderness resource. implies that the demand for wilderness 
is not being met. 

Since the roadleas 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. Uoreover, 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 
feasibilitv. This is oarticularlv 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 

The relationship of the 1975 Resources Planning Act 
(RPAla;argets for wilderness and the outputs from RARE II 
need to b-s 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 II 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, may 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 suooortino the economv of local communities i-. 
when considered from 'the staidpoint of ocerall National domestic 
policy. In fact, contributing to continued dependence of these 
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 appiied only to the _.. 
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. 
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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 assumptions 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 environmental 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 50 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 or 
whether they cluster together. 

8. Adequacy of the EIS 

Throughout the document we have noticed statements 
unsupported by fact or not put clearly into perspective. 
Given the amount of public and 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 oollution aaainst oollution which would occur with 
non-wild;?rness designation: Until these analyses are 
performed the usefulness of the original statement is 
questionable. 

I I I I I 

Similarly, language on p. 43 of the DEIS refers to the 
situation 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 timber 
involved. and the percentage this volume is of a region's 
programmed output. 

I I I I I I I I 



Advisory 
Council Ou 
Historic 
Preservation 

December 13, 1978 

Hr. John R. tlccuire, Chief 
Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear tlr. McGuire: 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has received 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 070-04. Roadleaa 
Area Review and Evaluation. In 1977, the Council and 
the Forest Service executed a Uemurandum of Understanding 
concerning the land urx planning system of the Forest Service 
That Ueemorandum provides that the Council need cormrent only 
on Forest Service planning documents that authorize lend 
disturbing ectivitiee. Accordingly. the Council has no 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A 
copy of the Kermrandum of Understanding ia enclosed for your 
convenience. 

Sincerely goure, 

Robert H. Utley 
Deputy Executive Dir 

EllClOSUre 

OHIO RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 
Suite 2OEZO 36 East Fourth Street 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 513/684-3831 (FTSI 

September 19, 1978 

Mr. Steve Yurich 
Regional Forrester 
Eastern Region, Forest Service 
633 Y. Wisconsin Avenue 
Hilweukee, Wisconsin 53203 

Dear Mr. Yurich: 

Thank you for your letter inviting comments of the Ohio River 
Basin Commission (ORBC) on the Draft Envirowental Impact Stete- 
merit for the Eastern Region Area8 in the Boadless Area Review 
and Evaluation (RARE 11) process. 

_ 

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

The Ohio River Basin Commiseion staff has reviewed the draft EIS 
and finds no indication that the proposed action vould be incom- 
patible with the ORBC plan am it exists today. 

The Corm~ission lookn forward to a continuing cooperative effort 
with your department and appreciates your action in keeping us 
well informed. Should you have any qusetione, please contact 
George G. White, 513-684-3831 (ES). 

Fred E. Herr 
Chairman 

5 copiee: Office of Federal Activities, USBF’A, 
1 copy: USDA Member 4 
1 copy: Floyd Wiles 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ” ; 
50lL UmSWATloN SERVICE _ P.O. Box 2890 
.Uhblatm.D.C.ama 20013 

. 
“)YJ 

SUBJECT: EVT - Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II). 
Soil Conservation Service Review 

OCT - 3 0~ 

TO: John R. McGulre. Chief 
Forest Servfce 

-7 !J ; ,!.I.. -. 
L’ 

az:ncc c.w.rrrcr 
CC.,.“O. September 12. 1078 

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

The draft EIS is general and presents a series of 10 alternative 
approaches for allocation of 2.686 RARE II inventoried roadless 
areas to either wilderness or nonwilderness areas, or recommends 
further planning for all uses including wilderness. 

The SCS recommends that in the alternative or combination of alternatives 
which is finally selected, consideration be given to access to hydm- 
meteorological data collection areas. These data stations are important 
for predlctlng 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 hydrometeomlogi- 
cal data collection system. 

He commend you in your efforts to develop a realistic and workable 
management plan for the roadless and undeveloped areas in the National 
Forest SYS~~RT 

I 1 I I I J I 1 

The President 
The White Rouse 
rashington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

One 0x1 the basic tenets of our democracy is at risk 
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 II). 

One area being studied for possible inclusion in the 
wilderness system is a part of Conecuh National Forest. 
It is in Covington County, Alabama and the code identi- 
fication is 08212. I am told by citizens in COVington 
County that the total area being considered Is aPProxi- 
mately 3,000 acres and that 311 acres of private farm- 
lnnd is included in this study area. 

I hold the deep conviction that Government should not 
tnke 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 my judgment we do not riced a specific wilderness 
area in Covington 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 NatIonal Forest completely unchanged. 

Governor of Alabama 
GCIF/rpb 
CC: Senator Sparknon 

Senator Allen 
Congrcssmnn Dickinson 

I I I I I I 



October 12, 1978 

Mr. John A. Sandor 
Regional Forester 
U. S. Forest Service 
P:O. 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 Wanagement Plan. Wore disturt- 
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 Alternative's_ ,.-,.. 
Landtype and Timber Review : - . . a ,_: 

(JCT 1 3 i,:;“: 
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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 portrayedcas 
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- '5 
6(a) of the Statehood Act to meet future community develop: x 
ment and expansion requirements. In recent legislation -Y' ,._I 
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) (Gl). 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. If 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 
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available for conveyance to the Chugach Natives to provide 
an equitable land settlement pursuant to Sections 12(c) and 
141hl(Bl of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. and to 
consider monetary payment in lieu of land, or any other 
options appropriate to achieve an acceptable settlement. 

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 participants 
might consider. 

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

The second amendment would effect a major land exchange 
between Xoniag 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 terms of the amendment. In addition, Koniag would 
not receive the State selection at Tonki Bay. Recreational 
easements 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 
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,OOO acres within the Chugach Forest on 
the Kenai Peninsula. Rough boundaries encompass all land 
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west of the Nellie Juan divide and east of the Kenai National 
Moose Range except the Chickaloon drainage which would be 
added to the Moose 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,OOO acres, 500,000 acres more 
than are designated for immediate wilderness classification 
in the House version of the bill. At the very least, the 
Chugach Native 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. 

In summary, it is clear that: 
(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. 

I 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. 

Commissioner 

cc: John McGuire, U. S. Forest Service 
Senator Mike Gravel 
Senator Ted Stevens 
Representative Don Young 

I I I I I I I 



1liE RESOWICES A(;ENCY OF CAL IFOIINIA 
s.v:llAil!TIlI”. Cfi,.II I,,INlA 

September 29. 1978 

Hr. lane C. Smith 
Regional Forester 
U. S. Foreet Service 
63-3 sanaome street 
Ssn Francisco. CA 94111 

OHlo 01 lnldmatian 

Dear tlr. Smith: 

The State of California has revlewed the Draft Environmental Statement and 
Supplement for the Roadleas Area Review end Eve1uarion (RARE II) dated June 1978. 

The RARE 11 process for evalueting rosdlers awes in terms of their eultnhlllty 
for deslgnatlan da utlderness or non-ullderneas ares.5 fells to provide an 
adequate meens for resolving the issuen raised in these Judgements. It dw.s 
not provide a” adequate meone of public perticipatlon, nnd the computer belied 
approach to determining the Iuturr “see of roadlees ereae falls to provide for 
the subtleties of environmental Iesuee which m8y be dlfflcult to quantify hut are 
nonethelens of great importance to the people of Celifomta end other states --- 
the reel owners of the six million acres of Celifornia roadless areas involved 
in RARE II. 

Because the RARE II proceae will uot contribute to the timely resolution of the 
iseues involved, we will not et thin time. with one exception. make recommenda- 
tions on California roedleae ereas involved in RARE 11. That exception pPrtalns 
to Trinlt# County where the Board of Supervieore haa endorsed the finding of a 
county comittee which revlewd RARE 11 areas ln the county and made recoarwnda- 
clone for their future “eee. ‘Ihe State Of CalifOrnia B:CO91y BLIppOrtS th’ 

reconrmendatione of that committee e8 outlined in the attached letter of 
September 7. 1978 from the Trinity County Boerd of Supervisors. Those rccommende- 
tlons would ellocate 185.000 acrea to non-wildernew. 179.000 acres to wilderness. 
end delay designation of 6.200 acree pendlng further study. The recormPcndat1ans 
provide fo,r new vlldernees ereae and aleo for en lncreesed cut of 21 mllllon 
board feevof timber snnually. 

In lieu of submitting co-nts on other areae at thin time. the State ~111 create 
a new procees for evaluation of the RARE 11 roedless ereee in California. lhis 
process will provide, 88 did the procees used in Trinity County, for Increased 

Hr. Zane C. Smith 
Page 2 

public partlclpatlon. mediation of conflicts likely to arjse between spect.,l 
interest groupe end for adequate consideration of important environmental 
Weluee. 

We will invite the Forest Service to take pert in this process and look forvilrd 
to working In cooperation towards the reeolution of issues related to the future 
“se of roadlees area In California. 

Our decision not to perticlpate further in the RARE II process should not be 
vleved ee indicating lack of interest for the future of federal lands In 
California. Thle decieion vae made with the conviction that our actlons will 
provide the beet means of protecting the public interest in these lends In the 
shortest tlme. 

Because we have chosen not to comment within the fromwork of the RARE II process. 
and because flnal decisions of designatton of California roadless areas ulll he 
made by Congress. we will forward our comments on RARE II areas directly to 
Congrese. These cements will be forwarded in e timely manner eo our views may 
be considered by Cangreea when it focuses its attention on the future of the 
roadless ereae in our etete. 

-: 
1 hope to meet with you soon to discuss in more detail our plans end to emphaslre 
our hope that the Forest Service will participate In our alternative cvaluat Ion 
pI-*CeSB. . . 

Slncprely. 

CC: Trinity County Board of Supervisors 
P.O. Draver AK 
b’envervllle. CA 96093 

SenaCtar Ala0 Cranston 
Senator S. 1. Heyakava 
Cnllfornie. Congresalonel Delegation 



STATE OF IDAHO 
S,C.ll...O~,TAIE 

l301SE 

Septcrdx 29, 1978 

Hr. Bob Tort&n 
t&them Pegion (R-l) Forester 
Federal Building 
MEsaJl.a. I4Lxeam 59607 

DBart&.-: 

The Forest Service sl-mld bs oarmended for its efforts tlmqh the 
RARE II prQym to deterudne tich lads uder its sfhlhistrath will be 
&&led to tte NatioMl wilderness PreEervath system. Ih-2 state of Idaho 
aupportsyaagpalofreachinga~lywdconsi~reddecisia,onthese 
lmd.3. AsymJh¶verequssted canlent. aI the oraft PNFrcamental state- 
ment. IR presmt ths follCwing ObServael~ for yulr cmsideratim: 

1. The RARE II pr-a weds to be ccmpleted as praqxly as 
possible. 

2. Pottiq public lanls into i&2 “further pie” category 
effectively “lmks up” such areas. imlmliq tlmse of 
vitally needed “rgy and mineral rescurces. fmm 
exploration wd develqumt. Therefore, the mumt 
of acreage pit into this category should be minimized. 

3. Ckmestfc energy ard mineral resmrces are of great 
iaportmcetoourmticmandourecaxq. tiso- 
called Ou~thmst Belt, which nms tChro@l the south- 
eastern portion of cmz state, is thqh to 0cntai.n 
sizable -ts of vital mineral r esources, such as 
oil and gas. ureas such as this should not be designated 
as Wilderness at least until a ccrqlete evaluatim.of 
such resource potential can be tie. With todq”s 
techmlogy, exploration can be cm-duct03 in an Wtally 
sod fashion that does mt alter the basic Wilderness 
charscter of these arm. 

Fxperts tell us that the Overthrust Belt coniAn at least 
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Mr. l!cbTorheim 
zi--f= 29* 197* 

3. (cult.) 
a dozen oil fields of which each field could yield to the 
State of IdaIm, at the rate of 12% royalties, $174,000 
per oil field. thy of the oil deposits are said to be 
with.in.the axa of the RARE II proposal.. certainly if 
these oil fields wre to be ‘locked up” it wmld be of 
great potential ecamrdc set-back for the State of I*. 

4. It is OUT lPlderstarding that the EhJrem of lard H-t 
(SIN) is also shxIylng public lmds in Idaim for potential 
Wilderness designation. It seam unfortunate that its 
shdy is not being conducted in cmJunct&m with yams, 
sothatwzmylc&attheplbl.iclamLsi.ssusintheState 
as a *le. 1tndghtbewiseforyolaagencytocCnsu1t 
extensively with the EUl cm which areas it my designate 
as Wildemss before subrdtthg yan final reamnendations. 

Preserving wilderness Is mquesthably iqmrtant to the citizens of 
Idaho and our natial. Eut, so is careful develqmmt of emrgy, mimral, 
and tirdxr. We hqz that the Forest Service will thmgbtfully weigh the 
abow clm!zepts in Iraldrg its final deteInIinaeirns. 

with beat wishes for swxess in ccnqletion of this Inmt irqmmt 
tssk, Ian 

z3! l!icmud& 
PElET. (XBWCSA 
secretary of state + /hla 

m/m 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

OPPICR OF Tarp GO\-ERNOR 

SPRINGFIELD ez+7os 

September 29. 1978 

Hr. Steve Yurich 
ReSional Forester 
Eastern Region, Forest Service 
633 west h’isconsin avenue 
nilvaukee, Wisconsin 53203 

Dear Hr. Yurich: 

I have discussed your letter concerning recomnendations in regard 
to the Roadleas Area Review end Evaluation (RARE II) process ss it 
relates to the undeveloped Eastern Region areas. with Director Kenney of 
the Department of Conservation. 

We feel that it is important to preserve certain areas 8s enduring 
resources of wilderness which shall be maneSed to prmte and perpetuste 
the wilderness character of the lend for the benefit of all. The areas 
reconunended below provide the wilderness character required such as 
solitude. naturalness, SeoloSical and ecological conditions and diversity. 
In addition, these areas will protect the potential or dedicated natural 
areas located within them. These sress will provide scenic snd historic 
preservation, scientific end educational use and primitive recrestion. 

The areas Ye recommend are as follovs: 

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

The ownership of these areas is overwhelmiogly in the public. Thus 
the impact OF wilderness designation should have little effect on the 
tax base of the local Soverwents involved. 

It is our recommendation that no further purchases of private land 
be msd,e unless the owner is willing to sell. We also counsel great 
caution in restrictions on the “se of private land within or adjoining 
wilderness aress. 

-2- 

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

We consider it vitally important that the best of the small ares8 
remaininS in the eastern United States be protected end managed in such 
fashion 8s to make them available as vilderness aress for “se by future 
@2~~RltiO~S. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these recommendations to 
you. 

JRT:cl 
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Septeeber 28, 1976 

Mr. Robert Torheim 
Regfonal Forester 
U. S. Forest Service 
Federal Building 
Missoula. Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Torhefm: 

Attached are my reconmendations for the study areas in Flontana which 
have been included in the Roadless Area Revfew and Evaluation process. 
These recornaendatfons are submitted in accordance with the procedures spe- 
cified by the U. 5. Forest Service. 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

THOMAS L. JUDGE 
Governor 

I 1 I 

RARE II Recoavoendations 

State of Montana 

In the RARE II 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 appmached with the understanding 

that flontana'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 II 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 evpha- 

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 

recormnendations should be as representative as possible of the opinions of 

the loggers, ranchers, miners, petroleum interests, snowmobllers, 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" -- Uontanans 

want decisions -- not bureaucratic delays. -- 
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THE SELECTION PROCESS ~- 

The selection of Individual areas for wilderness. further planning, 

and multiple use recomoendation was an extremely difficult task. This 

cornnittee, chaired by the Lieutenant Governor's Office. was composed of 

the directors and designated staff representatives of five state agencies: 

The Department of Fish and Game. the Governor's Offfce of Commerce and 

Small Business Development, the Department of State Lands, the‘oeparunent 

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

Members of the Committee are experienced and objective professionals, 

with broad-based backgrounds, fully capable of making difficult and sensitive 

declrons while still representing their individual departments. All 

recommendations were scrutinized by the directors of each agency, and then 

finally reviewed and passed on by the Governor. These recomnendations 

represent a reasonable approach to the wilderness issue, and a careful 

balancing of envimnmental and economic concerns. 

The actual selection process involved the use of data obtained fmm 

the Forest Service, studies avallable by the varfous departments of state 

government. as well as infonration provided by special interest groups. 

All areas were individually dfscussed and debated numemus times. Con- 

sideration was given to the wilderness values, wildlife. recreation and 

economic characteristics of each regfon as well as publfc input by area. 

The state of Ibntana's economy has been and will continue to be highly 

dependent on the basic resource industries - agriculture. mining, forest 

pmducts and oil and gas. It is our feeling that areas of the national 

forest that have significant future economic potential should not be 

pemanently withheld fmm development. It is also our feeling that any 

development should be subject to the stringent controls necessary to 

adequately protect the high quality I.bntana environment. This country 

needs energy resources and we could experience a shortage of strategic 

metals and timber. Every attempt was made to recomnend for wilderness 

deiiynation areas that had high wjldarness qualities and minimum econol!lic 

potential. Clearly this was not always possible since many of the recomnended 

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 the Forest Service did not provide the states with appropriate 

time to make recomnendations on the critical issues involved in the FLARE 

II process, it was difficult to develop a detailed and comprehensive data 

base. Because of these time and information constraints, the State must . . 

reserve the right to amend or adjust its recomnendatfons 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. 
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BlOOl 
Cl485 
01485 
F1485 
II1301 
RI485 
Ill549 
SlBAA 
01008 
01013 
01061 
01062 
01064 
01065 
01662 
01428 
01500- 1506 
01545 
01801 
01806 

TABLE II 

Recomnended Hilderness Areas 

Name 

North Big Hole 
Cleat-water-flonture 
Deep Creek 
Sliver King-falls Creek 
Hoodoo 
Renshaw Mountain 
Madison 
Selway BiR Canyon 
East Pioneer 
Middle Ntn.-Tobacco Roots 
Blodgett Canyon 
North Fork Lost Horse 
Nelson Lake 
Swift Creek 
Scotchman Peaks 
Flint Range 
Mission Additions (7) 
Republic Hountain 
Rattlesnake 
Welcome Creek Addition 

TOTAL ACRES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Size - 

37.810 
l33;305 
27,800 
38,300 
55.000 l 

27.400 
43;9Bo 
12,700 
93,859 
34.640 

9,600 
7.800 
2.900 

700 
40,000 l 

52.220 
3.130 

700 
27 .EiOO 

.&%- 
l These acreages reflect substantial boundary revision to resolve user 

conflicts and am approximations. 

FURTHER PLANNlNG 

One nillfon four 

Montana are undergoing 

Designation of RARE II 

hundred thousand acres of National Forest lands in 

wilderness review by mandate of the U.S. Congress. 

lands to the "further planning" category would 

indefinitely postpone a decision on such areas. For that reason I recormnend 

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

TABLE 12 

Congressionally Handated Wilderness Study Areas 

Great Bear 371.160 
Elkhom 76,346 
Spanish Peaks 65.000 
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West Pioneer 151,000 
Taylor Hilgard 289,000 
Bluejoint 61,000 
Sapphire 94,000 
Ht. Henry 21.000 
Ten Lakes 34,000 
Middle Fork Judith 81,000 
Big Snowies 91,000 
Hyalite 151.000 

TOTAL ACRES _ . . . ...1.485.506 

RELEASE TO HULTIPLE USE 

OF the 3.985.874 acres that were reviewed under the RARE II process 

1 recommend that 3.385.130 acres be released from the RARE II study areas 

to be managed in accordance with the provisions of the Forest and Rangeland 

Renewable Resources Planning Act. 

The RARE 11 process, as defined, required a difficult wilderness or 

non-wilderness choice. Few areas lend themselves readily to that kind of 

division, either by objective evaluation or public consensus. The either/ 

or option given by the Forest Servfce was. and continues to be, objection- 

able to us. Here possible, the difficult decision was made. However, 

for numerous areas the "showdown" process was simply inappropriate for 

sensltlve areas that could in reality accomnodate a broad range of temperate 

uses, partfcularly public uses. Rather than force absolute decisions on 

the potential uses for these areas (and risk foregoing sensible use options 

or imposing uses incompatible with the land) it is recommended that flnal 

decision on appmximtely 738.728 acres be made only after an additional 

"backcountry' classification is made available. 

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

natural character will be maintained while accommdating a wide range of 

1 I I 
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temperate land.uses. Conceptually, backcountry classification would 

remain essentially roadless. Fbwever, uses such as snovanobiling, lfve- 

stock and range management. trail maintenance, firewood collection. management 

of wildlife habitat or ilrpmvement that utilize mechanized equipment would 

be allowed. Dispersed recreation will be encouraged, along with development 

of trails, shelters. and primitive facflitles. Wneral exploration, 

Including oil and gas would be allowed under approved management criteria. 

Demnstration of a clear national need for specific commdity would be an 

acceptable provision for further development. Harvest of the timer resource 

which would not alter the natural character of an area with permanent mad 

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 optfon when allocating the 738.728 acres under 

dlscussfon. This classiflcatfon Is available under provisions of the 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, at the discretion 

of the regfonal forester. 

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

backcountry option should be developed for public discussion. 

Hiany Montanans have strong feelings pm and con about additional 

wilderness areas. The majority of residents support nefther absolute 

wilderness nor absolute development. The backcounty option pmvides for 

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

No sirrple solutions exist in such complex situations, but Ibntanans 

shouTd Insure that their input is made knorm to natfonal decision makers 

when the health of the vital industries is at stake. 

We in bbntana know that we have a beautiful state and we accept the 

responsibility of pmviding our fair share to the wilderness preservatfon 

system. I feel that this proposal accorrpllshes that goal. 

TABLE 13 

RECOIWEIIDEO BACKCOLINTRY AREAS 

A1485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan 
Al485 Bear-:4arshall-Scapegoat-Swan 
A1485 Bear-Harshall-Scapegoat-Swan 
A1485 Bear-Marshall-Scapegoat-Swan 
01063 Trapper Creek 
01066 Needle Creek 
01429 Dolds Lake 
01435 Fred Burr 
01481 Mt. Hefty 
01541 Crazy Mts. 
01911 Line Creek Plateau 
01943 blest Big Hole 

TOTAL ACREAGE............ 

135,220 
54,700 

277.750 
36.895 

2;500 
1,100 
9; 100 
6.660 -. 

13,700 
71,040 
20.6130 

109,383 

738.728 
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THE STATE OF NEVADA 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER 
CARBON Cm. NLVADA 89710 

September 28. 1978 

Mr. vern Hamre 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
324 25th Street 
oqdcn, Utah 84401 

Dear Mr. Hamre: 

I am in receipt of the Roadless Area Review and Evalu- 
ation (RARE II) Draft EnVirOnmental ImpaCt Statement for 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- 
1iEe 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 BARE II appear to be candidate 
sites on forest lands which deserve further consideration. 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 Hountain areas S-058 and 5-296, and Jarbidge 
extension area 4-373. I 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. 

I I I 1 

Mr. Vern Bamre 
September 28. 1978 
Page Two. 

At such time as the complete national government 
package of recommendations has been made, the State will be 
in a position to make one set of recommendations. 

I urge you to insure that the Forest Service in 
Nevada full coordinates its efforts with other federal agen- 
cies to present a single set of recommendations for wilder- 
ness areas at an early date. 

Sincerely, 

Governor of Nevada 



September 2. 1978 

t4r. Steve Yourich 
Roglonal Forester 
Fastern Region, Forest Service 
633 U. Uisconsin Avenue 
nilvaukee. Yisconsin 53203 

Deer Hr. Pixich: 

As lhecutive Councilor for District One. which covers 622 of the 
land Brea of New Hampshire. I would like to hereby register with 
you some thoughts relative to the future “se of the undeveloped 
Eastern Re@fl Areas of the Vhite Mountain National Forest. 

1. I object stP3IISly to haVi,,g the entire decision 
made by the United States h,gKeBB. Generally 
speaking the forestry management does a good 
job in Caring for and preserving our fOKeBts. 

2. I stand for multiple use of our public lands. 
It eppears that there is eoouSh room for 
vsrious useB if properly planned and in 
accordance to what the land In e given area 
will support, 

3. There should be lands held by the public evail- 
able for snovmobilers. fishermen, hunters. 
hikers, canoeists, bird-vatchers and lumber 
flarvesting. 

Tfumk you for your time and interest. 

Sincerely 

4 
8, 

Rs . Burton 
F.x iv.2 Cmmcllor 

September 22. 1978 

Hr. N. J. tlassoll 
ReSiOnB1 Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
117 Cold Avenue, S.Y. 
Albuquerque. NPI 87102 

Deer Hr. HBssell: 

It has been extremely difficult for us to develop a respooslve casnent on 
the Draft Environmental Statement for RAKE II. I ma sure our difficulty 
in providinS ccnmneot is no greater than the difficulty faced by the 
Forest Service of having to condense such B BiSnifiCBnt undertaking into 
such B short time and into such B limited number of pages. Considering 
the difficulty of the subject and the time allotted, we feel you did B 
good job. 

The difficulties which we have encountered Bre not limited to presentation. 
but also include philosphy. There is concern smong members of some State 
agencies that the necessity of classifying arem. 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 BreB Bs wilderness 
attracts to it B significant number of people who Bre not attracted to 
BreBs not so classified. This creates 80 admioistrstive problem, compli- 
cated by limitations of wlldernesa W3tMS.30eM W.gUhtiOnB. 

Concern has been expressed vlth interpretations of the Wilderness Act as 
these interpretations are reflected in Secretarial Regulations, end the 
varietion of interpretation of these reSUlBtfOi?s from wilderness to uilderY 
ness and from region to region. I do not feel that the concept of wilderness 
protection IS undet ettsct. and I certainly do not intend that my comments 
represent Bn attack on the wilderness cpncept. I only s”SSest that there 
is Significant conflict m0nS 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 enkmmental statements has been with those 
that were limited t.a B single action. the consideration of which had been 
reduced to two or three alternatives, one of which was recommended. we CB” 

RSB: Bok 



Hr. tl. J. Hessell 2 September 22. 1978 

appreciate that if this had been done with RARE 11, it would have resulted 
in the preparation of 2.686 Individual enviroomeotal statements which vould 
have created a mountain of paperwork greater than some of the mountsins 
being reviewed. 

The 10 alternatives which have been offered in the RARE 11 Environmental 
Statement are perhaps appropriate for the first cut in the decision-making 
process, but it is not possible for UB to endorse Boy of the 10 since they 
do not permit Bo interrelationship of the criteria considered. The consider- 
ation of the reviewed roedless areas in New Mexico is further complicated 
by their being considered in the multicounty BreB groupings. 

Ye recognize the serious responsibility of reviewlog the RARE 11 statement 
and of presenting to you comnents which represent the most objective posltioo 
possible for Hew nexico. In doing this, it has been necessary for ue to 
consider the broad constituency which we Berve. 1 am sure that you CB” 
appreciate. as well as we, the highly controversial nature of thfs subject. 
and that the position taken by our Administration or by the Forest Service 
is certainly not going to be completely accepteble to all persons concerned. 
Hopefully. the position we take. aod the position presented to you by the 
public, will result in the Forest Service taking a stend which es nearly 
8s possible addresses all of the demands that Bre pieced on our natural re- 
sour‘ce~ today. 

% 

As Covernor, it is necessary for me to consider not only the necessity.to 
protect wilderness values for the enjoyment of present end future generationa. 
but also the social and economic impacts which various land management 
Bt?BtegieB on federal lands have on the present end future quality of life 
of our citizens. Since eucb B EignifiCe,,t percentage of NW Hexico is in 
federal ovoership. 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 Bs compatible BB possible with the q e”eSme”t of the lends owned by 
the State. those lands in private ownership. and those laods in other federal 
ovnership. 

Our problems here in New Mexico Bre quite obviously different from those in 
other stetes. and especlelly those states in the Eeet where the ereas of 
federally-owned lands represent only B smsll percentage of the state’s total 
acreage. Almost 900.000 BcreB of the State’s land Brew are already classified 
BB wilderness snd so addltional 300,WO plus Bcres Bee the subject of proposed 
wilderness le&BhtiOn. The RARE 11 inventory includes B little more then 
1.800.000 *cres. These BreBs represent screages larger by far than the total 
acreages of some eastern states. 

A large number of State employees have been assigned the responsibility of 
examining the draft statement in detail to consider the alternaclves presented, 
and 8s well BB possible. the impact which these various elternetives would have 
on energy, minerals. livestock Srering, wildlIfe. forest products, water 
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resources, recreation end the future development of our State. Consider- 
ation of this broad spectrum identified that, 88 one q iBht have expected. 
there is difference of opfnlon even within the Administration of the 
reletive importgnce of these various uses. 

Comments and correspondence from agencies end individuals indicate that 
inadequate data is presented upon which to base an evaluation of the 
economic impact that vould result from including high resource value BreBs 
into the Wilderoess syetem. An evaluation of economic impacts based on 
current practices as opposed to potentlal practices raises questions. The 
identification of jobs involved on a statewide basis 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, q inerels. and livestock grazing 88 B 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 reduction8 considered individually would have 
the effect of reducing an economically feasible unit to a level that vould 
force the cancelletion of the entire operation. 

In consideration of the effects of wilderness classification oo wster 
resources. it has been pointed out that current and future plans for water 
ceBootce development in the State are extremely critical to the State’s 
welfare--this is 8 need to which we must give high priority. The Water 
Resources Division his furnished me with B list of projects which would be 
affected by the vilderness classification of roadless areas. These are the 
Hooker Reservoir site. or suitable alternative; a reservoir site for 
domestic water supply for the town of Cuba on the Rio Puerto; the Guadalupe 
Reservoir cite on a tributary to the Jemez River; Cochiti Reservoir on the 
Rio Crande; Bn uonamed reservoir slte on the Rio Santa Barbara above Penasco; 
and the potential Red River-Eagle Nest diversion that would divert water from 
the Red River et its forte for transmission to the Cimerron Creek drainage. 

With regard to mineral and energy development in the roadless 8~88, we 
KeCOSniZe the difficulty of eBtimBtiO8 the future commercial 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 baa concluded that there are no “Very Important” 
areas in the State, but .that 63 of the 82 roedless areas could have potential 
for development. These designations should be examined more thoroughly to 
establish priorities where possible. 

Despite 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 Enviromnental Impact Statement that wilderness deBiSnation wuld have 
B “Stt3tiStiCdly iM,iSnifiCont” economic impact on the State. This conclusion 
is based 0” a” analysis of existing OutpUts rather than potential outputs and 
does not adequately reflect the value of econcrmlc opportunities fOreSOW 
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through wilderness deslgnetioo. Ye plan to reserve our final comments 
on specific areas until the Forest Service recormnendetlons ere publlshed in 
the fins1 EIS, et which time we will seek to identify from the best svall- 
sble information whether the potential for q lnerel or energy development in 
the designated wilderness erees is significent. 

In considerinS the RhRE 11 process, it eppears that need for wilderness has 
been sssumed rather then demonstrated. One of the primary uses of wilderness 
Is recreatlonsl. If this point ten be eccepted. it is necessary to consider 
the quantity and quality of recreational opportunity needed and available on 
national forest lands end how this need will be effected by wilderness 
classif lcstion. 

In considering the impacts of wilderness classlficstlon on wildlife. it is 
oecessery for us to review the Impacts of currently classlfled vllderness 
sress on vlldllfe management. The position of those persons who advocate 
no management in wilderness areas ten be apprecieted end. certeinly. if e 
total ecosystem not effected by man could be established. then the balances 
or classic imbalances of nature that effect wildlife could be oermitted. It 
must be recognized. however. thst the continued use of the wilderness areas 
by man does have en lmpect on wildlife populations that require continued 
husbandry, end quite frequently the regulations associated with wilderness 
management prohibit or interfere with this activity to the extent that 
wildlife is not necesserilr benefited bv wilderness classlflcetion. The 
identification of a limiteb number of species es “wilderness wildlife” is a 
subjective judgment and overlooks the feet that e wildlife ecosystem is made 
up of all species of wildlife which occupy thet ecosystem end interact there 
with each other and with their food supply. In all ereee effected by man’s 
ectlvlty it is necessery for man to compensate for these activities lo vhat- 
ever vey la indicated, thus the q anegemeot of vlldlife. even In wilderness 
areas. is necessary to their velfere. 

Uy office has received quite e bit of correspondence from all segments of 
the public eector ccmnenting on the effects of wilderness classificetlon on 
their daily lives. as well es the local economy. Outstanding among these is 
correspondence from citizens from the southwestern pert of the State who feel 
that need for wilderness in that eree has been more then satisfied. 

Taking the narrative vhlch is presented here into consideration. the recm- 
mendatlons of the State of New Hexico ere es follows: 

1. The roadless erea evaluation process be considered complete. The final 
lmpect statement include specific recommenderloos to the Congress of erees 
proposed for wilderness claaelficetion. The remeinder of the erees be 
returned to multiple-use status. 

2. The ereas recmrmended for classification be limited to those of low 
resource velue. except lnthosesltuetions where need for wilderness ceo 
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be demonstrated. Need, lo this case. would include unique ecosystems or 
features which ere in danger of being destroyed if normal multiple-use 
practices ere allowed. 

3. Any further consideration of erees 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 
lo the decision-making process. 

If eny of my staff or members of any State agency can asslat you in your 
further evaluation of this question and in the preparation of the final state- 
mew, please know that we ere available. because we recognlre the magnitude 
of the job with which you ere faced end the significant impact which it may 
have on the State of New Hexico. 

Sincerely. 

e 
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STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 
EXEC”TlVE OFFlCE 

BISMARCK 

August 31, 1978 

I 

The Honorable Bob Bergland 
Secretary of Agriculture 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Washington. D.C. 20250 

Dear Secretary Bergland: 

The following is the position of the State of North Dakota with regard 
to the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) which is currently 
being undertaken by the U.S. Forest Service. Additional ccmsnents are 
also being prepared by a number of North Dakota Natural Resources Council 
Agencies under the official A-95 Review process. 

The RARE II Draft Environmental Statement and North Dakota Supplement 
indicate that twelve (12) additional areas in western North Dakota have 
the potential of designation as "wilderness areas' and are to be incor- 
porated into the National Wilderness Preservation System. If these areas 
in the Little Missouri Grasslands are designated as wilderness, unnec- 
cesary economic and environmental hardship will be imposed on the citizens 
of western North Dakota and state government. The following are problems 
that have been identified as indicative of the difficulties that Hould 
result if these areas were to be designated as wilderness: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

As a result of the illegality of motorized vehicle usage in 
a wilderness area, adequate access to state or privately 
owned lands within the twelve designated areas would not be 
permlssable. 

While grazing would appear to be allowed, it would diminish 
or become entirely extinguished in the twelve areas because 
livestock improvements, such as adequate watering systems, 
could not be maintained. 

Responsibility for a system of prevention and control of 
fires in the grasslands is not clearly indicated. 

The usage of necessary pesticides and herbicides would be 
prohibited in the areas. 

Recovery of valuable mineral resources (coal, oil, gas and 
uranium resources) would be eliminated. 
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As Governor and Chairman of the North Dakota Natural Resources Council, 
I cannot support RARE II as it pertains to North Dakota. I would oppose 
the designation of any of the twelve proposed areas in western North 
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 pmvided under the previous Little Missouri Grassland 
Study and the Badlands and Rolling Prairies Management Plans. These 
original management plans are highly effective and any deviation fran 
or duplication of these efforts is clearly unjustified at this time. 

I also support the extension of the public comment period 60 days beyond 
the original October 1, 1978, deadline. I 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, 

ARTHUR A. LINK 
Governor 

AAL:rj 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

.,A,1 ClCllOL 

..I.,” D”lCD” .lllD 

September 29, 1979 

John R. HcCuire 
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.1.s. I have provided Dick Worthington 
with a coov of the taoed record of a hearina that I held in 
Eugene Sepiember 13, i978. 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 RAW, II, there was a meeting in Roseburg, 

.Oregon which attracted nearly 1500 people. 

I cannot, in good conscience, endorse either extreme 
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 b-s 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 
feel that my decision must rest on this revised data. In 
addition, I ask that the U. S. 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 recommendations 
until the U. S. Forest 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 
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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 
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 
as wilderness are vital for resource habitat and that many 
additional management constraints should be imposed on other 
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 
timber 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 outdoor 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 quality 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 were known as "limited' and "primitive.' 
Later, before the passage of the Wilderness Act, they were 
adminiatrativelv recocnized 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 wildlandst and the wildlife they seek 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 
RARE II study are a portion of the finite supply of wild lands 
available to fill these needs. 

On the other hand, these unroaded lands contain sub- 
stantial amounts of harvestable timber previously untapped for 
management. Between 8 and 9 billion board feet of timber are 
harvested each year in Oregon. Of this, 2.5 to 3 billion come 
from the national forests. The lands currentlv under studv in 
RARE II are capable of producing 384.1 million-board feet.- 
Oregon's economy is based upon timber. In many small communities 
of the state, it is 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 
where there are overwhelming 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 another portion might 
be designated as wilderness. The Department of Forestry has 
identified areas as caoable of boundarv adiustment which would 
permit a portion impor‘tant for timber iuppiy to be managed to 
meet that need, while making the balance available for a sure 
restricted management classification. Some of these might have 
a substantial impact on the state's timber supply or on a local 
timber shed. but thev also have been aooraised as meetino wilder- 
ness selection crite;ia, with a significant capability for serving 
recreational or fish and wildlife needs. 

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

6095 Salmon-Huckleberry 
6132 Windigo-Thielsen 

-6253 North Fork of the John Day 
6273 Twin Mountain l 

6106 Waldo 
6097 Badger 

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

I I I I 1 I 

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. 

When .I have had an opportunity to review the partitions 
you can suggest and the most accurate data available, I can 
confidently make my recommendations as to which lands in Oregon 
I believe should be added to the wilderness system. 

To a minimum extent, these will negatively impact our 
timber supply. I would emphasize that we in Oregon cannot accom- 
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 
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 unstacked. 
They would profit from thinning6 and fertilixation. 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. In cases 
where deposits are identified and economically viable, they 
should be a consideration in the wilderness decision. Grazing, 
watertihed values. and wildlife habitat needs also deserve 
consideration. Bowever, designation as wilderness does not 
exclude grazing or hunting. Although 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 
wilderness values be maintained. Where cattle grazing is a 
significant activity, I would recommend its continuance at 
an appropriate level. 

I I I 1 I I 
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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. In those cases, 
I do not expect to include a corauent in my recommendations 
with respect 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 assess 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 Winam. 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 
desianated wilderness because of their oarticular vile for 

:: 

llpre-developed types of recreation. WI-ti the possible ex- 
ception of Metolius Breaks, I am inclined to agree with their 

W recommendations. 
A 

I vi11 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 

September II, 1978 

Mr. Craig W. Rupp, Regional Forester 

united States Department of Agriculture 

III177 Wesl 8th Avenue 

P.O. Box 25127 
Lakewood, Colorado 80225 

Dear Mr. Rupp: 

” : . ,I .7 _ . _I . ..’ 
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The State of South Dakota has compleled its review of Ihe U.S.D.A., Forest Service 

Draft Envlronmenlal Statement concerning Lhe Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 
(Rare II), and our recommendations follow: 

The area idmllfied as the Norbeck be allocaled to wilderness and Ihe remaining foui‘ 
areas lo responsible multlple use management for the maxlmlzalion of all potential u&s. 

We support deslgnallon of Ihe Norbeck area as wilderness. This area of all the Saulh 

Dakota areas can be best Vansformed into wilderness. Because of certain human In= 

fluences, practices will have to be implemenled lo give this appearance of an undis-’ 
turbed area. We recumnend management of the Norbeck wilderness Include the follow-- 

lng criteria: 1) Ihe non-indlgemus mountain goat population, and all other resid$ 

wildlife, be maintained under authorily of the state. 21 existing road culs and fills 

be obliterated. 3) midway piclnic area be removed and obllteraled. 4) Ihe Lost 

Cabin-Pine Creek barbed wire fence be removed. 5) syslan trails be evaluated and 

Inappropriate lralls obliterated. 6) vlsllallon be cmlrolled lo maintain a qualily wlld- 

erness .experlence. 7) natural occurring elements be allowed to return the area to 

19th century cmdltlons while malntainlng proteclion of adjolnlng federal, state and 
private land. 

Should I1 not be possible lo manage the Norbeck area as a quality wilderness due to 
physical, legal, financial or environmenlal limltallms, we would prefer lhis area cm- 

llnue lo be managed as a natural area reserved fran normal timber management practices 

and timber managed for esthetics and wildlife producllon 

As to the three deslgnated giassland areas Identlfled as Red Shirt (9,520 acres), Cheyenne 
River (8,010 acres) and Indian Creek (20.670 acres), Ihe Stale recommends these areas 

be managed under multiplL use with enphasls placed on those practices lhat provide maxl- 
mum on-site public beneflls. Current management of the aforementioned grassland areas 

overemphasIzes grazing of domestic livestock. 
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A substantial reductlm In AUM’s Is necessary to accomplish on-site public benefits. 
Improved management prsctlces, lncludlng continued malntmance of exlstlng stock dams 

and roads should be -raged. However, vehicular traffic for non-management 

should be rlgldly controll+ and restrlcted. If provided only the choice between cur- 

rent management and wilderness, the State would endorse the wilderness deslgnatlm. 

The State recommends that the area Idmtlfled as Beaver Park not be deslgnated as a 

wilderness area due to Its locatlon In the watershed of Sturgis, South Dakota, Its size 
[SO00 acres), private lnholdlngs and other factors. This area should be managed under 

multiple use with maxhnlzed benefits for all potentlel uses. 

The State of Scuth Dakota supports the concept of wilderness as defined In the Wllder- 
ness Act of 1964 and ddlnlte efforts at ldmllflcatlon of all potential wilderness land under 
the Jurlsdlctlon of Forest Service. We are cognizant that areas In South Dakota cannot 
quallfy for wilderness under the more rlgid standards of the ‘64 Act. However, under 
the more liberal criteria of (Rare II), It Is our cmtmtlon that the Norbeck area, with the 
management crlterla f&evtously stated, will qualify and should be designated as wllder- 
ncss ares under Rare II. 

The State of South Dakota appteclstes the opportunity to pmvkia oplnlons of suitability 
of ldentlfled areas for lncluslm In the Na!!mal Wilderness Preservatlm System. 

Sincerely, 

ii?Fitik. N 

GOVERNOR 

HW: jrd 

cc: Members of the Natural Resource Cabinet Subgroup 

1 I I I I I 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

September 22. 1970 

Ur. John A. Courteoag, Eoresc Supervisor 
National Forests in Texas 
P. 0. Box 969 
Lufkin. Texas 75901 

Dear llr. Courtermy: 

The Draft Envirormentel StaLemzof noadless Area Review and Evaluation II 
ban been reviewed by intereeced State apncies. Your Environmental 
Inpscc Statement Number la 8-006-027. 

Coumente were eubmicted by the Texas Parke and Wildlife Department, the 
Public Utility Camission of Texas. the University of Texas Sureau of 
Bconomic ceologg. the State Departmeoc of Highways and Public Transpor- 
tation. the Texas Department of Water Resources. the General Laml Office, 
the Texas Natural Resources Couacil. the Texas Depsrcment of Agriculture. 
ehe Texas Forest Service, end the Texas Tourist Development ASency. 
Copies of these fcamenm are enclosed for your iafoma~lon. 

If thin Office cao be of further service in this matter. please coneact 
im. 

Sincerely, 

Roy Eggen. Assistant Director 
Budget end Planning Office 

I 



STATE OF VERMONT 
LIbx”TI”C OEPARTYL”, 

YO*TCILIm.. Y.“YOIc1 

September 29. 1978 

Mr. Steve Yurlch 
Regional Forester 
U. S. Forest Service 
633 West Wlsconsln Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wlsconstn ‘53203 

Dear Nr. Vurlch: 

Transmftted. hereufth. Is a statement outlfnfng the posftlon of the 
State of Vermont with respect to the Roadlesr Area Review and 
Evaluation II for the ldentlflcatlon and allocation of wilderness 
areas on the Green Mountain National Forest. 

We are pleased to have had the opportunity to partlclpate in the 
Review. and are hopeful that the recormendatlont made ~111 be 
helpfut to the Forest Servfce and the Unfted States Congress fn 
arriving at wise de&ions for the management of the National Forest 
In this state. 

He again offer the full support and cooperation of the State of 
Vennont to the Forest Service In the adminlstratlon of the Green 
Ibuntaln National Forest. 

Enclo&lre 
cc: Senator Stafford 

Senator Leahy 
Mr. Jeffords 
Hr. McGulre 
Hr. hfrdle 

acs eaf3 

IWAOIXSS AREA REVIW AND EVALUATION II 

FOR 

‘IlIE GREEN MOUliTAIN NATIONAL IWCZET 

statement from: The state or Vermont 

I. INIXOPINXION 

The State of Vermont fully supports the concept of sllderraess and the 

need for ldentiflcstlo”, classlfIcstio”, and dedlcatio” of wilderness areas 

I” the National Forest System In general, and on the Green Yountaln National 

Forest In particular. Wilderness 1s one of the many proper uses of the public 

lands and should be one of several primary co”slderatio”s I” the lend use 

planning process. 

The State Is In favor of the full range of appropriate "se8 for the lands 

within the Green Mountain National Forest Including u”epolled rOadlees areas 

where human intrusion Is limited. 

The real Issuee raised by “Rare II” are not the desirability of wilderness 

in the abstract but rather by shat process wilderness shall be designated end - r 
*i _ 

set aside, how much sllderaess Is appropriate, In Vermont. what criteria should:;: ,. 
G 

he used In evaluating wilderness and follc4ng that which specific areas should 

he considered. It Is the position of the State of Vermont that these Issues 

are not setisfactorlly addressed in the *Rare II” proposal. 

I” making wilderness designations, recognitlo” must be given to the variety 

of deflnitione and the very personal, eubjectire nature of this concept: ranging 

Zrom the highly refined vision of the “purist” to the broad and general Ides 

of the urban and rural dweller who may be barely familiar with the ten”. 

lilderneas has been described hietorlcslly I” terms of eiee, “roadless- 

ne~s,~ land “se, ecological eysteme and in terra of human experience among others. 

The planning and desigwtio” process follwed on National Forest land should 

provide far a mix of opportunities to offer the diversity of experience under 

the general heading of “wilderness” necessary to setisfy public needs. These 
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public “eeda are particularly pressing In the northeastern United Btates mad, 

thus, mandate especially cenful and respa”sIb1.a decieioas. 

In arriving at such deeigantioas, the decisionalfag P~CBBB muet strive 

for equal conaideratlon of other primary uses of the public land. 8tmn2 and 

rstlonal arguments can, and are being made for and against additional rildernees 

in Vermont. It In the 8tste’s position that B very deliberate analysis is 

necessary to achieve the aatlefactory bela”ce~vhIch society requires. The 

folloving factors varra”t careful coasldemtlo” durl”2 the classification pm- 

cess for the Green Youatsi” National Forest. 

II. BABIC PIHDIIfG3 

(1) The requiremsnte for additional vllderness 1” Vermont should be 

balanced againat those other public .re.s vhlch can contribute a~ opportunities 

for mlch experience. I” ndditlo” to the 17,ooO acres I” the Green Mountain 

National Forest already clsselfled aa rlldemess, Vermont has 18,000 acrea of 

state lends deelgaated as “Nat’ural Areas” and offers such public lands 8s 

Victory 205 Tlldlife lPnn2eme”t Area (5.000 acres) and Camel’e Bump Btate Park 

(15,OGG acres) for places of remotenese end solitude. Nearby .reas In New York - 

the Adirondack Preserve (1,000,000 acres): Rev Bumpshire - mite Mountain 

National Forest (20,GOO acres): Massachusetts - Mt. Greylak Reservatio” (2,OCQ 

scree); Maine - Baxter Btate Park (250,000 acres) end Allagash Wildemese 

Waterway (38,GOO), all provide further opp.xtunltlea for thie traditional vllder- 

ness experience for people In the “ortheaet. 

(2) The 8tste of Vemwt presently is mrking with the Green YOu”taIn 

National Forest staff I” Its unit pla”“i”2 process end recreational composite 

pla”“Iw I” concert vith the etate’s Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. 

lildemeas designations should be sddreseed carefully and be conaiatent vith this 

plan. 

(3) Vetmoat statutes require munlcIpnl and state approval before any land 

I I I 

for the Green Mountain National Forest Is acquired by the Forest Bervice. A” 

addition of lsrge areas of wilderness to the Forest vlthout very careful ldentl- 

ficatio” and juetiflcntio” with local participation, eve” thou@ such areas 

presently mre In federal ovnershlp, could have serloua Impacts on the orderly 

and planned future land ecquisltio” program of the Forest Service. There ale0 

could be serious side effects on the State’s public land acquisition plan. 

(4) Vermont recognizes that federal land8 In this State should share I” 

coatrlbutl~ to meetlag balanced public needs of the Btate, the region and the 

nation. 8uch contribution should be In proportion to the size, quality and 

availability of lands meeting proper criteria for Ide”tlflcntlon and desl2nstlon 

for vilderness or nan-vllderness. 

(5) A “umber of slgnlflcaot “Natural Areas” or “Fragile Areas” vhlch 

previously have been identified as having great significance and need for pre- 

servation and protection exist vlthl” the GHNF. Th*se important ecological 

u”lts are “either ldentlfled “or Included la the areas proposed for wilderness 

and ehould be give” special conelderatlo” 1” planning the uses of The Poreat. 

(6) Increased public “se of the land - both public and private - carpblned 

vith changea In private lend ownership patterns and attitudes result 1” greater 

pressuree for all “98s of public lands. The conflict between productive uses 

and consumptive u.ves of land Is becoming more critical as grovlng demanda f- 

an I”cr,eaeI”2 population on a decressiog resource base continue. Resource 

allocatlo” 1” an orderly, precise, and controlled system vi11 become increaelngly 

important In the future. Such allocations o” private ov”ershIpe primarily ere 

set by the “Msrket” and the objectives of the owners. On public lands, resource 

allocation more and mori Is being determined la the planning process. Wilder- 

“ess allocation Is only o”e aspect of that proceee. Prlvnte lsnd opportunities 

and constrslnts should be fully analyzed I” concert vlth the development of 

Public land mansgemnt plans. 

(7) A” analysis of the Envlrollmental Impact Statement (BI8) has bee” made 

I i I I I 1 I I 
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with the folluving facts noted: 

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

(b) Vlldlife habitat q snagement would be prohibited I” the 
proposed areas although hunting and fishing would continue to be 
Delmitted. The extent to vhlch this nrobIbItIo” would affect 
hunting and fishing opportunities has not been quantified: however. 
obaervatlon snd experience would Indicate that B reduction In the 
numbers and diversity of sildlife would occur. No specific allw- 
ante hue been made for trapping. 

(c) Recreation restrictlons would have some slgoificant 
impacts locally, particularly In the use of snowoblles. Co”cer”s 
also have been expressed ioi maintenance and UBB of shelters 0” 
the Appslachisn end Long Treils. 

A 1973 WM report, SNR-RkG!, entitled Outdoor Recreation Conflict 
In Vermont states that only eight percent of respondents to P survey 
Indicated that “too many people vere the cause of their olsn 
recreations1 conflicts”. Discourtesy, safety, trespese, and littering 
were cited 8s most-common causes of conflicts. Ninety-nine percent 
Indicated that reglstrstioa of users In a particular area sas the 
least popular solution. 

Cd) Clean Air Act lmplicstIons: 

(1) Propoeed RARB II lilderness Areas are presently 
designated as Class II end may remain as Class II eve” if 
changed to sllderness status. 

(2) If changed’to wilderness status, those tracts larger 
than 10,000 acres would not be eligible far Class III deaigns- 
tion. 

(3) Any redesignatlo” of a” area classlfIcatlon under 
the Clean Air Act Is a State option. 

(4) Provided the State did not choose to change Class 
from II to I, q sbing thege areas rllderneee areas would have 
no effect vhataoever on review of new sources for nlr quality 
permits. 

(5) A sllderness designation of the RARE’11 areas In 
New Hampshire would CBUSB little impact cm Industrial 
developeat In Vermont. 

(6) Designation of RAM II areas I” Vermont or New 
Rsmpahln vi11 “ot eaune mandatory retrofit of control 
devices on any existing Vermont Industry due to vlslbllity 
impacts. 

(7) Future requirements of a vleIblllty protection plan 
for Vermont I” mandatory Class I nreas are not Increased. 

(C: Potential ticker production losses, estinated at 3,73C,COO 
board feet per year, resulting from wilderness designation would bc 
relatively minor viewed from the ststevide perspective. However, the 
approximately 49,OM) acres of commercial forest land removed from 
production could bnve a significant Impact o” certain local wood-using 
Industries dependent upon The National Forest 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 ras q sterials for industry sere 
identlf led. 

(f) The capital Investment end administrative carrying costs of 
classifying and holding public land as silderness and in non-productive 
condition has not been addressed. 

III. CGNCLUSIGNS 

(1) Wilderness In Vermont is supported conceptually 8s a desirable snd 

necessary use of public lands. 

(2) There are growing demands for the allocation of all forest resources . 

on both public and private lands. These pressures sill Increase. 

(3) The economic effects of the proposed wilderness designation of ,.: 

additional areas are relatively minor on a statewide basis. but could hive -‘1 .- 

negative Impacts on specific locelItIes. These Impacts could prove difficult --. 

to relieve. 

(4) The effects of the Clean Air Act as a result of wilderness deslgna- 

tie” should he minimal. 

(5) Opportunities for “wilderness” experience totaling 1,33’1,ODD acres, 

are provided by other public lands in addition to designated National Forest 

Wilderness in Vermont and nearby states. 

(6) Recreational me of public lands, including wilderness 0” the Green 

Mountain National Forest, is a” ongoing joint planning effort of the State of 

Vermont and the U. S. Forest Garvlce. 

(7) Public land acquisition In Vermont is controlled at both the state 

and local levels. The uses to shich such lands are put must be seosltlve 

to both local and state perce~tloas. 
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(8) The designation of the proposed area for rildemess should have no 

significant e”vlmnme”tsl impacts. 

(9) Tbe social and political Impacts resulting from the designation of 

large areas for additional rllderness would be significant and are a major 

consideration. 

(10) All six (6) Bream presently Identified are not of equal slgnlfl- 

c*ce. Other units vbich may have significance have not been Identified. ’ 

ThUS, a more thorough review and snalysls of “wilderness” opportunities rlthi” 

the context of other lend management planning conelderations Is appropriate. 

IV. WCIXWRNTL4TION 

The State of Vermont reccanends that Alternative “A” as identified on 

psge 28 of the EI8 for Northern Appalachian and Nev England States, be 

modified by substituting the follmlng for the last se”tence: 

“No development which would diminish the potential for rilderness 
designation of these madless areas, regardless of authorized 
existing rights, or lar, may take place until plans developed 
through the NEFA process are cmplete.” 

The State of Vermont further recorwznds that Alternative “A” 8s modified be 

adopted as the method, for the designation of silderness areas on the Green 

Mountain National Forest. 

During the period of planning appropriste uses vhlch vould not diminish 

the potential for wilderness designation would he alloved. Some ~ppropriete 

uses might Include hunting, fishing, hiking. backpacking, cross-country 

skiing, and snormoblling. 

This recmendation should I” no vny be Interpreted to mea” that the 

Gtste favors the setting aside of 55,000 acres of additional Wilderness. 

, 
What we intend is B continuation of the present Forest Service Policy. for 

these Identified madless areas until each of them has been subjected to 

the regular lnnd management planning process. It Is the State’s position that 

I I I I I I I I 

the land q anagvment planning process for l%e Forest, 8s mandated by the National 

Forest Management Act and the Reneveble Resources Planning Act, would best 

meet the needs of Vermont 88 sell as B high majority of the Interested and 

concerned citizens of the northeastern United States. Under modif led 

Alternative “A” the ldentiflr tlon, classlflcatlon, and designation of 

wilderness, as well 8s non-wilderness uses. vould be sccanplished In P more 

deliberate decision-making process than rould result from the other nine 

alternatives. This modified alternative would most effectively mitigate the 

social and political Impacts vhich may result from the designation of additional 

large areas of silderness. ‘Ihis modified alternatlve also provides for continued 

public Involvement which should lead to more acceptable resource allocation 

decisions, and thus to riser management of the Green Mountain National Forest 

In the public Interest. 

If the decision Is to use the land management planning process (Modified 

Alternative “A”), se urge the Forest Service to give high priority to 

accelerating Its efforts. Thus the initial phases of The Forest Plan CB” 

be completed at 80 early date. 

(2) Should modified Alternative “A” he chosen, the State, of Vermont would 

pledge Its cooperation and services to the Forest Service to the extent feasible In 

the development of its plans for the management of the Green Mountain National 

Forest. In my 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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Mr. R. E. Worthington 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
P.O. Box 3623 
Portland. OR 97208 

Dear Fir. Worthington: 

Attached Is the State of Uashingtori’e assessment end recomenda- 
time on RARF, II. 

lie are recmendiog en allocation of the BARE II areas that ie 
different than any of the 10 alternatives contained in the draft 
environmental statement. Our recommended ellocation Is designed 
to beet meet the needs of our residents. It retains resource 
productivity and would provide optimom recreation opportunities. 

I consider BARE II to be very importaot and urge the Forest 
Service to expedite the process end end the uncertainty over 
roadless ereae. 

STATE OF YASHINGTON 

RARE II RESPONSE 

SUt4'4ARY OF RECOMMENDATION ALLOCATION 

The following infotmatlon slmmarfzes the state's preferred 
allocation. The attached map can be used to identffy the 
areas and the approximate boundaries where parts of RARE II 
areas are Involved. 

Allocated to Uilderness 

01981 
06981 

Allocated to Back Country 

All or parts of: 6041 6036 
6031 6071 
6050 6072 
6032 6069 
6063 6085 
6084 

Allocated to Multiple Use 

All renalning RARE 11 Areas, including the remainfng 
portlons of those otherwise allocated. 

Attaciment 



STATE OF UASHlNGTON 

RARE 11 RESPONSE 

RECOWlENLlATIONS 

Washington State's Preferred Allocation Criteria 

Ye do not find any of the ten alternatives presented to be totally acceptable. 
Ye have chosen to develop a Washington State preferred allocation of the road- 
less 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 Yashington. 

The salient decision criteria are underlined. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

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

Same of the RARE II areas have a high mineral potential and should not 
be locked up. 

Sane of the RARE 11 areas have high timber producing potential and should 
not be included. 

Ullderness. being subject to restrictive management regulations, cannot 
be effectively managed as a recreational resource. 

The rllderness classification intended for use by the Forest Service does 
not adequately allar for pubric use of the resatrces. 

Sane of the RARE II areas are adjacent to established national parks and 
represent contfguous extensions of resources contained within the national 
parks. These areas may be studied through the normal land management plan- 
ning process to determlne if they should be made part of the adjoining 
national park. In the interim, they should be retained In "Hultlple Use" 
status. 

Sane adjustments may be needed to boundaries of existing wilderness areas 
where experfence has shown the boundary was not properly located to provide 
adequate protectton or to facilitate management, These may also be iden- 
tified through normal land management planning processes. In the interim, 
they. too, shculd be retained in "kltiple Use" status. 

RECOmENOATIONS (Cont'd) 

8. Sane areas could be added to the wilderness system to represent the 40-SOme 
ecosystems of the Unmtes. Six of these major ecosystems are in the 
State of Uashlngton. To preserve these systems in their natural state 
provides a useful tool for educational and scientific purposes. 

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

-l- 
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BACK COUNTRY 

Smim of the high recreational potential areas would be best managed for mad- 
less recreation but not under wilderness designation. Ye feel these areas 
should be managed as "back country" according to the provislons described below. 
The areas recomnended for back country are shown on the map and listed below. 

The Forest Service should ask Congress to create another land classification as 
an alternative to Wilderness deslgnation or intensive management. We propose 
the establistmmnt of a 'Back Country' classification. with areas established as 
shown on the enclosed map and rules for use to be established by regulation. 
The primary use of these areas would be for semi-primitive recreational use and 
associated fish, wildlife and scenic values. The areas should be managed to 
provide these resources, including providfng simple facilities formrs. 
Silvicultural practices. including harvesting mature and decadent timber, 
mining, and wildlife habitat manipulation would be conducted so as to minimize. 
in so far as practicable, adverse impacts on these other values. 

Eacc,cou&ry 

Mt. Baker 

c 
L!J 

Honte Cristo 

ID 

Uhite Horse Ht. 

Ht. Aix/Cougar The American Ridge/Cougar Lakes 
Lake Mt. Aix vicinity of 6032. 

Goat Rocks Portions of 6036 that should be 
used to buffer the Goat Rocks 
Wilderness. 

Mt. Hargaret 

Mt. St. Helens 

RECCWEKDEO BACK COUNTRY AREAS 

Description 

The central portion of 6041 
imnediately surrounding Ht. 
Baker. 

The Monte Crlsto and Glacier 
Basin area of 6031 extending 
eastward to Glacier Peak 
Ulldemess. 

The area of 6050 in the vicinity 
of White Horse Mt. and Three 
Fingers. 

The high plateau area of 6071 
(southern portion). 

All of 6072 (this is mostly the 
portion of Mt. St. Helens above 
timberline). 

Approximate Size 
(Acres) 

150.000 

85,000 

20,QOO 

140,000 

12.000 

25.000 

29.950 

Back Country (Cont'd), 

Back Country 
Area Name Description 

(Acres) 
_Approxlmate Size 

Mt. Adams Portions of 6069 that should be 
manaaed to buffer the Ht. Adams 
Wfld&ness. 

28.000 

Ht. Washington/ Most of the alpine areas of 20,000 
Mildred Lakes 6085. 

Lena Lake/ The portions of 6084 surmundlng 15,000 
The Brothers Lena Lake and The Brothers. 

TOTAL 524.950 

Areas generally endorsed for Back Country designation which have intermingled 
ownerships should not be put Into that classlflcation until the lands in other 
ownerships are acquired. 

-- 

Wilderness Additions . 

While our position has been that there should not be any new wilderness areas 
established in the state. we are recoamendina desianatlon of the Salam Priest 
unit (6981 and 1981) as wilderness. The Salio Pri&t 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 Uashington State. Even though the area is not a 
vitally necessary part of the animals' range, it is considered Important to the 
people of Uashington to maintain this area for moose and caribou. 

No other addftfons to wflderness are befng recamaended nor are areas being 
recomnended for future study as wilderness. 

-3- 
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C 
A 
N 

conflicts? 

The continuing expansion of energy development and land 
development into Wyoming’s wildlife habitat required that the 
Game and Fish Department’s evaluation be given 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 tec’eived by my office during the last 12 
months were closely analyzed. My recommendations are set out in 
detail in the attachment to this letter. 
a* Eollowsr 

They may be summarized 

Acres 8 Of 8 of 
RARE II Total 

areas acres 
Total RARE II areas 
recommended for non-wilderness. . . . 2.956.360 88 17 

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

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

The rationale for the state alternative consists of 
several critical components. Those areas designated non- 
wilderness are areas with high resource values such as minerals, 
oil and gas, potentIa1 water development, grazing, recreation, 
timber or wildlife habitat. Based upon the past U.S. Forest 
Service’s management plans, and reports, the extensive 
information ptovlded 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. 

wilderness 
The fact that Wyoming has the largest concentration of 

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 Resource Planning Act has 
adequately planned foe 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 regulations, I am confident that these areas can be 
effectively managed to provide for out long-term resource needs 
and protect the existing high quality of National Forest lands. 

. 
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The areas recommended for further planning and study 
ate those with a real conflict between high wilderness values and 
high resource values, and we do not now have sufficient data 
concerning the potential tesoutces 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 inEormation necessary to the making of informed decisions. I 
recognize that Wyoming may have ‘areas which ate as well qualified 
for wilderness designation as the 26% of out 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 Gras Ventce Area should be considered seriously 
for wilderness designation, but I cannot justify designation of 
the entire area as wilderness. I 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) neat the Elk 
Refuge. I felt that an additional wilderness area such as the 
Snowy Range Area (No. 02074) in the Southeast Quartet of the 
state, in which most of out 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 
simplif’y administration. Finally, in all three cases it appears 
that the wilderness designation will not materially interfere 
with utilization or management oE vital natural resources. 

The third phase of RARE II 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 continue to allow the State of Wyoming to 
participate in the final phase of PARE II. 

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

EH/trj 

attachments 

CC: The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
The Honorable Vincent E. Mckelvey 
The Honorable H$lcolm Wallop 
The Honorable Clifford P. Hansen 
The Honorable Ten0 Roncallo 
The Honorable Bob Bergland 
The Honorable James Schlesinger 

. 

September 8, 1978 

Mr. Darold Westerberg, RARE II Coordinator 
Forest Service 
11177 West 8th Avenue 
P.O. 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 Colorado School of 
Mines since 1955, and I am a member of the Colorado Oil 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 II). 

Our knowledge of areas discussed in the following 
. 

paragraphs indicates that there is no necessity for 'further 
planning" and the areas should be classified as 'nonwilderness." .-r. 

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 Hesaverda 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 (1) 
potential of undeterminable magnitude in these areas. 

Area Nos. 2186 through 2194 are adjacent to natural gas 
fields. I" fact, a small quantity of gas has already been 
produced from some of these areas. The following table 
smarites 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 l 1444 so Boduer l ~L’lSc9. OkWKma 74101. USA l (918)584-2555 
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Estimated Natural Gas Reserves 

Ultimate Prod. *Reserves *Number of Ultimate 
Gas Field BCF (1/l/771 per well wells anal. reserves in 
Name BCF wells analyzed 

Wolf Creek 
ii 

2.0 x 7 = 14.0 
Divide Creek 4.5 x 13 = 58.5 
Buzzard Creek a 5.3 x 1 = 5.3 
Plateau Creek k-2 0.5 x L? m 6.3 

Total 95 34 84.3 BCF 
*Data from L.A. HcPeek (unpublished) 

84.3 
34= 2.5 BCF per gas well 

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

Roadless Net 
Areas _ Areas 

2186 40780 
2187 6650 
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 IO-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 WCF 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. 

I I I I I 1 
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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. Theseareas 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. Oil 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 

I I I I I I I I 
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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. 

AAPG President-elect 

JDH:ms 
Enc. 
xc:Executive Committee 

Other interested people 

September 29. 1978 

The Honorable John R. McCuire 
Chief, U.S. Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
PO Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Mr. McCuire: 

The American Land 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 II) 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 II 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- 
shio. feel there is arowinn evidence that skier demand 
is beginning to out-itrip 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 develo ment 
or exoansion of nresent facilities are located wit in 
the-rbadless are’as of National Forests. 

R. 
If these few 

suitable sites are included in the wilderness system. 
the resulting impact upon future growth of the ski 
industry will be devastating. 



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. 

I 

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 Environmental Statement for RARE II. 

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

Sincyel. 

CAT/elg 

?@?&tident 

I I 

FOUNDED1897 
RINGBUILDING 
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September 25, 1978 

Mr. John R. HcGuire 
Chief 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
P.O. BOX 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Mr. HcGuire: 

The American Mining Congress has previously 
commented on the RARE II draft environmental imoact 
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 II 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 

NJ.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 

Continued. . . . . . , 
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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 bv the U.S. Geolooical Survev and Bureau 
of Wines or by contract and it is paramouni 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 environnmntal 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. Relicopters 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 
suitable 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 nines or by contract be an integral 
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 bs 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. . . . . . 
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Certainly, these lands should remain open to operation 
of the mining and mineral Leasing laws. Wineral 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. 

i 
President 

cc: Mr. Tom Nelson 
Associate Chief 
Forest Service 
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PO Bos IdI. Wntervillc. Ohio 43081 lelephone lbl.41 891.2425 
T&x. 245392 

September 27, 1978 

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

Dear Wr. 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 II. Federal land ownership patterns and legislative mandates 
make the national forest system the most 'available' public lands for 
American citizens. Unlike the Bureau of band 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 xore difficult and 
of greater consequence to those depending on eastern national forests 
for dispersed motorized recreation. 

As an association, the AWA has long recognizea 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 II 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 recreqtion 
public that is highly dependent on national forest Land to, enjoy 
our sport, we are concerned that some would seek to prohibit our use 
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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 quality 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 national organization and will be supplemented by the many individ- 
ual comments of our members addressing specific inventory areas. 
Should there be any questions regarding our association's input, we 
trust you will not hesitate to contact us. 

Associate Director 
Government Relations 

RR/t1 

Attachment 
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I. 

ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION 
U.S. FOREST SERVICE 

Comments of the 
American Motorcyclist Association 

September, 1978 

INTRODUCTION 

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 Multiple-Uee 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...' 

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 all oredicated on 
this-single resource commitment. In all too many instances timber, 
recreation, grazing, and wildlife decisions have been forced into a 

4 
holding pattern because certain segments felt that inadequate consid- 

s 
eration had been given to the wilderness resource. In many instances, 
large 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 integrated planning process. 

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 decisions, we are now faced with RARE II. 

As a concept RARE II is much broader and rare 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 II 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 II is identified as making recommenda- 
tions concerning the roadless areas necessary to round out the National 
Wilderness Preservation System and to determine those roadless areas 
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that can be immediately made available for non-wilderness uses. How- 
ever, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) makes no attempt 
to suaaest what Dart 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 
innnine from court challenges that would further limit their utilization. 

RARE II fails to fully consider the potential contribution to be 
made by the Bureau of Land Wanagement to the NWPS in relationship to 
existing wilderness, administration endorsed proposals, and identified 
RARE II roadless areas. The BLW 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. 

II. AFFECTED EWVIRONWENTS 

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. 

Recreation - The greatest concerns of the AWA 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 other dispersed recreation uses. Further, previously 
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. Wotorized use would 1, 
be much greater if management philosophies did not prohibit such use. 
Industry figures indicate an existing population of over 5.6 million 
off-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 
describina the methodolow to be used in assessina the aualitv and 
significaice of a partichr cultural resource as-qualiiying ior wild- 
erness selection are lacking. Guidelines must be established for 
determining what is of value and what is not. 

Socio-Economic Factors - The DBIS has some consideration for the 
~macro' socio-econommcts of RARE II but seems to aive little 
consideration to the 'micro" or spinoff effects. We rezer 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 these,' the Forest Service should 
exercise caution in pratiticing 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. 

III. 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) Inventor-v and Evaluation 
Criteria (November, 1977) indicates on page 74 that none of the four 
criteria enumerated by the outline were -ng 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 accormaodate these public views. Since the RARE II program was 
supposed to proceed on a consensual basis, we view this failing to be 
a roost serious one which goes to the very heart of the program. 

IV. 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 motorired dispersed recreation. 

The likelihood of either Alternatives A, 8, or J being selected 
seems highly unlikely and will not be addressed by these comments. 

I I I I I I 
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Assuming some compatibility with cormnercial 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 lOOa 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, F, 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. 

V. 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 rcotorired 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 
substantially 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, 

1, I I I I I I I 
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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 E falls somewhat short on the 
wilderness targets for RARE II, 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 user density. 
Available information indicates that those seeking a wilderness exper- 
ience only penetrate the fringe of established areas. Those who have 
their wilderness 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 substantially.because of restrictions imposed on tradi- 
tional OHV areas, meybe some consideration should be given to their 
attractiveness as wilderness. If enforcenaent 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 
displaced perhaps unfairly by a wilderness decision. One would have 
to conclude that if a history of motorized recreation does not pro- 
hibit an area from wilderness consideration; then its use does not 
jeopordixe wilderness as a resource and should be allowed to remain. 

u-l VI. EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PROPOSAL 

Identification of a preferred course of action in the draft 
environmental statement requires that Forest Service policy makers 
give serious and formal consideration to the direction of the HAHE II 
program much earlier in the whole process than if identification of 
the preferred alternative is delayed until the final environmental 
statement. We believe that the final program would have benefitted 
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 scare narrowly 
defined set of issues than if the public is presented with a range of 
ontions 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 
of ideas which the NEPA 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 the true measure of the effects of each alternative. 
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VII. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

The assessment of public involvement in the HANS 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 assessment. 
We feel some re-evaluation must occur. For the auoted 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 a8 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 HARE II program 
and environmental statement conform to the substantive agreements 
reached during the coordination process. 

The 'vilderness 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 
each agency. 

l * l : 

In summary, the American Motorcyclist Association recognizes 
the importance of the preservation of wilderness as a resource and 
accepts the conceptual wisdom of HARE 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 
HARE II is deficient for not incorporating other resource values. The 
Forest Service should exercise caution in determining vilderness for 
the luxurious reason of merely knowing it exists. 

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



September 22, 1970 

SEPert 

Hr. Robert 8. Torheim 
Begiooal Forester 
Rorthero Region, LISPS 
Federal Building 
?Iisacula, Montana 59807 

Dear Bob! 

2he prompt and reapcasible completion of RARE II is of great concern to 
the Amcricso Plywood Association end its members who produce mOet of the 
softwood plywod in the 0. 6. Ye are hopeful that the c-ente which 
follow vi11 help yea in your deliberations oo the resolution of the vital 
RAP.R II atud,. 

APPROACilRS mu DEvnoPIRC A DECISIOR 

After having reviewed all the alternatives preeeoced, we find nose that 
we cao full, wpport. lie do. haever, 
contrined ia the slteroativea. 

we merit ia mao, of the concepts 
Ye believe that the beat approach to 

development of en acceptable alternative would be to: 

I 

Begin with the high-level Rational BPA 1975 target goals for 
the year 2015 for all resources. iacludion vildcrncsa. The 
rationale for using the high level ie that opportunity coete 
l hould be measured ageiaet the highest production of goods aad 
rerviees feasible within the balanced RPA program goals. 

Adjuet boundaries of roadless areas an necessary to produce 
logical management units. Rosdless area arc accidents ia time 
and man, lack management iotegrit,. 
an to defy managemeat es a unit 

Rhere an area ia 80 rhsped 
, it should he broken into local 

units. Where vastly differing resource values are involved 
which ma, logically be allocated to differing management options, 
i.e., wilderness versus q owilderaees, boundaries should be 
drawo betveen these differing value areas. Boundary adjustments 
should be required wbeo the above conditions cxiat; otherwiae, 
uoneccaaary conflicts ia meeting RPA goals will be developed. 

Determine tiich roadless area8 molt effectively contribute to 
each reeoorce target. Use procedures l imiler to Appendix 1, 
Stage 2, ia “Preliminary Evaluation Procedures,” RARE II dated 
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July 31, 1978, except etart with areas meded to maintain 
c-nit, stability, then higheat productivity. The entire 
procedure should be done nationally without respect to regional 
boundaries. Uildernera would he ranked by landform, ecosystem 
nod l cceseibility/distribution gap aeedr aad then by Hilderocsa 
AttrLhutaa Rating Syetem numbers. 

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

5) After 802 of RPA high-level goals are ieached, use professional 
judgment of forest, regional end aetioosl-level personnel, along 
with oublic inout. to reach PO nearly as DossibLe 1002 of all 
RPA rbeoorce tbrg;t goals. Consider- further boundary changes 
to roadleee area8 in order to bring about realization of full 
RPA target goala. This final stage must oat be purely mechsn- 
ical, but rrmat recognize physical, biological, social and polit- 
ical realities. 

If 1975 RPA target goala were realistic , it will be poaeible to rccoumend 
an allocation of vilderneas and nowilderaeaa areaa that aatisfg wilderness 
and other resource output goals. If RARE IL recoumeodations for wilderness 
and noouilderocea allocation do not allow meeting RPA goale, RARE II will 
have failed to comply with the law. We believe it ie entirely possible 
to exceed the goals for timber aod still meet RPA goals for wilderness. 
Ye believe that the reeultant vildernesa system could meet not only the 
acreage goal, but also the goal of establiahiog a quality system that 
contains rcoresentative landforms. ecoeyetema, acceasLbilit, to the people 
of the couotr,, aad alao ratea hiehl, ia v;ld&oeas attribuiee. C4re 
muet be taken that the vilderness system doee not destroy the Rational 
Forest Syetem’s abiLity to meet all of the other resource outputs it is 
capable of achieving. 

DECISIOR CBITRRIA 

We feel that decision criteris should be built into the procedure8 for 
developing a recomneaded decision rather than simply evaluating alternativea 
produced by using one or Loire elements. 

RPA TarRet - Program goals or targets should be more than a major conaidera- 
tion for evaluatiog ao alternative; the, should be the besir for developing 
the rexmended deeioioa. 

General Public ARreement - We agree that public respoasa should be considered 
a8 a decision criteria ITI the development of a final Adminirtretion recommenda- 
tion. t7ovever. we hew been diaturbcd by c-nta that responaea will be 
given greater coneiderstion if the respondent wee personally acquainted 
with the area. This gives a tromendoue bias to that small segment of the 
public that uees roadlesa ereee for recreation. It would discriminate 
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againat the majority of Americsns who might benefit from the development 
of roadleas ares8 through the uee of the resourcea involved or recreational 
pursuits derived from the areas if they were developed. 

Ye are also concerned that respondents supporting e particular alternative 
nationally, or ccmmentiag regarding further claaaificatione for wilderness 
or nonvildernesr-use within their state, be considered to have responded 
on all roadless ereas involved. If, for example, e respondent indicates 
support for Alternative B on rosdless areas within his stete, this ehould 
be considered ee response opposing wilderness cleasifications for those 
areas lieted ae nomrilderneas under that alternative, end supporting 
wilderness claeeificatioaa for those areas to be classified ee wilderness. 
Considering that this evalution vould be mede, we would support the conten- 

tion thet &en the preponderance of Public opinion indicatea preference 
for allocation of individual areas, considerable weight should be given 
to such allocation. 

Baaed on our review of several dozen land-uee studies aver the past couple 
of yearn, we feel it is rather naive to believe that e general coneeneue 
will emerge for any significant number of areas. The Forest Service’s 
failure to identify II preferred slternative has certsinly contributed 
to * lack of CooeenaUe. We else feel thst e lack of consensus should 
not be used ee an excuse to avoid decision-making by placing srees in 
the limbo status of “Further Study.” Proa the hietorg of involvement 
in land-we allocetioaa on aresa containing high resource valuea and high 
rilderneae values, we have found that planniq delays sccelerete controversy 
by breeding uncertainty end public dieguet of planning efforte. Consensus 

- by the intereet groups involved in moat easee never occurs, but controversy 
dies down follwlng the decieion-moking process. 

Community Stability end Employment - The maintenance of cownunitp stability 
should be more then l decision crcteria used to eseeee various alternatives 
in arriving at the meet desirable one. It should be the basis for develop- 
ment of l final decision. Throughout the history of the Rations1 Poreet 
System, both In legislative and administrative direction, there has beeo 
B recognition of the interdependency between the menegewat of national 
forest lands and the cmnities that have developed end prospered based 
on those management directiona. The failure of the Poreat Service to 
recognize the l ensitiritg of that bond vae demnstrsted by the recent 
timber melt bidding procedures controversy. That q ieteke ahould not be 
repeated in RARE II. 

Allocations that would jeopardize the stability of industries and dependent 
corrmunities should be the overriding factor in determining which areas 
should be recormrended for vildernese end nomildernesa we. 

National Ieeues - Ye concur with the ststement made regarding national 
ieeues of eoerg~ independence, housing starts, inflation, etc., in the 
Draft Environmental Statement. Regarding the timber resource, one of 
the beet mesns of assuring we do meet the needs for vood products im 
to develop recouxmendationr based upon Besource Planning Act goals for 

811 resources including timber. In further support of this position, 
we include Exhibit 1, Tables l-4, which clearly show that the United 
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Statee has not been self-sufficient in softwood sawtimber supply even 
in years of lcm demand. Ben considering lumber, plgvood, and log exporte 
and imports, the United Ststee VBI e net importer of nearly 6 billion 
board feet of softwood in 1977. This is the greatest imbalance that has 
occurred in rur history. It will, however, very likely be exceeded this 
year. 

me forest policy of the United States in this century hea been based 
on self-sufficiency in meeting wood needs. It is now becoming apparent 
that we ere failing in this. Aot because of en9 real shortage in timber 
inventory or lack of productivity of our foreat lend base, 8s YBS pre- 
dicted in the early Pert of thin century, but rather because of indecisive 
policies on management of the Nations1 Forest system, vhich contains about 
one-half of the softwood inventory in.this country. 

The failure to meet U. S. wood neede touches the majority of the major 
social end economic problems of this country todeg...inflstion, unemploy- 
ment, balance of payment deficita, and increasing tax burdens. 

The parallele between development of energy resources and timber resources 
ere frighteningly simile?. Ae further evidence of the relationship between 
RAP.B II end meeting wood needs, n attech PD Exhibit 2 the APA report, 
“Can the United States Neet Needs for Plyvood end Lumber end Establish, 
a Quality Yilderoeas System?" 

National Criteria of Landform. Ecosystem, Wildlife end Acceesibilityl 
Distribution - We concur with the statement that, “Preference vi11 be 
given in allocating roadless areas to wilderness if the addition of the 
erea will increase the diversity end quality of the NUPS.” Ye agree that 
filling gape in landform, ecoagstem and acceseibilityldistribution targeta 

are important in filling out the establishment of e quality wilderness 
system. He do not feel that the Public perception of certain wildlife. 
epeeies being associated with e wilderness type environment, even when 
the perception me9 be inaccurate, is e criteria that warrmtm inclusion 
in the RARE 11 process decision criteria. Prom e biological standpoint, 
many of the species listed thrive better in nonuilderaeas aicuationa. 
Han9 of the other species ere very rarely eeen by the casual wilderness 
traveler. It wuld be misleading to establish e vilderneee area 80 that 
people might view en animal that is rarely, if ever, seen. We believe 
that if this criteria ia retained it ahould be limited to those species 
which actually need e wilderneaa environment to thrive and who’s existence 
is thresteaed or endangered. 

With respect to eccessibilitgfdistribution tergets, ve feel that these 
targets would also be helpful for the Went end vould be eignificent in 
pointing up the need for l dditional wi1derne.w claesification in Southern 
California. We feel thet landform, ecosystem and accessibilitg/diatribution 
tergets et the Alternative E level should receive strong consideration 
in making recomnendetions for new areae to be edded to the wilderness 
system. 
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Wildcrnesr Attribute BatioRs - We are not well versed in the intricacies 
of the vildernese attribute ratinn svstem. Rowever. we do believe that 
scenic beauty, divareity, uniqueness, - - l olitudc end &her attributes which 
make for a -rsble uilderneae erporience, end draw people to the uee 
of wilderness areas, ehould receive high coosideretion in the dcvelopnent 
of e quality wilderness system. 

Graaalrnda - It would be e break in faith. if not in law, with the stated 
purposes for wbieh graeslande were established if there lands were made 
a part of the tilderotas sgstcr. We do not feel en9 National Grssslend 
Area rhould be considered for wilderness. 

Previous Coogree~ional Decisions - Ye recommend that previous congreasioool 
decisions be en added criteris to the decision-mating process. BABB II 
comes et e point in time Ben many decisions have already been made relative 
to allocation of lands to the vilderaeea system. RARE II is e process 
to round out the completion of e quality wilderneee eyetern. Since the 
passage of the Yilderness Act, Congress has considered in greet detail 
the bounderice of men9 areas , adding end rejecting vnrioua portions in 
estobliehing which lands vould become d part of the system and which lend8 
should be available for other mltiole wee. Ihrounhout the lenisletive 
hiatorg there erc numerous l xemples’of directions b; Congress r&&ding 
the menagemeat of landa not included within the vilderneas system. Thie 
legislative history should provide the basis for evaluation of roadlesa 
areas adjacent to man9 of the lands that have been established in wilderness. 
The Parcot Service has ignored thie lcgislstlve hietory by including these 
*rem in the BA88 II process. One exem~le is the Barth Cascades area 
in Washington State adjacent to the Glacier Peat Uildcrncss. llousc end 
Senate reports 00 the paeeege of the additions to the Glacier Peak Wildernesr 
clearly cell for Rational Forcet l reee surrounding Glacier Peak and the 
North Csscedes Park to be managed for wmrilderneee resources. 

OlllER ODlMERTS ON DRAFT EIS AND PAIt II PBDCESS 

Further Studp - This classificstion muet be minimized if BABE II ia to 
prove worthwhile. BA8E II has resulted in mew delsvs in the normel land- 
bee planning process. If all of the time and iffort-p!aced in RARE II 
ia to pay off, it will have to result in allocations for the vent majority 
of lands. Ye are extremely concerned by reports that 302, and even 502, 
of the lands in ICARE II ma9 end up in further study. If that should be 
the caee, BABE II will have failed to meet ito charge of speeding the 
completion of e quality wilderness ayatem. Further etudp classification 
l hould not be used to duck the herd deciaiona which muet be made. It 
should sleo not be wed ee o meana of wbverting the RPA goal by placing 
veet aress in further etudy pending establishment of new EPA goals. Lands 
recovmeadtd for wilderncaa end for further study met aot exceed the 25- 
30 million acre vilderncss goal. 

It is particularly important that no lands neceeeary to realize full RPA 
timber ssle goals within the next five gears be placed ia further study. 
00 many forests, timber sale programs will deteriorate aignificently unless 
lands are immediately returned to nonwilderneee use. 
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Strengthening Draft EIS - The final environments1 et.etement should Clterlg 
show in graphic form impacts of all the l ltcroatives, including the recazmended 
alternative on RPA target goals for all resources. After this is done, 
then the eocial, economic and environmentel forte of each of the alternative 
resource level outputs should be shown. For example, it is impossible 
to diotinguish between employment impacts associated with timber hervest 
and those aeaociated with water production, forage, or developed recreational 
areas. This ie also true of revenues generated, inflation impacts, balance 
of paymente deficits and other imPpacts. 

Ye sincerely hope thet APA’s view on RARE II will help to emare that 
the U.S. both meets its needa for plywood end lumber, end establishes 
e quality vilderneas system. 

Sincerely, 

BBONSOR J. LFWS 
kkecutive Vice Preeideat 

Enclosures 

CC: Jo%n HcGuire, Chief USPS 

H. Rupert Cutler, Amt. Secretary of Agriculture 
AFA Board of Truetote 
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AssoclAnoN OF AMERICAN STATE GEOLOGISTS 

August 18. 19tB 

Mr. John FL IMuira. IMsf, 
Forset Setvice 
tl. S. Department of AgriCUkUre 
14th Street Imd Independence Avenue, S.Y. 
!dMhin8tm. D. C. 20250 

Dear Hr. HcGuire: 

On behalf of the Association of AMricau State l%OlO8iete. 
representing the State Geological Surveys of all 50 atetee end 
Puerto Rico, I rempactfdlyeubmlt to you the following resolrr 
Lion, passed at the recently concluded 70th Annul kcting of 
tha AesocietiorI et Jeclwon, “9-g: 

Uhcream, the ABeocietion of Amarican state &OlOgiete 
believee that the vim ULW of hrica’a resources ie 
of prewdnent cm~crn end that a continuing strong 
national eecaomg depends on this, and 

Uhercas, there ie B deep nnticaal intcreat in public 
lend policg, and 

Uhereas, it is important to insure that our oation’e 
public landa will bring arrdmum benefit to all citi- 
Lmm of our LIdcal, 

merefore, be it reeolved that the Aasociatinn of Amer- 
icm 6t.9tt lkOlO8iete fPVOre tWlti,Ble use Of O"r public 
lands over single uec wherever poesible. and. 

Be it further resolved thet there is en urgent need that 

further eingle-use cleeaificntion of public lends be with- 

held until there is obtained for each subject ace e 
total aa8emmCnt of resource values baaed on balmced 
scientific studies and appropriate review of all factors. 
including tiwly demonscraticm that the action taken is 
in the highcet public idterest. and 

Hr. John R. HcCuire. Chief 
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Be it further resolved that provieion should be 
medc for a viable mechaniem to tcturn sing10 UC 
claseification lands to multiple uec when Changing 
priorities or significant new davelnpuents werrent 
it. 

Ye eincerely hope that you will be able to support 
the worthy purpooe of thin resolution. 

Respectfully aubmittep. 

Arthur A. Socolow. 
Paat President. 
Aseoelation of American state &,10&h 

MS-sb 
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September 29, 1978 

The Honorable John R. McGuire 
Chief 
U.S. Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
P.O. BOX 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Mr. McGuire: 

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

DAM is unique in that it represents the common interests 
of major travel industry components and is supported by them. 
Its membership includes 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 convention 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 tour4st 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 environmental 
protection. DATD is deeply concerned with these issues and 
with the conservation, use and management of the nation's vast 
public recreational lands. 

Continued . . . . 

I 
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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 national forests not be denied the opportunity. 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. 

ISincerely, 

%kt?io&h! 
President 

WDT:edz 

I I I I I I 



Friends of the Earth National RARE II Connants 
Page 2 

I-KII:Nl)S iJI: I‘III. E,\l<-I’H 

TO: John McGuIre, Chief, U.S. Forest Servlce 

FKH: Margie Ann Gibson, HI lderness Coxdlnator 

RE: Friends of the Earth National RARE II Conrents 

I. lntroductfon 

Although RARE II may have been undertaken with the best of IntentIons, It 
has proven to be completely Inadequate for land use declslons of the rragnltude 
and Importance of those Involved. The program has been overly hasty, superflclal, 
and Is constructed In a wav that Is lnherentlv blased aualnst Wilderness desianatfon 
for deserving roadless areas. Thls anti-Wilderness bla; Is apparent through& 
the RARE II DES: fmm the range of alternatlves, to the decision crfteria, to 
the absence of any dlscusslon of the costs and Impacts of development and the 
benefits of Wilderness. 

The RARE II DES attempts far too much at once, yet does nothlng thoroughly. 
Development of Wilderness goals and the methods and constraints for evaluatfon 
and comparlscn of roadless areas, as well as the flnal selectlot of roadless areas 
for Wilderness are all to be made In Just a teJ short months. Public connent IS 
requested only for the flnal selectlon of roadless areas for Wilderness since 
the program has already made so many of the key declslons about process, goals, 
methodology, constraints, etc. The haste, brevity, and confuslon of the RARE If 
program cbscures many of these Important aspects. The program ends up selecting 
goals and processes by the “black bow” method WI thout leavlng a” effective 
opportunity for cormant upon the methods and results. A real analysis of the 
need for the RAPZ II nronram would have ldentlfled areas and 1~~1~18s In which 
prorot declslon-making Is truly necessary, and would have dlrected publlc attentlan 
to these points. 

Further, the declslon to canplete RARE II on a Very short tlma table and to 
alloy no davlatlon from that deadllne has not allowed for the program to correct 
errors, particularly those which are structural or procedural problems rather 
than sirrple data changes. Thls of coursa makes public reactlon to the goals and 
procedural aspects of RARE II a completely futile effort. 

If the RARE II program Is to arrive at better daclslons than those resulting 
from the Land Use Planning Process, It can do so only to the extent that It 
malntalns a higher quality of InformatIon and analysis than those studfes. Thls 

Is not a Ilkely result In view of the extrema haste end superflclallty with which 
the program Is proceeding. 

The “speed before qua1 Ity” nature of the program Is I I lustrated by the 
foIlcuIng passage In the July 31, 1978 memo entltled “Prellmlnary Evaluation 
Procedures - RARE II” frcm the Washlngton offlce of the Forest Servlce: 

M The RARE II preics$ 1s lw far along to implement new and complex methods, 
processes, or systems unless Ihey: 

(1) are tried and proven 
(2’7 are easily understood 
0) are easily applied 
(4)sav-a time and/or other management resources 
(5) use exfsting data 
(6) can be applied natlonally 
The assumption Is made that the evaluation crlterla contalned In the DES will, 

for the most part, remain Intact.” 

ThlS Is In essence an admlsslon that the declslons have already been made and 
that the public Input rlll have Very Ilttle effect. 

If WIRE II was really to be a new and comprehenslve look at the problem, 
then the Inventory should have been new and comprehensive. Instead, many quallfled 
roadless lands were not evaluated, regardtess of the deflclencles and the lack of 
unlfofmity of the Land Use Planning studies. The excluded lands have In some 
cases never been inventorfed or llsted in any of the RARE programs. Further, they 
are not uniformly dlstrlbuted throughout the Natlonal Forest System, but tend to 
be concentrated In a few specltlc areas, notably central Nevada, the Boise and 
Sawtooth Natlcnal Forests In Idaho, the Kootenal Natlonal Forest In hfcntana, and 
the Wlllamette Natlonal Forest In Oregon. 

The “se of the 1975 FIPA In RARE II Is one of the most seriously defective 
aspects Of the program. RPA has not been endorsed or funded by the Admlnlstratlon 
or Congress - Indeed, its only support seems to be from the Forest Service and the 
tlnber Industry, Instead of these outdated targets greatly llmltlng the optlons 
and influencing the final declslon, RARE I I should have served as Independent 
new data for arrlvlng at the 1980 PF’A goals. As It Is, many worthwhile options 
have not been consfdered because of the IimItatIons Imposed by the 1975 RPA 
targets. 

The usefulness of the national DES and the supplements Is greatly dlmlnlsheb 
by the absence of any Index or cross-referencing. Thls lack makes It extremely 
dlfflcult to flnd Informatlon, compare points, and lnvestlgate Inter-relatlonshlps 
between factors. For example, many Items of InformatIon are presented In one 
place, xhlle their explanation Is hldden In the text without any clue as to IncatIon. 
Thls makes the document appear even more confuslng and dlsorganlzed that It 
actually Is. 

I I. Weaknesses of the Evaluation and Geclsfcwt Crl terra 

A. The WARS System 

The WARS system, rhfle being a good Idea In theory, IS far too subJect to the 
whims and p,-eJudlcas of Forest Service personnel throughout the natlon and, as 
such, IS arbitrary and Inconslstent. Scoring was not unlfon even wlthln a 
Slngla Natfonal Forest. An excellent example of thls Is two areas near Mt. Ralnler 
Natlonal Park: Tatoash, a 17,000 acre ridge In the Gifford Plnchot Natldnal Forest, 
received a WARS rating of 24. Just a few miles away, the 200,000 acre Cougar 
lakes area of hfgh ridges, numerous alplne lakes, tfdered valleys, and rugged 
peaks received a WARS rating of only 21. Both areas were selected as Wilderness 
Study Areas In RARE I, and both posses conslderable wilderness character. To 
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local conservationists, who for years have actively sought WI lderness protectlon 
for Cougar Lakes, It Is totally lnexpllcable that WARS gave Tatoosh a 12s hlgher 
rating than Cougar lakes. While It Is understandable that It might be dlfflcult 
to obtain conslstent WARS ratings from different reglcns of the country, the 
assignment of different ratings to areas I” the same mountain range and wlthln 
only a few miles of each other casts grave doubt on the. crfidlblllty of the entlre 
system. 

Another maJor problem rlth WARS Is that quality and quanlfy of the WI lderness 
resource are not reasonable balanced against each other In the way that the.ratlngs 
were used In tormulatlon alternatlves: For exaqle, selectIon of a 51,000 acre 
area with a ratlno of 25 ahead of a 500.000 acre area ulth a ratlno of 24. all 
other factors bel;g equal, Is, an I Ilogl;al and unreasonable allocailon. Further, 
the alternatives use arbitrary cutoff levels wlthout any explanation or Justlflcatlo”. 
For example, In Alternatlve D, all areas with WARS ratings In the top 40% for 
each National Forest Service Reglo” were allocated to either Wilderness or to 
Further Planning. Ha the 40% figure was arrived at Is “ever stated, “or was 
there any analysis to lndlcate ho* at-eas and acres were dlstrlbuted statlstlcally. 
The situation Is further obscured by the fact that the reglonal supplements do not 
identify what WARS rating marks the 401 level. 

Flnally, WAXS and the crlterla used In It to evaluate Wilderness are completely 
unexplained by the DES and the technique by rhlch it was employed Is not explalned. 
As tar as the public Is concerned, the ratings might as well have been draw” by 
each Forest SupervIsor from out of his “Smokey the Bear” hat. 

B. Resource Outputs 

Throughout the natlonal DES and the reglonal supplements, the maxlmum 
potential “benefits” of development are assumed -- whether they could be achieved 
In reality or not -- and the maxlmum “costs” of Wilderness deslgnatlo” are 
detal led. However, the costs of development, both In terms of dollars and of 
envlronmental degradation and loss of wIIdne% recreation opportunltles, are give” 
no attentlo”. Furtherrrare, the many poltlve aspects of WI lderness deslgnatlon 
remaln virtually unrecognized. This Includes not only the “obvious” wlldllfe, 
flsherles, water, air, 5311, scenic , and recraatlon values of rllderness, but also 
the less reccqnlzed benefits In the form of wilderness-related employment and the 
savings of the costs Involved In bulldlng and mal”tal”l”~ the supportIn 
facllltlas necessary for development . In many cases, “development” of roadless 
areas would not be economlcally feasible unless gobernrmnt assumed the sizable 
capital outlays for road-bulldlng, power supply, and the Ilke. A much mxe 

practical approach in these Instances would be to devote money saved through not 
developing madless areas to make mxe efflclent, less wasteful use of already 
developed areas. In thls way, we could preserve the remalnlng vestiges of our 
wilderness heritage rhlle making full use of the potential of those areas that 
have already been tapped for their resources. In short, one of the grossest 
falllngs of RARE II Is that It dld not Include a complete and balanced cost- 
benefl t analysis so as to give a true addessmant of the marlts of the:many 
aval lable optlons. 

Furthermore, the potential resource values of the roadless areas are examined 
ccmpletely out Of context. There Is InsuffIcIent attempt to .sssess the roadless 
areas In Ilght of the resources aval table -- PIther actually or potentlal IV -- 
fran nearby public or private lands. Thus no attentlo” Is give” to the alternatives 
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aval lable to deplopment of roadless areas when, in many cases, alternatIves do 
exist which would be preferable to development In all respects. 

Another example of a conpletely InapproprIate approach used In the RARE II 
process Is the evaluation of roadless areas on a per area rather than a per acre 
basis. In this way, a 1000 acre area must contain mot-a tlrrber In total than a 
200,000 acre area (even If the larger area’s development In economlcally 
unvIableI In orderto be ranked of greater econonlc value. 
type of approach will benefit no one. 

Obvlwsly, thls 

Along the same Ilnes, data quality Is rather poor throughout the national 
DES and the supplements. Sane data are Incorrect, Incomplete, or outdated. Data 
are com-m~nly InconsIstent, particularly where derived from heterogeneous sources. 
Not all avallable data were used and countless Important data were “ever collected. 
Very Ilttle attempt was made to provide any lndlcatlon of sources or quality of 
data. In short, for a declslon process of such great magnitude and far-reaching 
lmpllcatlons, data quality control was Inexcusably absent. 

I. Minerals 

The conslderatlo” given to mlneral and energy potentall In RARE II Is 
Illustrative of the extremly poor assessment of resources by RARE II. Essentially 
all that Is “evaluated” Is the real or potentall presence or absence In a given 
area of a “CrItIcal” minerals or energy sources. The only “impact” cowl dered 
IS whether or not the area would be used or not used for resource development. 
No attention whatever Is given to the speclflc mlnerals uhlch wxur, The form In 
which they occur, the size, grade, and econom’lc vlabl llty of the deposits, the 
actual area affected, the avalllblllty of alternatlve sources, the need for the 
cwmdlty on a local and/or national basis, the time spa” of development, and so 
on and on. As I” so many other Instances In RARE II, no attempt Is made to weigh 
the costs against the benefits of development. 

The asse;sment might be of more value If the public were not expected to take 
the llttle InformatIon that Is provided canpletely for granted, All that Is provided 
IS a total number of “proven,produclng, or hlgh potential” sites and few o,- no 
references are provided to document eve” thls tiny crumb of InformatIon. For al I 
the reviewer of the DES and supplements can tel I, a “Proven or Producing Crl tIcal 
Hlneral Site” mlght, for example, consist simply of a tiny and Isolated occurrence 
ot azurlte or malachite. Although such a” occurrence could wel I be considered a 
“producing” site of a mlneral contalnlng “crItIcal” copper, such a site could 
hardly be consldered to be of any slgnlflcance Itself. The crltlcal point Is that 
far too llttle lnformatlo” dr useful evaluatlo” Is provided by RARE II to serve as 
a basis upon which to asslgn a” area to “non-wI Iderness”, and eve” exclusion of 
scme areas from Wilderness deslgnatlon on the basis of the lnfonnatlon provided 
mlght be seriously questloned. Further, as wlth many other crlterla used I” 
developing the alternatlves. no explanatlo” or Justiflcatlo” of the use of the 
crlterlon Is given. The alternatlve Is simply presented as a flnlshed product 
wlth only the vaguest mentlo” of the factors consIdered. 

2. Timber 

The tlmber screening suffers from all of the overall problems outllned above. 
As I” the WARS rating, arbitrary threshold levels were establlshed (In thls case 
at 2, 4, and B FMBF and 5%) rlthout any dIscussIon or Justlflcatlon for the use 
of those levels In asslgnlng roadless areas to allocatlo” categories and the 

I’ I I I I 
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level used was not speclflec I” the Reglonal Supplements. For unspecltled reasons, 
It was decided that tlmber thresholds for Eastern Regions of the Forest ServlCe 
Alternatlves C and Cl would be half the threshold level for the rest of the country.‘ 
No dlscusslon of thls declslon Is Included and It Is dlfflcult to construct any 
possible explanation other that a dlstlnct bias against more Wilderness In the 
Eastern States. 

ConsIderable confusIon results from the use of the “potential productlvlty” 
flgure (measured In board feet). In some Instances, this number Includes non- 

sawtlmber products, such as posts, poles, pulpwood, etc. There are a “umber 
of areas In which the potential productlvlty for these products greatly exceeds 
current demand. The use of such potentials Is of dubious value. 

3. Grazing 

The threshold and cutoff levels used for asslgnfrent of areas to ca$;gogS 
are Justlfled no better for this criterion than they are for others. 
and 750 A&f5 are used as thresholds wlih no explanation of their derlvatlon. 

4. Retreat Ion 

As wlih the other crlterla, recreation Impacts are assessed I” terms 01 

absolute potentlbl xlthour regard,to the cz6ts and Inpacts of, or demands for, 
the utlllzatlon of that potential. Slml lar to other resources, the threshold 

levels used for recreation are not dlscussed or Justlfled. 

Finally, there Is a serious problem In that all potential types of recreatlonal 
use are consldered as being perfectly equal. One day of backpacklng Is equal to 

one day of camplng or downhlll skllng. While It Is dlfflcult to assess the 

“exchange rate” for these dlfferent actlvltles, the demand for them Is quite 
different. Similarly, the role of the roadless areas In supplylng that demand Is 

very dl f ferent: There are many areas I” the NatIonal Forest which can f I I I demands 
for further campgrounds, but what areas other than those that are roadless can 
satisfy the rlslng demand for a wilderness experience? 

C. Ecosystems 

Ecosystems of varying size and sensltlvlty are dlst-lbuted throughout the 
Unltad States and are commnly deflned on the basis of the cce’blnatlon of flora 
and fauna InhabItIng a give” area. Unfortunately eve” a cursory examlnatlo” of the 

Forest Service system (Balley/Kuchler) reveals that thls evaluatlo” criteria Come5 
nowhere “ear provldlng a speclflc enough basis for meeting the goals of 
representlng as many ecosystems as feasible llthln the NatIonal Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

A crl tlcal problem with the Bal ley/Kuchler system Is the excessively large 
mapplng units used and the overgenerallzed vegetative types. Virtually al I 

ecnsysiem areas under 50,000 acres are omltted (DES, p. 131, ellmlnatlng many 
ecosystem types from m ccmslderatlon and not ldentl tying many Small or isolated 
examples of others. Further, Kuchler hlmself states: 

“lhe small scale of maps requires a degree of generallzatlon that does 
not shon large varlatlons of a give” vegetation type...Thus, a vpe of 
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vegetation may dlffer markedly at Its opposite borders, be these northern 
and southern, upper and lower , drier and moister, or of some other hlnd... 
In view of the degree of generallzatlon on these maps, a given vegetation 
type may, In fact, consist of several basic plant comnunltles and 
represent cl lnes of populations.” (from reverse of map In DES.) 

Clearly, any classlflcatlon that Includes both Boston, Massachusetts and 
~oxvllle, Tennessee I” a single ecosystem, and Reno, Nevada; Pocatello, Idaho; 
and Elfe”sburg. WashIngto” I” another Is far too generalized to be very useful. 

The Baf ley/Kuchler system identl fles only potential, not actual vegetatlo”. 
Also, lt deals only with flora--fauna are not considered at all. VLrlatlons due 
to sol I or geology are not I dent1 f led, The Balley/Kuchler system might Identify 
the bare ml”imum of ecosystem types on which to base representation natIonally. 
However, representation In each state or National Forest should be based on more 
detal led ecosystem mapping, such as Duabenmlre’s work in the northern Rcckles, 
Kuchler’s work In Callfornla, etc. I” comblnatlon with some klnd of fauna1 typing. 

D. Landforms 

As wlth the “ecosystem” crltsrlon, 
meanlngless. 

the “landform” system Is so broad as to be 
For example, the Rio Grande Valley and New York City are consldered 

to be In the same “landform”. Although the idea of landforms as a crlterlo” Is i 
good one, what the RARE II DES presents ai not actually “landforns” at all, but 
physiographlc provinces. 
physicgraphic subprovinces 

The landform typing should be revised using much smaller 
and ldentlfylng speclflc landforms and types of 

landscapes within each subprovince In order to Insure as broad and complete 
representation as bosslble on both a “atlonal and regional level. 

E. Accesslbl llty and Dlstrlbutlon 
. 
. 

This crlterlo” contains “~mero~s maJor flaws both In Its conceptlon and Its 
presentat Ion. 

The 250 airllne-mi le “day’s travel time” IS arbltrarl ly adopted wlthout any 
regard for the actual qua1 lb and aval lab1 I I ty of transportation. It Is stated 
that”both the total and potential rllderness acreage withln a 250 ml le radius” 
is accounted for In categorizing counties, yet there Is no explanation of what Is 
consldered to be “potential” wilderness “or Is there any lndlcatlon of ho* either 
total or potential wilderness actually entered Into the “calculation of opportunity”. 

No numarlcal data was presented In either the natlonal DES or the regional 
supplements. 
page w). 

The only “data” presented are the map on page 94 and the tables on 
The map Is extremely unclear and would cartinue to be so eve” if “categoq 

C counties” and “counties above madlan level” were not completely IndIstInguIshable. 
There is no explanation of what the categories mea” “or Is there any clue to the 
fact that they are “dellned” In the depths of the “Alternatives ConsIdered” sectlon. 
The tables are merely another example In a” unending series of unexplained fir&l 
products: There Is not eve” any lndlcatlon of what roadless areas were used to 
achieve the targets. 

The targets proposed to remedy the problem of low YI lderness accesslbl IIQ are 
based on roadlass arealpopulatlon rhl le the problem was defined by acm/populatlon. 
The acre/populatlo” approach Is far more loglcal If a real solution to the problem 
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of wilderness avallablllty Is to be achieved. 

The countlas for which there are no RARE II areas xithln 250 miles are 
completely abandoned In the conslderatlon of accesslblllty. Rather than simply 
wrltlng these counties off,a special effort should have been made to account for 
them through ldentlflcatlon and protectlon of those areas that are closest and/or 
ldentlfled as being used by residents of the countles In questlon. 

F. Wilderness - Pssoclated Wildllfe 

Although flsh and wlldllfe populations and dlstrlbutlon should be relghted 
heavl IY in recomendlng addltlons to the WI lderness system, the “wilderness 
assocaated WI Idlife” crlterlon as used by the Forest Servlce Is so lncanpletd 
and trlvlal as to be virtually useless. 

While conslderatlon of wlidllfe that the public associates with wilderness 
may be of Interest, It Is hardly adequate as the primary crlterlon for assessing 
wl ldllfe values. Only 29 species are consldered, seven of which have, to quote 
the DES. “very restrlcted occupied habltat”. In fact, two of these, musk ox 
and polar bea;, are found nowhere near any National Forest. me list ~IICIU~~S 

onlv eioht seecles of birds and three soecles of flsh and onlv two small mamnals 
are cons1 dared. Reptl les. amphlblans, bnd Invertebrates are &npletely Ignored. 

Although Dal I, Blghorn, and Desert BIghorn sheep are consldered seperately, 
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other distinct subspelcles, such as Rocky M3untaln and Roosevelt elk, are not. 
Thus many rare and unusual forms of population remain completely unldentltled and 
their presence on the roadless areas Is not ccnsldered. 

The crilerlon In no way measures the factors that are truly signlflcant In 
lnsurlng complete representation and continued survival of all forms of wildllfe 
that depend on wilderness. For example, no conslderatlon Is given to habltat, 
range, dlstrlbutlon, population, cannunltles, adaptablllty to changing condltlons, 
and so on. A soeclflc Illustration of the tvDe of crltical lnfornratlon that the 
criterion Ignores mlght be the case of Whlte?all deer In the Tongass National Forest. 
Studies In Southeast Alaska (Leopold and Barrett, 1972 and 81 lllngs and Wheeler; 
1975) show that WhItetall deet are dependent for their survival upon old growth 
stands (i.e. wilderness) as a source of snow-free forage and shelter during the 
winter months. 

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, which ara protected by law, are not 
consldered In thls section at all and the DES leaves It completely unclear how 
these species are taken Into account by the process. 

G. Mlsslng Crlterla 

Many factors were completely Ignored In the crlterla for evaluating and decldlng 
upon the deslgnatlons for the roadless areas. For example, there Is no evaluation 
of current wilderness-type use In roadless areas. The fact that msny of these areas 
are presently recelvlng substantial recreatlonal use as WI lderness should rank 
highly In a DES which places so nwch emphasis on preserving as Yet unrealized 
potontlals. Furlher, areas contlgwus to exlstlng Natlonal Parks and Wilderness 
Areas should be given special consideration as Wlldemess addltlons. 

Both the Wilderness Act and the MUSY Act place conslderable emphasis on the 
Importance of protecting watershed and sol Is condltlons rlthln the National Forests. 
tillderness classlflcatlon certainly provides an effective means of achelvlng that 
end. ldentlflcatlon of fragile watersheds using Forest Servlce data, 208 plans, 
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or olher documents should have been used to highlight areas In which Wilderness 
preservation could make a signlflcant contrlbutlon lo watershed, water qua1 ity, 
and sol Is protectlon. An evaluation of the negat1.a effects of logging, road 
bulldlng, ORV use, etc., on these resources should also be consldered. 

In addition to the deficlencles already dlscussed In the sectlon on ecosystems, 
there is no provlslon In the crlterla to evaluate roadless areas on the basis of 
Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species of plants. Nor Is there any evaluation of 
cultural or hlstorlc values, lncludlng old homestead sites, hlstorlc trails, 
and the I Ike. These are but a few of the crlterla not consldered In the DES that 
should have bee. 

III. The Alternatlves 

The “array” of alternatlves presented In RARE II does not represent a true 
spectrum of optlons and Is strongly blased against WI lderness and towards 
development through appllcatlon of “non-WI Iderness” deslgnatlon. 

Of the “functional” alternatlves, the largest acreage consldered for WI lderness 
Is 33% of the RARE II Inventory, uhlle the smallest non-wilderness acreage Is 
372. Thls clearly does-n6t adequately cover the full range of potential alternatlves 
and forces conservatlonlsts either to take a mOre extreme stand than they actually 
support (Alt. J) or to do the Forest Servlce’s Job by proposing a satisfactory 
alternatlve. 

Whl le none of the “functional” al ternatlves would cause outputs for any other 
resource to fall belw the ‘75 RPA targets, several of the alternatlves would alla 
WI lderness to fall below the ‘75 Wilderness target. Further, uhl la the DES 
asserts that the goals and targets set out for Ecosystems, Landforms, Wllderness- 
Associated WIldlIfe, and Olstributlon and Important conslderatlons, only to of 
the seven alternatlve presented meet even the “la, lelel goals” for these 
crlterla (only one meets the “hlgh level goals”) 

The lack of envlronmental and economic assessment data makes the effective 
evaluation and formulation of alternatlves Impossible. Slmllarly, there Is no 
way to assess the effectiveness of the alternatlves In meeting percelved needs, 
nor, for that matter, can the reality of these perceived needs be adequately assessed. 

Flnally, a serious effort should have been made to devise a strategy for 
preserving the maxlmum amount of roadless areas as Wilderness while continuing 
present levels of support to Independent cofmwnltles thrqugh ITroved management of 
already roaded lands. 

IV. ConcIusions 

In addltlon to looklng simply at the measurably and estimable costs and 
ber.elIts of development and Wilderness deslgnatlon, the Forest Servlce should 
recognize Its unique posEon as a steward of these roadless lands fx the 
natlonal qcad. It Is not the business of the Forest Service to try to compete wlth 
with private enterprise In provldlng those ccmmodltles that are best produced 
by private business on private lands. It should be the task of the Forest Service 
to do Its utrmst.to assure the perpetual avallablllty of those comnodltles which 
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Its lands produce but rhlch the private sector has no Incentive, econanlc or 
otherwise, to provide. This includes SupplyIng clear air, sufflclent watershed, 
a large and varied supply of habltat to assure propogatlon of an abundant and 
dlversa population of plants and animals, conplate representation of blologlcal, 
georrorphologlcal, and scenic diversity, and flnally, lands to enable a grwlng 
human population to satisfy Its IncreasIng damand for the many forms of wilderness 
recreation. Thus the Forest Servlce should plan and Implement an alternatlve 
rhlch seeks to provide that which private enterprise does not, which mlnlmlzes 
envlronmental degradation of the Natlonal Forests, and which WI It assure maximum 
benefits for all future generatlons. 

It seems ohreasonable for permanent land use decisions wlth Irrevocable 
ultimate effects to be made on the basis on the RARE II process while any declslons 
for permanent Wilderness protectlo” must awalt Congressional actlon. This is 
particularly InequItable In light of the Inadequate and bIased, nature of the 
RARE II process. In any everit, the RARE II results have not demonstrated the 

- need for any further development of madless lands. 

In addltlon to the above c-nts on the RARE I I process, we would Ilke to 
register our support for the many “Cltlzens’ Wilderness Alternatlves (“W”) 
across the nation (see attached). 

StATtMEMl 

JACK M. ALLEM. PRESIDENT 

FOR 

IMOEPEMDEMT PETROLEUH ASSOCIATlOM OF AMERICA 

AM0 ON BEHALF OF 

CALIFORMrA IMDEPEMOEMT PROOUCERS 
ASSOCIATION 

KANSAS IMOEPENOEMT OIL AND SAS 
ASSOCIAttOM 

KENTUCKY OrL AND GAS ASSOCrATION 
LIASOM COMNITTEE OF COOPERATTN6 OIL 

AND GAS ASSOCIATIONS 
LOUISIANA ASSOCIATIDM OF INOEPENOEMi 

PRODUCERS AND ROYATTY OYNERS 
NTCHISAM OrL AN0 6AS ASSOCrATrOM 
NORTH TEXASOIL AND 6AS ASSOCIATION 
OKLAHOMA INOEPEMOEMT PETROLEUH 

ASSOCIATION 
PENNSYLVANIA OIL. GAS AND MINERALS 

ASSOCIATION 
PERNIAM BASIN PETROLEUM 

ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL STRIPPER NELL 
ASSOCTATIOM 

ILLINOIS OIL AN0 GAS ASSOCIATION 
TEXAS IMOEPEMOEMY PRODUCERS AND 

ROYALTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
VEST CEMTRAL TEXAS OIL AND GAS 

ASSOCIATIOM 
OHIO OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION 
TMOEPENOEMT PETROLEUN ASSOCIATION 

OF MOUNTAIN STATES 
PANHANDLE PRODUCERS AN0 ROYALTY 

OYNERS ASSOCIATION 
THE LAM0 AND ROYALTY Ol4MERS OF 

LOUISIANA 
i 

PEMMSYLVANIA GRADE CRUOE OIL 
ASSOCIATION 



Mr. John ktuire. Chief 
U. 5. Forest Service 
U. 5. Department of Agriculture 
P. 0. Box 2417 
Yashington. 0. C. 20013 

RE: RARE II Draft Environmental 
Statement 

Dear Chief McGuire: 

The Independent Petroleum Association of America appreciates the opportunity 

to corrment on the Draft Environmental Statement (DES) on the Roadless Area Review 

and Evaluation, Phase II (RARE.I.1). 

IPAA is a national organization comprised of some 5.000 members whose basic 

interest is in the exploration, development and production of crude oil and natural 

gas In all producing areas of the United States. lbst of our members are independent 

operators who own their businesses personally, though some are publicly-owned 

independents. We are joined in these coermants by the nineteen unaffiliated state 

and regional oil and gas associations listed on the cover page. The combined 

membership of these associations includes virtually all of the 10.000 to 12.000 

independent oil 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 public lands is of vital concern. 

Our coamients are comprised of two sections: (1) general remarks about the 

RARE II program and DES (this section).and (2) site-specific recomnendations (attached 

section). In order to provide tract-specific comments. IPAA mailed a survey to 23 

state and regional associations as well as to all its members and associate members 

in the eleven Western states containing the majority of RARE II areas (some 2.000 

organizations, companies, and individuals in Pbntana, North Oakota. Nebraska, 

Uyoming. Idaho, California. Nevada, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona). 

These tract-by-tract recoammndatlons and conments reflect the information submitted 

in response to those surveys. They are supplementary to cormoents submitted indi- 

vidually by organizations, companies or individuals and are not all-inclusive. 

They are limited to information currently and readily available. Ye anticipate that 
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changes in technology and availability of subsurface resource data over time would 

likely substantially alter the information contained'in these survey responses. 

GENERAL REMARKS 

RARE II 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 industii- 

alized society consumes a greater amount of energy per capita than any other country. 

Domestic crude oil 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 oil 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 re did before the embargo while only 13 years ago the U.S. - 

had surplus producing capacity. Ue have become almost three times as dependent 

upon embargo participants for petroleum products than we were before the embargo. 

How does the domestic energy supply situation relate to the RARE II Yilderness 

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 especially 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 752 of the new fields. 

They have discovered over half of our oil and gas reserves. The availability of 

land is basic to their success in locating new supplies. 

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

development in relation to wilderness. The Uilderness Act of 1964 specifically 
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provides in peleiant part that 'Rotwithstanding any other provisions of this 

AC;. . .a11 also pertaining to mineral leasing shall. . .extend to those national 

forest lands, designated by this Act as wilderness areas.' Clearly, Congress 

expressed its intent that, if permanent impairment of the land is avoided, oil 

and gas activities provided for under the Mineral Leasing Act are a high priority 

use deserving a special provision under the Uilderness Act. 

This issue is critical when one examines the U.S. land inventory in relation 

to oil and gas operations. lbst of the onshore lower-48 Federal lands are located 

in the 11 most western states. Oil 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 

under lease for oil and gas. This is rmre 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 oil and gas 

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

of data can determine geologic conditions indicating oil and/or natural 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 cornrtercially producible crude oil or natural gas. Thus 

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

domestic enemy supplies. 

Uilderness managewent under RARE II ignored that need on 62 million acres of 

national forest land. By farposing 'no access' and/or "no surface occupancy" 

stipulations on leases and by shelving applications to conduct seismic rork or 

to drill. operators were not allowed to find out what might lie beneath the surface. 

bst of this acreage is unexplored. but recent studies indicate high potential 

exists and some areas are among the 'hottest. U.S. prospects for exploration. 

(Ue will detail this issue later in these coaraents.) 

Congress also recognized the need for and value of knowledge about our sub- 

surface resources. Section 4(d)(3) of the Yilderness Act provides for the collec- 
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tion of information about minerals as long as wilderness potential is not perma- 

nently impaired. The legislative history also clearly shows that while wilderness 

potential should not be sacrificed to permanent impaiment. mineral exploration 

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

matter. either not permitted at all or permits for same were shelved, pending final 

dispensation of RARE II. 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 infomation will not be part of 

the RARE II decision process. 

Opponents of this position quickly point to the language in the Act which 

provides for the collection of such information in wilderness areas, pointing 

out that until Congress acts, the lands in question are under study and must be 

protected. Logic defies granting greater protection to lands of questionable 

wilderness value than those whose virtues are known. The Forest Service has shirked 

its responsibilities to serve the multiple needs of this country by so narrowly 

interpreting its protective duthOritieS. 

An important feature of the minerals activity provisions 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 dnd development and exploration, drilling, and pmduc- 

tion, and use of land for. . .facilities necessary in exploring. drilling, producing. 

mining, and processing operations, including where essential the use of mechanized 

ground or dir equipment. . .v would be permitted for thdt twenty-year period from 

the date of enactment. Uhat Congress did not foresee wds the current Shortfall 

in domestic production cdpacity ds compared to consumption. It is more dppdrent -- 

dnd more important -- than ever that Congress intended to keep national forests 

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

contravened that intent. 
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IPAA and the 12.000 independents represented in these coaaaents will work toward 

repeal of the 1964 sunset pmvision. The Forest Service should ease its overly- 

restrictive management and allow the petroleum industry to find needed energy 

supplies. 

Besides precluding the collection of valuable minerals information. RARE II 

management practices have caused many in the petroleum industry to question the 

value of a federal oil and gas lease. Because exploration and productlo@ dcti- 

.Ities have been brought to d halt by failure to process pending dppliCdtiOnS, 

they perceive that such a lease is held by their government to be nothing rare 

than an administrative action entitling the holder to none of the exploration 

dnd 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 dctivities which will pmvide a reasonable 

return commensurate with the risks. The attached letters in response to IPAA's 

RARE II surveys are a Sdd coautentary on current Administration policies, 

CARTER AOHINISTILATION - NO COORDINATION 

Examination of the RARE II program reveals a startling 1dCk of coordindtion 

in both energy and wilderness policies. 

In his faaws April 20. 1977 energy message, President Carter pmCldiIWd 

'the aural equivalent of war' on reducfng U.S. dependence on foreign petroleum. 

While he has placed energy policy at the top of his list of priorities both at home 

and abroad, the unprecendented level of public land withdrawal from multiple use 

into wilderness management is clear evidence that domestic energy development does 

not have the support or comaitment of his entire Administration. At this time, 

nearly two-thirds of the public lands are off-limits to minerals exploration and 

development. Of that total. the Carter Administration is directly accountable for 

restricting entry on 62 million acres under RARE II dnd 473 million acres under the 

BLH Wilderness review. 
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These figures attest to the lack of coordination almng Federdl agencies in 

establishing additional wilderness dress in consonance with other proclaimed 

administration prioritieS. Uhen first conceived, wilderness -- the most exclu- 

sively protected lands in the nation -- was not intended to dictate d national 

policy of exclusion without regard to other public needs. In each statute man- 

dating wilderness studies, Congress expressly upheld the principle of multfple 

use as the overriding criteria for managing the public domain. 

By restricting access to and use of those lands to the degree currently in 

force, the Administration has superimposed wilderness protection above all other 

needs and ignored the intent of Congress. 

LAND WMGEHENT UNDER RARE II 

The de facto 'withdrawal" of national forest lands under restrictive wilder- 

ness pmtection management procedures raises the legal question of how far "pm- 

tection" can be carried without requiring Congressional approval of withdrawal. 

Uhile surface pmtection authority is clearly pmvided. and d wilderness inventory 

and study am. mandated. the degree to which these dctions are taken and the length 

of time required to complete them nay require Congressional approval. 

The laws are unclear dnd must be clarified in court. IPAA supports the suit 

recently brought by fkwntain States Legal Foundation which seeks resolution of 

this issue. It is unfortunate that the federal government did not avoid court 

action by awe bdlanced ldnd management. The RARE II process need not hdVe drbi- 

Warily withdrawn productive land. 

Under proper management. RARE II lands. or any other lands, can be managed to 

serve both wilderness dnd comnodity needs. Under reasonable surface pmtection 

regulations, as authorized under the Uildemess Act, mining and oil and gas acti- 

vities can continue. One does not foreclose the other. Industry has demonstrated 

d Sincere concern dnd respect for the natural environment. Through revegetation 

dnd environmental safeguards, the land can be returned to its natural condition. 

For many test wells which prove to be non-cornnercial. the actual disturbance could 
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be ds small an area ds the didxeter of the drill bit. In the cdse of producing 

fields, the average 30-year life-span is only t&Tporary when considered in terms 

of toddy's demand for energy supplies and the future that lies ahead. 

The Act provides that the Secretary of Agriculture is empowered "to pmtect 

the wilderness character of the land consistent with the use of the land for 

mineral location dnd development and exploration, drilling, dnd production" and 

for necessary fdcilities aSSOCidted with those dctivities. Similarly, stipulations 

attached to mineral leases, permits, and licenses must be ITdSOndbie and consistent 

with the use of the ldnd for which leased, permitted, or licensed. 

Such has not been the cdse under RARE II management. Generally, no-surfdce- 

occupancy and/or no-access stipulations precluded the need for surface protection 

reguldtions. No new activity was permitted ds a policy matter. The result has 

been to create an artificial and unnecessary chasm between pmductlve use of the 

land and wilderness preservation. bdsed upon an assumed conflict amoung uses which 

has not been dermnstrated in recent history. 

RARE II CRITERIA 

The national forests were established and have traditionally been maintained 

under the multiple use concept. As Forest Service spokesmen have said. Uilderness 

is but one option among many ldnd use alternatives. As Dr. Thomas C. Nelson. 

Deputy Chief of the Forest Service said at the IPAA Annual Meeting in October, 1977. 

II . . .oil. gas and mineral production. in soma cases. is the highest and best use 

of the land.' Thus.“Areds of significant current mineral activity. . .should not be 

included (in the RARE II inventory). . .oO not include areas with significant leases 

issued under the 1920 Leasing Act (066. Geothenrml. Coal, Phosphate, etc.). . .' as 

Chief John IicG~ire instructed during the inventory. Such has not been the policy. 

According to the Department of Energy's RARE II Energy Resources Assessments 

report, Forest Service Region 4 contains 156 high-value tracts, the highest concen- 

tration being in the Idaho-Uyoming portion of the Overthrust Eels. USGS estimates 

undiscovered recoverable oil and gdS resources within this region to be between 

1.5 and 2.0 billion barrels of oil and 7.3 dnd 12.0 Tcf of gdS. All 1.8 million 

RARE II acres in that area were rated-very important" in the DOE report. The 

DOE report listed 588 tracts which they judge 'very important" or "important" 

for energy development purposes. Furthermore. the RARE II DES lists 137 tracts 

ds proven or producing sites for critical minerals and 461 additiondl tracts 

which have known high potential for one or more of these minerals. We must 

wonder, in light of national energy policy and Chief McGuire's instructions, 

how such dreds could have been included in RARE II. Those areas and other's 

which do not qualify for wilderness management should be released imnedidtely 

and returned to productive use. 

The April. 1977, report of the Yestem Gas Sands Project Plan conducted 

by the U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration, announced a large 

mSOUVCe Of natural gas in FbnLIna. Wyoming. Colorado, and Utah. The report 

estimates the volume of natural 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. 

Developaxent of this resource could be restricted to the extent that the identi- 

fied basins underly several national forests and RARE II areas. These include 

the butt. F(sntf-Ldsal. Fishlake. Wasatch. and Eridger-Teton ndtiOd1 forests, 

all of which are reIcM.ed to contain high potential for enemy resources.on 

the attached tract-specific reports. 

RARE II DES 

The decision-making process which requires preparation of an environmental 

statement by al\ federal agencies before taking a major action has become infamous 

for detailing d wealth of information of little value to the average AmeriCan It 

considerable cost to the project and the taxpaying public. 

The RARE II DES was prepdred in timely fashion - within the pre-determined 

schedule. However, it does not display the detailed minerals ddta in an effective 
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manner. Indicating producing, pmven 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 superficial codification, as 

elsewhere in the DES. lends an air of finality to the display. Thus. the unsus- 

pecting reader uuuld believe that the DES contains all possible and necessary data, 

which is less than accurate. Uhile there appears to be a wealth of surface data 

(sawtimber. grazing, motorized vehicles) very little 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 expeditious completion of the program. Because the nature of petroleum 

exploration and production is a high-risk venture into the panoply of geologic 

formations which lie 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 *ill 

change with each advance in technology. and even with each individual who inter- 

prets the data or ddcldes to risk the capital. 

The DES does not explain this lack of information, nor does it adequately 

assess the impact of the inevitable downstream reduction of domestic production 

which could result. 

RARE II 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 dtd not explain that Yilderness is not equiva- 

lent to a national park, but is instead an exclusive classification where only 

natural and primittve activities are allowed. Thus. will the choices recommended 

accurately reflect the public's anticipation of benefits and services mistakenly 

thought to accowany Wilderness7 Ye think not. 

There are many questions about Uilderness that RARE II did not ask. but 

should have. For example, how much wilderness do we want7 How much do we need? 

Andre importantly, how much can we afford7 How many will benefit7 HOW many will 

lncr henafire? 
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Answers to these basic questions would provide solid guidelines for respon- 

sible Yildemess decisions. fi of the people should speak for themselves, 

rather than respond to the dictates of an elite minority. 

RARE II ALTERRATIVES 

The range of,alternatives for land use offered in the DES are intended to 

be a fair sampling of the possible final allocations. However. without the benefit 

of answers to questions raised in the preceding section, IPAA cannot recommend one 

preferred alternative. As they relate to the petroleum 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 

emst 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 recorenended for 

all tracts listed on the attached detailed coemwnts. 

As long as the location and nature of subsurface resources remain a mystery, 

and as long as Yildemess management precludes that knowledge. we cannot responsibly 

support any of the remaining alternatives. 

SUWARV AN0 CONCLUSIONS 

Some areas are of such outstanding physical and spiritual value that they 

should indeed be managed as Wilderness. Like all Americans, men and women in the 

petroleum industry 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 it 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 identify now to satisfy them will be obsolete 

before Congress can ratify the decision. Today's surface disturbance will dis- 

I I I I 
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appear, providing tonurmw’s Wilderness. Like exploration for evasive subsurface 

resources, the Yildemess revian must be a continuous process of analysis and 

evaluation, not fixed in time. 
InternatIonal Snowmoblle Industry Association 

September 29, 1978 

Mr. John R. McGuice, Chief 
Forest Service, USDA 
P. 0. Box 2417 
Washington, CC 20013 

RE: Comments on RARE II 
(USDA DES 78-04) 

Dear Hr. McGuire: 

The International Snowmobile Industry-Association has 
reviewed in great detail the draEt environmental statement on 
the RARE II program. As you know, we have monitored the RARE 
II program carefully over the last eighteen months, meeting on 
numerous occasions with Forest Service personnel in Washington, 
Fort Collins and elsewhere to review its progress and to provide 
our recommendations. 

ISIA is the trade association of virtually all of the world’s 
snowmobile manufacturers. North American sales oE snowmobiles 
and directlv related ooods and services total $1.8 billion annuallv 
(two-thirds-of vhich 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 Eastest 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. Deoartment 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 enliohtened and 
carefui m&Hgement 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 rengwable and 
nonrenewable commodity outputs. The snowmobile community neither 
expects nor asks Ear 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 snovmobiling. 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 resolutfon of philosophical conttoversy 
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 oEten been appalled by the 
piecemeal, politicized process by which tracts of land are 
classified as Wilderness on the strength oE emotions and super- 
Elcial analysis. At the same time, we have diEEiculties with 
any planning process,which focuses, and in efEect emphasizes, 
any single objective of the Forest Service’s mandated multiple 
uses. 

Our first major point, then, is that.we stronqly believe 
’ RARE II must be treated as a fine-tunln g of the RPA program, 

and its ultimate product must be in consonance with the 1975 
plan. RPA 

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 indicator 
of this type. We understand the subjectivity necessarily 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 usece; and 

. that a high WARS rating should be seen as a strong 
argument for designating a” area as Wilderness. 

Snowmobilers and a wide array of other dispersed recreational 
users of the national Eorests are frequently seeking similar, 
if not identical, characteristics through their recreational 
activities. I” eact, 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.1 
and other users of undeveloped and/or unroaded USFS lands can 
be relegated fairly to only ‘left-over” lands. 

I I I I I I 
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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 reqarding 
hiqh-WARS rated areas, the attractiveness and value of these same 
characteristics to other dispetsed recreation activities wh‘ich 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 lessened human 
mobility, limited social interaction, and a marked decrease in 
out-of-doors activities. 

This poses a serious problem. 
fotce in our lives. 

Recreation is a key, necessary 
Our mental and physical well-being depends 

upon our ability to ease the pressures produced by today’s fast- 
paced lifestyles. 
relief. 

Recreation is a primary mechanism for this 

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. lhe need for recreation does 
“ot 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 Eew 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, 
equal to male participation. 

with female participation nearly 
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 Eive had equivalent or 
higher levels of interest among current non-participants. I” Eact, 
the UCRS study showed more than 10% of those who snovmobiled 
had done so for the first time, and that the numbers of those 
who wanted to snowmobile (but have never). plus infrequent 
snowmobilers (l-4 times per season), 
number of curretit. 

were even larger than the 
act lve snowmobilers. Industry sales, which 

I I I I 
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soared 26% last year in the U. S., 
strong interest. 

are apparently reflecting this 

We believe that recognition should be given to the fact that 
without a snowmobile , many of nature’s premier aesthetic winter 
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, 
frail, the handicapped. and in fact, 

the old, the 
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 equality among all who participate in the sport that makes 
snowmobiling so appealing. This quality is emphasized in the 
article Recreation for Special People, printed in the Fall of 
1977 ‘Outdoor Recreation Action,’ a U. S. Department OC 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 
outdoors. States Conley: ‘This is mainstreaming 
just as we would like to have it.” 

ties, 
This great variety of people, of all ages and physical abili- 

who quest Ear 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 oE Manitoba’s Spruce Woods Provincial 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 wildliEe of the 
winter ecology. In Yellowstone, guided nature tours and camera 
safaris over snowmobile routes were tested in two pilot trips 
late in the season by Mr. Townsley. It 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, 1979, 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 
Ear visitors to see and sense the special qualities or 
features oE the park in winter.” 

We thus stronqly recommend that areas not be recommended Eor 
Wilderness desiqnation solely based upon warm weather usage. 
especially rhere wintertime access is virtually impossible without 
a snowmobile, for such actions would preclude high quality winter 
recreation even when the impact on the environment is not measurable. 

We Eurther advise you that snowmobiling is very heavily 
reliant uoon USFS lands. Ihrouahout the snowbelt. USFS lands 
are concentrated in areas oE 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 
oE land ownership, USFS lands are heavily relied upon. In 
Michigan, for example, despite an immense state forest system and 
a broad array of state and county parks. national Eorests currently 
host some 20% of all snowmobiling activity in the state. In 
that state, the role of USPS lands is topped only by that of 
private lands. In contrast, only 9% of all oEf-road motorcycling 
in the state occurs on USFS lands. ‘IIlis data is taken from 
a May 1977 Michigan DNR repott entitled “Analysis of Recreation 
Participation and Public Opinions on ORV’s Erom 1976 Telephone 
Survey.” The study credited USFS lands with 2,779,OOO snowmobiling 
participations during the 1975-76 winter season, Ear a mean 
participation length of 3.23 hours each. 

Michigan has some 17% OF the entire U. S. snowmobiler 
population. IE all snowmobilers are assumed to rely upon USFS 
land to a similar degree (an assumption I regard as quite conserva- 
tive), the the number oE participations on USFS land nationwide 
would be some 16.9 million annually, or well over 4.500.000 
visitor days annually. 

This data is still more meaningful when it is remembered that 
all oE 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 oE use, since 
the hiking activity would occur over a far longer portion of 
the year. 
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Snowmobiling is also responsible Ear “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 stimulate the economy through additional 
expenditures on goods and services and also provide significant 
income tax revenues to provincial, state and federal treasuries. 
Snowmobile-related businesses, (manufacturers, suppliers, distribu- 
tots, dealers, resort and hotel Eacilities, etc.) contribute 
millions of dollars in corporate tax revenues. Apororimatelv 

c 
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We urge special efforts by the USFS to provide areas for 
snow-based dispersed recreation and Eor downhill skiinq, which 
is also especially dependent upon USFS lands. Qualifying areas 
should not be recommended for Wilderness, as such designation 
would remove irreplaceable snow activity zones. 

Community stability concerns us a great deal, and we Eeel 
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 Eind the impact of new Wilderness areas will 
eliminate the economic viability of the entire local commodity 
industrv. In such cases. it is doubtful that the Einancina and 
other arrangements can be made to attract a replacement industry. 
The consequence, then, vi11 be major economic dislocation affecting 
the primary industry as well as dependent industries. 

Snowmobiling has been a very important new and positive economic 
Eorce in snowbelt areas of the U. S.. literallv reiuvenatinq the 
economies of snowbound communities which once iaced economic 
hibernation during the winter months. To demonstrate its impact, 
we offer a few examples. 

The Town OE Webb, New York, a community once solely dependent 
upon summer tourism, found that the developnent of a trail system 
has attracted snowmobilers Erom 21 states and provinces. As a 
result, winter unemployment has declined 10% and winter commercial 
income during the height oE the snovmoblle tourist months (January/ 
February) now equals summer income for a like period (July/August). 
In 1967 only six motels and restaurants were open during the winter 
months7 now more than 50 are open, including three hotels. 

Employees oE Northwest Orient Airlines recently estimated that 
for ever” skier Elvina into Boreman. Montana. to eniov the fun of the 
popular big Sky ski aGea, during the 1977-1978 win&-season, three 
persons arrived on their planes to visit Yellowstone-Callatin Region 
by snowmobile. 

Reporting on a statewide study of snovmobiling, the ChieE of 
Planning of the Wyoming Recreation Commission concluded: 

‘Snovmobiling not only pulls its own weight, 
but the potential tourism and winter-related eco- 
nomic impact are unbelievable in the Western United 
States. IE 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 
of their tax money in such a going enterprise.’ 

I I I I I I I I I 

$85 million in sales and gis tax revenues are received each - 
year by provinces and states directly from expenditures on the 
sport of snownobiling. 

The potential for positive economic effects from snowmobiling 
has not gone unnoticed by the federal government. The U. S. Depart- 
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 oE 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: 

“The Rural Minnesota CEP Otter Tail Trails 
Association project provides for the development 
of a system of safe and scenic snowmobile trails 
to enhance the recreational opportunities in the 
community and to.promote winter tourism. The proj- 
ect also lays the groundwork for the creation of 
cross country ski trails. 

‘This type oE 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 beneEits. The greatest 
benefit to other communities will be safer, more 
enjoyable recreational outlets for their resi- 
dents....In many communities such projects would 
also contribute 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, Wisconsin; 
Warren, Pennsylvania: and countless western communities. 

We believe the economies OE most rural areas to be larqel 
incapable oE overcoming significant economic dislocation in pr&ary 
industries, and thus urge community stability to be heavily 
weighed In the RARE II selection process. 

I I I I I I I 



Mr. John R. WcGuire 
September 29, 1978 
Page Eight 

Other decision criteria proposed in the statement which 
concern us include landform diversity, ecosystem diversity and 
wildlife habitat orotection. We are not convinced that Wilderness 
designation is eiihet 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 habitat 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 orovidina Wilderness areas, Unlike the lands manaaed bv such 
agencies as-the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, USPS lands have been assigned a broad multiple use role. 

We believe USFS lands should receive enliqhtened and scientific 
manaqement, 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 
Hichioan studv between 4.500.000 and 7.500.000 visitor davs oE 
snowmobiling ‘take place on national forest.lands. Since ;oad- 
less areas constitute one-third of all USFS land, and since 
substantial Forest Service lands other than roadless areas are 
closed to snownobiling, we would be forced to conclude that 
snowmobilina activitv alone mav well exceed the total 1.832.400 
visitor day; reported in the siatement. A signiEicant 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 signficantly underestimated. 
We believe snowmobile use alone in the western states probably 
approximates the estimated total for ali motorized use. 

We strongly believe that Wilderness designation is not an 
effective (and certainlv is not an essential) manaqement device 
for recreation, includihg primitive recreation. We believe that 
the management handicaps integrally linked to Wilderness - limiting 
dispersion, improvement of accessibility and moderatlon of human 
impact - are severe and are a principal reason why current Wilderness 
areas face localized and seasonal overuse problems. 

Lands not ofEicially designated as Wilderness can be managed 
identically to designated areas, either temporarily or permanently. 
Once designated as Wilderness, however, a number of uses are 
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preempted permanently and USFS management activities are constrained. 
‘Ibis is at variance from the suggestions of certain preservationist 
spokesmen who suggest that official designation is the only 
possible means to avoid irreversible commitments oE 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- 
sciouslyc encouraqin 
a shift from peak-season recreational use to the remainder of 
the calendar year. In this way, additional recreational benefits 
at reduced impact are achievable. Single season orientation 
compounds manaqement costs and difficulties, yet Wflderness in 
snowbelt forests virtually assures sin gle season management 
because the areas go essentially unused during ice and snow 
periods. 

One basic flaw in the PARE II assessment is its primary 
focus on the availability oE suitable lands for Wilderness 
recreation without measuring the availability of lands for other 
recreations. Recommendations based upon such an unfair asse’+ment 
are inequitable, since Wilderness recreational use is a small. 
portion of the American recreational appetite. 
name of energy savings. 

In Eact, in t;fie 
we would suggest that low density 

Wilderness recreation be provided primarily in more distant :<racts 
of USPS 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 cegio~ and 

5 

other heavily populated areas should be recommended for Wilderness 
especially sparingly, since such designations will severely burden , 
the remaining USFS lands and prevent period equitable ceallo$iations .; 
among non-consumptive recreational uses. ?. 

The pressure for competing uses of our resources continies to 
grow stronger. Management plans regarding land use should be 
sophisticated enough to minimize irreversible resource commitments 
and yet maximize fulfillment OE 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 mult 
and shifting needs. For this reason, we look with favor upon 
innovative and flexible management practices such as rotatinq 
wilderness (as discussed in the Conservation Foundation’s The 
Lands Nobody Wanted) and temporal zoning which would alternate 
amonq potentially conflictinq uses by day, month or season. 

!ple 
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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, snownobilers 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 superficial 
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 ‘Han’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. 
“rounding out. 

This would provide the desired 
of the National Wilderness Preservation System 

to the full extent logical under existing USFS legislation. 

President, an6 Chief 
Executive Officer 

MBD : pms 

Enclosures 

CC: RARE II Coordinator 
RegiOnal Forester, Region 9 

-. 
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September 20, 1978 

Recreation nanege!nent 

FARE II 
Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
P. 0. Box 2417 
UaahinBton, D. C. 20013 

Re: Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 0fAM II) - 
RARE II Update 

Gentlemen: 

In response to the Notice, subject aa above. vhich appeared in the 
Federal Register of September 13, 1978, the Interstate Natural Gas 
Association of America (INCM) forvarde the follnving comments. 

INGAA is a national non-profit association representing virtually 
all of the malor interetete pipeline companies operating In this 
country. Approximately 90 percent of all natural gas transported 
and sold annually in interstate commerce flms through facilities 
owed and operated by INGM’s member companies. Natural gas. most 
of which is produced domestically. .acc~unts for tventy-seven per- 
cent (27%) of the total U. S. energy consumption. 

We viah to remind the Forest Service that the key pieces of legis- 
lation which Bave rise to the wilderness preservation theme “ere 
written in the early 1960’8 when the scenario of the times “as one 
of Inerpenaive, abundant energy snurcen. Unfortunately, such la 
not the case todav nor will It be in the future: in fact. the demand 
for natural Ban haa been so greet the Nation’s supply ha; been unable 
tn satisfy it. Since the early 1970’s Baa pipeline companies have 
been forced tn curtail service due to shortages. and the natural Bas 
crieie In the winter of 1976-1977 vividly dmatrated the value and 
the dependability of our Nation upon this fuel. 

The dedication of lands for wilderness preservation is a commendable 
objective and will benefit this and future generations of Americans 
aesthetically. As a corollary the selection of lands containing 
energy sourcea for such preservation will be to the detriment of this 
and future generations by depriving them of access to this greatly 
needed national resource. 

I 1 I 



c 
-: 
W 

Poreet Service 
Psge Two 
September 28. 1978 

The Nation’8 national forests are not only our “last frontier” for vilder- 
ness preservation, they also constitute our “laet (onebore) frontier” for 
eetiefying thin country’e future energy needs of both oil and gas. 

While potential energy eourcea may underlie land within the National Forest 
System. their precLse location, quantity and quality are for the mDat part 
yet to be determined. There Ie only one way to determine the extent of 
energy resources in our public lends--that is to explore and drill. This 
means physical presence is required for seismic activity end drilling equip- 
ment must be brought on site. The development of energy resources has a 
minimal residual affect upon the environment since the pipelines are buried 
and the land reclaimed. The denial of access to these reeources would be 
detriuatal to our Nation. and the RARB II decisiona mwt be conelatent 
with natIonal policy goala. This means assuring continued energy explora- 
tion and developzeat. 

INGAA ie concerned, and believea, beceuee of the time constraints, the Forest 
Service may be acting too hastily. The Service etatee in the September 13th 
Notice It ie mill developing data and information which is part of Its DES. 
The Notice further instructe interested persons that the Update Data ie now 
svailable end due to ita tight schedule , comaente are still due October 1. 
1978. IKAA aubmits the limited time eoaflable on such an important matter 
is extremely detrimental to the deci~ion-maling proeese. 

We aleo feel the DES is defective in that the Economic Impact Statement. an 
important part of the RARJZ II program, hea not been made available for public 
conmeat during the review period. Ue recognize the Forest Service has de- 
rived a Develomnent ODooctunItv Retina Svstem (DORS) which reoortedlv will . . 
give caste baaed on estimates of total piesent-net &ues of honvIld&nees 
resources which could be lost through the vildernese clesaification. This 
information la of critical concern in determining the relative Importance 
of varioue RARE II sites for energy development. An of September 20, 1978, 
the DORS results have not been oublished or made available for oubllc scrutinv. 
although mid-September wee eetablished 88 the evaIlability date’ (re FR 41010); 

As a consequence. INGAA recommends the Service not undertake the proposed 
action of designating wilderness lends under RARB II. We strongly feel the 
public has not had the proper opportunity to review. prepare and submit 
comments; therefore, the action Is 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 resourcea la not in the Na- 
tional intereat. 

Forest Service 
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we appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

Sincerelr. 

Lnvrence J. Ogden 
Director. Construction 6 Operations 

WOljed 
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Mr. John R. Maguire 
Chief 
Forest service 
P.O. BOX 2417 
Washington, DC 20250 

Dear Chief Waguirer 

The Motorcycle Industry Council, as the non-profit national 
trade association representing manufacturers and distributors 
of motorcycles and motorcycle parts and accessories, is 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 eguitable resolution of the wilder- 
ness issue. 

The Council's comments focus on five principle areas. These 
are 2 

l the scant data contained in the DEIS concerning 
dispersed motorized recreationr 

l the "explicit public price' attributed to wilderness 
recreation vieitor days? 

a the consideration of recreation in developing an 
ultimate course of action! 

a the public's inclination to use wilderness areas: and 

l the importance of the 1975 Renewable Resources Plan- 
ning Act program target in formulating a final 
BABE II recommendation. 
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First, we feel that the data in the DEIS concerning dispersed 
motorized recreation is lacking. While 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 & 
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. The 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" classifies 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 category 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 

I 1 I I I I I 
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figures --in general-- and dispersed mDtorieed usage figuree -- 
in particular-- be incorporated into the final RARB II decision 
criteria. 

Fourth, 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 Eeritage 
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 designation of a large num- 
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. 

Lastly, the Council would like to express its strong preference 
for the 1975 Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) program 
target as an overall wilderness decision parameter. The RPA 
goal for the National Forest System for the year 2015 is 25-30 
million acres of wilderness. Approximately 14 million acres of 
Forest Service land have already been designated as wilderness 
and several million additional acres are contained in current 
Congressional proposals. We believe that the Forest Service 
should restrict its PARE II recommendations to only the number 
of acres needed to achieve the remainder of its RPA goal. 

The Council is appreciative of this opportunity to offer its 
conrmenta. Please contact us if we can be of further assistance 
in the final resolution of the RARE II process. 

Sincerely, 

NAl’l( )Nhl. ASSOCIATION OF HOME UUII~D13RS 
,11Tl:lml711 tm, Irl sm,:Is. N”W,IRW SI 

WASHINGTON. D. C. Zoo05 

September 29, 1978 

Mr. John R. McGuire 
Chief 
U.S. Forest Service 
P.O. BOX 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Chief McGuire, 

On behalf of the 105,000 members of the National Association -: 
of Home Builders, I would like to offer these comments on :the .r 
RARE II Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

- 
Although NAM takes issue with parts of the Draft Eniriron- 

mental Impact Statement, we believe the addition of the mzkerial 
and information we suggest will correct the deEiciencies."'We 
applaud the Forest Service's efforts to complete the RARE-"11 
process on schedule, and urge that no further delays be permitted. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest A. Becker 
President 
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suFw\w OF NABI3 BESPCNSE 

This dxunent is the ofEicia1 response of the National Association of Ikxne 

Builders (NUB) to the U.S. Forest Service’s BABE II Draft Dwi-ntal 

Statement (DES). lbis s-ty section provides a brief overview of the 

Association’s major concerns regarding the draft EIS, and prwides a set of 

reonuended criteria for the selection of BABE II areas for inclusion into 

the Natural Wilderness Preservation System. Sqqxtirq details and additional 

response item are provided in subsequent report sections. 

The N4HB generally finds the DES to be in&equate. It does not appear 

to be a validly unstructed draft envi-nt ispact statement given the 

requirements of theNational mvi ranaental Policy Act al-d correspading ccuncil 

on mvi-ntal Quality Ispact Assessment (Iridelines. Bather, it a-rs that 

the DES was anstructed principally as a polItica &xnent designed to 

satisfy the plbllc involvement aspect of the NEPA envl-ntal ispact assess- 

ment ptucedures. Hwever, N4HB &es rot believe that any pl- wld be 

sewed by further &lay. ‘Ihe Pot-& Service should strive to remedy the 

defects of the DES b the addition of suns material. 

‘lhe benefit cast analysis required by NEPA Is steent fmn the dmunent. 

N3 benefit measures are provided for any of the suggested alternatives for 

allccatI”g RARE II areas to wllder”ess. Rather, there is an laplicit ass- 

tion that there will be a shortage of wilderness in the future vhich mat be 

aw&ded and that the benefits of avoiding that implicit shortage are equal 

to or greater than related costs. 

I I I 1 I I I I I 

‘Ihe costs of q+xxtunities foregaw by a vilderness allocation decision 

are all but ignored. The inplt/outprt analysis used in the DES measures sore 

aspects of the oxts of wilderness allocation. HoRver, this type of analysis 

has at least two rrrajor faults. First, it concentrates on employment inpacts 

and ignores the larger questions of actual cost and benefit measurements and 

the incidence of these costs and benefits. Second, inprt/outprt analysis is, 

at best, an untrustworthy analytical procedure when applied in the fashion 

errployed in the EES. 

‘Ihe majority of the RARE II wilderness allaaticn alternatives speciEisd 

in the OES will result in a decrease in the -nt of timber that can be 

marketed fnm Forest Service lands. A reduction in Forest Service ti&ar 

sales will result in an increase in timber product prices and eventually the 

displa-nt of tinter in the n-wket by substitute products. The envircw 

mental ispact of the resulting substitution of nowcal materials for. tin&xx 

based prtducts is ignored. In addition, m accounting is r&e of the costs 

to society of the irreversible loss of wood to the nation’s tint&r users. 

For practical pxpxes, potentially harvestable timber that is locked up 

in wilderness will be irreversibly last to the nation’s timber markets, 

resulting in a “waste” of raw mterials that must be evaluated. 

lbe IIES also igmres the question of the incidence of the costs and 

benefits that will result from each of the wilderness allocation alternatives. 

Those merr3mt.s of society that are likely to beneEit by the allocation of 

BABE II lands to wilderness will mt be the sane grcup of Individuals .ti 

will pay the direct ard indirect cost of the allocation. Folicy makers need 

to knew the &act upon i- equity associated with a” expansion of the 

vildemess system. me pclpllaticn of gainers and losers 411 be different 

uxler each of the allocation alternatives presented. 

I’ I I I I I 
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Of particular concern to the Association is that *he costs of classifying 

lanj for wilderness designation to the hoosing industry and to hwsirq 

cmsuner* is not considered in the Ms. !zstimtes of the Inpact of an 

expanded wilderness system reviewed by the &socIation suggested that these 

costs are unacceptably high. breover, as indicated above, no estimates 

are Provided of the oftsetting benefits, if any, that uculd occur as a 

result of lands being allocated to wilderness. 

Finally, the Ass&i&ion believes that the 0~s was not prepared with the 

care and attention required for a darment of such major iqortance. Repeated 

Rxest Service a nncuxownts ahout when the PARS II study will be ampleted 

apparently Eorced the agency to have as its principal objective the meeting 

of an ackainistratively established crmpletiondate, rather than the preparation 

of a detailed umprehensive analysis that Forest Service analysts have m 

themselves capable of producing. lhe Amninistration has prmiised that 

additional work, including a detailed benefit cost analysis, will be accun- 

plished before preparation of the final mvi-ntat Impact Statanent. 

Hwver, no indication has been given that the public will have an opportunity 

to -nt an this weded additional work. 

- SELWXICN CRIlXRIA 

In light of the ancems sumwised above, the Naticmal Association of 

~bxre Builders ceamre nds that the criteria enmerated t&w be used for the 

selection of FARE II areas for potential inclusion into the National Wilderness 

Preservation System. aidelines for the use of these criteria are also 

pnXridd. 

4 

In general, the NX-IB reccnrre nds that the RARE 11 areas be considered for 

wilderness only tiers the benefits associated witn addition1 wilderness 

exceeds the cost of wrtunity forqcne. Itie benetits associated with the 

&Jiticnal land allocated to wilderness should be contrasted with the cost of 

c+Iortunities foregone by reserving the land for wilderness use. oily when 

total discounted benefits exceed total discounted costs should-a RARE II area 

be reanmnended for wilderness classification. 

‘the specific criteria which should be used to allocate roadless areas 

into the categories of ‘wilderness’, ‘r&ilderness’, and “deferred for 

further planning’ are: 
. 

1. The goals for wilderness as specified in the corqressionally;appmed 
_ : 

Forest Service Resrurces Planning Act kamgemnt Program should be met in a 

manner that minimized adverse social and e-ic effects. me Resources 

Planning Act (IPA) process considers all forest rescurce outputs and their 

interrelationships. The use of RPA goals for ItAPE II area allo&on will 
CT. 

insure that a ‘program of balanced management" (Rupert Cutler, 1978) is 

achieved on Forest Service lards. 

Social and ecmanic effects on the allocation system must be measured. 

We suggest that the Office of hanagement and B&get’s ‘Social Indicators’ 

1973 be used as a guide for masurement of relevant oosts and benefits. 

7he social indicator used by One include measures of Health, public Safety, 

Fducation, Employment, Incow, Housing, Leisure and Recreation, and 

wlaticm. these efbects shculd be assessedon a naticnal, regional, and local 

level. 
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2. Allocations should be made so that any redistribution of benefits 

attributable to changes in lard 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 0L a w\RE II 

area to wilderness. ‘Ibe mrest Service historically has not given sufficient 

ccnsideraticn to the effects of their actions up~l such groups as blacks, 

chi-, inner city residents, and the poor. (bnsideraticn of equity in 

the allaaticn process will reverse this trend. 

3. A cost which particularly needs to be calculated is that which is 

attributable to activities uhi& either cannot be done in wilderness areas 

because they are forbidden by law, or are restricted by law. Of major -rn 

to NAHB is the axt incurred due to restricted forest and watershed nonage- 

ment in wilderness areas as well as the severely limited control of forest 

disease, insects and fire which is permitted. 

4. lbe @act of allocatiurs on employment and i- in “dependent 

-nities’ muSt be considered. A dsperdent camlunity is one vhere primary 

forest prc&cts nranufacturirq facilities account for 10 percent or sore of 

the local amnwnity vork force and Forest Set-vice tinter has acccunted for 

at least 30 percent of the annual timber supply in the last five years. 

(Federal Register, 1976). IwIt3 rearmends that allccations that will be 

particularly adverse to dependent onmunities should not mrmslly be made and 

these that maintain and enhance the viability of dependent comiunities should 

receive preference. Any decrease in o7ployment and I- in a depndent 

-nity shxld be allwed only ken cwnter-balanced by extremely high 

value wilderness attributes which would otherwise be lost. mr example, 

“one of a kind’ lard forms or equal types xwld be ccnsidered highly valuable. 

1 1 I I I 

lhe creation of land use blodtades such as could be possible in mrthern 

California or in areas just west of the Cascades, should be avoided. Local 

level determinations sharld be lMde as to the possibility of allocations 

curtailing consunity develqment thrwgh interference with normal or 

projected grrrth patterns. 

5. Allocations of areas to wilderness should be prohibitted if they 

result inhousing price rises dove the axrent or projected rate of inflation. 

The special responsibility that the Forest Service has as -r of 50 percent 

of the nation’s softuood sawtimber roust be recognized. lk mrest Service 

is the largest single agent of influence on lunber and wxd products prices. 

Wxd products a-t for 14 percent of the cost of the average single family 

house. 

6. No allocation of PARE II areas which significantly reduces the supply 

of critical minerals should be permitted. The mrest Service is not expert 

In making judgments abxt critical minerals. Expert advice on this matter 

should be sought fron the Eepxtnxznt of Interior. 

7. N> n-ore than 10 percent of the amnercial timber land in RAPE II 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. 

I I I 
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This reprt is the response of the National Association of tkme builders 

(NAHBl to the U.S. Forest Service’s PAItS II Draft mvi-ntal State- 

ment (DES). 

The DES was released cm June 15, 1978, by the mrest Service for public 

review and armsent. It consists of 21 docunents, apprised of a national 

&cm&t, and 20 regiohal ard state supplements. The naticnal dcmment, 

the one of concern in this response, eqbasites study methods and procedures. 

It discusses the alternative criteria used to determine the wilderness 

potential of individual wilderness areas, and suggests ten alternative ways 

of using the criteria to decide if individual PM.6 II areas should be 

classified as %ilderness’, ‘~ildemess’, or WeEerred for further study. 

RARE II, the seoxd roadless area review anJ evaluation by the mrest 

Service, is a natiomfide evaluation of opportunities for “wilderness’ 

classification of &less and urdevelqed areas in the 187 million acre 

National mt-est systesi. Umler RARE II, 2,686 parcels of roadless lards 

totalling 66 million acres are evaluated for potential includicn into the 

National Wilderness Presewatian System established by the Wilderness Act of 

1964. This acreage includes 26.5 million acres of comercial tinterland. 

The first PARE, in 1972, had similar objectives, but failed bhen it became 

togged &wn in the Forest Service land msnqement prccess. 

In RARE II, roadless areas that appeared to have high Wilderness value 

Will be reanmsrded to Ccogcess for official designation as wilderness. Those 

areas identified as having little wilderness value will be immediately released 
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trm further wilderness -ideration and returned to multiple-use nbmagement. 

Areas that are classified as having neither very high nor 1~ wilderness value 

will be placed in a “deferred’ decision category for further study. Dr. Mpert 

Cutler, Assistant Secretary of ~riculture for (bnservation, Research and 

Diucatim, states that RARE II should be consistent with USOA and Carter 

Mninistraticn dedication to obtaining -. . . a prcgcam of balanced management 

to meet the nation’s requirement for tangible gaxls and services as ~11 as 

the amenities of wilderness” (1978). 

Res- to the DES was solicited by the Forest Service frua the public 

and Eras specialized organizaticns like the National Association of ikxne Builders 

to assist the agency to develcq a “preferred” mtho3 Lor the classification 

of RARE II areas into uildemess, mildemess, and deferred groups. ‘ihe 
. 

‘wilderness” goxp 0E PARE II areas vi11 be recome nded to Congress for 

inclusion into the Wilderness Preservation System. 
-. 

‘Ibis res- to the PAFE II DES reflects the principal interests of the 

Natimal Asscciaticn of Hme Builders in the wilderness allocation question. 

Of mjor mncern is the isqxsct upon the nation’s hmsillg industry and consunsrs 

of an expansion of the National Wilderness Preservation System. Ibis ccmern 

is based cm our belief that the nation has entered a period Where vise use 

of cur resources is absolutely critical. We consider wilderness designation 

to be a -use of any resources umtained in the designated area. ; Also of 

cmcern is the instability in the price and supply of u>cd products that will 

occur if significant nmbexs of RARE II areas are placed in the “deferred” 

category for further study. We are axerred that local ccrmunities dependent 

upon Fbrest Service ttir as a manufacturing raw material are not uMecessarily 

wcted by RARE II area allocations to wilderness. 
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In general, WB favors limited designation of wilderness lards in the 

belief that the best inter&s of th public vould not be served by expansive 

wilderness designations. Ihe public’s desire for amenities in recreation 

areas, as evidenced by a 1977 Cpinicn Research Corporation poll, runs directly 

countertothe restrictive nature of wilderness. Inthat poll a majority favored 

developedrecreaticnsitesmartotheirhuwsover remte andpristine wilderness 

areas. 

10 
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The Association is also aware that the emnmic health of our n-errbers 

thrcqhcut the ccuntty is linked to the well being of potential homebuyers. 

We are ccmemed that hone buyers not be adversely or unfairly affected by 

the decisions trade during the RARE II process. 

?he Association’s reamne ndaticns for criteria useful for identification 

of a “preferred* PAIE II area allocation method were provided in the intro- 

ducmry sumracy sectim of this response. Ihe Association’s rrajor cmcerns 

with the DES were also enmerated in the sunwiry. Supportive and supple- 

mental material are provided in the remaining sections of the respmse. A 

major section is devoted to the Asscciaticn’s ccncerns over the sufficiency 

and eaegUacy of them. This isfollwed by an expression of theA&ociation’s 

-ms about the iqwt of RAPE II on the hone building industry. 

SUFFICIW AND ADEplAol OF XiE DES 

‘Ihe National Association of Hcme Builders reccgnized the PAPS II analysis 

as a sincere effort by the Dorest Service to measure the inpact of alternative 

&es 0E a major portion of the Naticnal Forest System. It also recognizes 

that this analysis has keen ducted ‘in a political and Instituticml 

1 I I I I 1 I 

envir-nt which both constrains the nature of the analysis possible and 

the nature of the conclusions that can be drawn fran the analysis. We have 

tempered our response by recognition of the folkwing aspects of the 

political setting in which the DES was prepared: 

1. ‘Ibe FfARE II project is an agency initiative which, therefore, oust 

be subordinated to CcqressioMl directions for Forest Service manxpnent ax-d 

planning. ‘~he principal sxrces of legislative direction to the Forest 

Service in the area of carprehensive planning include the 1974 Forest and 

Range Land Renewable Planning Act (PPA) and the 1976 NatioMl Forest Manage- 

rent Act. The PPA -its the Forest Service to a concept of long range 

plannirq that considers all wtputs fmn the forest rescurce and their inter- 

relationships. 

The WA reaffirm a long standing legislative concern for consunity 

stability. This ancem was first expressed by oxrgress in the Sustained 

Yield Forest Manzqment Act of 1944. (me of the purposes of the Act was 

“to pronote the stability of the forest Industries, of en@oynsent, of 

camninities, an3 of taxable forest wealth, through ccntinuxls supplies of 

timber’ (SyFpIA, Section 1). Hare recently, the 1975 WneJable Resources 

Program, prepared by the Forest Service under WA sxindate, identified humn 

and consunity develqznent as one of the six resairce systems to be considered 

in planning. lhe goal of this system is the helping of people to help them- 

selves. 

2. lhe principal problem addressed in PARE II (public land use) will 

generate controversies beheen thtxe groups tiich beneEit by or which are 

adversely impacted by increased wilderness preservation. 

I 1 I 



3. The assignmnt of rcadless areas to wilderness classiEication and 

subsequent inclusion into the National Wilderness Preservation System will be 

dew on a political rather than a scientific basis. A rm.Iltitude 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 

mt 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 consequerkzes on 

mmadity nwkets served by Forest Service lands. Blitical considerations 

will make any decision to add RARE 11 areas to the Wilderness Preservation 

System virtually irreversible. 

NEPA PZ#JIRMENps 

Tlwcugh theNatima1 Dwi-n-1 PolicyAct (Section102, (2) c), CXqress 

requires that all agencies of the Federal Gove-nt shall: 

I... include in every recomne ndatial or report cm prqxsals 

for legislation and other major Federal actions significantly 

affecting the quality of the hunan enviraurent, a detailed 

statment by the responsible official on 

(it the envi-ntal impact 0E the propzsed action. 

(ii) any adverse envira-mkzntal effects which c-t be 
avoided should the proposal be lmplenented. 

(iii) alternatives to the prqcsed action. 

(iv) the relationship between local short-term uses of 
man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement 
of long-ten productivity, and 

(“1 any irreversible and irretrievable mnnitmnts of 
resanxxs which hculd be involved in the prqosed 
action should it be inplerrented.” 

Pecqnizing that the law itself could not be amprehensive enough to 

establishspecific peocedut?sfOrthe preparation of EIS’s,Ccqress established 

the &uncil on Dwi-ntal @Iality (CEQ) which was charged~ith developing 

guidelines for EIS preparation. ‘Ihese guidelines (38 Fad. Reg. 20549, 1973) 

require a “rigorous exploration and subjective evaluation of all reascnable 

alternattves to proposed Federal actions and their enviranental impacts’. 

In addition, ‘the analysis should be sufficiently detailed to reveal the 

agency’s cwparative evaluation of the envirorrrental benefits, costs, and 

risks of the proposed action and each reasonable alternative”. Finally, the 

analysis ‘should amny the prcqosed action thraqh the agency review 

process in order to prematurely foreclose options which might enhance envirorr 

mental quality or have less detrimntal effects’. L 

:a 

mere is also precedence for requirirq that analysis of social and emnmic 

irrpacts be part of this prrxedure (Council on Envi-ntal Ouality,.~.l976). .j 

‘lhe speciticatims of NEPA and CEQ guidelines thus dictate procedures for 

preparing an envi-ntal inpact statement. Altkqh CEp guidelines do not 

carry the weight of law, the uxrts have held that they should be favored 

in the interpretation of NEPA 

In light of these requirements, the National Association of Hone Builders 

believes that the Forest Service’s DES for P.AR? II is inadequate in-the areas 

specified below. 

Costs, Benefits and Incidence largely Ignored 

CEp quidelines and the political settiq 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 grwps of citizens whose interests will be harmed or favored 

by alternative PARE II allccaticn methods. It does not. for example, the 

DES does not edequately identify the *ct that withdrawal of tinber 

producing lands for wilderness or for further study,oE wilderness potentials 

will have on the price of luaber and wed products used in housing. Similarly, 

it &es not identify those grcups likely to be inpacted by increased tlrrber 

products prices that world result fmn significant withdrawals of -rcial 

forest lards from ti&er harvest. ?his is information which ‘shwld acconpany 

the propsed action thmugh the agency reviw praess.. .n. 

An inplt-artput sale1 was used in the DfS to estimate Bnplaymnt (but root 

price) impacts. tkwever, even this analysis is of questionable value since 

it is based entirely upn secondary data. ‘Ihe DES provides no indication of 

the reliability of projected enplqnent impacts. Dtperience in regional 

science studies incicates that the accuracy of predictions of prirrvary sectors 

is especially low vhen using input-outplt analysis efkplcying secadaq data. 

Impacts on the National Envi-nt: Local vs. National 

Although the DES &es exwine possible iq~cts on the natural envi-nt 

as a result of the allocation process, it does so primarily in terws of the 

rmdless areas themselves. ‘lhe DES does not attempt to determine possible 

adverse effects of decreases in timber supply upon the natural envi-nt 

of the nation as a whole. A decreased timber supply wxdd result in rising 

prices of umd pralucts at-d thus in scma substitution of alternative materials 

for rao3. Substantial increases in emissicn of air and water pollutants are 

likely to occur due to this substitution. 

I I I I J I I 

In addition, the -nt of energy required to produce uxd substitutes 

is higher than that required to produce the equivalent in vood pmducts. for 

exarrple, it is estimated tha; 2 billion board feet of soft& tirrber products 

requires 16 million B.T.U. of energy fmn hatvest to delivery. I” contrast, 

the energy required to’prcxluce ccocrete an3 steel substitutes for xcd in hone 

constructioniseight timesthis -nt. Increase in energy ccnsunption carries 

with it increases in air and water pollution associated with increased pa.er 
1 

generation. 

In light of these factors, the President’s Mvisory Panel on Tinber ard 

the mvi-nt (1973) determined that “.. . the long-term needs of the people 

and the Nation will be better served by increased production an3 improved use 

of .ti.mkr rather than be increased reliance on ncnrenmable minerals’. 

Irreversible Effects 

‘lhe OES does not itiicate the irreversible nature of the loss of timber 

products and the emn;mic base they provide for provision of aore good.5 and 

service flcws to posterity. Wx does it indicate the impact of further 

reductions in the land base available for future timber production. ticusing 

needs for the next several decades will be mt by trees that are in the process 

of rrraturaticm nod. Ihe re-rces available to meet those future needs are 

directly diminished by present designation of wilderness areas. These losses 

are irreversible and mLlst be taken into acccunt. 

1 
Lunber and wood ~coducts rnssess the hiahlv desirable characteristics of - . 

recyclability, biodegradability, and the 1-r levels of air andwater pollutants 
caused by their manufacture. See Benefits of Increased Ti&er Sucolies bv 
McKillcp and Nanthy in the appenxIix. 

\ 1 I 1 1 I I .- 
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Evaluation Criteria 

The DF6 prqcses seven decision criteria for use in the develqxrent of 

a preferred allocation alternative. Tbe criteriahave three origins: (1) law; 

(21 executiveordarsand regulations; and (3) obligationstipoliciesestablished 

throqhpreviaisplanningeffortseu-d decision statements. These factors provide 

guidance as to what the criteria shculd consider, but no indication is given 

regarding the rreasurmmts 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 mst and benefits resulting fro-a the allocation process and to 

identify who will benefit and uho will lose. me DES is also.vagce as to 

ha, criteria weights will be applied. Determination of the desirability of 

use of these criteria is thus irqcssible. (Ihe introductory ‘Sunrbxy’ section 

of this response presented criteria for the allocation process which indicate 

iqbact measure-rents of greatest irrportaxe and their relative value in fonnu- 

lating the preferred alternative). 

Benefit-t Analysis Needed 

Section V of the DES, -Effects of Iaplemntation,’ is not “sufficiently 

detailed to reveal the agency’s mrparative evaluation of the envi-ntal 

costs and risks of the prqosed...altemative(sl” as required by CQ guide- 
2 

lines. Local, regicoal, and naticoal level canpariscns should be made 

contrasting the cost of wtunities foregone against the beneEits received 

by reserving land for wilderness use. 

2 
38 Fed. Peg. 20549 (19731. 

Evaluations of Benefits 

lhe assessrent of benelits arising Et-an the allocation of roadless areas 

to wilderness is severely lacking, both in identification of benefits and in 

their measurement. 

Wilderness benefits are generally -idared to result fmn three values-- 

existence value, option value, and use value. Dse values may include recreation, 

scientific researchardpmtection of threaten&and endangered species. Cpticn 1 

value is the value of preserving wilderness for use in the future. Dtistence 

value is the value of kncvledge that wilderness areas exist even though there 

is no intention to use them. Each of these benefit aspects should be assessed .-. _- 
by the envi-ntal statement. 1 

The DES does nOt identify who will enjoy the benefits of wilder&s fmn 

RARE II lands recome r&d for inclusion in the Wilderness Preservatio_? System. 

‘the geographic distribution, and socicecononic characteristics (i-, age) 

of those who benefit stwld be specified. 

An isplicit asswtion in the DES is that there will be a future shortage 

of wilderness. kfaever, no supporting evidence is given and there is no 

indication that such a shortage can be alleviated by allocation of PARE II 

areas to vildemess. Ihe only raticoale given for increasing the size of 

the WilQmess System is a possible increase in wilderness recreation capacity 

lr&s. page 371. Ihe -licit assumption is that the Nation needs all the 

wilderness it can get. ltws, unless evidence can be found that shortages 

will appear, we see little justification for increasing the size of the 

WildemessPreservatiCn System. Even if there is evidence of future shortages, 

thus necessitatirq additional wilderness designation, there is no &ligation 
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for these needs to be met ftun the National Forests. Since 1964 over 16 

million acres have teen legislatively designated as wilderness. Nearly 15 

million of those acres have - fron the Waticnal mrests. In COntrast of 

the 322 million acres of roadless areas managed by the Bureau of Iand Manage- 

ment only 12,000 have been designated as wilderness. 

Evaluation of Costs 

One of the costs of allocating RARE II areas to wilderness is the value 

of harvestable timber withdrawn fron the market as the result of the allocation. 

A portion of this cost can be offset by increasing harvest levels on lards 

not allocated to wilderness. lkxever, according to the DES, a ‘benefit-cost 

stm or investment analysis to determine if it is e-ically feasible to 

harvest the rescaxce has not been made’ (page 511. Without such an analysis 

it is not possibleto estimatethe decrease in tinter allowable cuts associated 

with each allocation alternative. lhe Forest Service has recently stated that 

they have recognized the oeed for a benefit mst analysis and that it is 

currently being carried ait. It wculd seem reascoable the agency shwld 

solicit public response to this analysis. 

The Forest Service has rot determined tin&r products price effects 

associated with the implerrentation of the vaciaJs allocation alternatives. 

lhe only reference to price is made in the discxission of Alternative J where 

it is recognized that . . . . withdrawal could have an effect on ltic and 

plyumd prices and probably the total cost of a new hums. But of more 

significance to housing starts is the potential for the interrupted flow of 

lrmber and plywccd to the amstruction industry’. Ihe report goes on to say 

“This muld reduce the n&r of housing starts and cause a lag in completion 

I I I I I I I I I 

of tcuses under construction*. This last sentence inplies very significant 

price increases. 7% DES is vague regardiq possible @acts of the other 

alternatives, noting only that the ispact will vary fnm place to place. 

Ihis determination is especially critical given the aJtlook contained in the 

mrest Service report entitled “Ihe tierrand and Price Situation for mrest 

Products 1976-77’: 

‘Ihe longer term wtlmk is one of continued gm*th in 
the demand for n’ost timber prduds. Timber supplies are 
not likely to rise significantly unless forest management, 
utilization and research are expanded. 

e The longrun artlook is thus one of increasing canpeti- 
tion for the available timber and higher prices for stunpage 
and tinker products.” 

M&her mst to the Nation of allocating w\RE II areas to wilderness is 

a reduction in the availability of mineral resources that are asscciated with 

these lands. Ihe DES .remgnizes that the withdrawal of sore parcels may limit 

the availability of already critically short energy fuels and other minerals. 

But.no effort was made to ckcunent these costs. 

IMPACT OF ‘WE ALTERdATIVE ALLDXTICFS CN lWE 
IalE BulLDIN; IWUJSIPY 

Prices of softwood luaber and plywxd, products used extensively in nr. 

hone construction, have increased by 50% over the last two years. mesc 

price increases add significantly to the spiraling cost of new housing. 

There are two aspects to these high ard ‘-ising lurter prices. me is a 

cyclical prcblem of great short-run instability and the sec0-d is a general 

trend of lurber price irmreases which has cutpaced the general rate of price 

inflation for the rest of the ecamny since the late 1960’s. 

1 I I I 
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Since 1969, ‘softbaxd l&r prices have increased at an annual rate of 

10.4 percent -red to an average increase of 6 percent for the private 

non-farm sector as a whole. lhis general rise can be explained by a sharp 

rise in lurber demand during the 1970’s together with sluggish expansion of 

suI@y. An examination of dwogra@ic trends, together with expectations of 

a decline in the inventory of ttir on private lands, point to a amtinuirq 

threat of higher l&r prices into the mid 1980’s. Inventories of uncut 

tinter on private lands haw been reduced and torest Service Projections 

indicate that su@y frun this xurce will decline unless prices continue to 

rise at rates above the general inflation rate. lhus if price rises are to 

be slowed there is a need to accelerate efforts to emnanize on demand, to 

iqxove the utilization of existing ttir suFplie* and to increase the harvest 

on federal lands. lhe President’s Council on Wage and Price Stability (1977) 

mphasizes that efforts to *rove utiliraticn of tiuber supplies will not 

have significant impact on the l&c market in the next few years. ?he 

report stated that ‘It is inevitable that efforts to achieve a near-term 

increase in timber su@ies will focus upon existing inventories co federal 

tinker lands.” . . . .A decision not to increase harvests at the present time 

should be based on the value of these timber inventories in alternative 

uses... . 

FOREST SERVICE ACTICNS AND BJJSINi COSIS 

Ihe Forest Service oantrols about 51% of the total inventory of large 

soft- t*r in the Dnited States. It sulqlied 27% of softwood timber 

products anscared in 1970. Lmbec a-d weed products acccunt for 14 percent 

of the total cost of a single family hare, aore than any other material 

component. Ihe cost of carponents other than woxl products are influenced 
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by thousands of oxpeting producers, ccnsonec*, a* regulatory agencies. 

NO sirrgle agent of influence has as direct an influence over the cost of a 

housing capmmt as the mrest Service has over the ccst of l&r and 

ttir products used in housing. As a gwerment agency that is also an 

oligopsonist, the Forest Service has a responsibility to actively seek ways 

to reduce the rate of increase in the costs of lunber and timber products 

used in bane building. 

RARE II DFS ALTEtNATIWS AND MXISIK COSIS 

‘lhe RARE II DES presents 10 alternative allocations of the 62.1 million ..: 

acres of RARE II lands. These lards contain 26.5 million acres of com-erci$ :. 

forest lard capable of a prcgranned harvest level of 3.1 billion board f&t = 
-. 

of timber products. The current actual ha-st level fmn Naticoal Forests 

is 10.5 billicotoard feet. lotal naticoal production in 1977 was 66.2 billion -. 

L 
_ 

-r 

board feet. lhe Forest Service estimates that nattoM forests ooJld pote& 

tially supply 16 billion board feet per year, ard the RARE II connsrcial 
: 

lands oarld provide 6 billion board feet of this total. . . 

Since it is not kncwn how -1cally feasible it is to reach the 

potential 16 billion board feet output level, and since it is mt likely that 

there will be marked advances in timber productivity ard utilization to offset 

declines in programned harvest, the nest severe wet of allocating lards 

to wilderness is an estimated reduction of cutplt of 3.1 billion board feet 

per year. lcog term potential loss may be as great as 6 billion board feet 

per year. 
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‘Ihe alternative which would cause a near term 3.1 billion board fmt loss 

is alternative J, which places all lands in wilderness. lhis is not a 

politically feasible alternative, mr is it likely that no land will be 

placed in wilderness (alternative 6). lhis leaves a rarqe of alternatives 

which reduce lcq term potential savtiaber harvest fmn onrnercial forest 

lands by 5 to 27 percent. 

A study ty Leti! Pssc~ln~s, Incorporated (ORI) has estimated the iqzxt 

of 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0 billion board foot reducticos in annual timber sales. 

ll-tese cptians cover the range of decreases in tlnber sales that might ocour 

fron the allocation of roadless areas. The DRI St&y determined that a 3.0 

billicn board foot reduction in timber supply vaJld result in an aclditicoal 

cost of $1,789 or 2.9 percent to the median hone price by 1980. This effect 

weld also be felt in the market for used housiq due to intermarket ccmpeti- 

tie”. By 1985 the price difference between m reduction and a 3.0 billion 

reduction is estimated at $1,991 per single family hare. A quarter million 

nev bores could be built with 3.0 billion board feet of timber. 

While snaller reductica~s in tin&r harvest may produce smaller price 
3 

increases these increases sbxld be vi& in the context of recent trends 

in hcusirq prices. tbxsifq prices have been increasing at 10 to 12 percent 

per year. MditioMl increases resulti;ng fron a reduced tinker supply would 

aggravate an alresdy tiesicable trend. With higher prices, new hone ti 

payment requirements increase and lead to the disqualification of hcuseholds 

whcee i-s 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. 

1 .I 

If 1.2 million new single family bares are started in 1980 (the estimated 

1978 start level), a 1 to 3 billion board EoDt reduction in timber supply 

would result in an additicoal cost to amsuitars of between $.73 billion and 

$2.1 billion. ltx Fbrest Service has mt carguted these m&s or even 

attempted to ampare them with the benefits of allocating oxnrercial timber- 

land to wilderness. 

A study reported in the Journal of Forestry (Fight, 1977) shars that 

increases in cc& of 1-r and weed products will result in larer incone 

households sperding a greater prqortion of their inaees for bxxxd products 

than higher incare households. lhe non-prqortiooality of i.qbact is attributable 

almxt exclusively to housing expenditures. In particular, the impact is mcst 

dispropxtioMte on households that are purchasing hmes for the first time. 

When lrmber ard uood prulucts cost increases cause the price of new hrmas 

to go up, demaod for existing harps rises. This in turn *es up the price 

of existing hares. Thus twmwarers enjoy an increase in the value of their 

hone which they will beru?fit fran when they sell it. Hcever. first time 

hone buyers bear the brunt of the increase since they lack an investmnt whose 

value increases when prices go up. 

1 I 
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The Honorable John R. HcGulre, Chief 
U.S, Forest Service, U.S.D;A. 
P. 0; Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

September 29, 1976 

Re: Comments on RARE II Draft Environmental Statement. 
U . S. Forest Service, June, 1976 

Dear Chief RcGuire: 

These comments on the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 
(RARE II) are offered on behalf of the National Association of 
Ranufacturers, a voluntary business organization. The NAM 
represents about 12,500 member firms vhich 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 NAH through the National Industrial Council. Over SO percent 
of the NAR’s members are generally classified as small businesses. 

As a national association, the NAW’s comments will broadly 
address the RARE II process. We trust that our member companies -.. 
will comment on a site specific basis. 

Preferred RARE II Alternative* 

The NAM realizes that designations of areas for Wilderness 
or non-Wilderness status will be made on a case-by-case basis; -- 
however, we will comment on the general process by which specific 
sites will be evaluated. ; 

The NAR prefers the multiple use management alternative 
where onlv those areas oeculiarlv unfit for oroductive ultiliza- 
tion are ilassified as ‘wildernes; 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 comwtina 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 character istics. In making Wilderness designations, it is 
essential 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. 

5 References are to specific alternatives as set forth in the 
Draft Environmental Statement for RARE II, U.S. Forest Service, 
dated June, 1976. 

1776 FStrcd N.W.. Wasbiqtca, D.C 20006. pbaae (202) 331-3700 
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Increasing the number of timber sales on our National 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 1961, 
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 
control. Not only do such restrictions endanger the ecosystems 
within Wilderness areas, but also the surrounding non-Wilderness 
Eorests. 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 
pub1 ic, 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 Wilder- 
ness areas. 

The economy of the United States, like that of all indus- 
trialized nations, is highly dependent on energy and minerals. 
However, the U.S. domestic consumption of these basic materials 
is greater than the dpmestic 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 $46 billion, 
and SO 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 identify a greater number 
of domestic source5 and begin developing them. 

Our public lands in Alaska and the Lower 48 States are not 
only our ‘Last Frontier’ for Wilderness and habitat preservaEion, 
they also constitute our last unexplored frontier for oil, gas 
and other minerals. public lands contain approximately 50 percent 
of all known U.S. 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, 65 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 Dverthrust Belt, which is a potential ‘off limits’ Wilderness 
area, holds an estimated 6 billion barrels of oil and 50 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas. I5 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., Eound 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 $1,769 over the next two years--an increase of nearly 
three percent. Similarly, a three billion board foot reduction 
in timber supply vould 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 1960-1965 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 1055 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. 

1 I I I 

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. 

Land form representation and ecosystem representation 
is no: 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 withdrawina 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.’ 

I I I- 
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The national costs of Wilderness designation should 
be pa:amount . 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 anv alternative should be ouantifiable. 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 makers to 
fully evaluate the bases for the competing costs. 

0 The Resource5 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 PARE II 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 land management decisions. 

The NAM believe5 that only a minimal amount of areas should 
be allocated to further planning status. Also, there should be 
a soecific time frame in which all future olannina areas should 
be designated Wilderness/non-Wilderness. The U.S: Forest Service 
has been studying its ‘roadless* areas for years. Now is the 
time to make final designations rather than permitting g 
facto Wilderness to persist. It is necessary to implement multiple 
use planning and development in order to meet the nation’s 
economic needs. If 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, 

National Audubon Society 
950 THIRD AVENUE NEW YORK. N.L 10022 1212183>3XXl CABLE: NAT.4UDUllON 

September 27, 1978 

Mr. John R. McGulre 
Chief, U.S. Forest Service 
Wa:~hington, D.C. 20250 

Dear+ 

-The National Audubon Society Is pleased to submit the attached 
coxrnents on the Draft EnvIronmental Statement for RAP3 II and else 
conxxents submitted by our Southeast Regional Office on specific 
areas in the Southeast. Other specific area camwnts will be sub- 
mltted by our Regional Representatives and Chapters to appropriate 
US&S Regional Offices. .;. 

.- 

Rational Audubon’s positloo is that our primary Interest Is 
the conservation of Intact ecosystems and the support systems vhlch 
are necessary for their proper function. This approach does not 
necessarily require a bias tward any particular successional stage 
of the ecosystem. In that context, our position on RARE II Is that 
as a matter of principle moat of the rexmining roadless areas should 
be Incorporated within a vilderness area. llwever, management op- 
tions in addItIon to wilderness, multiple use and further study 
should be available for consideration vithin the RARE LI process. 

. . 
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SIncerely, 

A- 
Elvis J. Stahr 
President 

H. Richard Seibert, JF. 

AMERICANSCOMMITTEDTOCONSERVATION 



NATIONAL AUDIJLQN SOCICIV 
950 Third Avenue 

New York, New York 10022 

Camenta of the National Audubon Saciaty 
on PARE II Proposals 

I. -nts on ‘criteria for Decision.’ p. 67-68 

A. The 1975 RPA goals for wilderneae wre set under the 1974 ForeRt and 

Rangaland Rensrable Resources Pla”nin9 Act, since wended by the 1976 National 

Forest “aMgW”t Act. Tkse goala are predIctably low. we do “ot agree with 

the idea of using this low vilder&ss goal as an upper 1Imit for wilderness 

sllocation. National 91x1s for wilderness could be set much higher without 

any adverse impact on ammudity production, and we urge that the 1975 RPA 

wilderness goala be dropped aa a criterion for decision. 

B. The ‘national objectives and needs’ discussed under tha second cri- 

terion Ip. 67) are undefined. Needs for what? Wilderness7 Timber? fli”eralS? 

Clean air and rater, 011 and gas, Open space? Solitude7 OpportunItIes for 

wildlife-oriented recreation7 Liveatack? By rhcm are these needs to he for- 

mulated? who defines etate and local needs, vho defines nattonal needs? In 

general. the ‘needs” considered by this EIS have been nsede only for aummdi- 

ties like lumber, coal, or red meat. Ye believe that there exist national 

needs for wilderness and solitude, for primeval forests, for watershed protec- 

tlon. for wildlife cunservatlon, for high-quality air and water, for stable 

and fertile soils, and for prImItIve recreation. 

C. Why are costs/Impacts of allocating areas to wilderness consIdered 

only I” terms of -ccmwdity outputs foregone?- This approach embodies a 

negative attitude toward wilderness and ercluairely considers ccmuaodity pro- 

duction. The benefits of rllderness allocatIon, such as Increased tourism. 

sales of wilderncee recreation equipamt, air and water rmallty maintenance. 

conservation of wildlife populations, so11 conservation and stability and 

vatershed protection are evidently not to be considered. This ensures a 

negative, one-sided approach to wilderness designation and also ensures can- 

sideration of only local co”cer”s. lb the contrary: the 1a”ds in question 
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are federal lands and are of concern to all the people Of the United States. 

In fdct, this criterion Itup of p.68) seems completely at odds with the one 

just discussed in this respect. 

Ye “eta that nu criterion of coat effectiveness in included here. In 

many cakes coamodity outputs require substantial federal subsidies far road 

construction dnd other costs. In these cases wilderness desig”.atIon may be 

ecunc~ically the noet sensible option. It wuld be a serious miataks for the 

Forest Service to bass decisions only on a criterion of ‘carodity outputs 

foregone’ without a ai!aulta”eous eva1uati.a” of the costs of producing these 

coamoditiea -- Costa including loss of de facto wilderness to our society. -- 

D. ‘National issuea such as energy independence, housing starta, infls- 

tio”, ..: a~ well as ‘hig,h timber potential” are to be given top priority 

for allocation to Mn-wilderness. No mention la made of high WARS ratings, 

valuable and unique vildlife popnlations, e.oile rhich are particularly fragile, 

unusual and spectacular ocenic beauty. Such issues should receive high priority 

in coneidaring areas fur allocation to wilderness, in conjunction with ‘energy 

independence..: etc. 

E. l P,,adleBB areas will be evaluated for their contribution to the goal0 

established for each identified char&toristic.’ The National Audubon Society 

disagrees with this ~ufrmissIon to a quota system. Each area should be evaluated 

for its wilderness qualities, independent of its ability to fulfill - arbi- 

trary and artificial quota system. While ‘diversity and quality of the Nh’PS” 

is a laudable goal. we think this will be mre likely fulfilled if the areaa 

are judged on their own merits. An example: a” area which has mediocre uilder- 

ness ratings could be assigned wilderness status just because It fulfills a 

le.&form quota, rhlle areas with far tatter wilderness qualities could be assigned 

nonwilderness status just because they d,Id nut mntribute to this quota system. - 

I I I I I I I I I 



P. Roadless areaa on the National Grasslands shculd be mnsidered for 

wildernsa de~irJnatiun in all cae.ea. They are remnants of a rapidly vanishing 

ecosystem md, de mch, waald be utremsly valuable pdrts of the NWPS. In 

terms of ecosystem representation the9 dre 4 vital part of tba nation41 

heritdqe. The Wildernees tit has provisions In it which would allow traditions1 

and usual access by cattlemen using these dress. 

G. one criterion for designation of RAFE II cued8 which should be added 

is that of continuity with SW rwdleos areao. In no case should Forest Service 

roadleas area* contiguous with Bill roadless areas be released to non-wilderness 

uses until the BIH'B roadless ared review is finished. The additIo"a1 BUI lands 

in mane caseB enhance an ared' wildernsse qualities arni make it a prime can- 

didate for addition to the HYPS. 

A. Why mt include as d criterion fur datermining the presence of hlgh- 

quality rildlife habitat. diversity of habitat types, and the importance of 

the area for breeding or migration? Wildernese-assuciated snd wilderness- 

dependent species are a good indicator of wilderness quality, ht there are 

41~0 many dre*B possessing ahndant and varied wildlife which do not support 

the speciea listed In the EIS. Intact. functioning ndturdl unities Bhuuld 

be included dd d criterion for decision. 

I. yhy not develop a system of rating timber, mineral, energy, grazing 

*"d other developsent potentials, sI!ailar to the wilderness-rating system 

IWRS) *nd UBB It 4s M additioM1 basis for decision-making? The wilderness 

attributes of roadlese 4~848 have been guantifiedr doubtless the same -1d be 

dune for the other re~uurce~ under consideration. This rould give the public 

me idea of the cost-effectiveness of developing resources for commodity uut- 

put as opposed to wilderness designation. Such d process uauld result in a far 

rare realistic resolution of RARE II. 
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11. cenersl -nts on the RARE II Envirowental Impact Statement 

A. The %~uuta' idea on which dlteratives E.P and c. are based ensures 

that dldermas areas will not ba evaluated on thsiz ow" merits. The functi0" 

of tba Forest Service ID "ot to fill liuma arbitrarily set gusts but tu mana9s 

the public lands under ite jurisdiction for the benefit of the American people. 

One can argue the definition of "benefit- but one eMnot argue that setti"9 

artificial goals for so much eoxystem representation, so mny landforms, etc. 

achieves it. There CM never be too much rilderneas protectedr what we have 

nor is lwt d mall rewmnt of d-at once existed, and it Is an important part of 

the American heritage. The benefita of wilderness -- for research oppxtunities, 

dir and water quality, watershed protection, soil conservation, recreation, ' 

solitude -- cannot be quantified aa neatly as can Umber production, for extiple. 

If an area IS considered only for how it fits into an arbitrary quotd system, 

values euch a8 these are lost 01 19"ored. The quality and diversity of the ‘.’ 

vilderneas preservation system can best be assured by designating as vilderness 

those area8 which best qualify -- mt by emphasizing their contribution to :: 

9041s set by the government. 

8. The draft EIS is biased in favor of develomnt of roadleas drew, .- 

rithwt any consideration of the cost of fessibillty of such development. 

c@Ity production receives highest priority In all discussions. 

This is q uBt blatant in the range of alternativee offered. The average 

non-wilderness acreage proposed is 76%. with the range being 37-94\. The 

sverage wilderness acreage proposed la 17% of the total, the range king L-33\. 

In the interesta of balarmo and objectivity several sltcrnstives should propose 

rilder"ese acreages between 348 and 948 and nonrilderneas acreages bateen 5\ 

and 36%. There are no alternatives in thm EIS which do this, for "u apparent 

reason other than the Forest Service's traditional outlook toward Umber pro- 

duction and txxmncdlty output.. 
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alas is also evident in the discussion of WA goala. These goalsaremet 

or exceeded for every item except wilderness In all altermtives. Only 6 uut of 

10 alterMtive= meet or exceed goals for rildernesa. As mentioned above, we do 

not see 4 'quotd' system da having much applicability hare In any c=*e. 

Uilderness Is consistently Been from * negative perspective. In the die- 

cussion of Effects of Implementation, p. 33-65. Alternative J la11 wildernees) 

is ususlly mentioned first and discussed primarily in negativs terms. For 

. 
example, on p. 36 in the discussion of Air, only the "potential restrictions 

of actIvitie*' I= mntianed. Not one ward Is spent on the benefits of uilder- 

ness in preserving air quality -- or the fact that this service vould cost 

society little. 

The impacts of non-wilderness designation of roadle=a dreds are mt dia- 

cussed in terms of Impact= on wilderness characteristics math ds solitude, 

primitive recreation. naturalness or apparent naturalness Ip. 40-41). This 

section on Wilderneae does not, in fact. consider any impacts other than en- 

krgewnt of the NWS snd quality rnaintensnce. Certainly impacts of "a- 

wilderness desig~tion on wilderness values of the readless area= are not dio- 

cuased. 

The discussion of timkr impact= (p. 41-43) jump* immediately to Alterna- 

tive J. rather than discussing the alternatives In order. This la 4 more 

Stitk example of the EIS bias toward comrality production. 0" p. 47, 'uilder- 

ness designation will restrict..." is again the first cement. On pp. 52, 54, 

55 and 57 the same technique is employed: the all-rildernees slternative is 

discussed first and in the most negative terms. Ncuhere .xe the benefits of 

wilderness mentioned -- nor the possible di3advantaqes of exploitation 3f the 

resuurces In question. 

The effects of non-wilderness designerion on such items a= research end 

~scIentific oppurtunitles, ~011 =t8bility. watershed protection, or rater 

quality are not me"tioned In the discussion of implementation. 

j I I I I I I 

In general, wilderness Is considered and rated arefully. TN, is not 

true for other resuurce allucations. For example, timber pruduction is not 

qiven in board feet per acre in any of the Alternatives that use timber 4.8 

one of the criteria for sllocation of rosdless are=* Wterrratives C and D). 

A large area with scattered timber could theoretically yield 4s much lumber *= 

* allor, heavily-forested area, but the enttironmental damage, capital costs 

snd l mnonic fes*Ibility in general would be quite different. This failure 

to rate tinter production by unit area gives d serious bias to the AlterMtIves 

which are baaed on such criteria. 

It is also mt mentioned that the roadless areas under consideration only 

produce about l/24 ti 4t of the nstion's tImbe=. This figure derives frcm 

Forest Service data In the EIS: l/4 of national forest timber is in RARE II 

ared=: the ndtional forests provide l/6 of the Mtion's timber: l/4 time* l/6 

equal* l/24 of about 4\. Only 4t of the nation's timber resources wuld be 

sffected even If all RARE II area* acre designated wilderness. It rould be - 

sppropriate for the EIS to mention this point and put timber In perspective. 

Also, u= note that only 6\ of the Mtion's grazing areas uould be affected by 

this EIS, another point of perspective which the EIS fails to mention. 

wilderneea patential of =red* is rated by d specific sy6tem. The timber. 

mineral, energy and recreatIonal potent1415 of *red* are not. We dre merely 

given figures with "u indication of relative value -- which areas are mOBt 

feasible to harvest, which timber Is the most valuable. Since cost/benefit 

rdtios are not known, it is very difficult to evaluate an area with * high HARS 

rating and also mineral potential. The assumption =ewns to be that almost 

any timber, mineral or energy potential must be considered in * decision, 

whereas only the top-rated wilderness values need be Included In the discussion. 

C. NU bibliography is given fur any of the data presented in the EIS. 

This applies to both Forest service data 0" timher ProdUCtiO". ==c==*tIO". etc. 

I I I 
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and to &ta on mintiral and energy ptentlal prcsmably collected frcm the 

industries Inwlved. Thus the reader of the EIS cannot check these figures or 

evsluate their accuracy. 

D. The Forest Service is to be comnsnded for the Wlldernees Attribute 

Rating System, on rrhich the rating of wilderness potential of the roadless areas 

is bdsed. It reflects tu 8ome extent the definition of wilderness given in the 

Wilderness Act and is much improvedbrer the rating system of RARE I. 

Hoever, the WAR5 has flsvs. It Is mt, ds is stated therein, an objective 

means of l vdluatiun. Much is left to the rater’s personal discretion. Three 

out of the nine criteria for natural inteqrity -- evaluation of the effects on 

natural proces*, duration of the impact if left uncorrected. and EeasibIllty 

of correcting the inpact -- are Nghly subject to personal bids Ip. 13). The 

rating of ‘apparent naturalness” is completely subjective and additionally 

may be influenced by *hat time of year the rater Investigsted the area In 

question. 

The WARS also require* a gad deal of expertise and on-the-ground research. 

For example, the sectlon on the Waturdl Integrity. attribute asks to what 

extent tkcz plant species composition of an area has been altered (p. 191. It 

auld take 4 trained p&t ecologist years of field research tu MSVBI tllat 

uue*tlon, as well *a extensive literature revlow on the vegetation of the 

area before it wds disturbed. HIstorical accounts of moat areas do not exist. 

!Lxpertise is also needed tu evaluate ‘wildlife management” and ‘elimination of 

native plants or anImala or non-indigenous plants and animals (p. 16) in M 

area -- expertise thet only can ccae from an experienced wildlife biologist. 

Again, the question is &ether all raters fit that description. 

Finally, we question the ability of raters to determine ruch about plant 

species diversity or wildlife management if field Investigations wre made in 

winter, d* they evidently were, after development of the WARS. 

-8- 

The ‘Opportunities for Solltudc’ attribute is rated on the basis Of 5 

canmnents, t*O of which concern sire of the area. Despite the statement that 

“Sire of an (uea when considered by itself I* an Inadewuste Iseasure of poten- 

tial for solitude...’ sire is consequently given * dominant role In deter- 

mining this attribute rating. 1n the event that tipgraphic screening and 

vegetative screening cancel each other out -- possible In *reds with high 

topographic relief and low vegetation profile such ds the alpine tundra -- 

we are left with tw, medsures of sire and one of off-site intrusion*. Thus 

this attribute rating is twu-thirds d size rsting. 

The system tu evaluate “Prlmltivr Recreatiun @portunIties” (pp. 34-37) 

is similarly biased. First, although the vorklng definition of “primitive 

recreation’ I* not limited to ‘opportunities for isolation from the evidence --- 

5e of mm; 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 * much more Important factor In MprImitive recreatIdtiw 

yet the present rating system gives It only a weight of l/7 of the total. We “’ 

fall to see how vegetative screening is the deciding factor in a wilderness A._ 

fishing experience, for example. 

The diversity component of this attribute seems unnecessary. We are not 

rstlng ‘~Imitive Recreation Opportunities” on the number of different 

opportunities, but only on the basis of availability. The challenne component 

also seems unnecessary. I~OV mch ‘challenge’ must there be to hike. fish. 

hunt, study nature, etc. especially in the eastern United States7 

The supplementary wilderness attributes add an ImFortMt aspect to the 

WARS. Under LecologIcal’ aspects (p. 411 ye feel that ths presence of Intact 

or nearly Intact plant and snImd1 c-unities. not merely the pc4~nce nf 

=nd=w===d 0~ thr=*tened pl*nt and animal species, IS an Important factor to 

consider. Although endangered or threstened species arc good indicators ,,f 



habitat quality, wilderness should primarily preserve the totdl ecological 

ccaInunity. Tha extent of integrity in the plant and animal cmxmunitie* should 

be considered here. 

E. The UBB of multi-county units in the supplemental EIS blocks realistic 

consideration of Impacts. As it now stands, the deai9nation of a madless 

araa ds wilderness or non-uilderne** is asnsned to impact only the multi- 

muntparaaindrichit islocatsd. Thin does not reflect reality in a highly 

nubile society such ds ours. For exa@zple. in Colorado deei9nation of an ar*d 

will affect Dcnverhmich is not included in a multi-county unit), which la 

the source of many demands, both far wilderness values and munudity production, 

on the madlesa areas being considered. In addition, designation of area* will 

affect users from outside the atate In question. Tha resourca to be derived 

frm RARE II *reds, whether timber, solitude, dir quality or minerals. can be 

said to have a national labcket. 

F. The data presented on commodity needs, local iqacts, and national 90~15 

for minerals and energy, timber, luuaing starts, inflation and other items are 

too osgue to justify any conclusione on these subject*. We simply do nut know 

if tJh3 mBource* of an am* dm needed b meet national and local needs for 

cammodity producticm. On19 for wilderness is much d judqermnt sttempted. The 

Forest Service should not designate an area as non-wilderness unless prcductinn 

Of It5 e~ities CM k *Ivan to be critical t4 the natiunal interest. 

C. The philosophy expressed by tha EIS generally reflects an undue con- 

corn. for timbae production. We believe that this shcald wtbe the mle colrcern 

of the Forest Service, nor the major one. Government dgenciee are responsible 

for the~interests of the *hole soclaty: interests such as clean air and raterr 

stable soilsr flood, l m*iun and sildtion ccmtrol~ open space and Bolituder 

wildlifer in BhDrt, thnss things which are the property and concern of all 

citirens. 

II . without a cost/benefit study or investment annlysIs “to dCtcmin4 if 

It is economically feasible to harvest the resource- we have no idea of hat 

the mats to society of allocation of madless areas really ace. Me find no 

ccnnnents upon the msts of development to cornnon propertv re*ources. Such 

costs include loss of wilderness and scenic values, loss cf open space, loss 

of recreation oppurtunitiee in certain cases, detarloratlon of air snd water 

quality, siltation and flooding due to improper watershed management, end loss 

of wildlife populations, among others. These costs, all of them with long- 

lastirq Implications. must be presented along with the short-term qains of 

'cumwdity production" vhich we do not even kmw is feasible. 

III. Cmmente on Specific Sections of the EIS 

A. Affected Environment - p. 13: Vegetation 

It is stated that Kuchler’s 1966 ecosystem classifIcatIon system doesn’t 

Include pockets of veqetation less then approximately SD.000 acres. Hwever, 

many of the RARE II *reds are less than 50,000 acres and many unirme land forms 

and ecosystem units may occupy considerably less. Rather than use a nation- 

ride clsssIfication system which lacks the fine resolution needed, the Forest 

Service should use state-wide ecosystem analyses where such exist tas in 

ColoradoI. Another option wuld be consultation with local or regional plant 

ocolugists to ensure d more comprehensive look dt ecosyatcm representation in 

the variour HLates and help preserve unusual or rare ecosystems. cspccially 

units less than 50,000 acres. 

0. Affected Environment - p. 14: wilderness 

Our wilderneaa areds are an Important cultural and historical resource. 

Pmerican mciety Is profoundly linked to the wlldernese experience, and our 

culture has been shaped by its presence throughout our 350-year history. Wil- 

dernees is at least as important * cultural resource ** historIcal and srcheo- 

109ical sites and should he mntioned 4s such in the EIS. The perspective In 

I 



-11. 

which wilderness Is Pat can be an Important factor in decIsIon-makIng prowesses 

such as RARE II. 

C. Alternatives Considered - pp. 25-26: AccessIbIlIty/DistrIbution 

First, the values of the ratios of population within d 250-mile radius 

of wilderness *reds to acreage are nut given. Second, no ratIonale is (riven 

for using the median value *a the dividing point between counties meeting the 

accessibility and distribution characteristics and those nut meeting them. 

TNrd, the usa of the 250-mile,radius ignores the fact that wilderness are*s, 

even in the eastern United States, are subject to demands fu beyond the 250- 

mile radius. It is nut unreslistic to suppose that wilderness in the south- 

eastern United States, for l x6mpJ.e. puld be used by residents of the Hid- 

west and the northedstern United Stdtes. areas that dre certainly more than 

250 miles *way. Western wilderness area* are used by vacationers from the 

East Coast rlth increasing frequency. 

Fourth, the use of * quota system, while laudable In terms of organizing 

cmments, sets arbitrary limits on how mch wilderness people should have 

access to. By specifying "4 additional *reds within 250 miles of munties in 

Category A. 3 additions within 250 miles of the Category B cwnties..." the 

Forest Service does just that. Since dewnds for wilderness are not localized 

and since we have no ray of knowing hov much wilderness people need, the quota 

system seem unnecessary. We suggest that ratios of accessibility be given, 

perhaps in an appendir (they *co nut given either In the national EIS or In 

the supplementals am have examined). This rOuld aid the public in making 

decisions on IURF. II but wuld not give the accessibility ratios decisive 

might. 

Basing alternatives on a quota system dues not address either the needs 

of the American people for wilderness or the Forest Service's responsibIlIty 

for gouJ land management. It should be noted that even if we wilderness is 

-l?- 

Inaccessible fur some people, It* benefits remain: wildlife preservation. uat*r- 

shed protection, dir and rater quality~maintenance, educational and InSrird- 

tional functions, research opportunities, primitive recreation. 

F. Effects of Implementation - p. 35: VEqetdtiOn 

The EIS states that "there will be no Impact on threatened and endangered 

plant species resulting fran the sllocation of madless sreas, for the species 

will mntlnue to be protected by law regardless of the allocation.' This is 

unlikely, for In the event that development occurs, populations auld be re- 

duced and habitat altered, though perhaps not enough to cause extinction. 

Recent developmnts in Congress (1.0. membaent of the Endangered Species Act) 

suggest that protection under the Act is not absolute in any cdse. We note 

that many species' habitats are under Intense pressure from mining and real 

estate interests, for example, and allocation of roadless *red* one way or 

anotllee will definitely affect them. 

6. Effects of Implementation - p. 37: Recreation _. 

Again, discussion focuses on the neqative aspects of wilderness recrea-,.. 

tion: cut-bdcka, lack of roads, etc. -- rather than on the Increase In wilder- 

ness opportunities. 

The EIS figures project d capacity for dispersed non-~torired CeCreatiOn 

double that dt present 'if all provIsIcms of existing ebsnsgement plans dre Im- 

plemented.' This Is no guarantee of mntinuinq opportunities for this type 

of recrestion. since wndgemsnt plans are to be revised prIodically under 

the Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1976, it wuld be notable Indeed if 'all 

provisIons‘ were unaltered and implemented. The Purest Service has no wdy of 

fore*eeIng emergency demands on dreda or develomnt of new q inerdl or energy 

sources rhich could make an area tutally unsuitable for dispersed non-motorized 

recreation. or motorized recreation too. 
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,Certainly Alternative J must have SW long-term Increase in potential 

for dispersed non-motorized recreation. ~‘he Els seema to assume that wilder- 

nessdesignatsd areas will inmediately be filled to capacity, with m chance 

ree4lning for future use increases. This is highly unlikely. 

H. Effects of fmplementation - p. U-43: Timbsr 

Harvest figures are not explained or footnoted. Hew old are t.ba data? 

Are they from approved management plans, draft management plans, or inven- 

tories7 Again we note ths ixmcdiata jmp to Alternative J rather tha” diss 

cusslo” of Alternatives in order. 

Since the EfS includes no figures to show how much of the projected tim- 

ber yield is eanomIcally exploItable or cost-effective, this section gives 

an inflated and misleading impression of timber values lost or gained by im- 

plearntation of MY one Alternative. Both losses and gains are inflated. 1” 

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 IID valid aid to dscIsion+aking. 

Again w note that ‘existing timber managersent plans” are subject to 

change. so that “gains anticipated- may not be realized. 

The total effect of the data is a” inflated estimate of timber values. 

This in effect discourages allocation of areas to wilderness ( on a prrely 

economic basis1 and encouraqes allocatIon to non-wilderness. Neglecting tfJ 

mention that only 4* of the “atlon’e timber resources are involved further 

reinforces the general Impression. 

I. Effects of Implementation - p. 46-47: Fish and Wildlife 

The assumption that no degradation of wildlife habitats will occur under 

Alternative S is highly questionable. simply ‘increased access opportunities 

under non-wilderness wnditions’ often results in damage to wildlife habitats 

I I I I I I I 

due to off-road vehicle use, littering, road construction, dam construction, 

sail disturbances by mining with resultant vegetation change, timLerI”g, etc. 

The -no change- alternative virtually guarantees degradation of wildlife 

hjbitat, rather than ensuring its protection. 

The statement that “there is “o impact anticipated on threatened and 

endmqered wildlife and fish species resulting from allocation of the road- 

less areas- ignores the fact that development. although not causing extinction, 

may alter species nmbers and composition, population densities, or social 

structure. A good example Is the killing of grizzly bears in areas adjacent 

to Yellowstone National Park by sheqxnen rho run stock on Natio”a1 Forest 

lands. Another example is the shifting of deer or elk migration ptterns by 

construction of highways acrose the migration routes. 

It seems singularly inappropriate to measure the Effects of the alterna- 

tives on fish and wIldlife in terms of Recreation Visitor Days. Wildlife 

does not exist solely for the pleasure of man. nor should wildlife powlstions 

be managed simply to provide maximum human recreation opportunities. Hild- 

life has the right to exist in and of itself, s”d the concern of the l-orest 

Service snd other land-mnnagi”g agencies should be to maintain stable popula- 

tions in dynamic balance with their environment. Impacts should be measured 

I” terms Of their Effects on wildlife populations: numbers, diversity, density, 

habitat conditions. Certainly RVD’s are an inappropriate measure here. 

It should be pointed out that wny of the carrum” wildlife ma”agement 

techniques mentioned in the EIS can, If necessary, be accomplished in rilder- 

ness: ‘removing stream blockages, stocking certain fish species.. . ” Horses 

are allowed I” wilderness areas and they can be used for these purposes. I” 

cases where vehicles have traditlonally &en used for wildlife management, 

theii “8e is allowed by the Wilderness Act. We disagree with the assrmption 

that without unlimited vehicle use, wildlife management is untenable. 

I I I I I 1 I I 



l&where in this section is the value of wilderness for certain t.ypcs Of 

wildliCe research mentioned. Many species, uhile not vildernessdeaendent, 

remain at normal population levels only in wilderness areas. wical behavior 

and population dwwmics can be observed onLy in wilderness in such cases. Dr. 

Maurice Ilornocker of the University of Idaho has stated that “established. 

viable wildlife populations in vildernsss can provide answers to many questions 

concerning the preservation and maintenance of wilderness and all its components.’ 

Later he remarks that ‘relatively unexploited vildlife populations provide (the) 

natural gene poola; they can provide an insight into intrinsic behavioral 

mechanisms that can and should form the basis for any management program 

outside Wilderness (our emphasis1 J they can provide an insight into all those 

population processes aqatnst which re can measure our influences elsewhere.’ 

Dr. Hornocker also points out that ‘in the rilderncss !aboratory. the 

4 opportunity exists to describe and delineate critical habitat for a particular 

& 
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4 
species. . . before it becomes endangered,’ thus savinq the governmen t and the 

taxpayers the, effort and rnonel. 

Thus wilderness can play a valuable role in conserving species which may 

become or have become endangeredr in providing a base line against which to 

measure habitat deterioration or population ebangea outside wilderness: and In 

evaluating uildllfe management techniques used outside riMerncss areas. The 

EIS, biased as it is toward cawodlty production, iqnores points such as these. 

.I. Effects of Implementation - pp. 51-53: Economics 

The l oononics section of the Environmental Lmpact statement Is based on 

insufficient eridcnce and cannot be used as a tool in decision makinq. 

On page 51 the EIS states that -4 benefit-cost study or investmnt analysis 

to determine if it is emrrmically feasible to harvest the resource has not 

been made. Likewise, a demand study to see if the resource output could or 

vould be sold at current prices VW not made.’ Yitiut these kinds of 

-I,;- 

infonaation, valid estimates of l concmic costs and -benefits to society of 

desipnetion of roadless areas cannot be made. -_ -. The statistics cited as mea- -- 

suring effects on timber production, mineral production, employment, recrea- 

tion, etc. have no basis in fact. and Wst of the eco~mic impacts described 

by the EIS are not only open to question but are worthless as an accurate es- 

timate of impacts. 

In short, despite the Forest service’s efforts, ve still do not know 

what the economic impacts of wilderness or non-wilderness designation will be. 

We certainly cannot bass decisions on the information presented in this EIS. 

The Economics section has no COmmnts upon such costs of development as 

loss of wilderness values, loss of recreation opportunities (Including the 

econ~ic benefits of tourismJ. deterioration of air and vater quslity, soil 

erosion. loss of fisheries or destruction of wildlife habitat. Impacts me A_ 

considered solely frOm the point of view of “comncdity production” losses. 

A cost/benefit study which takes into account the factors mentioned in .;; 

the preceding paraqrsph is desperately needed before an objective of RARE II . 

can begin. He urge that no decisions be made before such a cast/benefit h 

study has been completed. 

J. Effects of ImplRnentation - p. 53: Iloueing Starts - 

The EIS states that “Alternative J produces the most impact.. .” This 

statement misleads the reader, for under the ForCSt Service assumption that 

all the knom timber resources are equally harvestable (see Economics or 

Timber sections above) Alternative S also has a maximmx impact -- maximum 

production of Umber and losn of wildernessl This is yet another example of 

Porost Service bias towards carmxadity production. 

This discussion is extremely general Md makes several unwarranted 

ssswptions. One is the assumption mentioned above, that all timber is 

equally harvestable. Another is that wilderness designation vould have a 
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decisive role to play in determininq timber supply. M suqqcst that labor 

costs, mortgage rates, and other economic factors have much nxxe impact on 

housing starts than wilderness designation, especially since the timber in 

F3RE II 4re48 Is only 4% of the nation's total. Events such as the sale 

of much of the Tongsss Netional Forest timbar ta Japan may also influence the 

availabilitg of 1-r for housing starts in the United States. This dis- 

cussion needs to consider such &plexities of the hDueing 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 4t of cur nation's 

timber comes from RAAE II areas and that not all the timber resources on these 

lands may prove harvestable. The effects of wilderness designation are 

l xqgrated and should be put into proper perspective: labor costs, for instance, 

are much more important in rioing oonmodity prices than are timber prices. 

Without a ccsaplete cost/benefit analysis this section aqain loses its validity 

as a decision-malinq tool. 

L. Effects of Implsmntation - p. 54: Returns to the Treaw- --~ 

The EIS states that 'IqGmentation of those alternatives that recommend 

greater numbers of rlldsrmss will provide the greatest change in timber out- 

put.- Thin Is misleading for the followinq reasons: 11 Since the Forest 

Service has done rm cost/benefit estiratea or feasibility studies, it does not 

know ha much of the timber In RARE II is harvestable and what the economic 

impacts of wi!.derness designation will be; 2) nore intensive mmaqement of 

highly productive tin&r lands might compensate for timber left standing in 

areas designated as wilderness and may also be more cost-effective than har- 

vesting timber in roadless areas. 

n. Effects of Implementation - pp. 56-59: SW2141 

On page 57 data on local citizen attitudes are cited. Where did they 

colic frcm7 How old are they7 How wre thay collected (i.e. what did the 

questionnaire look llkel? ws suhit 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 spectnnn of people all across the United States rould be a better 

measure of public opinion on RAAE 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, wilderness 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 l xwpls. areas long used by cattlemen wy continue to be 

used 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 Cillete, Wyoming or Craig. Colorado). 

In Alaska many native groups still live almost entirely aft the land, and 

development vould destroy their subsistence way of life by altering the 

natural co~nitiss upon which they depend. 

Traditional llfestyles would benefit by vilderness designation in the cases 

cited akove. 

H. Effects of Implc?mentation - 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: 

I I I I I I 
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‘vellica ham in Tennessee will cause submersion of several hundred historical 

Cherokee Indian sites. The coal strip mining in the Four Corners area of the 

Southwest has not protected the culture1 and spiritual rescurces of the Navajo 

peoples there. Tbie assumption can be refuted by s nrabr of other exwples 

and has little general appllcsbility. 

Soms management is possible under vilderness designation, s fact the 

Forest Service chooses to ignore. 

References: 

1. Hornocker, Haurice. 1978. Interactions between Threatened and 
Endangered Species and Wilderness. unpmb. MS. 

September, 1978 

Nationa 1 Campers an Hikers Association Inc. 

27 September 1910 ‘The Friendlies! People in the World” 

Mr. John R. McGuire. Chief 
Porest Service, USDA 
P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

He are the National Conservation Directors of the National Campers 
and Hikers Assoc., Inc. Our membership of approximately 204,000 
individuals come mostly from the United States with others in Canada 
and some foreign countries. 

We are responding to the Rare II Poadless Ares Reviews. We have studies 
several of the Draft Bnrironmental Impact Statements snd their supple- 
ments. 

We feel that to retain these areas as multiuse under prudent conser- 
vation management offer greater protection and preservation for 
future generations. . . . 

Porest without conservation management grow fallow, become unable to 
support wildlife and prime targets for devastation from forest fires; 
( l xample.Vantanna Wilderness) 

The Wilderness status offers no protection from insect damage (i.e. 
gypsy moth especially in eastern states) or fires. 

Even areas which have outstanding aesthetic qualities and irreplace- 
able resource6 benifit more from prudent conservation management. 

Therefore we recommend that all areas remain in multiuse status where 
they can be better protected as well as contribute where and when 
possible to the economic and recreational needs of the areas. We 
feel that a larger percent of Americans present and future will 
benifit more from multiuse with prudent conservation management. 

Hdleb Urkland 
National Conservation Directors, NCHA 
301 Byck Ave. 
Garden City, Georgia 

CC: Ray Waper, Pres.. NCHA 
Ray Shields , 1st Vice Pres., NCHA 

HK 



Naflmal Foresl 
Producia Auocialion 

September 29, 1978 

Hr. John R. HcGuire, Chief 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
P.O. BOX 2411 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Chief McGuire: 

The National Forest Products Association is pleased to parti- 
cipate 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- 
a 

z 

mised on an understanding that RARE II will result in Forest Service 
action which will: 

-- 

-- 

-- 

expedite completion of the National Forest contribution to 
the 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 PARE II process will enable the 
Forest Service 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 
ends. We propose that the Forest Service adopt a course of action 
which would: 

=, 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 
recreation, wildlife, 
and: 

forage and other non-Wilderness purposes 

Third, after allocating as non-Wilderness sufficient areas to - 
satrsfy 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 NFPA recommended course of action is grounded on a strong 
belief that the Forest Service must conduct PARE 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 framevork 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 detail in the attached com- 
ments. NFPA is, nonetheless, prepared to support the 1975 RPA 
Wilderness target provided that the land allocations proposed through 
RARE II 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, 
n 

nes 

I I I 
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in Ihc RARE U inventory. It looks to RARE 11 to expedite release of areas 
which have primary value for multiple use purposes other than Wilderness. 

National Forest Products Association Hecommcndations 

leased on the gcncral comnwx~ts a1w1 lhc dclailod analysis that iollow. 
NFPA recommends the following RARE 11 actions bc adoplcd by 111,. 
Forest Service: 

1. Non-Wilderness -- Timber 

The Forest Service should rot select any of the ton spccilic Allerna- 
tive Approaches included In thr DES, but should provide for an 
allocation of areas to non-Wildt.rness which: 

a. will assure the ability of each Forest Service region to meet 
assigned Rcsourccs Planning Act (LIPA) Program targets for 
timber rcsoorres: and 

b. reflect local rccon~n~o~~duti~~ns regarding arcas or portiwls 
of areas needed to maintain dependent industry or communily 
stability. 

2. Non-Wilderness -- Other Resources -- 

Roadless Area allocations should also give priority to achievement 
of RPA goals for other non-Wilderness resources. 

3. Wilderness 

After consideration 01 allocations needed to meet RPA Program tar- 
gets for non-Wilderness resources, lhe Forest Service should allo- 
cate to Wilderness those roadll,ss areas in the RARE 11 inventory 
which can make the highest quality contribution to the RPA Wilder- 
neas goals. 

4. Future Study 

NFPA urges that the least posviblc acreage be allocated to future 
planning and that any such allocation be made only after assurance 
that HPA non-Wilderness goals can be met. 

5. Prompt Release of Areas Allocated to Non-Wildcrncss 

NFPA urges that the Administration take immediate action at the time 
the Final Environmental Stalrnl*,nt (FES) is complclcd to rclcasc lot 
m,?nagement those areas detcrmincd to bc suitable for non-Wildcrncss 
“Se. 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 the RARE LI obiectives of resolving uncertainties 
surrounding the millions of acres of undrveloped national forest lands involved 

timberlands involved in RAISE U will hvc im&diate and lnajor impacts on 
the ability of lhe Forest Service to prodoce non-Wilderness rosourccs. The 
locus aI the RARE LI decision should, Iherefore, be on the role the roadlcss 
lands ran play in meeting all national forest rcsourcc goals. as outlined and 
approved through the RPA prorcss. 

As a part of the RARE U dccisiou process. the Forest Service must 
make I careful analysis of the existing and future demand for Wildcrncss. 
The forest industry supports the RPA Wilderness goal of 25-30 million acres 
of national lorest Wilderness, but urg:c.s that this goal be met without effect 
on the Fores1 Scrvicc’s ability to provide for RPA target levels of other 
non-Wildcrncss rcsourccs. 

With ra:specJ IO IIN: timber supply -iiluaw Illc 11J75 RI’A Prog:a~~~ SC, 
for111 the proper National Forest System contribution to meeting projected tim- 
ber demands. Rcccn~ events have given further weight to the correctness of 
lhe RPA timber targets. The Program was based on the assumption that 
the bulk of national forest commercial timber levels would be available for 
management. A ny significant loss of this timber land base through RARE II 
and other pending actions would make it difficult or impossible to meet RPA 
timber goals. 

The Dralt Environmental Statcmrnt (DES) contains an acceptable range 
of allcrnativc approaches. Howrvcr, NFPA recommrndr the Fores1 Scrvicc 
not nclcct any of the specific altcrnalivrs, particularly bccauso their effects 
on thr timber base and RPA timber tar<,:ts arc not ycl clc:nr. 

NFPA rccommcnds an addition to the list of scvcn decision rrileria 
discrasscd in the DES -- appraisal of Wilderness demand. Three of the DES- 
listed criteria -- RPA relationship. resources foregone, and national issties - - 
are recommended as “must” criteria. 

NFPA dcfcrs to individual compani0.s and to regional associations with 
rn.spcct to individual area recommendalions. In reviewing and dealing with 
local pnblic and Regional Forester area-by-area recommendations, the 
Forest Service should develop flexible means for handling boundary adjust- 
ments. 

&tsilnd analysis of the DES is int.llld<qd 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 induatriea whose existence 
is tied to national forest resources such as timber, minerals, and grazing. 
The objective of the RARE 11 program. when initiated by Assistant Secretary 
of Agricu1tur.e 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 U. The Wilderness Act of 1964 rnquired the Forest Service to rcvicw 
over 9 million acres of Primitive Areas for possible inclusion by Congress 
into the National Wilderness Preservation Syetem. The Foreet Service com- 
pleted this review within the ten-year period specified by the 1964 Act. 
Congress has not yet acted on approxinlatcly 3 million acres of former 
primitive areas that the Forest Service has recommended for Wilderness. 

The Wilderness Act required the Foreet Service to review only the 

f: 

Primitive Areas for possible Wilderness recommeodatIone. However, 
because various groupa were proposing that other undeveloped or road- 

; 
less areas be added to the Wilderness System, the Forest Service in 1971 

w 
initiated a review of alI national forest unroaded lands over 5,000 acres 
In size. RARE I -- the first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation program -- 
identified about 56 million acres of national forest roadlees areas. Later, 
the Forest Service settled a lawsult initiated by tbe Sierra Club (the so-called 
Conti decision) by agreeing to prepare an environmental impact statement 
before taking any development action in any RARE I inventory roadlces arca. 
This EIS reauirement caused sianificant delava which adverselv affcctcd the . . 
ability of the Forest Service to carry out L logical and cfficicn; limber 
sale program on many national forests, particularly those in western statea 
having eigoificant areas inventoried as roadleae. The states of Colorado, 
Montana, Wyoming, and Idaho. for example, all have at least 45 percent 
of national forest lands in either Wilderness or Inventoried aa roadlese. 

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 allocate+. 

In response to concerns rained by Lhr: foroat industry over Lhc unccr- 
tainties and long delays crcatrd by the: a!xisling prwcvs and lo assertions by 
environmental groups that many additional roadless areas were not properly 
included in the first RARE inventory, Dr. Cutler initiated RARE II. The 
objectives for RARE II, as stated by Dr. Cutler and the Forest Service, are: 

1. “Round-out” the national forest contribution to the National 
Wilderness Preservation Syetem wlthin a framework consis- 
tent with the non-Wilderness output levels called for in the 1975 
RPA program. 

I I I 

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 objectivea and commends Dr. Cutler 
for his intercst in removing the uncertainlies concerning the future of hundreds 
of forest products companies and the numerous communitiee that are eco- 
nomically dependent upon them. 
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RPA -- THE FRAMEWORK FOR RARE II 

The RPA Process 

While NFPA etrongly eupports RARE II as an acceleration of part of 
the overall Forest Service planning and management process, it strongly 
believes RARE II 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. 
to national forest programs. 

Its purpose is to bring a sense of order 
It was designed to avold ad hoc decisions about 

one use of the national forests without consideration of the impact oi whose 
derisions on othet national forcat uses. 
explained: 

As the Scnatc raport u11 ItPA 

“Questions relating to the condition and uee of our rcncwable 
resources 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 
rained 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.” 
2d. Sees. 3, 4 (1974). 

S. Rep. No. 93-686. 93rd Cong., 

RPA requires that day-to-day activities and programs be related to 
clear policy direction, based on an assessment 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 rcaclion and implomenlati~~n lhrough the appropriations procese. 

In short, the RPA process forcca rcsponeibility and accountability on the 
part of the Forest Service, tbc 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 lhs benefits that will result -- now, &in the future.” Also. the con- 
sequences of delaying action programs are made very clear. Forest Service 
mnnagcment programs are long-range programe. Decisions must bc madc 
3 inveslmcnt must bcain if we arc to realize benefits and products fifty 
years from now. 

The National Forest Management 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 benefite 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 

roadless areas apart from RPA goals and policies would undercut the NFMA 
planning process, which is intcndad to make national and regional IXPA objcc- 
lives come to life through the myriad of local land managcmcnt dccisione the 
Forest Service makes. 

Impact of RARE II 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 meet 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 
rescmrcc uses. 

The 197 5 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. 

‘1’11~ June 14, 1978, RARE II DES giws lilllr attrntion to lhc RPA fr.amuworl: 
and lends to treat RARE Il with a primary focus on lhc nvcds and opportunities. 
for roadless area preservation. NFPA. therefore, urges that the Forest Service 
change the focus of the RARE II dccisioll lo the role the roadless lands involved. 
can play in meeting all national forest reeource goals. as outlined and approved. 
through the RPA process. 

Relationship of RARE 11 Decision and 197 5 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 goals and targets. 

Aa explained below, we understand that the 1975 RPA timber targets are 
based on an assumption that all commrrical forest land areas. other than those 
identified for Wilderness study under RARE I. will continue to be available for 
timber management programs. If RARE U allocations affect this assumption, 
Illi IIBIIRI 1~: ~~~ncla: clear, AH ~1.11 an 11oa. 11rlpat.1 o)f 11~t- nllr~~..ationn urn short- 
ad long-run timber torgct~. ‘1’11~ sir~tw approach should apply to all other 
goals and targets in the 1975 Program, including Wilderness. Q 

* On page 50 of the DES a table is presented which seeks to portray the rela- 
tionship of RPA and RARE U alternatlves. 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 more accurately por- 
tray the significant effects of some of the RARE II alternalivcs on llrc achirvabilily 
of other multiple use resource targets. The FEZS would benefit from a detailed 
dIscussion of the work done by the Forest Service since publication of the DES 
to more accurately portray RPA and RARE II relationships. 
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HOW MUCH WILDERNLSS DO WE NEED? 

Further, the 1975 RPA Program represents a clear policy statement of the 
purposes and scope of the Forest Service program. It is. thus, the best base- 
line for gauging any change in policy dlrection or for measuring the effects of 
present actions on long-term resource outputs. costs, and environmental 
effects. 
cffectn 

It ia also an excellent framework for determining environmental 
of the RARE II 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. 

l’hus, logic dictates that the best way to define the RARE II decision is to 
describe how it implements or modifies the Forest Srrvicc mission 3s a.1 
out in the 1975 Renewable Resource Program. 

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 existing 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 recreational use of Wilderness would probably rise roughly parallel with 
demand for remote camping -- which was expected to increase about 33 percent 
by thn year 2000. During that same pa.riod dcmnnd for linrbcr W;IR projrrlcd 
to increase by 73 pcrccnt, for forest and rangeland grazing by 50 percent, 
and for fresh water fishing by 56 percent. 

Based on projected demands for both Wilderness and for non-Wilderness 
“SCS, the Forest Service proposed an ultimata contribution of 25 to 30 million 
acres of the national forests lo the National Wilderness System. NFPA 

believes this Wilderness goal is reasonable, particularly in light of these two 
changee which have occurred since 1975: 

1. Revision in estimates of rutire demand for Wilderness due to unanti- 
cipated changes in population dclnoEraplr&. Wildcrnese is used pri- 
marily by people less than thirty years of age. The gcncral trend of 
population aging, which is expected lo continue into the next century, 
will signiticantly dampen the demand for this kind of recreation. Q 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 ManaEcment Act of 1976 (BLM Organic Actl. 
Due to time constraints which thr Forest Service RPA team was forced 
to work under, the potential of olher federal lands to meet a share 
of Wilderness needs was not comprehensively asscsscd. The BLM 
Organic Art, passed in late 197h. requires a detailed inventory and 
assessment of roadlcss arcas aalministrrrd by BLM to dctrrminc 
which should be recommcndcd for Wildcrncas dosignalion. lo June, 
1978, BLM officials cstimatcd that perhaps 120 million BCI’CPS of lhcse 
lands may cvcntually bc rcco~~m~cndcd for Wildcrncss. This is over 
seven times the total acreage currently in the Wilderness System. 
Further additions to the Wildrrnrss System are expecled to come from 
lands in tbc National Park Systo,lll alld National Wildlife Rcfugc System. 

B. Treatment of Wilderness Demand by RARE II DES 

The RARE 11 DES,, a document intended to discuss and analyze various 
ways in which national forest roadless areas could be allocated to”round- 

* See “The Nation’s Renewable Resources -- An Asscssmcnt, 1975” 
Forest Resource Report No. 21. Forest Service. Department of Agriculture. 
June 1977, p. 78. 

I 1 I I I I 1 I I I I I I I I 
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uut Ihq: TIational Wilderness Preservation System.” should have devoted 
x*mrc ?ltcntion to the question of how nnlch Wilderness is needed. The DES 
provirlrs littlc analysis of cxisling or projected demand for Wildcrncss and 
dors not acknowledge that projected demand for Wilderness should be a major 
decisiajn criterion in the RARE LI procesq. 

C. Factors To Consider In Evaluatinche Need for More Wildcrncse 

NFPA, therefore, recommends that. in addressing the question of how 
much additional Wilderness is nocdcd. lhe following factors, which were llsed 
in tllr RPA Assessment and Program allelyscs, should be treated in the FES 
for RARE lI: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Projected incrcascs in dcmand for Wildcrncss and for rcsourcc uses 
which are imcompatiblc with Wildrrncss. 

Opportunily costs which would be incurred if areas are designated 
as Wilderness. but have value for uses which are incompatible with 
Wilderness. 

The need for more Wilderness in terms of those recreational uses 
that can onlv be met bv Wilderness designation. Recreation demand 
should beaprimarv_ mcasurc of need. J\lthough uses for scientilic, 
educational, and historic rcascws arc imporlant. actual USC for thcsc 
purposes is very limited. Und<,r statutory limitnlions. Wildcrncsu 
designation actually reduces or precludes research flexibility by re- 
atricting access and prohibiting monitoring and other instruments 
and. oossiblv eround olot identification. The amount of research 
actually being pdonc in’wilder ness, as well as the problems created 
by reduced rcnearch flexibility. must be given further study before 
research is used as a major factor to eupport additional Wilderness. 

Appropriate components and scope of an”ideal” Wilderncas System 
and the rclalivc value of individual arcas in meeting the criteria 
for what an”ideal” Wilderness System ought to be like. 

Potential for meeting anticipated Wilderness demand on all icdcral 
lands. 

Potential for more intensive use of existing Wilderness arcas. Even 
in Wilderness areas which arc now sustaining adverse environmental 
impacts due to use presaurc, tllc major portions of the arcas are 
unused dllc to lack of sufficient trails, camping arcas, and access 
poinls. If thcsc wcrc plannwl for and provided. uric could bc dispersed 
more evenly over the total Wihl~~rncss arca, thus increasing the carry- 
ing capacity of lhc arca signilic.nntly. Ln addilion. innovative visilor 
minagcmcnt practices arc noodc,d which will direct Wildcrncss 
trader5 as t0 r0de5 0r trarrcl. length of stay, size of party. and 
limitations on yack stock. Sucl~ II~S~BOI’L’J will provide IIIL)TC’ cfl‘urtivr 
utilization of cxisling WiIdc:rnc.nn arcas while slill tllailllaining the 
quality of the Wilderness cxpcrit:ncc fur visitors. 

Potential for meeting Wilderness-type demands on arcas devoted 
to multiple use management. The 197 5 RPA Program stated “Sludiea 

8. 
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or Wilderness visitors suggcot a substantial portion, perhaps a 
fourth to half, of lhe recreationists who now visit Wilderness would 
find what they are seeking as well or better in a non-Wildcrnese, 
roadless recreation area.” Ways to meet the need for such recrea- 
tion in a manner less extravagant than deeignating large areas for 
Wilderness should be explored. 

Wilderness recrcalion and what the Forest Service calls dispersed 
non-motorized recreation arr >.cry similar in composition and in large 
part substitutable. The DES shows that several altcrnativcs could 
a~tunlly rcd~cc demand for this kind of r~cr,:n iiun as con~~mrcd lo 
alternative J, which alIocat<:s all the roadlcss areas to Wildcrnces. 
For example, alternative H (which would allocate 73 pcrccnl of road- 
less area acreage Lo non-Wild+,rncss, 16 pcrccnl lo Wildcrncss. 
and II percent to Wilderness shady) 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 Wildernese 
alternative. 

Distribution of costs and benefits within major groups of society. 
Forest Service and other research rcporte indicate that Wilderness 
uscrs are a very small percnnlagc of the population. They are almobt 
exclusively white, with high educational levels. They are primarily 
young adults, are white collar workers. and arc in above average 
income brackets. In terms of national forest recreational use, .L- 
Wildcrncss USC is minor, accounting for only 3. 5 percent of the total 
recreation visitor days use, in recent years. It hae been estimated 
that less than I pcrccnl of the population has ever used Wilderness. _ 
Even though lhc benefits of Wilderness are realized by a very 
small percentage of the pcoplc, the costs are borne by all those I 
who must pay the increased cost resulting from natural resource 
scarcity. Low income and minority groups are particularly hard-hit .; 
by rising energy costs and the cost of housing -- both of which will :... 
accelerate if substantial areas nf the National Forest System are 
designated Wildrrncss. 

Each of the factors discussed abc~vc. arc: al least rccognizcd in the 
narrative accompanying lhc 1975 RPA APscssmcnt and Program. The FES 
should utilize whatever data and other information on these issues are available. 
hluch of this data is being compiled as R basis for the 1980 RPA hsscssmcnt 
and Program. 

D. +mmary and Conrluaion 

‘l’hc forest industry must urge strict adhercncc to the 1975 RPA Program 
goal of 25 to 30 million acres of National Forest Wilderness. This goal is 
generous ic rclalionship to rcviscd cstimatcs of Wilderness demand-and potential 
supply of Wilderness from lands administered bv DLM end other fcdcrat 
W&A&S. The RPA goal appears to bc lllc maxi’mum wllich would provide a 
compatible intcrrclnlionship with other necessary high level rcsourcc system 
goals. A significant increase in national forest Wilderness would reduce 
the potential of all other Forest Service resource systems to meet future 
public demands for renewable resources. 
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Certainly the use of. and demand for, Wilderness has increased in re- 
cent yeare and indicatea a public need for such lands. Yet it must be rernem- 
bered that Wilderncse is mutually exclusive of every other major resource 
uee, while other use8 are largely compatible in the u.e of the eame land base. 
This suggeets that Wilderness is a very costly uee which should be esta‘blished 
sparingly only after evaluation of all resource use potential8 and a rigorous 
justification for their loss in favor of Wilderness wlthdrawal. 

Obviously there is a need to respond to the demand for more Wilder- 
nc88 use opportunities. 
existing areas. 

Much more can bc done by bcttcr utilization of 
The need for national forest additions to the National Wilder- 

neas Preservation System muet be considered in the context of the total land 
area available for this we, regardless of administering agency. 

In the iuturc, Wildcrnces will, in some portions of the nation, be in 
short supply, just aa cvcry rc~ource us<: opporhrnity will bc. Thcrcfore. 
it seems rational that the critceia which must prevail will bc optimum 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 uees at the highest 
level of priority. 

1 I I I I I I I 

THE TIMBER SUPPLY SETTING 

Because RARE Il decisions could have a major impact on national forest 
timber outputs, it is importaot to review the overall national timber supply 
setting. Basically, NFPA believes the wisdom of RPA Program goals and 
target8 for timber resourcea has been supported by recent eventa and that 
RARE I1 decisions must bc ronsistcnt wilh RPA. The rcaeone follow: 

RPA Aaeessment and Program for Timber 

Lumber and plywood made from softwood sawtimbcr are the primary 
building products used in home construrlion. It is estimated that wood pro- 
ducta contribute about 15 percent to the cost of a new house. The 1975 RPA 
Aesessment of demand for eoftwood sawtimber wae based on the 1973 Forest 
Service report “Outlook for Timber in the United States.” Thia report pro- 
jected substantial rises in the demand for lumber and plywood products in 
*,‘-**rallv all maior wee. It oroiected that between 1970 and the vear 2000 ..a . . 

the de&and for iumber would rise by 7 5 percent and the demand ior plywood 
by 56 percent. 

The 1975 RPA Program set forth what the Foreet Service considers to be 
the proper national foreat 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 
IO. 5.billion board feet in 1977 to 14 billion board feet in 1980, an average of 
lb. 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 Price8 

Since the 197 5 RPA Program was c<xrrplclcd, demand lor wo\>d buildins 
producta has sent lumber and plywood prices to record levels, illustrating 
~~a;~;;~importance of aesu,ring a reliable and steadily increasing supply 

. Although 1977 prxes were at record hrghs, production of lumber 
and plywood was not. In spite of the best markets ever, western lumber 
producing regions had difficulty in raieing 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 sofhuood lumber imports increased 
30.8 percent, but production of weet~ra softwood lumber increased only about 
4.5 percent. 

A primary rausc of this lack of rrsponsivcncas lo record priccv 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 iii the RPA Program. For rxample, in 1978 the Forest Service was 
funded to sell 11. 5 billion board feet of timber instead of the 13.0 billion board 
feet called for by the 14 5 Program. The uncertainties can aleo be traced to 
lack of confidence in future timber supplies from land identified as roadless 
in the RARE Il program. 

I I I I 
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The Role of Private Forest Ownerships -- 

Some interest groups have expresecd the opinion that the key to meeting 
futirc demand for timber lies on the private lande, particularly nonindustrial 
or small Drivate ownerBhiDs which contain about 59 Dercent of the nation’ B 
commercial forest land. ‘The assertion made ie tha; the nation can easily 
afford allocation to Wilderness of national forest timber in roadlcse area. 

The position dots not stand up to close scrutiny. industrial private owner- 
ships have only 14 percent of the nation’ B commercial forest land but already 
contribute 34 oercent to the annual U.S. suoolv of softwood sawtimbcr. These 

. . I 

industrial ownerships lead the way in the application of Bound forest management 
principles. While the level of management will continue to increase on these 
lands. the relatively small proportion 01 mature timber stands on thcsc acres 
means that large increases in timber supply from this ownership class cannot 
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 bc recognized 
tltat the owners of these lands face a range of disincentivea which make the 
posaibitity of these lands coming under intcnsivc managcmcnt for tinlbcr 
uncertain. Some of these disincentives include: (I) the small size of holdings 
which make some intensive force1 management practices more costly; 
(2) absentee landownership: (3) ownership objectivea that may not be compatible 
with intensive forest management; (4) inability or unwillingness to make neccs- 
Bary 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 amall private holdings currently contribute 
42 percent of the annual U.S. Bawtimber 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 achieve this objective -- such as forcatry 
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 timber until after the year 2000. 

These nonindustrial private lands tend lo 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 oC the inventory of softwood Bawlimher, compared to th.: national Coreats 
whirl1 have 51 percent of the softwood sawtimbcr. The current inventory and 
313wl:illf: of s~,llwr~~~~l IinII~~~r t,n sn~:oll privalr, waw~rlt;uwl* is nebt suffia i8:nt tr, 
prcwid<, for J. significalll iucrcasc irl lilllbcr supply withuut tlarcatoning the 
long-term lcvcls of output from thcsr lands. This is cspccially relevant in 
light of the low lcvcls of conifer rcgctlcratiou in relation to harvcsling on those 
lands. 

Also of significance is the factor that the vast majority of national forest 
lands are located in the West, while nonindustrial private lands Brc in the East. 
A substantial reinvcstmcnt and rclocntion of milling capacity would bc 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 offset tllruugh 
increased imports, further increaslng the U.S. balance of trade deficit. 

Clearly, 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 snwtilnbcr invcnlory in lllc nation. 
The linlber is already thcrr and dots n,>l have tu bc grown. FurIl~<.r, it 
should he cmphasizcd that the RPA Procram projects a substantial illcrcarc 
in Bupplles from private fbrest lands to go along with increases from public 
lands. It is not a question of one source or another. All must play their 
part.iC overall national timber objcctivrs are to bc met. 

National Forest Timber Goals Cannot Bc Met by Concentrating Forest Manace- 
men1 Activitica and Investments on Currently Developed Arcas 

The 1975 RPA Program was based on the assumption that all national 
forest commercial forest lands, not statutorily withdrawn from timber pro- 
duction or being formally studied for Wildcrncss in 1975. would be nccdcd to 
meet mid- and long-range timber output targets. Any significant loss nf 
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 roadlcss 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 arcas were reallocated 
to more intensive management of currently developed areas, current and 
potential levels of harvest could bc nraintaincd. i’ 

The Forest Service study of this issue 1itled”Roadlcss Area -- Intensive 
Management Tradeoffs on Western National Forests,” which has been in - - 
preparation for over a year and a half. has recently been made public. Seven 
western national forests were included in the study. which evaluated the impact 
of withdrawing (1) half the roadlcss 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 shrdy also cvaluatc:d the implications of these withdrawals 
on cmploymcnt. environmental and nwlliple use considerations, and on present 
not worth and revenue flows. 

The study concluded that lhcre is no possibility that intensive management 
on currently dcvclopcd arcas ran rcplarc potential short- or long-term harvest 
losses which would result with half or all of the roadless arcas withdrawn. 

A summary of lhc relcvanl findillrs of the study arc as follows: 

1. ‘1’1~ study i~w~rl llwl. und,.c llba. *‘an irtu~t~~*.l~l.ll a1811 ~~u~lli[~l~. I,:;*~ ,-tw 
straints ttic Forest Service currcnlly feels &ligated to mcel. the primary con- 
slraining factor on harvest levels is land, not capital. In particular, multiple 
“Be considerations constrain the ratr al which rcgencration harvest can lake 
place. The rate of harvest in turn cons1 rains the rate at which application of 
intensive management practices can take place. 

2. The interdisciplinary teams 011 each sample national forest reasoned 
that if timber management activities were concentrated on the currently developed 

:. 
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areas, environmental and multiple use standarda would be violated. These 
varied from place to place on the came national forest. but consistently fell 
into three general categories: (a) waterehed protection -- concern over 

a 
0 

unacceptably increasing sedimentation and/or Ihe potential for mass soil movc- 

m 
ment: (b) aesthetics -- concern over unacceptably impacting curreut desipnated 
view zones: (c) wildlife considerations -- concern over violating guidelines 
for thermal cover for big game or other wildlife habltat neede. 

Potential fmwct of Land Management Planning and Silvicultural Regulations -- 
on the Land Base Needed to Meet Timber Output Goals 

Forest Service evaluations as to tho national forest land base needed to 
meet 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 
Sertion 6 of the National Forest Manaenment Act dealine with land manane- 

. I  

ment planning and eilvicultural guidelines. The final regulations. when” 
implemented, could have a very signifirant impart on the potential of the 
national forests to meet lhcir share of 111~ potcnlial demand for Iimbur. The 
recently published draft regulations appear to give Forest Service field managers 
appropriate flexibility to tailor land management plane to specific on-the-ground 
conditiona. However, environmental grcups appear to have initiated a major 
campaign 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 goale. 

The RARE If exercise cannot, and ehould not, be viewed in isolation 
from these other factors which may limit national forcat timber supply. 

I I I I I I I 

ADEQUACY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

While these comment8 highlight a nwnber of area8 of the DES that need 
improvement, it is appropriate to underscore NFPA’8 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 Il. The possible 
combinations of areas and alternative approaches are infinite. The DES 
demonstrates that the Forest Service ban 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 slatement be expanded in scope and 
in depth to better dieplay the profcssionA1 effort which has been made. These 
commrnts provide specific recommenda!ions on how thie can be done in the 
following arcas: 

-- relationship of RARE U to RPA 

-- relationship of nattonal statement and regional supplements 

_- selection of evaluation criteria and development of alternative approaches 

-- effects of implementation 

-- proceeeee for selection of a proposal 

Specifically, it is suggcstcd that thr final statumcnl draw upon and rcfnr ID 
thn wide range of program and site sprrifir cnvircrnmcntal elnlcmcnts which lhn 
Foreet Service has already prepared. ‘I hcec can be incorporaled by refcrcnce 
in the final document and can be used to describe the range of effects of the 
various RARE II alternatives being considered. 

I I I I I I 
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RARE LI - ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES 

It would appear that the DES contains an acceptable range of altcrna- 
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 
gO”lB. It is recognized that the criteria on which the alternatives arc based 
were developed before it was decided to me the 1975 RPA Program goals 
as major decision criterion. Ideally, RPA should have been the primary 
framework within which RARE 11 alternalives where formulated. as well as 
evaluated. 

NFPA has. neverthol&ss. given careful rcvicw lo Forcst Service nsti- 
mates of the impact of each DES alternative on Lbc commercial forcat land 
base, on annual programmed harvest, alid on annual potential yield. A chart 
sumnlarizing these Forest Snrvice estimates on the national lcvcl is attached 
as Enclosure I. These figures show that if it is assumed that all areas in 
the further planning category will be designated Wilderness, only alterna- 
tives A, B, and E.would meet or exceed current programmed 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 relationshios do not hold for all renions. For 
example, under tie assumption that all fuhher 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- 

A lion board foot per year reduction. This points up the problems associated 

z 
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 Svstem is 
justified and can be provided without undue impacts on other essen- 
tial resource uses. Alternativ,.s A and I3 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 lornsl lend banq, prqrammnd harvest and potential 
yiclcl in all rrgions. Ilowcvcr, cvull fur ;lltcrll;lliv\: h.‘ Il~~:r.t, in 110 
information yet available to show how it would impact employmcnl 
and community stability in local areas. It is not enough to look at 
Lirllbcr inrp,;lclY only OII a rt.j:iaw;LI b;lsis. Signifi,.ilnt ;1n<l ~h~vaulaling 
impacts can occur locally while maintaining or increasing regional 
harvest levels. 

3. BLcausc of uncertainty over how areas in the further planning category 
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 ia being developed by the Forest 
Service for the FES. Knowledge of the theoretical impacts on com- 
mercial forcst land, on progralnmcd harvest, and on potcnlial yield, 

-Ifi 

is not enough. Information ir also nwrh,d on Iho pro~lllclivity of 111,. 
areas involved and on whethrr the programmod Il.arvcst and putcntiel 
yield can actually bc achicvcd. Informetioll is nccdcd on IIIC hinds 
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 programe and the cost of implementing them as a result of 
such thanges must be evaluated. 

NFPA is also concerned with the misleading wildlife criterion used 
by the Forest Service in developing the Alternative Approaches. 
The criterion “wildlife associated in the minds of the public with 
wilderness” implies a dependency of certain species upon formally 
designated Wilderness. NFPA believes there are few. if any, 
species which are wildcrncss-drpcndcnt, and that formal Wilderncsn 
designation can actually complicate managrmrnt of arcas to assurethe 
survival and health of wildland species. Enclosed is a corrcspon- 
dence authored by James 0 Donnell. Executive Vice Presldcnt of 
the Northwest Pine Association. 
in detail (Enclosure 2). 

which discusses these concerns 

:. 
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DECISION CRITERIA 

The decision criteria used by the Forest Service in recommending a pro- 
Dosed RARE II action are of the highest imoortance in the RARE II q recess. 
‘The final criteria chosen are the dicieion. ’ 

r- ~-~--. 
They reflect the policy choices 

and value judgments the FGst Service will make in choosing between competing 
objectives or resource needs. 

For this reason, the Forest Service must clearly display the decision 
criteria it chooses in the Final Environmental Statement and describe how the 
criteria were applied, nationalIy.and regionally, to allocate areas to Wilderness. 
non-wilderness, and futore planning. 

111 Lhis connection, NFPA rcromnlcods: (1) nddilioll of onr cri(<.rion to Ihn 
list included in the’ DES, (2) claesifiralion of three criteria as “must” criteria, 
and (3) lesser weight for the remaining criteria. 

Additional Criterion -- Wilderness “Demanb’ 

The RARE II 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 

1: 
consideration OC or recommeadations for. Wilderness designation of such lands. 

A 
NFPA strongly recommends that the Forest Service take a careful and delibera- 

s 

tive look at needa 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 most be given to oppor- 

- tonities for meeting Wilderness needs from other public lands, as well as 
from the National Forest Syetem. 

Other decision criteria -- Wildcrnees 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 usea, 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 dsvclopmcnt of the rccommcnded action: 

1. RPA Program TarEets. The General Comments section of this response 
explains the essential link between the RARE U and RPA orocesses and disrussea 
th; 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 assurance that there is ao 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. 

I I 1 I I 1 1 I 

2. Commodity Outputs Forcrrone -- Community Stability and Employment. 
In supporting this as a “must” criterion, NFPA urges that careful consideration 
be given to the spanner in which it is apldied. A July 14, 1978. memorandum 
(Evcrctt Towlc to Director of Rccreationl included in the Julv 13. 1978. version 
of the Forest Scrvicc draft “Prclinlinary Evaluation Proccdu’rcs--- RARE 11.“. 
stresses community stabiLity in terms of “orderly change.” The Forest Service 
should not overlook the clear possibilities that as timber supply situations 
stahilixe, some presently stable or declining communities are in a good posi- 
tion to stabilize or grow as incrcasinp supplies and brttcr market condilions 
OL‘C” 1’. 

Fu rthc r, cart should bc lakcn to u~.~kc cvalustiuns oi c.ulrntiunity stability 
based on input of local citizens, officials, and Forest Service personnel familiar 
with the locality. The Towle memorandum tends to depersonalize the dctermi- 
nation, basing it on raw data rather than a balanced view of data and local 
social situations. 

3. National Issues -- Hou8in.e Starts, Inflation. This “must” criterion re- 
lates to the RPA criterion, as the targets for timber and other resource commo- 
dities were developed to bk 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 wonld 
have negative effects on resolution of these issues. These arc tho problems 
which led President Carter to requesl a number of cabinet officials lo rcvicw 
ways to increase national forest wood supplies to offset the inflationary rise 
in wood product prices. 

Other Criteria 

NFPA recommends the following criteria he given lesser weight in the 
RARE II decision process. 

I. General Public ARreemCnt. The RARE II process came about because 
of a hiah level of controversy about the use of a large number of areas that 
are roadless. It is unreasonable to rxp#.ct that theso disagreements will 
cvaporatc. Where clear conscn*u* cxista rcgardinp usr ol a parlirular arca, 
obviously, this should bc Riven ronsich*r:tblr wt.icht. 11111 if considornblc cliu- 
np,rt~t~t~tt:nt 0~01’ au arca crisis. 111~ Iiora~st Scrvicc sllould forge lhruugh this 
controversy and make a decision. Lack of corisensus should not be a reason 
to delay a decision or place an area in the future planning category. 

2. Wildcrncss Chnrnct<.risLics -- Wildcrncss Attributes HalinEs. These 
criteria measure the ohvsical and bioloeical attributes of the areas in the RARE 11 
inventory. By them&l&, however, &.y should no? be given any particular 
weight. They may be useful for selecting the highest ranked areaa 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 Lha 
“must” criteria discussed above. 

1 1 I I I I I I I 
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NFPA RECOMMENDATIONS 

INDIVIDUAL ROADLESS AREAS 

NFPA defers to individual companies and to regional industry assoc- 

iatlons with respect to individual area recommendations. These recom- 

mendatlons have been suppiled to the Regional Foresters and are available 

an a part of the RARE I1 public-involvcnlent proccsu. 

Boundary Adjustments 
NFPA doee. however, urge that In reviewing and dealing with local 

public and Regional Forester area-by-area recommendations, the Forest 

Service develop Ilexible means to handle boundary recommendations. The 

early RARE II process, tended to treat the roadleaa area inventory on an 
“ail or nothing” basis. Many conIlicts may be resolved if there is a flex- 
ible way to handle adjustments as the final proposal is put together. hlany 

in the forest products industry would like to be in a position to resommcnd 
boundary adjustments which would exclude from particular roadlesa areas 

those portions containing significant commercial forest land or which arc 
needed for access to renewable resoorree, rather than recommending that 
the entire area be recommended aa non-Wilderness to retain the availa- 
bility of the timber in the area. 

Based on the general comments above and the detailed analysis that 

follows. NFPA recommends the following RARE II action be adopted by the 

Foreet Servite: 

Non-Wilderness -- Timber 

The Forest Service should not select any of the ten specilic alterna- 

tive approaches included in the DES, but should provide for an allocation 
of areas to non- Wilderness which: 

a. will assure the ablllty 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 relationehip of the RARE II roadiass areas pnd RPA Program 

goals -- the “1975 RPA Acreage Baseline. ” NFPA strongly recommends thati 

special care be taken to properly correlate the areas with all the National -7 

Forest System timber-related RPA targets and not just lo potential yield. as:?‘ v 

is presently intended in the Forest Service draft “Preliminary Evaluation Pr.o- 
cedures - - RARE 11. ” The RPA baseline must be realistic for both present -:-’ 

and lung-term situations. The Forest Service must bc able to state occur- ‘-’ 
ately just how RARE II area allocations will affect timber sales. programmed 

harvest levels, and potential yield levels in comparison with these activities 

as echeduled in the 1975 RPA Program. Use of potential yield aionc will not- 
accurately reflect the possible year-to-year levels of National Forest timber 

production. Also. consideration must hc given to lhe actunl constraints on 
tilt1 ber Inanagctncnt activities. including pcrsonrwi and budget limitations and 

special cnvironmentai protection measures. 

As indicated elsewhere. NFPA expects the RPA baseline will show that 
a major portion of the commercial forest land in the RARE II Roadless Area 

illw~IIl~*ry will nr*,rl lo II~* alla~a~al4~rl La, 131~1v -Wilda~rna~sn 11*,., to 1,~. ral~~taiot~~nt 

with 111~: aeuultlpliorrs regarding the Nuliunai Forctil System commercial forest 

land base included in the 1975 RPA Program. 

Non-Wilderness -- Other Resources 

Roadless Area allocations should also give priority to achicvcment of 

RPA goals for other non- Wilderness resources. 
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NFPA has not undertaken a detailed review of the RARE II inventory 
tb evaluate the potential of the areas for non-wilderness resources in addi- 

tion to the timber resource. However, the same reasoning regarding devei- 

opment of the RPA Program and the Program’s reliance on the other non- 

Wtlderness resources in the inventory applies to these resources as it did 

to the timber reeource. The 1975 RPA Program represents a balanced pro- 

gram. To keep the Program in balance, first call on RARE II aieas should 

be given to meeting all RPA target8 and not jusl to meeting Wilderness acre- - 
age goals. 

Wilderness 

After consideration of allocations needed to meet RPA Program targets 

for n&Wilderness resources, the Forest Service should allocate to Wilder- 

nees those toadies8 areas in the RARE II inventory which can make the high- 

_est quality contribution to the RPA. 

Wilderness Coals 

NFPA supports all the 1975 RPA Program goals. including those for 

allocatlon to Wilderness. That goal was 25-30 million acres. There are 

14. El million National Forest System acree nota In the National Wilderness 

Preservation System and another 5.2 mllllon acres pending before Congress. 
In addition to these 20 million National Forest System acres, there are rev- 
eral million acrea under Wilderness study by the Forest Service at the direc- 

tion of Congress, which are not included in the RARE II inventory. Along with 

these present and pending Wilderness designations. NFPA anticipatea there 

will be substantial acreage available in the RARE II inventory. after alloca- 
tions to non-Wilderness as suggested above, to easily meet, if not exceed. 
RFA Wilderness goale. NFPA reconln&nds that the Forest Scrvicc use the 

Wlldorness attribute and Wiidcrnrss charnclcristic ratings to rrlakc this 
allocation 80 that additions to the Wilderness, Sy~lcnl will bc of 111~ highest 
quality feasible. 

Future Study 

The principal purpose of the RARE II process is to resolve uncertainties 

about availability of National Forest roadless areas for resource production. 

A future planning allocatlon only delnya decision and continues this uncertainty. 
There will be some areas where inadequate information in avnitable to clearly 

understand resource tradeoffs. But where such information is adequate. NFPA 

urges that declalona be made. Otherwise, the Foreet Service wlll be masking 

the real effect6 of ite decieione. 

1 I I I I I 

Future planning allocation does not provide for a firm enough commit- 
ment of an area to the resource bane now to warrant counting on the availa- . 
bliity of the resources involved in the future. 
such as programmed timber harvest levels, 

Thus, present program levels. 

must be hedged to anticipate the 
loas of the future planning acreage from the resource base. 

Prompt Release of Areas Allocated to Non- Wilderness - 

NFPA urges that the Administration take immcdinte action at the time 

the FES is completed to release for management those areas determined to 
be suitable for non-Wilderness we. Such action should include Presidential 
or Secretarial direction to lhc Forest-Fervicc to undortnkc p Isnnin nnd nmn- 
age-kment of released arcas without furlher consideration of lheir potential 
designation as Wilderness. 

The main objective of RARE II has been to eliminate the barriers of 

uncertainty and challenges to.Forest Service management decisions to develop 
or use non-Wilderness resources, The RARE.11 FES will provide the founda- 
tion. as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. for decisions to 
mwe forward with management of the areas allocated to non-Wilderness with- 

out further consideration of potential Wilderneae designation. This reeponse 
describes elsewhere the importance of prompt resolution of the RARE II 

process to maintenance of dependent industries and the viability of hundreds 
of communities. Thus, prompt and clear direclion should be givol the 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 adequate 
basis for development of the final RARE Il proposals and accompanying impact 
statement. Our comments are designed to strengthen the DES largely by identi- 
fying areas which could be recast to make all the procedures utilized and 
expertise applied by the Forest Service more apparent from the fact of the 
document. 

Chapter 2 -- Introduction 

1. Review of statutory authority under which Forest Service operates. This 

discussion erroneously creates the impression that Wilderness is a predominant 
value in multiple use management of the national forests. This section should 

be recast to explain that Wilderness is just one of the uses for which the national 
forests are managed and that RARE II is an adjunct to the normal national forest 
multiple use planning process. It should be explained that RARE II was not 

required by the Wilderness Act, but responds to the need to study land for ils 
,its Wilderness value under the National Forest Managcrncnt Act of 1976 (NFMA)- 
which lists Wilderness as one of the mulliple uses. 

One short paragraph (p. 2) is devoted to discussing the critically important 
requirements of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 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 

A planning (including RARE II) must take place. 

G 2. Obiectives of RARE lI. The DES should clearly state the objectives of 

RARE II. Based on public statements of Assistant Secretary Rupert Cutler and 
the Forest Service, tbcsc objcctivcs RI’,.: (1) cxpcditc completion of the National 

‘Forcsl Wildcrncss Sys~rnl within a fr;lnrc:work whicll is consislcnl with oll~c~ 
1Y75 HPA Program output tnrgcls. (.2) ra.ducc thr lilb>c fr:t1,1c Ior slu~ly ul lltust 

inventoried roadless areas, and (3) exprdite the release of arcas which have 

a primary value for multiple use purposes other than Wildcrnesa. 

The DES should state that one of the results of the RARE II process will 
be to eliminate the need to give Wilderness further study during the normal land 
rnanagoment planning process for those areas which are recommended for non- 
Wilderness use. If this is not the result of RARE II, its objectives cannot 
be met. 

7. _P!ltcntial r~nltributions ol ulhcr p~~blic np,cnrirs to tht* National Wildcr- 
nc~t15 I’rcscrv;rtic,n Syolcn8> 1’1,. (8-’ )) . ‘I IIC tlala upwt wluiclb 1118: 1x~l~:rulial Wildor- 

ness contributions of the National Park Service, National Wildlife Refuge Service. 
Bureau of Land Management, and State and Local governments wcrc based could 
be verv useful and should be displayed in tabular form in the appendix. III 
;dditidn to the description of existing end potential acreage additions to the 
National Wilderness Preservation System, the goals and objectives of such 
a system should be identified and analyard. The FES should provide a good 

. basis for evaluating how each of the RARE I1 alternatives relate to meeting the 
Forest Services’s share of such demand (see discussion under chapter Vl -- 
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 ElS some idea of how detailed Forest Service considera 
tion of Ihe environmental impacts really has been. 

Chapter lI -- Affcctcd Environment 

1. Page 13. fourth full paragraph. An explanation of how and why the Forest 
Scrvicc combined Bailey’s ccorcgions and Kuchler’s potential natural vegetation 
would be useful. 

2. Page 15, first full paragraph. ‘I’hr: impoltallcc of 111~ notional forcsls 
to the nation’s softwood sawtimber s,,pply 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-x 
of wildlife in Wilderness areas is an important part of a visitor’s enjoyment’ and-’ 
that the 29 species selected are those ” 
setting@‘. 

tl,e public would like to see in a Wildernesi? 
These statements are equally applicable to areas subject to non- -4’ 

Wilderness management. The FES shou1.d avoid creating an impression that .-. 
wildlife enjoyment is a value unique to \tildcrncss designation. 
below. 

As pointcrl out .: 
Wildcrncss dusignatian may acl~u;llly rrduce wildlife carrying capacity 

and the opporlunity for the public to observe favored species. 
\ 1. 

5. Pngc 17. fifth full paragraph. The importance of 25 percent fund receipts 
to counties (most of which come from timber) should be discussed. . 

Chapter III and IV -- Evaluation Criteria and Alternatives Considered- 

‘I he DES correctly noles that an almost “infinite number of possible alter- 
native actions exist, so the task is one of narrowing them to a reasonable num- 
bcr for consideration” (p. 21). However, the FES would benefit from a more 
rxtcnsive discussion of “hod,’ and “~119’ the Fornst Service Rclcclrd allrrna- 
liw.:l 11lr <:val,laliwl. ‘I’llin ~liauusvio,, Hlu~wI~I fw 113 081 rnlionnlc and ~~~ctl~odology 
for sclccting the ra,,gc of altcrnativcs and the cutoff points used to grnc,-ate the 
a11cr11ativc5. The Fornst Scrvicc abm~lrl rcro,,l,t 111~ role 11,al proi,.aain,,.ll 
c~upcrlisc a!ld lollg cxpk.ricncc in natiwl;lI forcsl rllanagc*llcnt played iI, these 
critical decisions. Such a discussion is ./aluable 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, tho 
S upreme Court has recently noled. howcvcr, 
sider alternative actions ” 

that the NEPA obligation to con- 
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 lhe 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 hvo 
additional alternatives when the range of alternatives resulting from its initial 
analysis proved narrower than thought nppropriatc. 

In anticipation of comments, RARE 11 alternatives arc cluslcrcd near the 
non-Wilderness side of the spectrum (notwithstanding special Foresl 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 roadlcss areas have already been 
selected by Congress for Wilderness or are in Wilderness bills currently under 
consideration. 

1. Page 19, second paragraph. The Forest Service rationale for the selection 
of landlorm, ecosystem, wildlife, and access criteria (LEWA) should be fully 
described. As stated abovc, the FE.5 sl~ould explain how the selection process 
was grounded on Forest Service judgmrnt and experience. 

2. Page 19, third paragraph. Thr FES would benefit from addilional cx- 
plaoation 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. 

4 3. Pages 22-26. A discussion of the rationale supporting the Forest Ser- 
a vice’s specific cutoff points used to generate alternatives C-G would be helpful. 
a 
P 

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. Pxgc 24, last paragraph. This pnragrapb rcflccts IWO apparcnlly con- 
flicting goals in sclcction of Wildcmcsr: (1) “lo guard againsl nalural calavlroplw 
which draslically alters the physlcal and/or biological composition of an area,” 
and (2) “to portray each ecosystem in a variety of successional slages.” The 
FES should recognize that natural catastrophe, through such agents as fire, 
Insects. and wind, were the primary cause of vegetation change in presettlement 
ecosystems. These agents are the ;ery means 07 oMaining”~lcceasIonal stages.” 
To the extent feasible. Wilderness manaeement will attemat to oermit 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 ecosystem in a variety of successional stages”. (see com- 
ments under Chapter V, “Effects of Implementatiod’) 

5. Page 25, first full paragraph. NFPA questions whether Wilderness desig- 
nation wIl1 fulfill the Forest Service’s goal to “provide a rcasonablc opportunity 
to observe” many of the species on thr Forcst Scrvicc list of species “oflcn 
associated; in the public’s mind, with a wilderness-like environment”. In 
fact. in maw cases. Wilderness will. due to its inaccessibilitv. actuallv reduce 
the bpporhmity for ihe majority of th; recreating public to ohs;;ve such’speciei. 

Chapter V - Effects of Implementation 

This chapter acknowledges the difficulty of predicting the environmental 
effects of non-wilderness use of an area or group of areas but commendably 

I I I I I I I I 

contains some discussion of the effects of various alternatives on timber pro- 
duction. recreation, grazing, minerals, energy and other uses, 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 manngenrenl, as such a discussion is the 
basis of an impact statement. The Forest Service could cstimalc lhc cnviron- 
mental effects of non-Wilderness use of the roadlcss areas by projecting the 
mix of uses with accompanying environmental ctfects experienced in current 
land management plans. This approach could be facflitatcd by incorporating 
existing management plan EIS’s by reference into the RARE II FES -- a method 
which has received judicial approval. The Forest Service could 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 professional judgcment 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 fulure 
planning steps will bc taken for non-Wildcrncss arcas, how environmental values 
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 
potential for “modification.” The FES should define the terms “preserve”, 
“naluraP’ and “modification” and USC them in a way which does not creatr the 
misimpression that Wilderness designation will preserve these areas in (heir 
primeval or presettlcment conditions. 

Research has clearly shown that presettlement ecosystems were continuously 
subject to disturbance (i.e., modification) due to fire, insects, wind and in some 
cases 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 early fires. Yet. due to the exclusion of fire during the past 
40-60 years the understory vegetation of mbst of these areas is exceedingly 
“unnatorar’ when compared with that occur+ during presettlement times. 

The DES should reflect the need to protect high resource values adjacent 
to most roadless areas, and that continued control will need to be maintained 
over mrh naIurn1 disturbance farlorr >R fir<, antI inscrls. RAIlI? II areas JR 
a gqna:I-al rule: arc not lligh clcvalion al’c’as similar lo ll~osc already in Wildcr- 
ness where “let burn” policies can allow wildfire to assume its natural role. 

Wilddrneas designation of most roodlcss 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 
over the long term under Wilderness. 

Management activities offer the best opportunity to provide for opGmum 
diversity of plant and animal communities. In fact, the forest management 

. 

I I I 1 I I I 
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practices commonly applied on the national forests will result in P species 
diversity more similar to that in prescttlement ecosystems than will Wilderness 
designation itselI. This should be explained. 

1. Landforms, page 34, second full paragraph. The statcmcnt that altcrna- 
tive B (all non-wilderness) “will not prcscrve 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- 
Wilderness use will be different, bul both kinds of uses will have definite impacts 
on ecosystems. landforms, vegetation, and wildlife. 

Wilderness designation will not, in most cases, preserve the “natural” 
appearance of these landforms in terms of maintaining the composition and 
diversity of prcsettlement vegetation types. In most casts, Wilderness will 
mean a transition to vegetation lypcs dominated by late successional (climax) 
species which in most parts of the country will be exccedingly”unnaturaP’ (will 
not be as they were before white settlcmcnt). Vcgctation cover will bc much 
more uniform and many wildlife epccics will be rcduccd in numbers or will 
disappear. 

2. Vegetation, page 35, fourth full paragraph. The statement that allerna- 
tive .l (all wilderness) will have the “maximum potential for preserving naturally 
functioning ecosystems and vegetation communities,” should be clarified to 
reflect the comments above regarding maintenance of natural conditions in 
Wilderness. 

3. Air, page 36 h 37. Discussion of the potential impact of Wilderness 
in connection with the Clean Air Act should acknowledge potential constraints 
on land management activities (i.e., prvscribcd burning) and industrial opbra- 
tions which affect air quality aa Wildcrncss or visibility Irom Wildcrncss. 
Many industrial activities, whcthcr dcpcndcnt on land based resourcc~ or I&. 
will bc affeclcd by such designations. 

The impacts which could result from Clean Air Act Class 1 designation 
of Wilderness areas under each alternative should be described in more detail 
than in the DES. The DES states that allocating maximum acreage to Wilderness 
“could lead states to establish special sta’ndards under the Class III provisions 
of the Clean Air Act”. The rationale for this statement should be explained. 

4. Recreation, page 37, second full paragraph. The statement that as 
arrns “are allocated to non-Wildcrncns uses, thcrc may hc a corresponding in- 
c rcasa. ill rcc rcntional utic of cxisling wildcrnoss” appears lo confli~( wilh Ihc 
lipurrs on page 39. l‘llrsc slxnv a sit:l~ilicont incrcas~? in dinp,.rrcxl non- 
nrnlorizvd rrcrcalion ulldcr sr!vrrcll all‘.rnnlivcn which alln,.cllr nignificnnt 
:uLI‘I.:I,:~~ Iu ~~~,,-Wilrll.l.,l,.r;~ ,,:il’. - 1.‘1,,, “r:Ill~plv, .Illl.l-llaliY*. II (wl,i,.l, Wlllllll all,,- 
c:atc 73 FCrCcnt Of rOadleSs area acrcagc to non-\vi!dCrnCSs. 16 pCrcant to 
Wilderness, and 11 pcrccnt to Wilderncsa study) would, over the long term. 
provide almost 5 million morr rcrrcalion visitor days 0r rlispcrncd non- 
motorized recreation than would altcrnalivc J, the all Wildcrncss allcrnativc. 
Since demand for Wilderness recreation and demand for dispersed non-motorized 
recrration arc very similar in composilion. Forest Service figures 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- 
Iicant non-Wilderness allocation would have a similar affect. 

-3o- 

5. Page 37, l.lst paragraph. The slata.mcnt that “similar [significanl] 

increases in [recreational use of] wild,*rncss arcas arc not realistic as lhcy 
have caoacitics that if excccdcd, the a~ ribulcs cssantial for a wildcrncss 
recreation experience disappear, e.g., solitude.” This statement appears to 
as~umc that all existing Wilderness (including that likely to be designated 
Wilderness under all federal ownerships) is at or near carrying capacity. This 
is far Irom being the case. 

In addition, the Forest Service shonld 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 as much as 90 pcrrrnt of current Wildorncss UBC occl~rs 
on IPPS lhan 20 pcrrcnl of the Wildrrnrss arca. 

6. Tinrbcr. page 41-43. ProJc~~lcd I iltlb4.r irllpnrts d lnitnly atI 111~: oll<:r,~a- 
tives appear to bc understated -- althnugll the cxlcnl lo which this is Lruc is 
unclear at this time. For example, the chart on page 42 is based on the 
assumption that all further planning areas will be allocated to non-Wilderness. 
The chart should reflect the more realistic assumption that some of the further 
plandng areas will not be available for timber harvest. 

Calculations of potential “long-term” effects on timber production 
(pages 41-42) assume full implementation of existing resource plans. The FES 
should address the problem of whether nuch an increased utilization of lands :,. 

not selected for Wilderness is a realistic possibility, considering legal, political. 5 

nnd economic constraints. .+ 
=^. . .-. 

7. R‘lngc, page 44. In addition to tllr: table showing short- and long-lrrm ‘I..- .i 

effect- on grazing, the FES should acknowledge that national forest roadlcvs .b. ‘, 

area9 are eenerallv sumrncr range -- which, in some arcas, is in short supply: > 

Loss of more surn~cr range could resell in a limilation on ranchers’ production 
more important than mere animal unit months loss would imply. 1c 

.A 

8. water, page 45. This section should discuss potential increases in 
water yield through vegetative manipulation which are foregone in Wilderness. 
l’hc need for enhanced water yield through vegetative manipulation will likely 
become increasingly important in the arid West. 

i 

9. Wildlife and Fish, page 46, fir::1 11111 paragraph. The stalc~ncnl that 
preservation of wildlife habitat and the fisheries resource in its natural state 
will best be maximized in alternative .I should bc amended for the reasons 
statcvl c:arlicr. The DES slatcmc!“l Illal 11111 ” r.\lk’ 0r ncolog:i,-al prfi6r<‘ssioll will 

depend cm the success 01 managcrncnt ill allowing forces such as fire lo mainlain 
a natural diversity of habitat” is a critically important factor whose full impli- 
cations should be analyzed in the FES. The Wildlife Management lnstitutc in 
its September 15, 1978 “Outdoor Ncwn TJullelin” elated: 

“Totally protected wilderness llabitat is not ideal for all 
wildlife species. Many types of animals require young plant 
communities that can be &pplicd only by the demise of mature 
olant associations. This can bc dune bv”naturar’ wild fire, 
insects, disease, or wind, or, it ran bc done by man with 
timberrutting or presrribcd fir?. Uul “naturaP’ rcvcraions ol 
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plant communities are not dcpendnblc within rcasonablr time 
frames, and wilderness designation prohibils timbering and 
the? use of mcchanizalion ncccssary 10 use prcscribcd fire. 
Therefore, wilderness status perpeluales mature plant 
communities and a narrow spectrum of wildlife. That is not to 
say that no wilderness should bc designated. It should 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 tiilderncss designation necessarily requires.” 

It is unlikely that use of fire to manage for optimum wildlife habitat will 
bc available as a management tool under Wilderness designation of most 
RARE 11 areas, particularly In view of current Forest Service policy which 
prohibits prescribed burning in Wilderness. 

10. Page 46, second full paragraph. Here again the statement lhat non- 
Wilderness will be adverse to maintaining “natural” habitat is confusing and 
misleading in its implications. The vast majority of wildlife species depend 
on early successidnal plan1 communities which will lx adversely affected over 
the long term by Wilderness designation. 

II. Page 47. The chart shows significant long-term benefits lo wildlife 
and fish recreational u8c from non-Wilderness allocation of RARE II areas. 

P 

This results from increased access opportunities under non-Wilderness condi- 
tiO”S. In light of these data, the Forcst Service should reconsider whether 

a it can accomplish the Wilderness goal (DES, p. 25) !o”providc n reasonable 

b; 

opporhurily” for viewing the wildlife spcrics listrd in hppredix C through 
imposition of no-management regimes in areas allocalcd 10 Wildcrncss. 

12. Minerals and Energy, page 47. The chart lists only producing and known 
sites for oil. gas, and crilical rnincrals. The Forcsl Service should discuss 
in the FES the impact of Wilderness on projected, but as yet undiscovered, 
oil, gas. and mineral deposits in the RARE II areas. 

13. Resources Planning Act (RPA), page 49. Only one chart and less than 
one page in a 112 page document is devoted to describing the impact of RARE II 
alternalives on the 197 5 RPA Program goals. The Forest Service should 
devote much more attention to this critically important rclatiunshlp. The 
chart at page 50 indicates that RPA targets can be met for timber under all but 
the maximum Wilderness allcrnativc. Howcvcr, the rccenlly published 
“Roadless Area Tradeoffs Study” leads to theinevitable conclusion that pro- 
jcrtcd impacts of Wildernrss designation on limber production is understaled 
ill 111,. I1K.S. In aclrliliam. Iha: 197 5 IlPh I~~I:IIH a~nlmlc~d IXOHI romnlcrrial force1 
land in Ihe roadlcss arcas would cvcnlu*tly COIIIC’ under mulliplc use nlanagc- 
“lent. fhis assumption is not. obviously. rcalizcd in all of the alternatives. 
NFPA und$.rstnnds the Forcst Service is reanalyzing 1hc RARE ll/RPA relation- 
ships and strongly supporls that crrort. 

14. 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 Wildurncss allocalion. 

I I I I I I I 
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The DES, again, optimistically assumes that existing managmcnt 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 rccalculatcd as follows: 
Altcrnativc J shows a job loss of 20, 404 if the “all Wildcrncss” oplion is chosen. 
Alternative B shows a potential job gain of 97, 550 if all the RARE II lands are 
managed at full potential. Thus, the economic cost of choosing the “all Wilder- 
nest” alternative is not only a loss of 20,404 jobs but 1hc opportunity forgone 
of rrenting another 97. 550 jobs, so Iho real irnpnrl of”al1 Wildcrnrss” is 
117, 95.1 jobs. 

15. ilousing starts, illflation, and balance of peymcnls, pages 53-54. NFPA 
suggests that these sections be expanded to help the reader better understand 
the relative effects of RARE ll alternalives on housing slarts. inflalion or 
balancr of payments. and should indicate the relative effect of each alternative 
on each parameter. 

lb. Land acquisition. page 55. This section should discuss in more detail 
how much private land is involved in each of the alternatives evaluated. ‘The 
FES should include: (1) lando w n ership by ownership type, i.e. other federal. 
state, industrial private. and nonindustrial private. (2) the cost of reasonably 
antiripnted acquisition of private inhnldings, (3) the loss of resource values 
rcsu1litt.g from Wilderness type nranagancnl of inlcrminplcd private lands not 
acquired. The FES should recognize thal. in many rasos, private lands will 
riced to bc acquired at considerable public cxpcnsc if roadlcss arcas arc dosig- 
nated as Wilderness. In addition. the impacts created by resource use 
restrictions on private lands, whether or not they are acquired. should also be 
evalueted. Experience with the recent Alpine Lakes legislalion has shown clearly 
that the problem of intermingled privet? ownerships is J maJor one, and will 
result in major expcnsc to the public if areas intermingled with significant 
private ownerships are designated as Wilderness. 

17 . Social, page 56. The DES should discuss the readily available data 
covering a profile of the typical Wildcrncss user. Surveys show thal the typical 
Wildrrncss user is young. less 1hnn 10 years old. unmarried, and of abovr: 
nvctagc incvnlc and cduca1i<nlnl lrvcl~. Sitlc*s \Vilclcrn*~ss is prtn,itl,,8l irk.,. I0 
thl. pllhlic. a disrussinn of r;urh slsllslirs is usc.ful lo show wlr#~ gailjs and who 
I13sa.s Il~rougl~ Wildcr11~:s!i Il<.sign31iuII. 

IR. Population. pncc 56. third paragraph; The Forest Service should rccon- 
uill~.* i1.l .apt~~ra’nt ,~~~,1,.lu:1iaatl ll1;11 r*:li re’0.s wluf* IIIIBV~. II) l~llr;,l :,I‘*~:,?( :,r<: I,c:fl1 
srrvcd through Wildcrncss allocation. Very few rclirccs, in f*ct. rccrealc in 
Wildrrncss. This group is best srrvcd through dcvclopod rcrrcalional scrvircs. 

19. Hccrcalion USC pnllcrns. page 51, sccund full paragraph: “\Vildcrncrs 
experiences would be enhanced through the reduction in user densities resulting 
from increased Wilderness designation.” User densities could also be reduced 
throuah more construction of trails and trail heads in existin@ Wilderness. A 
tlljrd-way to rcdurc dcnsitics would be lo rcdurr drn>alld for ~‘ild~.rnass by 
providing morr dispcrscd non-nloloriz<.rl rot rcation opporlllllilics in non- 
Wilderness settings. The discussion under Rccrcation describes the large 

1 I I I 
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20. Public Scntimcnt, page 59, second full paragraph. The DES states 
that local residents favor the status rtuo which “would keep roadlcss arcas in 
lhclr present undcvcloped state” and that, thcreforc, “both Wildcrncss 
proposals and non-wilderness allocaf.ions have a negative impact on the 8cnse 
of Inc.,1 contrd’. The Forest Scrvico should consider the fact that the local 
public has a strong voice in the development of land use plans oi adjacent national 
forrsts. If the local public desires undrvcloped status for non-Wilderness areas 
it has sn opporlunity to make its views known during tbc public input on lbc 
drvclopmrlll of lhcsc loco1 nalilnlal [IIY<~~L plans. Imral rrsirlunls have 110 contrt~l 
over mnnagcnlcnt of a~-cas once 111cy art’ dcsignatvd .as Wildcrllcss. 

hlATERW DEALERS ASSOCUUION 

September 29, 1978 

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief 
U.S. POREST SERVICE 
Room 3008, South Agriculture Bldg. 
12th b Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear John: 

I am enclosing (5) copies of NLBMDA’s comments regarding 
Environmental Impact Statement on RARE II. We commend you 
and your staff.for pulling together a monumental piece of 
work in an effort to resolve a problem that is of major 
national concern. 

As you will note, we support Alternative B because, 
r.. 

in short, we simply do not believe there is a need to add 
more national forest lands to wilderness. Nowever, we supported. 
the Resources Planning Act, and the Forest Management Act;- 1.:. _ ,_ 
because we believe those two laws provided the mechanism - z -1 
to properly allocate our forest lands for the benefit of -. a<* 
all users. If, as another alternative, the criterion in 
the Resources Planning Act was followed as recommended, 

_I 

thus assuring a balance in land and resource use, we would .:: 
i 

support that approach as well. 

We will look forward to a speedy completion of the 
RARB II Study, and then to necessary congressional action 
to provide an equitable solution to the use of our national 
forests. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

Richard D. Snyder, CAE 
Executive Vice President 

RDS/sr 
enclosures 
cc: Forest Service Office 

Eastern Region (B-9) 
633 West Wisconsin Ave 
Milwaukee, WI 53203 

1990 M Street. N.W.. Suite 350 . Washington. 0. C. 20038 (202) 872-Be60 
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STATEMENT OF THE 
NXTIONAI, LUBBER AND BUILDING MATERIAL DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

WABHINGTON, D.C. 

In respect to the 
Second Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 111 
by the Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

September 29, 1978 

The National Lumber and Building Material 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: 

II) Less timber being available on the market: 
-4 

iii 
(2) Higher priced lumber and wood products; 

(3) l&me 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 

prepared by the Forest Service , we support Alternative 8. 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. 

1 I I I I I I I I 

Our 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 ovn 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 

Peaeral timber supplies and sales, bidding procedures, roads, forest 

management practices, environmental requirements, etc. These problems are 

not our members’ day-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- 

m!inityt often he is the second or third generation of a family in the 

business; and maintains a one-to-one relationship with his customers whether 

they be consumers or contractors, builders or farmers, etc. He knows (and 

feels1 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. We 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 19 increase in the home mortgage rate. 

From 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, 

the experienced dealer, reading his local market demand signs and the 

mortgage money rate signs, makes hi5 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 
2 

G 
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 

no control. This only serves to reinforce his concern about governmental 

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.1 

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 

processes. (See Chart 3.) 
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Significant; however, for our purposes here, is the fact that stumpage 

prices have reflected an upward bias.end failed to subside to the same 

relative degree that housing starts fell during the 1970-77 period. The 

reasons for such inflationary bias are rooted in Federal timber policies. 

As is illustrated by the enclosed graphs, the upward trend in both 

stumpage an,d lumber prices cannot be attributed solely to rising demand or 

'to inflation. Rather, the declining supply of raw material (i.e. stumpagel 

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) 

b) 

cl 

d) 

e) 

Stumpage costs rose relatively far more than housing starts in -- 

the early 1970'5 period. 

Stumpage costs did not decline at nearly the rate of housing -- 

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 extqnsively 

in housing) rose dramatically, far exceeding other species'in the 

period 1974 to the present. Federal Forests are major sources for 

Douglas Fir. 

Charts 4 and 5 report lumber prices (as distinct from stumpage 

prices) .and as compared to construction materials as a whole. 

Again, the species of timber with origins in Federal Forests 

(Douglas Fir) shows the highest price Increases. Southern Pine, 

while not generally originating in Federal Forests, is a competi- 

tive product, therefore reflects a somewhat similar price trend. 

Significant also is the extent to which, as shown in Chart 4, 

softwood lumber products exceed the wholesale prices of construction 
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materisls as * 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 L Price Stability Warns Against Purther Reductions in 

Federal Timber Aarvests 

This price bias was recognized by the President's Council on Wage and 

Price Stability in its October 1977 report, "Lumber Prices and the Lumber 

Products Industry', p. 11: 

-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 observed 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 L 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: 

3 I I I 1 1 I I I 

'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 satisfying 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 El, which would forever lock up and make 

unavailable for homeowners and other users the timber from millions of 

acres of Federal Forest lands. 

According to the National Association of Borne Builders, lumber, ply- 

wood and millwork represent 30% of new home construction costs and about 

15% 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. 

1 I 1 1 I 1 I I 1 
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The 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 - Most RARE II Proposals Would Wake It Worse 

On the whole, a5 the data in Charts l-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 benefit5 of lumber and wood products from our Federal Forests; nor 

;s 
a 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. Further, 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 Perk or 

Yosemite National Park. 

In summary, our Association maintains that: 

a Wore, not less, timber is needed from Federal Forests for housing 

our nation'5 families and for other wood fiber uses. 

o Nore, not less, timber could be supplied by the Federal Forests 
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without disturbing multiple uses or destroying the sustained 

yield principle. 

. Reduced Federal timber sales and the prospect of even less 

Federal timber has caused drastic price increases in stumpage: 

in partial response, lumber product prices have likewise increased. 

o 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. 3 

* The present Wilderness System of 16.6 million acres is alrehdy z 

substantial, being equivalent to the areas of three states Z-m i 

Wassachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont. The areas under sfudy . 

are certainly excessively large - as are the Wilderness progsals .; 

under most of the RARE II Alternatives. ,T$ -. 

0 If the government as a consequence of RARR II were to place'large I 

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. In turn this would further contribute to inflation in 

lumber prices. 

0 Estimates of RARE II-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 #I 
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National Wildlife Federation. 
1112 16TH ST.. N.W.. W*SnlNcrON, 0.C ZmH phw- 102-7B,-ma 

September 29, 1978 

Mr. Steve Yurich 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service-Region 9 
Clark Building 
633 W. Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203 

Dear Wr. Yurich: 

Enclosed is a copy of our conrments on the 'programmatic* 
BABE II statement. Our original is being submitted to the 

7 
Washington office. 

;s 
We hope that you can give these your personal attention 

l.n 
and that they may be of some use to you in formulating your 
proposals for the Chief. 

Sincerely, 

I PCK:srb 

I Enclosure 

I 

Peter C. Kirby 
Counsel 

OCT Pfim 

i- .---~ ___ 
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National Wildlife Federation .._-_---.- ----__ ___. =_.-.. . , 
September 29, 1978 

COHHBNTS OF TBE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
ON TBE DRAFT ENVIKONMEWTAL STATEMENT 
FOR TBE SECOND BOADLESS AREA REVIEW 

AND EVALUATION (BABE II) OF TBE U.S. FOBEST SERVICE 

The National Wildlife Fe&ration welcomes this opportunity to 

comment on the Draft Environmental Statement (DES) for BApE II. This 

process provides a promising opportunity for the Forest Service and 

the American people to take a comprehensive look at what part the ~ 

remaining 62 million acres of roadlese and undeveloped National .: 

Forest land should occupy in the National Wilderness Preservation 

System. Whether 9ABE II will, in the end, be judged a success will 

depend upon our having a realistic and modest expectation of what _l' 

can fairly be accomplished in this accelerated land-use planning 

effort. It would be a mistake, we believe, to expect to resolve _ 

all or mOst of the complicated and difficult questions of the future 

of National Forest wilderness in a sinqie undertaking; RARE II, 

howaver, 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 Federation is a non-profit conservation 

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. These 

individuals and groups engage in a wide variety of activities 
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National Wildlife Federation 
FiARE II Comments 

on the National Forests. Ihe NWP strongly believes that our public 

forest land must provide for a sound balance of uses, including 

necessary opportunities for development along with the preservation 

of sufficient amounts of wilderness. 

These cements will be addressed primarily at the .'prograranatic' 

DES. Hany of our affiliates have conauented on the state and regional 

supplementat our comumnts on the overall process reflect many of 

their concerns. As the Forest Service requests, we will be conuuent- 

ing first on the proposed decision criteria and aecondl'l on the 

:: 
approach to alternatives. At the outset, however, we re~umu? nd that 

4 
the Forest Service issue a revised draft statement for another 

round of public commsnt with its preferred alternative specifically 

identified and explained. We believe that a revised draft, building 

upon mts on the present draft, could very helpfully focus 

attention and response on what the Forest Service will ultimately be 

doing. Public c,ummnt on a second draft containing a preferred 

alternative could take advantage of the revised and refined data 

released earlier this month but too late to be very useful in this 

round of coaamnts. The additional tim 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 13th about the 

release of the additional data the Poorest Service explsined that no 

extension of the coummnt psriod was poaaibla becauee of the 

l Akninistration's wumD.trent' to coa@eting SASS II by the end of 

1 I I I 1 

1978. This brings us to our second reconmtendation - which we urge 

with ad&d emphasis in the event a revised DES will not be done - 

that the responsible resolution of RARE II is to return a substantial 

portion of the roadless acreage to further planning. As we will 

discuss in mom detail below, there are difficulties with data, 

public torment, RPA analysis and the formulation of alternatives 

which make it inappropriate to resolve mDst of the roadless alloca- 

tion in this undertaking. RAPS II, however, will allow the Forest 

Service to satisfactorily allocate significant amounts of madless 

area in the following manner: 

Tbose areas which clearly show high potential 
for resource uses other than wildemsss and 
those areas clearly unsuitable for wilderness 
designation should be recommended for non- 
wilderness classification. Areas with high 
wilderness values and which contribute toward 
the National Wilderness Preservation System 
goals should be reconumnded for wilderness 
classification. Other areas should be designated 
for further study. 

Under a formula such as that stated above, we believe that a 

substantial amount of area should be returned to further study. 

For example, through the forest planning process, a wet/benefit 

analysis can be made of much of the marginal timber lands, alloving 

a arxe accurate evaluation of the economic benefit forgone from 

wilderness designation. n~re accurate disclosums through forest 

planning may also achieve greater consensus on re coaamandations 

for or againet wilderness. In PAPS II, much of the wmenting 

I I I I I 
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public did not have the benefit of the relative economic ratings 

of roadless areas developed through the gDevelopment opportunity 

Rating System. (DDILS) and made available in mid-September. Return-, 

ing substantial areas to further planning would, in sum, be con- 

sistent with the original intent of RAPS 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. PRDPDSED DECISION CRITERIA 
cl 
4 A. RPA Program Goals. The first decision criterion proposed 

by the Forest Sertrice is that 1975 RPA program targets will be .a 

major consideration' in the allocation of roadless areas and the 

development of a final decision. In general, the National Wildlife 

Fe&ration supports the Pasources Planning Act (SPA) as providing a 

sound approach to establishing gbals and budget.levels. liowever, in these 

circumstances we strongly counsel the Forest Service against inflexible 

adherence to PPA targets, particularly at the regional level. 

The Forest Service had to prepare the 1975 SPA Program to xmet 

an early deadline under the WA, passed in 1974. These goals are to guide 

the operation of the Forest System and are, as NPA 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 
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be unrealistic. The Forest Service is no doubt coordinating 

PAPS II as closely as possible with the 1980 review and update 

of the Assessment and Program so that the NPA targets are 

current and realistic. Further reason for caution about FIPA 

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- i - 

mant of Policy to Congress , as authorized by Section S(a) of the - -' 

RPA, 16 W.S.C. 91606(a), about the extent to which this Administra= 

tion adopts the 1975 Program as it+ policy. In our view, the e' ':' -2 

Administration's 'nonpolicy' on RPA goals further affirms the : 
-I ., 

latitude the Forest Service should exercise in applying PPA goals 

flexibly and realistically. 

Prom the above discussion, we would draw two conclusions 

pertinent to PARE 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, if possible, and explained. Our 

second rewmnrendation, reletid 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 

anuunt could go into wilderness while still providing conmDdity 
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outputs within the BPA range. Khier Alternative I almost 40 

million of the 62 million acres of roadless area could go into 

wilderness while still allowing timber sale offerings within Ule 

BPA range. DES at 50.) We are not suggesting that BABB II should 

necessarily put into wilderness and further planning the~maximum 

smount allowable within other BPA constraints. But judging from 

the available evidence we do believe that the Forest Service does 

:: 
have much latitude to mwxramd a higher wilderness total than the 

1975 target without detracting from the other goals of National 

Forest policy. 

8. 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 we, 

however, as the DES suggests , with national objectives and needs. 

Use of this consensus factor means not only that areas of agreement 

CM 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 only if it is used with 

care and caution. As noted earlier, the Forest Service released 

refined data in mid-September about the relative ewnoraic rankings 

of roadless areas. The National Wildlife Fe&ration urged Chief 

McGuire to extend the deadline beyond October 1st so the interested 

1 I I I I I I I 

public could take these ratings into account. (See letter of 

September lE, 1978, attached to wahments.1 After all, one of 

the major complaints to date was that the DES lacked cost/benefit 

data about wmmdity 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 1 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 Fe&ration supports the view that, in choosing 

among roadless areas for wilderness, lands with low ewnomic 

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. 

Wuch useful data, e.g., on narginal timber land, will be developed 

thmugh the forest planning under the new rules mandated by the National 

Forest Wanagement Act. We have already expressed our preference 

I I I I I 1 I 
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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. (Pour 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 madless area equal in 

size to the total of the smaller ones, with less productivity per 

acre. Yet by the DES standard the larger area may be allocated to 

development. If there is to be a preference against larger areas 

as such, it should by an express standard,.not an indirect bias 

against .total. productivity. Also of ~ncem is that the proposed 

discrimination against larger areas on the resource4 swre appears 

to run counter to the dasirable preference for larger areas on other - 
measures. On landfom 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 discrimination 
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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 Soms 

per-acre. rmasure of timber and grazing productivity instead'of the 

proposed approach of total productivity. 

Another related standard pmposed for use is that wilderness 

allocations will not be made which will have a significant adverse 

impact on community stability or employment. Special,concem for 

local efforts is, of course, essential if RARE II is to reach ari 

acceptable accomxodation of the.wnflicting demands on the roadless 

areas. As with the criterion of resource potential, our primary‘ 

wncem is that this other standard be used in an informed, uniform - 

and accountable manner. Our concern is heightened because of Alter- 

native li which allocates areas on the basis of "local and regional 

issues' as perceived by the Regional Forester. This is an approach 

which largely incorporates the judgment about roadless areas and 

wnrmunity stability and employment. Under this Alternative a 

relatively low percentage of areas (11A) would go into wilderness 

and an even lower percentage (59) into further planning. DES at 32. 

(The amount in acreage is 16A and lit respectively.1 The Regional 

Foresters will play a critical role in formulating final 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. In 



-lO- 

National Wildlife Federation 
RARg II Comments 

-ll- 

National Wildlife Federation 
PAPZ II Comreente 

terms of the results, we hops 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 docuwntation of any 

decision taking an area out of wilderness or further planning on 

this basis. Included in such a decision should be a req$red 

consideration and disclosure of the wwnunity stability 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 pmxi- 

2 
mity to wilderness, thus resulting in sure jobs than further develop- 

0 wnt 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 effecte of wilder- 

ness along with a determination of possible negative effects. 

D. .Sounding Out" the Wilderness System. The National Wild- 

life Federation supports, in principle, the use of wilderness 

attribute ratings and the use of the additional characteristics of 

landform, ecosystems, wilderness-associated wildlife and accessibility 

and distribution. These standards hold the pmmise 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 

accessibility, into acwunt 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 prograxmnatic BIS, we do not really have 

the perspective to evaluate the structure and the operation of 

this "wilderness attribute rating systems (WARS). We realize that 

any system of quantifying attributes such as 'opportunities for 

solitude9 can be abusively appliedr' we hope many of the ccsramnts 

will be directed at WAIB' weaknesaas and that the final RARE II 

will incorporate the wrrections. Where strong disagreetint is 

evident about the fairness 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 wncem about the lack of quality 

wntrol and the influence of strong biases in the ratings. The 

reports forwarded to .us have criticized the lack of consistency in 

ratings, so that seemingly .favored* areas emerge with higher marks 

despite close similarity to other areas. We urge that there be 

careful attention to such consments in the review period. 

As noted, we wish to express our support for the use of the 

additional characteristica and to endorse decision criteria requir- 

ing the highest levels of their representation. Indeed, the lasting 

1 I I I I 
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value of PAPS 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 imodiately appealing to prefer 

an area filling an l 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 awn genetic and scientific good. As Aldo Leopold put it, Vbe 

first rule of intelligent tinkering is to save all the pieces'. So 

:: too the goal of accessibility and distribution ought ta be weighed 

2 significantly in this national review because it may be difficult 
A 

to take it into account in individual forest planning. 

Finally, we wish to express support 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 presemation and protection as wild 

amaas but also for *the use and enjoyment [by] the American people' 

of their wilderness character. 16 U.S.C. S1131(a). Much like 

features of scenic value, the presence of wilderness-associated 

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 aplele representa- 

tion of those s~cies. Recognizing that individual expectations will 
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vary widely, we would agree that PARS II has identified many of the 

classic types associated with wilderness, such as the loon, the wolf 

and the muntain goat. Providing a high level of representation of 

these species will enhance the public's appreciation of wildlife as 

an important 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 sore of the species; 
. . : 

like wolf and marten which depend on undisturbed areas or old growth, :. 

the preservation of wilderness will generally benefit the animal .' ' 

itself. Eowever, as the DES admits (p. 25), some of the species,"-' :7 

2 ._ 
elk being a good example, are not biologically dependent on wilder- 

If it is necessary to devise priorities aInmg species for _ .: 
ness. 

meeting the wildlife *gaps in the system, we would urge.a preference 

for representing the sore wilderness-dependent species since their 

welfare would be mre directly benefited as a result. 

While in no way diminishing our support for the wildlife 

criterion, we would like to share two other wncems. As we look 

at the listed gaps for the two levels of representation, DES at 90-91, 

we see that there am often far many sure potential areas than are 

needed to achieve even the higher Level II. (The Level II gap for 

lynx is 7 and the potential areas number 309s for mountain goat the 



-14- 

National Wildlife Federation 
BAm II Coamunlts 

-15- 

National Wildlife Federation 
RARE II Comments 

respective figures are 18 and 341.1 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 

species. 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 figuds 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 

2 and accessibility ordinarily require that areas be widely distributed. 
w For some of the wildlife species, however, such as grizsly bear, a 

high level of representation may maan that certain localized areas, 

where the species has a limited range, are favored for designation. 

We wonder if 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. 

I 1 I I I I I I I 

II. ALTERNATIVES 

A. Allocations. Wany 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 768 of the roadless areas are allocated for 

non-wilderness while only 17t 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 mDre focused 

I i I I I 
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public comment on the proposed course of action in the setting, 

we would hope, for a IIy)re balanced set of alternatives. Of 

benefit, for example, would be an alternative on the minimum 

amount of acreage needed to wet 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. Aowever, an alternative based 

on these figures could provide a useful starting point for public 

commants 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 revised 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 60t,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 

National Wildlife Federation 
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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. 

8. Impacts. We have already discussed the need for more 
7. 

cost/benefit analysis of the wilderness versus development options. 

There is additional data which we should be developed or disclked 

I. 

': 
to allow for a better evaluation of impacts. 

__- 
With respect to economic impacts, the summary tables which 

:.A.- 
compare the outputs and effects of alternatives, DES at 61-64, baize 

..yi 
the long term levels of outputs upon the full implementation of 

:,:,- 
resource management plans. This data is designed to show the high 

potential of outputs that can be realized from the roadless ar;a 

f' 
Y. 

.- 

2. 

resources. A necessary assumption of these calculations, we would 

presume, is that the Forest Service will be receiving full budgeting 

at the RPA levels in 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 TUE 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC. 

ON THE ROADLESS AP.SA REVIEW S EVALUATION (RARE II) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEWSNT 

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, 0. 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, 

2 
m has a membership of over 40,000 persons. Roth organizations 

are actively involved in effort3 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 Roadlcss Area Review and 

Evaluation (RAP.S II) does not meet the requirements 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, it3 failure to thoroughly and objectively evaluate 

the impact3 of the alternative3 presented, and its failure 

to explain the underlying justifications and premises of PARR 

II in order to permit understanding of the program by both 

I .I I I I I I I 

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 implemnting RARE II in the mo3t limited fashion -- 

&., 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 

docurraent. All other area3 should go in the Further Planning 

Category. Unle3S this limited route is taken, the Sierra Club 

and NRDC urge the Forest Service to improve, correct, and re-issue 

the Draft 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 Wessage on the Environment 

to congress on Hay 23, 1977, President Jimmy Carter said: 

"When the Congress passed the Wilderness Act 
in 1964, it established 3 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 1033. The Carter Administration ha3 committed 
itself to provide protection for these lands 
within the Wilderness System. This department 
will pursue that goal with a new setwe of urgency.' 

I I I I I I I I I 



To carry out this commitment, Dr. Cutlor told the congressional 

cormnittee: 
" . . . we are going to take another complete 
look at the roadless and undeveloped lands in 
the entire National Forest System. We intend 
to categorize these undeveloped lands into 
three types . . . . One category will be areas 
which will becom wilderness immediately. The 
second will be areas which need 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 Ii. Subcom. on Indian Affairs 6 
Publ. Lands, H. Int. Comm., Bay 6, 1977.) 

RARE II was intended to be a comprehensive program to 

completely re-examine the roadless area/wilderness question. 

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 preconceived notions, to avoid 

confrontation, to provide the public with useful data, and 

to achieve a consensus in allocating 301113 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 allow 
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 cOnClUsiOn3~ 
or on which a reasonable consensus cannot be 
reached.' (Emphasis added.) "RARE II: A Quest 
for Balance in Public Land Use," FS-320 Pamphlet 
(May, 1978). See also, 42 Fed. Req. 59688 (Nov. 18, 
1977); 124 C0ncRcc.S. 5997 (April 19, 1978). 

The role of the environmental impact statement in this 

process is to present the decision-makers and the public with a 
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thorough, unbiased 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 the 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 step3 is a major action requiring 

lengthy agency attention and public cosmtent. The haste, brevity, 

and confusion of the present RARE II program effectively obscure 

many important steps. Perhaps the most shocking indication of the 

multiple objectives of this DEIS -- and of the illogic of pur- 

suing them simultaneously -- is the fact that at one and the same 

time the DEIS proposes 'criteria and approaches to be utilized 
. 

in making a decision and the allocation of specific roadless - 

areas for either wilderness or nonwilderness USE.* (Emphasis 

added.) (DEIS, p. 1.1 (See aleo, pp. vii, 107.1 In short, 

the Forest Service is offering the public a set of possible 

-7 

questions which it may ultimately ask and of possible answers 

A which it may ultimately give. Apparently it is only at the 

g final phase of RARE II -- when the decision3 ar3 actually made -- 

that the public will find out exactly what questions the Forest 

Service decided to ask and what answer3 it decided to give. This 

confusion of general process questions and specific application 

questions in the sams Draft EIS means that the public will never 

have an effective opportunity to determine whether the Forest 

Service ha3 given the e answer3 to the questions it chooses. 

NEPA certainly intends, at a minimum, to give the public a firm 

opportunity to know just what proposed course of action a federal 

agency contemplate3 before any decision i3 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. 

I I I I I I 
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1. PROCEDURAL FLAWS IN THE RARE II PRGGRAH RESULTING IN DEIS 
~NADEGUACIES. 

Basic decisions concerning the structure of the RARE II 

program, its operational principles, its scope, and its haste have 

diverted the program from it3 goal of providing an effective and 

fair evaluation of the wilderness potential of roadless Forest 

Service lands. These flaw3 cause serious inadequacies in the 

DEIS. 

(1) Incomplete Inventory -- RARE II was proposed 33 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 pro0e.33: 

. 3(a) Add any area3 missed in the original 
inventory. These areas should: 

il Contain 5,000 acre3 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 
island. 

. . . . 
6. List and subtract area3 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 EcGuire. June 27. 1977. 
as quoted in "Fact Sheet No..Z, Forest Service 
Guidelines for Inclusion of Western Forest Areas 
in the RARE II Inventory.. See also, 42 Fed. %. 
59716 (NOV. 18, 19771. 

-- - 

1 I I 

The decision to delete land3 allocated to non-wilderness 

I I I 
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in completed plans from the RARE II process renders RARs II 

incapable of being comprehensive. ApproxiJretely 10 million acres of 

gwlifying tuadless lands allccated to Mn-uil&mess are this excluded fxxm 

consideration in the RARE II program. Soms 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 I processes. TbiS 

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 there 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 Rootenai 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 

-e- 

to these exclusions. 

(2) Speed Before Quality -- The decision to complete 

RARE II hurriedly 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 

what 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 better 

decisions than those resulting fran previous efforts an-d 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. It said, in part: 

’ The RARE II process is too far along to imple- 
ment new and complex methods, processes, or 
systems, unless they (1) are tried and proven, 
(21 are easily understood, (31 are easily applied, 
(41 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.1 

Although it is also 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. "Preliminary Evaluation Procedures: RARE II,. 

p. 5 (July 31, 19781. 

Thus the extreme haste has repeatedly led the RAPE II 

program to use old methods and data, however inappropriate 

or inaccurate, and to deal with the resulting problems only 

in an ad hoc manner. For example, in response to public -- 

criticisms concerning the inadequate treatment which the DEIS 

gives to essential data, benefit/cost analysis of wilderness 

and non-wilderness choices, the relationship of SASS II to SPA 

program goals, the range of alternatives, and a number of other 

important issues, the Forest Service on September 13 issued a 

'PARS 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, 1978, 43 Fed. 9. 21254, 21261. - 

That provision requires supplements to the DEIS to be used 

I I I I I I I I 
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“when new or more accurate information may significantly change 

the public response or the decision." 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 II Update" appears to be a bald attempt to avoid 

these obligations and to adhere rigidly to its unjustified 

timetable. 

(31 Minimization of the -Further 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: No more than 19% of 

the areas (Alternative F) and 38% of the acreage (Alternative 

D) would be categorized "Further Planning" under any but the 

“no action’ alternative.' (DEIS, p. 32.1 This imbalance 

is contrary to what the Forest Service stated as a basic 

premise of the PAID3 II process -- to seek consensus on as 

many areas as possible, with the remaining areas allocated to 

'Further Planning'. 'The [Further Planning] category will 

include areas . . . on which a reasonable consensus cannot be 

reached.' (See p. 30 above.) Instead, there is an attempt 

to make permanent decision on nearly all areas immediately, 

without establishing why it is necessary to do so. The Forest 

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 

permanent decisions on the great majority of the roadless areas 

I 1 I J I I I I 
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within the National Forest System. Rothing better illustrates 

the departure of the program from its stated goals and nothing 

magnifies the programs weaknesses more than the minimization 

of this "Further Planning' category. 

(4) Basic Decisions Out of Step with Resources Planning 

Act -- The 1980 Resources Planning Act Program, now in prepara- - 

tion, will be circulated for public review and finalized in 

1980. This program will cover many of the same program aspects 

of National Forest.System management covered by RARE II, but 

it will do so with a much larger data base and a more comprehen- 

sive perspective. For example, it will cover all Forest Service - 

lands. The Resources Planning Act could be used as a means of 

reevaluating the 'Further Planning" allocations, and the RARE II 

program could be used to provide many of the necessary details 

on the wilderness question for use in RPA. Instead, decisions 

on the allocation of roadless areas are being forced without 

adequate information. 

Moreover, alternatives presented in the RARE II program 

have been severely constrained because the program has used 

targets for the National Forest System established by the 1975 

RPA program. (DEIS, pp. 49-51; "RPA: A Recommended Renevable 

Resource Program, C. S. Forest Service (Harch 2, 19761, 

p. 79, pi. 633-635 (hareinaftor n Prcgram").l Other than the all wild=mess 

alternative, none of the alternatives would allocate more 

acreage to wilderness than the 1975 target of 25 to 30 million 

acres in the year 2015. (DEIS, p. 5.1 This is so in spite of 

the fact that those targets will be completely reexamined and 

revised within the next two years. This puts the 

Forest Service in the awkward position of having to reverse 

1978-79 RARE II decisions should the targets and goals be 
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substantially revised in.19RO. Even worse, any of the RARE II 

decisions that release roadless lands for non-wilderness uses 

may well be quickly irreversible, even if RPA data soon 

indicate that these decisions were unwise. 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that an 

EIS present a detailed analysis of alternatives to a proposed 

action. The discussion of alternatives must present a "rigorous 

exploration and objective evaluation of the environmental 

impacts of all reasonable alternative actions." (CEQ Guidelines, 

40 C.F.R. 1500.9a(411 The RARE II program should thus not be 

constrained by the RPA goals, which are now slated for compre- 

hensive reevaluation, and are significantly outdated in 

their treatment of wilderness. Since the 1975 RPA Program 

was prepared, new wilderness legislation has been passed and 

the Forest Service wilderness review process has been criticized 

in Congress (see H. R. Rep. 95-540, 95th Gong., 1st Sess., - 

4-6 (1977)); PARE II itself has been initiated and has generated' 

some new resource information; and the Forest Service has 

rejected its earlier "purity. approach to wilderness evaluation 

and management. These developments make obsolete several Of 

the RPA Program assumptions. There are much greater oppor- 

tunities for establishing and rehabilitating wilderness areas 

and for meting the RPA Program goals for recreation through 

expansion of the Wilderness System than were recognized when 

the 1975 Program was prepared. (Se Program at 30-32, 35-36, 73-75, 78-80.1 - 

Moreover, the RPA Program treatment of alternatives for 

-total wilderness acres" is not relevant to the purposes of 

RARE II. The purpose of the RPA Program wilderness discussion 

was to give the Forest Service som ability to predict how 
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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 II, 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 _. 

3. 59688 (NOV. 18, 1977). If, however, it is constrained by 

the 1975 RPA goals, RARE II cannot assist in the new evaluation 

required. The inability of RARE II to provide effective input 

to the RPA process is shown by the assignment of .s *share’ 

I 1 I I’ I I 

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 1980 RPA Program 

will evaluate possible changes in the 1975 Program, and not 

be constrained by the goals and targets of that program; thus 

RARE II'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". (DEIS, p. 50.1 

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 RFA Program formulation, 

but represents a very important policy choice and deserves 

full examination of the alternatives and an opportunity for 

public conunent. Instead the RPA targets are simply accepted 

and pro-rated by some Unknown method to the roadless areas. 

I I I I I I 1 
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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 that must be asked are: (a) Are these ratings appro- 

priate for RARE II's purposes? (b) Do they accurately reflect 

the values and resources they purport to measure? (12) 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 thr recreationist. 

("RARE II: Wilderness 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 

regional variations. 

For example, Tatoosh, a 17,000-acre ridge extending out of 

Mount Rainier National 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 
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valleys, and some minor canyons, received a WAHS 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 different parts of the country. 

In assembling the alternatives, an arbitrary cutoff level 

of areas in the top 40% in WARS scores for each region was 

allocated to either Wilderness or Further Study in Alternative 

D. Low 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 408 is a mystery. _I 

Moreover, the regional supplements do not identify what WARS .:_ 

scores represent the 40% level. 

._ 

7. 

The WARS screening does notadequately accou'k 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, mw, frun 

measuring the quantity of wilderness represented in an area. 

Thus, WARS has a component vhich assesses the impact of the size 

of an area on wilderness guality, but the 

WARS rating does not assess the quantity 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 Further Planning, or from Further 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 
a 

2 the areas crossed any one of several resource impact thresholds 

which were set in absolute values, %., a reduction of 750 

AU?& or more of grazing. This approach is distinctly biased 

against Wilderness for it dictates that no matter hou 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 hw many areas can be disqualified from Wilderness allo- 

cation based on arbitrary resource thresholds. The result is 

at the most 409 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. 41-44.1 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 roadlqss 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 

I I .I I 



-19- 

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 are 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. In 

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. 15.1 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 -le. at 

2, 4, 6 8?+BF, and the topS%levelineach regicm) withcutanydiscussian 

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 51 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 AUHs 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. 
._ 7 

(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 Y. 

impacts of doing so, or demand. The threshold levels are not‘ 
.c 

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 themare 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- 



-21- -22- 

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 gone 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 

lands, coupled with the complete lack of information on the 

costs and impacts of providing non-wilderness recreation, 

renders the overall evaluation almost meaningless. In addi- 

tion, trends in demand are ignored. 

(71 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. 

Ecosystems of vastly different site and sensitivity are 

distributed throughout the United States and are commonly 

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 

adequate basis for meeting this laudable goal. The Bailey/ 

Kuchler mapping system omits virtually all ecosystem areas 

smaller than 50,000 acres (DEIS, p. 131. 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 

I probably be missed altogether. This system also provides no 

consideration of the fauna1 components of ecosystems: it is 

purely a floral classification system. The system also tends 

to be theoretical, dealing only with the "potential" vegetation 
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of an area, not necessarily with what is actually present. 

Considerable variation in the types mapped is easily 

verifiable by empirical observation. Places as distinct as 

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; 

and Ellensburg, Washington, share the same ecosystem, and another 

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 
c 

climatic differences, 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 physioqraphic 

provinces, and they do not recognize the many distinct sub- 

provinces. 

In fact, the word "landform" is often applied to specific 

kinds of terrain (such as badlands, rolling plains, high peaks, 

etc.1 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 

I I 1 I I I I I I 
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present. noreover , 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 lardfonns 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. 25-261. 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. 941. 

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 BARE II areas within 250 miles are 

simply abandoned by the program. It would seem to make more 

sense to place special targets for additional areas in either 

those BARE II areas nearest such counties, or those PARE II 

areas known to be used by residents of those worst-case counties- 

An examination should be made of the absolute spatial 
.i 

distribution of wilderness in the U. S. to determine if-there 

are notable gaps that should be filled. In all probability, 

new ecosystem and landform criteria would improve the dfstri- 
.-. 

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 available acre-months/year to pro- 

vide additional useful data. Moreover, the nature of the 

transportation available in the area should also provide an 

additional relevant measure. 

(101 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). 

While this may be a useful tool, it does not adequately 

cover the relationship between wildlife and wilderness. l’he 

list of species should be expanded: even if we accept its 

criterion, the list seems strangely abbreviated. I" 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- 

bution 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; (21 species dependent upon wilderness habitat, 

even if not commonly associated with it in the public mind; 

(31 species now largely confined to roadless areas (entirely 

or seasonally), particularly if they once had a larger ranger 

(4) species able to sustain higher population levels under 

wilderness conditions7 (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. 131 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. 171. 

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. 

I 
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III. -AFFECTED 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 BABE II 

program. This assessment should tell the public and the 

decision-makers how the roadless lands differ from and compare 

with the rest of the National Forest lands and the rest of 

the Unitdd 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 Forest lands, the roadless areas are even more 

sensitive, costly to develop, and remote. In 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 systw repartedlY& c3=clbd fw150,OOO 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 3BO.000 miles. 

The public is informed that certain non-wilderness- 

compatible forms of recreation (%., 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 nstional 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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IV. IWPACT HODFLING 

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 onr 

speculatio", 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 required 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. In some cases, 

there are potentials for the same commodities in other areas 

that are underutilized. A far more thorough inspection of the 

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 demend,or lack of adequate 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: 

(11 Timber -- There are a number of significant problems 

with the DEIS section on impacts of the alternatives outlined. 

mthe first place, data qre 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 HHBF. Nowever, 

the same document points out that the annual harvest for all 

public and private lands in the state is now 170 KMBF, including 

non-sawtimber products. (See DEIS, Colorado Supp.. pp. 5, C-2-- - 

C-40). In another case, the Amoeba Roadless Area of Gifford 

Pinchot National Forest is listed in the DEIS as having a 

I \ --... 1 I-- 
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potential ohort-term impact of minus 26 MMBF. However, the 

final land-use plan recently adopted by the Regional Forester 

there calls for a programmed harvest of 16.7 MMBF. 

There are a number of places here and throughout the DEIS, 

as mentioned above, where it is unclear whether or not the 

figures given for timber outputs include non-sawtimber products. 

This could be made clearer by using MMBF for sawtimber and 

EMMBF (equivalent million board feet) for all timber products. 

Many forests do not sell close to their programmable harvest 

of non-sawtimber products in most years. Thus, the inclusion 

of these products in calculations of "short-term' impacts 

is highly misleading. 

The data used in the impact modeling came from a variety 

of sources and vary in accuracy, and this should be taken into 

account. For example, timber yield estimates based on pre- 

1970 timber- and land-management plans are uniformly higher 

than yield estimates based on more recent plans. (This can be 

established by comparing new and old plans. Exceptions that 

occur are generally due to changes in utilization standards, 

not a change in yield, resulting from increased investment in 

intensive management and a change in mensuration.1 This is 

true because older plans uniformly overestimated the amount of 

operable commercial forest land on the National Forests and 

underestimated the area necessary to protect other multiple- 

use values. Estimates based on the earlier plans should have 

been discounted before use. 
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(2) Recreation -- The computer data sheets indicate that 

the Forest Service gathered information on such topics as the 

acreage of roadless areas involved in "non-compatible recreation.' 

'Ihis aspect never surfaces in the DEIS, which also does not 

discuss the negative environment*1 impacts of this recreation. 

Establishment of this relationship is essential in predicting 

the impact of non-wilderness designations. 

Trends in demand for different kinds of recreation should 

be taken into account. Moreover, wilderness designation can 

be expected to draw backpackers to the areas involved and 

probably also promote a net increase in this form of recreation. 

(3) Grasinq -- The modeling of grazing impacts is 

unacceptable. It forecasts substantial reductions in the 

grazing capacity of lands classified as wilderness without any 

factual basis. In reality, grazing on lands designated as 

wilderness has declined no more rapidly than grazing on non- 

wilderness National Forest lands. It is not show" that 

management activities for grazing are incompatible with wilder- 

ness, or indeed whether some reduction in grazing is required 

to protect other National Forest resources. A recent study 

concluded that, I. . . there was little or no correlation 

between the increase in wilderness acreage and the decrease 

in wilderness permittees and in total wilderness grazing." 

(E. V. Treman, Senior Thesis, Envtl. Studies, Univ. Calif. 

Santa Crus, 26 Flay 1976, p. 34) 

(4) Populatio" -- The outputs of the model predict 

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 

onder 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 

in favor of development and non-wilderness use. Far more 

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 output would or would not be sold at 

current prices was not made.. 

The only information given as to the methodology under- 

lying the projections is that input-output models were used. 

However, input-output models are notoriously unreliable in 

predicting the behavior of a real world, market economy where 

output is not the result of government fiat, but the sum total 

of private decisions. The effects of 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 feasible output, which may not be the mDst 

1 I 

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 no adjustments 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 income and value 

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 

System (DORS) data (43 P.R. 41010) would seem to be mostly 

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 

I 1 I 1 I I 
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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 preservation has many values besides recreational 

use. John V. Krutilla and Anthony C. Fisher, The Economics of 

Natural Environments (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975). 

Hence, a valid conceptual 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 ccntoins. 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. Dymess, '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 

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 militery 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 marketable 

outputs. While the preservation of wilderness need not create 

the same number of measurable jobs as mineral extraction program, 

it still produces *n -output" of obvious economic value. No 

economist would claim that the I;ecular shift from manufacturing 

goods to providing services in our economy has caused a drop 

in our real GNP, despite its causing a decrease in enployment 

in certain sectors of manufacturing. Services, too, have obvious 

economic value, so that real income has increased as a result 

of the shift. Similar effects 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 



-37- -38- 

I 

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 

*retis, 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, 

cost/benefit relationships 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 is also subsidized, but 

nowhere to the extent of the extraction/developmnt 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 connmdity 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 Il. 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. 

I I I I 1 I 

'Forest Service Pricing Mechanism for National Forest Timber 

Sales,' Cong. Record, H 4169, Way 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 standard-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 Developrent 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. 

1 1 I I I I I I 
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Throughout the analysis the effects of price on supply and 

demand are ignored, s., '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. 37.1 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 the 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) Housinq -- 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, g., 

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 land,of a 

typical single family home, and an even aseller 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 costs in the last ten years according 

to the National Association of Homcbuilders. 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. 

(71 Balance of Payments -- In discussing our balance of 

trade accounts and lumber supply, it is true that curtailing 
_-- ..- : 

our very substantial annual exports to Japan would have. some 
z-2 

negative effect on these accounts. However , increasing our 
- 

imports of lumber from Canada, a result of stabilizing our 
_ 

National Forest harvests, would likely have insignificant 

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 Canadians 

to rapidly return 0. 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 
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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 some 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 RAPS 

II decisions. 

(8) Energy -- The discussion of energy impacts in the DEIS 

(pp. 47-491,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. 

I I I I I I I I 

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. ?hese 

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. They do not display a sufficiently wide array 

of possible choices. All of the -working alternatives' (C 

through I) in the DEIS (as opposed to the 'reference alternatives," 

A, B, and J) minimize the Wilderness and the Further Planning 

Categories and maximize the Won-Wilderness category. For example, 

the largest wilderness acreage there considered is 330 of the 

PARS IL inventory! the smallest non-wilderness acreage considered 

amounts to 373 of the inventory. (DEIS, p. 32.1 

Whereas PARS II is supposed to provide meaningful input for 

the 1980 RPA Program, it is ineffective in displaying options 

varying from the 1975 RFA goals. While none of the working 

alternatives would cause resource outputs to fall below the 

I I I I I I I 
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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. 

41010.1 

The DEIS asserts that the goals and targets set out for the 

Ecoiystem, 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 cormaunities. 

If the economic health of these communities is of prime concern, 

then alternative approaches to maintain this economic health 

should be developed. In order to do this, the dependent 

communities must be identified. Then, a range of alternatives 

that would support such communities, including investmnts 
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other than the development of roadless areas, should be developed. 

It has often been pointed out that, in some areas, cormnuni- 

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 RFA Program, not does 

it appear in the preliminary documents for the 1980 RFA. It 

certainly does not appear in the PARE 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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VI. DECISION CRITERIA 

Near the end of the DEIS (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 evaluation criteria. 

Some of these goals appear to be logical, others much less 

50. There is no particular congressional mandate for particular 

goals. 

(11 RFA Coals -- Limiting the goals to those of the 1975 

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, w. 574. 

633.) Ik 1975 gcals were cru&ly ~carparedtowhstispceslble 

today. 

(2) Commodity outputs b Community stability -- AS stated, 

this criterion is a major mistake. Even if those inpacts vere 

accurately stated, which they are not, it is 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 

with local impacts should be considered. 

(31 National ISSUeS 

Virtually none of the national issues mentioned will be 

significantly affected by any possible RARE II decisions. If 

they are to be used at all as guidelines, then the discussion 

of them must cover additional aspects. 

(4) The Evaluation Criteria -- The Evaluation Criteria 

were discussed above. 
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In addition, the potential contribution or an area should 

be considered in making boundary adjustments, and efforts should 

be made to include within the recommended boundaries of Wilder- 

ness or Further Planning areas the landform, ecological, wildlife. 

and other values present within the overall area. 

(51 WARS Rating -- The problems mentioned above must be 

resolved, with area size entering the equation more directly. 

(61 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 

will not normally be allocated to wilderness. . . ." This 

biased criterion has had undue influence on the allocation 

alternatives, and most deserving potential grassland wildernesses 

are only recommended for wilderness all.ocation in Alternative J. 

None of the statutes that govern the management of National 

Grasslands contains any prohibition against managing them as 

wildernens. 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 

grasslands to demonstrate sound land and water conservation 

practices 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 national grasslands: 

1 I I I I I I I 
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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 utilization . . .- 

Dvbiously 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 Wissouri 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 

the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. urge the Forest 

Service to conclude that the Draft Environmental Statement 

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 9 1952.62, 43 Fed. =. 21261 (Hay 16, - 

19781. 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 

allqcations to the Further Planning category -- would be 

contrary to NEPA and thus would be unlawful. 

Submitted by: David Pavelchek, Northwest 
Forestry Issues Coordinator 

Sierra Club 
4532 l/2 University Way, W. E. 
Seattle, Washington 98105 
(2061 632-6157 

Gene Coan, Assistant 
Conservation Director 

Sierra Club 
530 Bush Street 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
(4151 981-8634 

__ SRM SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT 

September 29, 1978 

Hr. Cralg Rupp 
Regional Forester 
P.O. 80x 25127 
Lakewood. Colorado 88225 

Dear Hr. Rupp: 

Attached is a statement prepared by the Public Affairs Committee 
of the Society for Range Management concemfng the RARE II Program of 
the Forest Service. 

We would appreciate your making thfs statwnent part of the public 
record and considering the suggestlons made therein in your analysis 
of recomnendations on RARE II. 

If the Society for Range Management can be of service in any 
way toward further fnput and consultation on this iwortant subject, 
we would be most happy to respond. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Smith 
Executive Secretary 

0AS:jrp 

Enclos. 

Kenneth A. Hanaster, 
Staff Attorney 

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
2345 Yale Street 
Palo Alto, CA 94306 
(4151 327-1080 
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SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEME&-r- .. ---__--- 

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 tlanagement 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 believes such use should be secondary to the scientific. Recreational 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 localities 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 II Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

1. Among the alternatives listed, we feel that alternatives E, F. or G would 
best meet the needs of our membershio and the nation as a whole. Of the three 
alternatives. we favor alternative F: 

2. On page 24 of the Draft EIS. we believe that the word "large" should be 
defined as it is used to describe size of land forms. Granted that a few thousand 
acres seldom represent many land forms. but the word "large" is so indefinite that 
them could be limit to its size. 

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 EIS is that wilderness will 
proceed towards climax. Therefore, if 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 Decision Criteria", our belief is that the 
decision criteria as generated on these tno pages reflect that political consldera- 
tions may be used more than resource considerations in arriving at a final disposi- 
tion of rosdless areas. We believe that the decision criteria should be strengthened 
to reflect resource space considerations for the future enjoyment of our nation's 
people. 

We trust that our cormnents will be of scene 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 madless areas in the Rational Forest System. 

SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS 

September 29. 1978 

Mr. John R. McGuire 
Chief, Forest Service 
U. 5. Department of Agriculture 
P. 0. Box 2411 
Washington, D. C. 20013 

Dear John: 

We are pleased to send you the enclosed cornrents of 
the Society of American Foresters on the U. S. Forest 
Service's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) 
process, includin the national programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement 9 EIS). The 22.000 professional foresters- .- 
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. IJe are prepared to offer further 
assistance as you see fit. 

sin% 
H. R. Glascock. Jr. 
Executive Vice President 

HRG:edl 
Enclosure 



RARE II - The Pmccss . . _ 

The Society of /\lwrican Foresters (SAT) offers the following cow!.ents on the 

U.S. Forest Service's Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) process, includ- 

ing the national programnatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). SAF recognizes 

the difficulties of acconmudating the diverse interests of forest users, especially 

when wilderness allocation is involved. Further, the Socfety is cognizant of the 

difficult political considerations which attend the current process. Nevertheless, 

there are several aspects of the RARE II 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 illustrations of how this limited 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 Uilderness 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 II is limited. These rating systems 

produce variable results when applied by different evaluation teams and DORS lacks 

sensitivity to individual roadless areas nithln 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 iwortance that lack of preparation 

Approved by the Council of the Society of American Foresters, October 1, 1978 
position of the Yciety of American Foresters expires three years after the date 
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of its adoption unless, after thorough review. its continuance is approved. 
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The Society considers the infonuation on Iminerals in the RARE II impact 

statement deficient. While recognizing the pmblems of confidentiality for some 

mineral data, these pmblems could likely have been surmounted if dealt with at the 

outset of the process or in a timely manner. 

Another deficiency of the P.ARE II process that warrants mention is the 

inadequate recognition of the Resource Planning Act goals for wilderness. The rela- 

tionship between RARE II 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 comnents 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 coluncnt over quality. 

In ccnlparison with other land management ayencies, the forest Service has a 

strong record of wilderness preservation. Its most important role now should be to 

bring about comprehensive land use planning on the national forests under the Resource 

Planning Act so that the highest sustainable outputs from these lands can be realized. 

I I I I I 



September 26, 

Hr. John R. HcGuire, Chief 
Il. S. Forest Service 
Department of Agrlcul Cure 
P.O. Box 2017 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Chief HcGuire: 

The Rocky tiountain 011 and Gas Association (RHOCA) is a trade assocla- 
tion of approximately 700 Individuals, independent operators and major 
companies representing nearly every phase of oil and gas exploration. 
production. transportation. marketing end refining. RHOGA appreciates this 
opportunity to conment on the RARE II Draft Environmental Statements (DES) 
and the Wilderness Review Process, which potentially will have significant 
adverse impacts oo this nation’s mineral base, economy and social structure. 

Most of the following comments pertain specifically to the National 
Programatlc Statement. Hovever, they are equally applicable In most 
instances to the various state supplements. 

I. INTRODUCTORY F&HAMS 

A. The Public Comment Process. 

According to the DES, the Forest Service expects that the public vi11 
submit 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 vi11 have adequate information about either general 
Forest Service policies or specific RARB II areas to be able to make know- 
ledgeable co-nts. 

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 ccxst; ignore the important role of our public lands in the economy 

Hr. John R. HcCuire 
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of states, communities and the nation: and represent RARE II 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 vilderness studies will almost certainly fill in any “gaps” which may 
still be present in the National Wilderness Preservation System (NUPS) 
follovlng the completion of RARE 11. 

In other words, the Draft Environmental Statements and Public Comment 
Process have done nothing to eliminate the ignorance and misinformation 
which have surrounded RARE II from its Inception. 

The inevitable result will be generally poor connnents which. in t”rn, 
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 uell as physical) be studied: -- 

3. all “irreversible and irretrievable conrmitments of resourc;s” =_ 

be identified; 

6. II 
appropriate alternatives” be developed whenever a proposal 

involves “unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of 
available resources”; and 

5. “undesirable and unintended consequences” be identified and 
avoided. 

These mandates have been largely ignored throughout the RARE II 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 vhich 
all of us will have to live for many years to come. Hovever ) 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 FtARE II and similar wilderness programs. 

B. RARE II end Hinerals. 

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 oil. large amounts of natural gas and SO-100 percent 
of mast of our other critically needed minerals. Uany of these minerals could 
be fouod on our public lands, including those affected by RARE II. 

Yet, through its PARE II policies, the Forest Service has effectively 
stopped mineral exploration and development on the public lands being revieved 
for wilderness. Our economy cannot afford ‘*surface protection” policies 
vhich 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 vise and careful decisions be made “ov. 
end that those decisionserenot o”reasonably delayed. 

II. INDIVIDUAL PQADLESS AREAS 

Updated information o” the oil end gas potential of individual roadless 
areas based on information submitted by RMXA’s member companies, is enclosed. 
Copies of these updated estimates have also been sent to your regional foresters. 
Ye trust that these erect-by-tract hydrocarbon estimates vi11 be included in 
the flnel EIS io a tabular and suzary form which makes clear to the reader 
vhat price he vi11 be asked to pay 1” order to have large numbers of tracts 
designated es vilderness. and vhat coata (in terms of dollars and lost mineral 
resources) may be associated 4th the withdrawal of individual roadless areas. 

III. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

The Draft EIS displays 10 alternative approsches for allocating the 
total RARE II roadless inventory. RHOGA does “ot believe that any single 
one of these alternatives is adequate. or that a combination of tvo or more 
of them ca” cure the current deficiencies, unless further language is added. 
Ye. therefore, propose the folloving alternative: 

Emphasis is given to commodity outputs, to state. local 
and national issues, and to specific needs of the mineral 
industries for access to roadless areas a~3 the right to 
conduct seismic, magnetic, drilling and other operations 
with the best avellable modern technology, subject only 
to reasonable enviroomentel constraints. No roadless area 
having mineral potential will be recommended for uilder- 
ness until after exploration and production activities 
have been completed. Leastng vi11 continue in accordance 
with law. and leases villno 1a”ger contain no surface 
occupancy stlpulatio”s. Only those roadless areas vith 
the highest wilderness attribute ratings ~111 be coneid- 
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- 

I 

vhere in these comments and In the enclosed papers. 

IV. DECISION CRITERU 

The sevendecisioncriteria listed on pages 67-68 of the National RARE II 
programmatic ore good, but incomplete. 

1. The Renevable Resources Planning Act does “or cover minerals; 
therefore, the act should not be emphasized to the exclusion or minlmiratio” 
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 
frpm a knowledgeable public which understands the policies, issues and con- 
sequences involved, Largely because of the vay the Forest Service has handled 
RARE II, the public is probably not yet ready to make any vise decisions. 

3. The cost of allocating areas to wilderness must be one of the major 
criteria. However, those costs must be based on facts and must be fairly 
and completely represented; the models used for determining these costs must 
be carefully constructed and their problems and limltatione 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 vorded. however. this criterion 
does not consider the fact that no information .o” proven reserves or high 
mioeral potential can be developed under current Forest Service policies. 

5. Preference should not be given to allocating roadless area9 to 
wilderness merely because the additlonofthose areas might “increase the 
diversity and quality of the National Wilderness Preservation System,” 
whatever that means. The Forest Service alone does not have to complete 
the NWS. tloreover. the proven or poreatial presence of important mineral 
resources should operate against any preference that & given on the basis 
of wilderness attribute ratings. 

6. The use of vilderness attribute ratings in the selection process 
is required by the Wilderness Act. Hovever, .areas with the highest numerical 
rating should be selected only if the evaluation process has actually bee” 
objective and only if all other facts are 1” fact equal. This presupposes 
that the individual tract’s mineral potential is also knovn in detail end 
is accurately represented in the statement. Neither of these requirements 
has yet been met - “or vi11 either requirement w be met under current 
Forest Service mineral exploratior policies. 

7. Few roadlese areas should be recommended for wilderness or future 
planning at this time. The location and extent of subsurface resources me 
notknovn;minerals date has not been presented in any of the 21 Draft 
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Environmental Statemeots; the l co”omic and sociel analyses in the draft 
st.etcments sre i”complete ad seriously misleading; future .pIxn”ing as 
currently defined provides no mcer18 for aoalgring mineral reeources 
potentiel; and there is no justification for my large-scale additions to 
the NUPS et this time. The economic end social impacts of either vilder- 
“es6 or future plsnniag allocations vi11 be both significant and vide- 
spread and muet be detailed. 

PJ4OGA recorvmeads the additionof QII eighth criterion: Surfecc end 
subsurface resourrx opportunity ratings. These ratings must be accurate, 
factual end grephlcslly displayed in tabular form. 

RHOCA also recommends the additionofa special criterion vhlch spells 
out some of the specific needs of modern mineral exploration and develop- 
ment activities. especially in areas like the roadless arca vhere second 
or third generation exploretio” efforts are generally necessary. 

V. GENERAL DEFICIENCIES IN THE DEIS 

A. Oil, Gas end Other Minerals. 

The single most glaring deficiency in the RAF& I1 DES’s is the almost 
total absence of information ebout the mineral potential of the tracts. 
In many c*scs. this potential is moderate to extremely high, for both fuel 
and non-fuel minerals. Yet. the reader is left vith the false impression 
that fev adverse social or economic Impacts vi11 be caused by vildernees 
designations, because fev mineral deposits vi11 be affected. 

Detailed. trect-by-tract information on the oil and gas potential of 
165 roadless areas ves submitted to the Forest Service by FJfXA a” March 10 
of this year. This information vas the mast complete and up-to-date 
available on these tracts at the time. Yet, it vas not included in the 

national DES or in the state supplements. “or vae eny reference eve” made 
to it8 existence. As P result, many tracts having a mderete to very high 
oil and gas potentiel vere listed Fn the various DES’s as having “a poten- 
tial. The final EIS must include the revised estimates vhich RnDGA IS 
submitting as pert of these DES comments. 

The DES’s also fail to acquaint the reader vith the realities of 
mineral formatlo”. locatio”, exploration end development. These topics 
and the difficulties of determining mineral potential ere SeriOuSly mis- 
understood by mOst Americans. Because of the critical importance of 

mineral questions i” the RARE II decisionmaking process, it is essential 
that the final environmental impact st.atements include a seCtiOn CoVering 
these points. RXOGA has enclosed a draft vhich ve recommend be inserted 
in the final Nationel Programtic end In all final state supplements. 

B. Distinction Betveen “Wilderness” and “Multiple Use”. 

Kere has bee” great confusion lately es a result of the Forest Service’s 
recent decision to begin equating “multiple USC” end “vllderness.” According 
to this decisio”. the tvo terms arc “ov interche”geable. 

Wilderness is most emphetically not multiple use. even though very 
limited versions of several activities listed in the nultiple Use-Sustained 
Yield Act are permitted in vilderness areas. The decision to equate the 
tvo terms ignores clear statutory language. clear congressionel intent and 
cormon usage of the terms. Throughout the Year, end throughout the Forest 
Service, “vilderness” means highly restricted land use and little or no free- 
dom of choice regarding use. 

“Uultiple use,” on the other hand. is spoken of as the opposite of 
“vildemess” -by ranchers. timber people., the petroleum end mining industries, 
recreational users of the public lands. BLH administrators and Forest 
Service officials themselves. “tiultiple use” to these people means freedom 
to use the land for a variety of activities, subject only to reasonable 
e”vironme.ntal reguletions. It means vehicular recreation, timber cutting. 
ranching operations conducted according to Tventieth Century methods, vater- 
shed management, and exploration for al>., gas and other minerals. Wilderness 
designatio”. especially under current Forest Service policies, means none of 
these uses is permitted. 

This dichotomy betveen “vilderness” and “mulriple use” is criticei. 
The distinction Is not betveen “vilderness” end “development.” The :mere 
fact that a roadless ares is not designated es vilderness does not mesa 
that it vi11 be “developed.” Nor does it mea” that the land vi11 be destroyed 
by mineral exploratio” and production operations. TIC lands in question have 
been under multiple use management for decedes. They are still in good enough 
condition to be considered roadless or vilderness. Several decades from nov, 
because of the vay mineral and other multiple use operations are conducted 
today. they vi11 still be in good enough condition to be considered road- 
less or vlldcmess. 

C. Yildernees and Roadless Area PlanaRemeot. 

The DES’s generally ignore the Important topic of management of roadless 
and vilderness areas. They also stete that “Uilderncss designation vi11 re- 
strict, to some extent. or occasionally prohibit development of the mineral 
end energy resources.” (Natfooal Programmatic. page 48) This statement is 
far from eccurate. The fact is that. despite the clear end 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 ereas. It is 
impossible to assess an area’s mineral potential or locete deposits under cur- 
rent Forest Service management policies. The Forest Service is asking the 
petroleum industry to give detailed lnformatlon on individual tracts, vhilc 
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St the same tie it iS prohibiting the industry from Using the only methods 
which permit development of that informetion. 

“hSt discussion does exist re8SrdlnB Surface r0S”SBeme”t is frSgmenCSry, 
misleSdinB and scattered through msny psBes of text. RHOGA recormaends the 
inC1usion of S separate section near the beginning of the fine1 enviro\mentel 
statement to cover at least the fOllOWi,, items: 

1. The statutory definition of wilderness; 

2. A practical definition of vildemess, noting which activities Sre 
allowed, which are forbidden, which are severely reBulSted end to 
what extent; 

3. The distinction between “wilderness” and “multiple use” areas; 

4. General roadless area U”SgeW,e”t policies, in LermS of permitted 
and forbidden activities; 

5. A special section oo mineral exploratioo and development, Stating 
precisely how much leasing. Sccess, seismic, drilling, and other 
activities will be allowed, and what restrictions will be placed 
on these activities: this section should also include Section 4fd1131 
of the 1964 Yildern;ss Act, in its entirety. 

RIIOGA refers you to its comments 00 the Forest Service’s proposed 
“access and drilling Buidlines.” These connnents were sent to Howard Benta, 
Director of Minerals and GeO1OBy. U.S.F.S., in April of this year. We 
submit that the Snelysis contained in those co-nts is correct end should 
be followed. 

D. Trade-offs. 

The discussion of the cost of wilderness, in terms of lost resources 
and fOreBOne opportunities is overly optimistic, fragmentary and q isleasing. 
These deficiencies Sre megnified by the economic analysis, which fails to 
mention minerals, Sir quality reBUlStiOnS (psrtiCUlSr1y prevention Of SiB- 
niflcant deteriorstion) or the impact which wilderness designation vi11 
have on the way permitted activities rrmst be conducted in SreSs adjacent to 
wilderness areas. Because of theBener&y pro-wilderness tone taken in 
these Draft Statements. the economic and social impacts will actually be 
far BreSter than is indicated by the Draft EIS’S. 

FNOCA s”Bgests that the Final Environmental Impact Statement include a 
section which discusses wilderness-releted trade-offs in some detail end 
includes s list of trade-off questions, similar to those listed on the follov- 
iI,8 page. This section should be incorporated into Part V, Effects ok Imple- 
mentation, pages 33-66 of the National Progrsmmetic Srarement. end in similar 
sections in each of the state supplements. 
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E. Further Planning. 

“Further Planning” is s misnomer. The term suB8ests that additional 
studies will be conducted in all areas where “insufficient data. s high 
degree Of COntrOVerSy, or COmplex mitigating factors require additional 
analysis before S decison cSo be reached.” (btiOC,al PrOgrSmStiC, page 72) 
However, Current Forest Service policies prohibit precisely the kind of 
mineral ioformation gathering that is critical to resolving these impasses. 
There has been no indicetion that these policies will be revised in accor- 
dance with the needs of modern mineral exploration, or with the way modem 
mineral operations are conducted. 

For those areas which do end up in the’” Further P1SnninB” CsteBory. 
the Final Environmental 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 operstor 
uaSt be alloved to develop what he finds. Exploration costs many millions 
of dollars, and very few operators will be Wi11ioB to risk this kind of 
capital without some assurances that their investments mey be recouped 
from their discoveries.) 

Finally, and most importantly, the further planning Category must be 
kept to en absolute minimum. Local, StSte end national economies have al- 
ready been hit herd by the withdrawal of millions of ecres of our mOst 
productive public lands for purposes of vilderness “study.” mile it coSts 
Certain Sectors of our population little or nothing to have these areas 
locked up for several more years while tney are “studied” further, other 
sectors of the population sre oat so fortunate. The Forest Service’s 
responsibility is not merely to protect the surface to a degree which sstis- 
fies the extreme environmentalists. It else has s responsibility to foster 
tinera exploration and development and to address the needs of the people 
vho depend on the public lands for their livelihood--namely, farmers. 
ranchers, timber companies, mineral industries and all Americans vho need 
the energy. non-fuel minerals and other resources vhich our public lands 
contain. 

Dr. Cutler indicated recently that as much as 50 percent of the 
62 million Scres inventoried by RARE II could end up in “further plSr,,,inB.” 
To continue withholdIn this much of our public lands from multiple “Se 
is unjustified. intolerable and i11e881. At the very most. no more than 
5-10 million acres should be recommended for further study, and no uare 
than 5 million Scres should be placed in the wilderness CsteBory. The 
reSt of the BARE II lands must be released immediately from all further con- 
sideration end returned to multiple USC management. 

F. The DES Economic Analysis. 

As already s”BaeSted, the economic analysis contained in the Draft 
Environmental SfStement is seriously deficient. RHOGA calls your attention 
to whet it believes are the three most glarin~3 problems. 
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1. ,The impacts on mineral exploration and development ere tote119 
ignored. The only inputs and outputs included in the regional and national 
models and statements are those concerning timber. grazing end CeCreStiOn. 
There is great mineral potential in the areas being considered for vilder- 
ness designation; the costs of closing these areas to q inin8 end petroleum 
must be included in order to sssess the true resource cost of wilderness 
deSignStiOn. 

2. The economic effects of wilderness designetion are distorted. 
The positive economic effects of releasing one aree to multiple use sre 
combined with the generally negative impacts of wilderness dSSignStiOn end 
managelrant . This masks the negative economic costs of wilderness. As s 
result, the Forest Service concludes that Alternatives B through I will 
result in positive economic end employment effects in the short term. end 
that all slternstives exceot J will result in positive employment effects 
over the long term. Ihese’conclusions would change dresticeily (1) if 
mineral-related impacts were also included and (2) if the “net” or “input- 
output” economic model were replaced with some other model. 

3. The presentation of the economic analysis is itself misleadin8. The 

ecooomic 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 date base and the methods used to develop the projections. 
Generally. regional models sre inadequate. Stste economic planners have 
been working for years to develop accurate regional models vhich adequately 
reflect the comolex economic relatixuships and interactions involved. They 
have oat been &ally successful. Now, howver. the Forest Service is saying, 
that over s period of only several months it has succeeded where the state 
planners hew failed. The DES must explain the model, the problem associated 
with the model. the data base and the inadequacies associated with thet date 
babe. 

VI. ADDITIONAL COlQWTS 

Page 2. The discussion of NEPA should be expended to include specific 
language from the ect. (See above. page 2) 

Page 6. A table should be inserted to summarize, on a state-by-state 
basis for all SO ststes. the current situstion with regard to national 
parks, the Nations1 Wilderness Preserverion System, RARE II, the National 
Uildlife Refuge Syst&. congressional wilderness studies and the upcoming 
BLH wilderness revlev. The overall public lands situtation for the 
major federal land management agencies should also be summarized. 

Pages 11-13, sod Appendices A through C, are excellent and stand in 
marked contrest to the coverage given miners16 and economics. 
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Pages 33-66. The adequacy of Pert V. Effects of Implementation, 1s’ 
spotty at best. Hany sections need a thorough revorkin8in accordance 
with RHOGA’s comments. 

Page 36. The discussion of sir quality fails to mention or e~sess 
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 hiPh ouelitv RARE II scenic and vildlife areas for I. . 
family-type recreation, to relieve the overcrowding in our national 
parks. end to provide non-wilderness opportunities for the elderly, 
the handicapped, and those who simply do not desire a “wilderness 
experience.” 

Pages 47-69. The minerals snd energy section Is totally inadequate 
end in many ways simply incorrect. lierely reciting the number of 
ares6 which may have high mineral potential (pages 6748 end 64-65) 
says nothing about which areas have potential. what the dollar 
value of that potentisl .is, or which minerals are or oay be present 
in each individual PARE II sres. Other problems with this section hew 
alresdy been discussed. 

Page 49. Other ects. besides the Resources Planning Act. also have 
an important bearing on the PARE II process and should be discussed. 
At s minimum, these would include the Mineral Le.SSing Act, Mining 
and t4lnerals Policy Act, Federal Land Policy and Hanagement Act and 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

Pages 51-59. The absence of any reference to minerals is inexcusable 
in the discussion of economics, inflation. balance of payments, returns 
to the treasury, land acquisition and social impacts. Of particular 
coacern to FWXA is the statement (page 56) that the goals of sir 
quality maintenance, controlled growth and preservation of outdoor 
recrestion opportunities “are best achieved through allocation of the 
roedless aress to uilderness.” This assumption is totally unsupported 
and reflects its authors’ pro-vilderness biases and lack of training 
in minerals; economics and public land use. (It may be sppropriate 
for the Forest Service to put some objective people in charge of cow 
p1eting RARE. IX.) 

Page 60. The emphasis on “critical minersls” (page 60 and elsewhere) 
needs to.be balanced vith an emphasis on other minerals. thy 
“critical minerals” are in short supply simply becsuse they are not 
found anywhere in the United States. liany other minerals, also imported, 
ere present in relatively large quantities on the public lands. Devel- 
opment of these minerals is also important, as it ~111 reduce our 
balance of payments deficits, support many local end stste economies, 
provide stsble 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 
drsfting of the DES’s end the development of RARE II policies end 
guidSline5. Apparently, the decisions were made prior to any con- 
sultetion, 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 discubsion of velues of the roadless are88 is incomplete in the 
sbsence of similar appendices which review in detail the mineral poten- 
tie.1 of each individual tract. 

P*Ite 93. It is curious that the discussion of “eccessibility and 
distribution” fails to note that the vat majority of inventoried 
rosdless areas and designsted wilderness areas are located far 
from the nation’s population centers. Especially in view of the 
reliance most western states hew on the public lands. and the wilder- 
q ess advocetes’ premise thst more wilderness is needed for sll 
Americans. the metters of accessibility and distribution deserve far 
more discussion than they receive in the Draft Environmental impact 
Scetement. 

Pages 99-102. These tebles must be expanded to Include the folloving 
additonsl sectors: Oil end gas. coal, oil shale, uranium, geothermal 
resources, criticsl minerals. industrial minerals. metallica and 
intrinsic minerals. 

PBRCS 103-105. The state-by-state “economic impact analyses” do not 
cover mineral-releted impacts. This fact is not apparent to anyone 
who lacks an intimate kJIOWledge of how these analyses were developed. 

Closssry. Numerous key concepts end terms used in the DES ere not 
included in the glossary. Exemples include: “resources” and 
“reserves” (the two terms sre not interchangeable); “critical 
mineral”; explanations of the various terms used in the M)E assess- 
ments of mineral potentiel; and “input-output” models. 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 

BHOCA agrees that the nation needs to reduce its energy consumption. 
However. conservation slone Is not end cannot be the answer to our energy 
problem. The United States must also lesse.more screage end actively en- 
courage exploration for end development of new oil and gas resources. 
especially during the next 30 years. vhile we convert to alternatlVe energy 
sources. Only in this manner can we reduce our dangerously high level of 
oil imports. 

I I I 1 

Wise land use decisions cannot be made in the absence of factual 
tract-specific informstion on oil. gas end other minerals. Every decision 
by the Forest Service regarding interim management for ultimate reconnnenda- 
tions to Congress must consider the possible minerals present, the quantltiea 
involved, methods proposed for finding and developing the deposits, and 
besic realities of mineral formetion end location. The RARE II inventoried 
roadless e.ree.s ere “frontier” areas. It la much too early to etate with eny 
degree of certainty that specific arees do or do not have viable mineral 
deposits. However. many areas do have mineral potential. These arees must 
not be recommended or designated es wilderness until they have been cerefully 
explored end the deposits developed. These explorerion-production sctivitles 
will not foreclose the wilderness option, because laws. re8ulacions and self- 
imposed industry practices will protect the land’s wilderness queli&ies. 
Ulldernees designstion. on the other hand. & preclude all miners1 options. 

For these reesons it is essential that the Forest Service let the 
petroleum industry demonstrate. by actual test drilling, that the RARE II 
landa do or do not contain oil end gas resources in the quantities estimated 
by ZWOGA. The only other alternative available to the Forest Service is to 
immediately drop from any further wilderness consideration all inventoried 
areas which FHOGA estimates have hydrocarbon potential. 

IO conclusion, RMXA hopes that in carrying out your RARE II responsi- 
bilities, you will csrefully consider the importsnt role which minerals end 
the public lands play in the economies of local co~unities. western ststes 
and the nation. and the serious social and economic consequences which will 
inevitably flow from careless decisions on these roadless sreas. 

Thank you for your attention to these eerious matters. 

..? ’ / 
.A& 

: / ‘--.. .a on 4 
,. 

e Executive Vice President 
and General Manager 

Rocky Mountain Oil 6 Gas Assn. 

GSD:mm 
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Sincerely. 

‘\ 

George S. Dibble : 
President 
Rocky Hountain Oil 6 Gas Asan. 

Vice President 
Husky Oil 

I I 



IHPORTANi TRADE-OFF QUESTIONS 

Befo: any final decisions are made on the Alaskan lands. 8nsvers to the follm- 
ing \-eetions must be found: 

l Yhat minerals and other resources are we going to be giving up? In what 
quantities? 

l How badly needed are these particular resources? Will they othervise hove to 
be imported? In vhst quantities and at what cost? 

l How seriously vi11 a” area’s wilderness quality be impaired if mineral explore- 
tory and development operations are conducted? !&at mitigation measures *re 
available? To what degree can the land be reclaimed afterverd and over whet period 
of time? 

l How will mineral assessmeots be conducted after 19g3? Can w afford to give up 
the minerals that would have been discovered after 1983, had a” erea not been 
designated as Wilderoess? 

l 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? 

l Hov large a “o-development “buffer zone” will air quality regulations place 
around each wilderness area? Uhat additional adverse impacts will this have on 
local. etate and national economies? 

4 
-L * Whet will happen to the stete. county and local tax base. end to vhat extent 

will eastern end midwestern states be able to make up for these losses through 
increased “payments in lieu of taxes’* under the Federal Land Policy and Hanage- 
ment Act? 

l What will happen to privarely owned lands which are surrounded by vllderness, end 
how will the landowners be compensated for the loss of their lands or their eccess 
routes to their lands? 

l How much designated wilderness do we really need in view of current use patterns 
for wilderness? What proportion of the FME II lands should be utilzed for “on- 
wilderness recreation and other activities which are not permitted in wilderness 
areas? Bow much mire wilderness do we need in a particular state or reglon? 

* How ~111 the elderly, infirm or handicapped be able to get into these vilder- 
ness areas to see wildlife and scenery which do not exist in other national forest 
areas7 

* To whet exteot will ranching and grazing operations be impaired. because ranchers 
will no longer be able to mend fences by mechanical means, heul equipment by truck, 
install or impwave stock vatering ponds, round up their herds using motorized 
equipment, or even increase the size of their herds? l&at effect will this have 
on beef prices. for example? 

l iiov many small ranching, mining, timber cutting, oil and other business opeia- 
tions will be forced to shut down because of wilderness designations? 

l Is lrmnedlate wilderness designation really necessary to protect these lands? 

,ati @ Poro6t Borvlae 

Johm Ilahlro 
iS66h.im&on,D.O.202~* 

BubJectr sum Ix Land0 

Dear Rr. llemairr, 

Oh horn vill "6 CO~FTOB.I~O 7 Oh to’hrrroniee 7 Vill u6 COS- 
pramire rgsia end r&n 7 Vith thee. question6 bring bmught to 

the irant on MU II , we muet roaecme what hoe been taHng 
place. 

In 1971 the Mr66t B0ITiCe i@ti6nt6d 6 PrOgU id6ntfid 
am BARB I which wm to identify thosr roadlres orea in thk 
Unit’bd’itates with nore than flv. thousand (5ooo) acrea. 

. 

-- " 

.e --; 
'_ 

Iho Pare& Benico io in the procaee of their land UEO plane 
with .any al-r66dj compelated and the P6noueble P660urc.s Act of 
1974 In procese with revlrue erory tan (IO) pars. 

In 1977 &ra II WEE lmplimmt6d uhon Analetant Bscretary 
of Agriculture, R6ppsti Cutla, iswed inetruc~ions to the Forest 

8ervice changing the critsrie of cagre66’6 origin61 intent when 
th67 PEE668 th6 wiid6r6066 ~OEOITEtiOII Act Of ?964. 

If 16lld6 Bra d66i@lEted Ui1dOm666, 66 6XC1UJiV6 II66 6ZO6, 

uhfch will not indUd 6 renereble rEE.Ource, 6r66 OCOUO~68, 
lumber for houeing, timber r6venu66 r6farDed to CaInti66, pot- 

eXIti61 nill6rfd r66OmB6, OnCIq illd~Olld6OlC0, Wildlife, COntzOl 

Of inEWt 6Dd fire, it 611 EdbE Up t0 6 lOat COIlma. 

HE63 members Of the AEEOCiEtiOnS her6 pEr6OnEllJ ViEit& 

rO~iewed, driven, End ridden Over Mw Of the66 6r666. 

. . 



I I 1 1 

Dirootor/Gml Rettar Ohaiwam 
vnitod m uhr.1 

Briw Amool6tions 

1630 B.S. %&or Bt. 
Ilbmr, Owcon 97327 

1 t 

FILE 

2.67251 

z?kpMbx 27, 1978 
File NJ. 2.67251 



Mr. 7ane smith 
Septerrter 27. 1978 
Page 3 

ecoorpenyirs anlNntsarebsedoninfomtionrece.ivedfmnolu- 
b=m or omperatins grcuP. In all - it use provided ly local pm- 
p.lxl,pri&arilypnJfes.?.ioMlforesters,whohad pasoMlkruwl*of 

Areasmtlisteds~dbecolsideredashavinga-llderness 
rcomnedation. R11areaswhichwe~lievewouldbeqqropriate crd- 
ditiom to the Wilderness Preswationsystenor~-Me 
furtfierplamingwuldtehelpfulbvebeenlisti. Insumwy,ve 
m irslusion of abxt 93,000 acres in Wildermss, 
furtkr planning, and 5,959,400 acres in nxwildemess. 

175,000ecrEsin 
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Western Regional Councii 

September 29. 1978 

Mr. John R. McCuire 
Chief, Foreat Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
P. 0. Box 2417 
Washington. D. C. 20013 

Dear Chief McCuire: 

The Western Regional Council, a coalition of chief 
executive officers of major companies operating in the Intermountain 
West, recently contracted ior a nationwide public opinion survey 
on the attitudes of Americans toward the use of publicly owned 
lands. WRC believed that such a broadly based sampling of 
public opinion was essential on this critical issue to avoid having 
the public comment process dominated by the voices of special 
intcredts. This letter and the attachments include the results of the 
*UTVcy. They are being submitted formally for the record of the 
RoadleesAr%-‘tieview and Evaluation procees presently ongoing 

%?t%-&‘e Forest Service. . I. - _ 

The individual companies that compose the Western 
Regional Council have worked actively to assist in the RARE II and 
BLM review processes since their initiation. As developers and 
users of the natural resources primarily within the public lands 
etates. WRC member companies have been actively involved with 
wilderness Issues. While recognizing that the public supp-Jrt8 
preserving the environment and curbing industrial pollution, WRC 
believes that the public must better understand wilderness and the 
restrictions placed on lands so deeignated. 

We are particularly concerned with determining the 
public’s attitude with respect to the trade-&s between preserving 
the environment and improving the nation’s economy. Furtherlnore. 
as users of the public land, we recognize the necessity of the public 
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understanding our committrn,ent to environmentally sound management 
and development of public lands. Thus. the survey ia important - 
because the present procedures established in the RAR&ll process 
do not represent general public opinion but in fact reflect special 
interests, be they those of private companies or environmental 
organizations. 

The WRC, therefore, spoilsorcd the enclosed survey 
in an attempt to provide broader public opinion to the Forest Service 
and to provide guidelines to WRC companies ae they continue to 
plan and make development decisions. Moreo-ar, WRC recognized 
that polling conducted for our group must provide an unbiased aid 
representative aamp!e of broad based public viewpoints. To 
provide such an unbiased and ataiistically 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 follow: . 

1. The American public is deeply committed to the 
environment and already enjoys the benefits of many of the natiorr’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 making 
government land use designations, it is clear that the general public is 
not-tilling to accept the trade-offs that are inherent in resource 
allocation. While 79% and 76% respectively felt that it was very 
important that preserving wildlife and pro!ecting the landscape and 
natural diversity of the land be given consideration, 76% felt that 
it was important to consider the development of our natural resource8 
and the making of the United States more independent of foreign 
energy *ollrces. 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 resource8 CI~ 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 
houeing. 7580% of those surveyed strongly agreed that such 
development is essential to solving such problems. 

I I I 1 I 1 1 

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 acHvities 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 abcut 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 UB~~EI 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 o! closing government-owned land to development 
before it is known whether or not such land contains resources 
that are Important to the economic well-being o! the natiox 
Fifty-nine percent of the public agree that it would be wroo: to 
limit access to government-owned land beIo:e it is known whether 
or not the land contains such resources and 74% rejectdd the idea 
that there is no need to develop government-owned lands and/or 
to explore for natural resourcee. 

4. As stated, ore 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 no: enough. It demonstrates that we aa an 
industry must continue to improve our relations with the public and 
make every effort to inform them of our environmental operations 
and likewise to inform them of the various environmental laws that 
have been passed within the recent years requiring industry to 
operate in a more cnvironnentally sound manner. our ongo!ng 
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 9s a means of 

1 1 I I 1 I I 
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maintaining a healthy and active economy. In this regard, we cannot 
overemphasize the importanoe that Public attitudes as reflected 
in the nationwide survey should play in determining the allocation 
and establishment ol priorities in the future use o! the public 
lands within the western states. In this sense, we hope this 
sorvey will be’of benefit to the Forest Service, to the BLM and, 
ultimately, to the Coagreas. 

in addition to this letter, v~ve are providing a copy of 
the memorandum 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 
and other interested groups will analyze this hta and arrive at 
conclusions similar to our own. 

Respectfully submitted, 

,/ For the Boatd of Trus?ees 

Western Regional Council 

The Western Regionol Council is a coalition of western 
business interests organized to provide a common voice 
in the business community in the Intermountain nest. 
Its membership, composed of chief executive officers of 
corporations doing business within the mountain states, 
seeks to establish a balanced view point between economic 
development and ecological preservation. Its objective 
is to recommend policies to national, state and local 
governments which will enhance the quality 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 comnunity as a whole, and provides a forum 
for the resolution of business and industry problems on 
a region31 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 ‘newsource performance standards”to the 
Clean Air Act, and through the Western 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 towa< an attempt by the 
Western states ,to quantify federal reserved rights. 
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Western Wood Products Association 

Mr. John R. Uffiuire, chief 
Forest Service, U.S.D.A. 
P. 0. Box 2417 
Washington, D. C. 20013 

Subject: Ccdnent on the PARE II Draft Environmental Statement 
June 15, 1978 

Dear iif&kLire: 

Western Wc.ad 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 foe 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 CM best be sumned up this way: me IlAkE II 
process must be campleted equitably, decisively and expeditiously. Most of 
the areas involved in the subject inventory have been studled and kept in a 
state of suspension far too long. me Forest Service has the knwledge and 
professional expertise necessary to proceed with the management of these 
lands. We feel that strong direction is needed frm 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. 

ti. Draft Environmental Statement has many weaknesses primarily in three 
genera1 ways: 1. Organization of format. 2. Lack of consistency. 
3. Clarity of expression and omissions. 

The net result Ia a progrunaatic statement and supplements that are not well 
understood by wst people rho are concerned enough to make the effort to reed 
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. 

I ,,.:cSl StRVlCE 
r!XEIVED 

Wr. John R. UcGuire 
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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 PARE II more in confO?manCe 
with the Resources Planning Act. In this regard we are referring to the ac- 
countabillty and land use planning coordination aspects which need to be 
greatly strengthened. Please understand that our emphasis on FfJA does not 
imply any "whole cloth" endorsement of the 1975 Program Goals pursuant to the 
Act. Ue 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 vi11 require rmxe intensive use of much of this 
land to benefit greater numJ~ers of people. 

As the RARE II 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 ccnmnodity 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 foe 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 uould replace potential harvest losses from withdrawal of 
those areas. That study by Roger Fight et. al. (1978) clearly disproves Kutay’s 
contention andthesubsequent partial economic analysis of Randal O'Toole which 
"as based upon Kutay’s work. It is time to stop all this nonsensical 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 unpmfessianal 
and irresponsible release of erroneous RARE II update WA besellne data last 
week hit a new low In camnunicatlons that is making it very difficult, if not 
impossible for most publics to understand our national renewable I~SOUTCB 
situation in relation to the roedless areas. The timing of the release one 
week before the close of the PARE II -ent period makes it appear that the 
Forest Service is attempting to influence the outcome of its am public 
involvement exercise. 

NOW that much debate on RARE II 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 end therefore provide the Forest Service with 
meaningful input. ?he net effect of this passive decision was to accelerate 

*Kurt Kutay, “Oregon Economic Impact Assessment of Proposed Wilderness 
Legislation', April 1977. 
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polarization toward herd 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 remrrrmendations as to which lands should be included 
in the National l4Ilderncss Preseflatlon system and which lands should be 
immediately available for nonwilderness uses. Recwmendations of specific 
areas to be studied further should be justified on an individual basis in 
the final statement and kept to en absolute minimum extant in numbers end 
lend =re=. 

The DES has sane other shortcomings which should be corrected in the final 
environmental statement: 

1. Econanic and social impacts in the DES should have been presented 
on en individual area and multi-county unit basis. 

2. Ihe range of alternatives presented was inadequate as evidenced 
by emergirq wilderness lobby and cramnodity group alternatives. 
There most certainly should have been en alternative which would 
have clearly expressed potential end prograraned resource outputs 
with wilderness constrained at the minImum WA goal of 25 million 
acres. 

3. The potential benefits of program emphasis on developed site 
recreation should have been thoroughly illustrated and described 
in the DES so that nonwilderness recreationists could distinguish 
their own best interests. 

4. Commercial forest lend that was placed in -deferred’ category 
during RARE 1 should have been considered in the DES as a resource 
tradeoff on potentj.e.1 rildernrss classifiFations to truly reflect 
opportunity costs that MuId be experienced. 

We ere mncernod with the manner in which the Fores‘ Service has approached 
P.ARE II. There is too nOwrow .s focus concentrating upon wilderness values 
at the expense of all other values. Wilderness is a multiple use * to 
the extent that it is the highest end best use for a specific area end-in 
balance and harmony vlth all other resource uses for which there is pobllc 
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 196rstates that wilderness is consistent with the purposes 
of that Act. If the Forest Service considers inputs that simply state a 
preference for %ultiple 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 
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to do 8 bettor 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 their approach to wilderness diversity. 
Early on there wee some token recognition of what other federal lends were 
likely to contribute toward “rounding out the System.” Now, efforts seem 
to be redirected tward 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. Forest Service vision should 
not stop at the forest boundary. Extensive areas of the federal lends are 
destined to be included end they should be considered part of the total 
picture. Also, inventoried RARE II roadless trees of types that are known 
to be overrepresented in the existing Wilderness System should be dropped 
frca further consideration for wilderness even though they may be otherwise 
suitable for inclusion. 

Of all seven decision criteria presented the achievement of 1975 WA targets 
Is placed first end rightly 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 
Pnggram - particularly the rilderness goal which is too high even though 
the Forest Service termed it ‘moderate” in the last assessment. Hhat 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 aqency 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. 

The second criteria intended for use in makinq these crucial decisions 
involves the concept of “consensus.” Idealistic, but of very little real, 
practical value. It is axiomatic that any question raised for public dis- 
cussion will be debated. ‘l%he Forest Service is well aware that contro- 
versies concerning the limited use of public lends 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 I1 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 rwncontro- 
versial areas which should be obvious where there is nothing vorth debating. 
The Forest Service has e difficult problem of proprieties in the solicitation 
and use of public corxnents since their responsibilities are oat political in 
nature but professional and properly so. The marchinq ardors of the Forest 
S~rvlr.*, come from laws passed by Congress end signed by the President rather 
than Iram straw polls. 



Mr. John HcGuire 
September 28. 1978 
Paqe 6 

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 hanqing in the balance. WARS is particularly veak to the extent that 
the system incorporates the variety factors discussed in the preceeding 
paragraph of this letter. 

The Forest Service riqhtfully relegates grasslands to a low priority as 
a decision criterion. Unless the w\RE II process c.an identify some truly 
unique area for consideration, the grasslands should be totally excluded 
from further consideration as wilderness. Probably whatever unique area 
may be found would be better set aside in a research natural area. The 
RU4 and Park Service wilderness review processes probably will consider 
deserts, prairie and other rangelands adequately. 

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 theDES that are to be used. No doubt the responses to the DES will 
suqgcst many good criteria that should be used so here are iust a few of 
our suggest ions : 1. The greatest goad for the greatest number in the 
long Cm 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. - Recotmnendations by the 
Forest Service for areas of limited use that preclude the realization of 
other valuable public benefits must be done with qreat care and sparinqly. 
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 bf this land in public trust in a manner vhich 
will provide the optimum sustainable yield of public benefits. 
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Cornnunlty stability and employment are obligations of the Forest Service to 
those citizens who live withln 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 Lo you in my letter of August 24, 1978 (copy attached hereto). 

National issues involving high potential resources arc 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 consideration in adding land to the NWPS it ap- 
parently does not deserve the high priority of scune of the other criteria 
mentioned. The public response In Phase I of Rare II reflected general lack 
of interest in these land characteristic factors. No doubt there would have 
been less interest shown if mare 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. I” 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 acceosibillty to existing wilderness is very good In 
most states and should not be a consideration. The most inappropriate 
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 oL wildlife truly dependent upon classified wilderness as managed 
by the Forest Service. Sane 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 bc enhanced 
by positive management measures vhlch are InhIbited or prohibited by the im- 
position of formal Wildnrncss upon the land inquestion. The idea of giving 
serious consideration to recamnending 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 vholo new worlds of Never Never Land where an entire 
system can be conjured up based upon a Forest Service dream of what your 
social sclcntists think that the illusory “public” thinks. Let us leave 
this mystical realm to the tarot card readers. 

The Wlldcmcss Attributes Rating System is a secondary criterion which may 
be of scme assistance in confirming that a few very high or low quality 
areas should or should not bc remended for Wilderness designation. It 

I I 1 I I I 1 

The ten altcrnativcs presented in the DCS are of very limited utility in 
promoting public understanding of the issues involved in RARE II 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 WA Program target. 

Alternative A is not a bad choice except that “NO Action” would have been 
better expressed 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 wrk 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 

I ) I 1 I 1 I 
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approach and it will take all of the power that the Forest Service and the 
Secretary of Agriculture CM muster to prevent this from happening. 

Alternative B sounds unreasonable because it states that all inventoried - 
roadless lands be barred fran further wilderness consideration. Actually 
this alternative Is not extreme when consideration is given to the fact 
that the low 1975 WA wilderness target would be satisfied if less then 
one million acres were added to the NYPS firma the RARE II inventOry. l-hat 
cones very close to being no withdrawals when l/62 of the total inventory 
is taken for Wilderness. Please recall that we dld not agree that 25-30 
million acres was truly just a “moderate’ withdrawal in the first place. 

Alternative C and Alternative D are both unacceptable because their wilderness 
recommendations exceed RPA goals when ccmblned with existing wilderness end 
Administration approved proposals. Also they both leave far toa much land 
in the category of “further planning.’ Essentially these two alternatives 
are merely meaningless canputer games vithout basis in facts. 

BasicaIIy Alternative E has a Fairly good general conflguretion In that it 
seems possible to meet WA 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 reccamended 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 cmpletely unacceptable. 

Alternative G by comparison with C, D, F. H, and I is sanewhat of an 
improvement in its general configuration because of the relatively smaller 
“further planning” area. The level of wilderness reccnmendations exceeds 
even the highest 1975 RPA target for that resource and the allocation of 
vital timber and mlnerel lands render this alternative unacceptable In 
every state with major RARE II area inventories. This alternative also 
overemphasizes wilderness variety characteristics to a ridiculous extreme 
Ear exceeding the valuea of such considerations. 

Alternative H overrates the least signiEicent and most artificial of all 
wilderness attributes devised In this largely conjectural analySiS - 
wildlife. It Is a small wonder how wildlife consid@ratIons have been 
twisted around in this process fran Phase I when opportunities for habitat 
management were considered to be a reason for not establishing wilderness. 
Alternative H has some elements of realism due% the accannodatlon of 
more exercise of judgment by the Forest ServiCe Regions which will be a 
necessary ingredient in the final proposed action but it Is not acceptable 
because vilderness is heavily overemphasized. 
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Alternative I has the distincition of embodying practically all of the 
faults of Alternatives C-H in one package. It exceeds the 1975 WA 
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. 

Alternative .I is necessary to present some idea of the magnitude of public 
values that could be wasted by clessificatlon oE extensive areas of Wilderness 
from the ‘MRE II 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 atalishment of the existing Wilderness System. 

John, in brief these are most of our basic camvents on the DES. Cmr members 
have responded with detalled site specific conrments on each of the roadless 
areas that concern us - and this includes practically every area. Now ve 
can only hope that your canputer 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. We how that the oroiect 
generates mOre light then heat and comes forth with positive recuvnendations 
for all of the RARE II lands that will allow the management of the National 
Forest System to go forward in an orderly and efficient manner. 

R. W. Fred-11 
Director, Resources 

cm 

Enclosure 

cc: t4emhers of Congress 
Assistant Secretary Agriculture Rupert Cutler 
Regional foresters 
Resources and Envirowent COmmittee 

m Western Wood Products Assocralron 
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Fir. John R. HcGuire 
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~*shi”gto”, D.C. 20013 

Desr Kr. Haalire, 

he N3tional speleologi~l Society would like 
to express its disa\>polntment irith the For%t 
bervics’s RAhE II process. Our de facto wilderness 
areas em too precious to o.r country and Its people 
to be considered and oralllated in haste. Ihe large 
amount of area proposed as norralldsmeos and the 
small smolnt of areas pmposed !‘or further planning 
in each of the altarmtivea is wccsptshle. M all 
need more time to properly evalu!ate those 8x18s. 

cansequently, the tLS believes a wry stro”g 
shoving of public agreement should be required 
before any area is desimtsd non-vil~!emoss. lmce 
such n desi@mt.ixn Is made, ve nmy not be able to 
rsconsider. He must mke th? correct decision the 
first time. 

We also believe no ax?8 should bo eliminatti 
frcm wilderness considera’.ion uless development of 
the arm is sham to be unquestionab’y “eccssary t0 
meet existing mtjxml an” local W&e 

The Flesourc~ Planning Act wildomesa Poe18 are 

wilderness as it is the best means of protecting our 
karst Lands and the undergrowd resources whioh 
underlie them. We sek that tha Forest Service 
set tneir sites hifher. Arbitrary upper ceiling.3 
on the amt of wilderness we need is l,appropriate 
aa well. 

He also question the use of the Wildernese 
Attribute Rating Sy&m”. ‘Ihe sySLem presents too 
many Individual blasea. The members OF the NSS 
urge that the so-called “wildernxx ettributes” 
do not carry greater Might than the opinions ex- 
pressed by the American people concerning their 
wilderness a-8. Too often valuable wilderw%3s re- 
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, Inc. 
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aourc9a, like those I’ound undergruund in cavea, are 
ignored with this system. 

P’imlly, we would like to prote;t the exclusion 
of the N~tionsl Speleolo~url bociety from the list 
of mtiorvll organization8 involved In R’IRZ JI. We 
hope in the future to :x1 includnd on your nailing 
list, Wouph we are a mtloml organization uith 
members in every etat.3, YB received only ~olnt) of the 
regioM1 supplsments. 

Because YB did not hvo all the nup?l!merlts end 
due to the short tine we had to m?iew the proposrls 
we did receive, our ruvisu 3f RaffE II is not complete. 
We hope in the future to receivu all tho msbzisl 
available with thn othrtr mtloml or@nizat:ons. 

l1etional Speleological society 
Hember, Consem tio” rmitt,ec 
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