Volume 4 — Letters from
Roadless Area Conservation Agencies and Elected Officials

Introduction

The lettersin this volume were submitted by Federd, State and local agencies, and
dected officids® Letters from Federa agencies and federally recognized Tribes are
liged first. Letters from State and loca agencies and officids are organized by State as
shown in the table of contents. Government agencies or eected officidsin 33 States
submitted comments. If we did not receive any letters from agencies or dected officiads
inaparticular Sate, that State is not listed in the table of contents.  Letters from members
of Congress are included in their respective States. All attachments submitted with these
letters are included, unless limited by format or excessive length.

! Section 102(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, requires that
“...comments and views of the appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies, which are authorized to
develop and enforce environmental standards, shall be made available to the President, the Council on
Environmental Quality, and to the public...” The Forest Service Environmental Policy and Procedures
Handbook (FSH 1909.15, 24.1 (3)) states that“ As a minimum, include in an appendix of a final EIS copies
of all commentsreceived on the draft EISfrom Federal, State, and local agencies and elected officials.”




Volume 4 - Letters from
Agencies and Elected Officials Roadless Area Conservation

vi



€0 STy,
_&‘1 S

Oy

o I8 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 56457
M. 2 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
% e Sl
- -~ Sl
JU 14 2000
OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE
USDA Forest Service

Attention: CAET. Roadless Areas Proposed DEIS/Rule
Scott Conroy, Project Director

P.O. Box 221090

Salt Lake City, UT 84122

Dear Mr. Conroy:

Pursuant to our responsibilities under the National Policy Act (NEPA) and section 309 of the
Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on Roadless Area Conservation and the accompanying proposed Rule at 36 CFR Part
294, Special Areas; Roadless Area Conservation. Our comments are organized to provide an
overview of the issues, highlighting areas where EPA has concerns, as well as detailed
information for your consideration as the USFS prepares the Final Roadless Area Conservation
EIS (FEIS) and Rule.

The DEIS and proposed rulemaking are in response to the strong public sentiment voiced on
protecting roadless areas and the associated benefits associated with these areas found in our
National Forests. This effort was initiated by the President’s October 13, 1999, memorandum to
the Secretary of Agriculture directing the USFS to "...develop, and propose for public comment,
regulations to provide appropriate long-term protection for most or all of these currently
inventoried roadless areas and to determine whether such protection is warranted for smaller
roadless areas not yet inventoried."

EPA commends the USFS for its monumental efforts to solicit input from the public and explain
the impacts of this undertaking. Its efforts with outreach and supplying access to the DEIS and
proposed rule, supporting documents, public meetings and outreach to the relevant federal
agencies are unprecedented.

The DEIS presents four alternatives, including an agency preferred alternative, and is
accompanied by a proposed rule. Alternative 1, the No Action alternative, supports current
practices concerning activities in inventoried roadless areas. Alternative 2, the preferred
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alternative, prohibits road construction and reconstruction in the unroaded portions of inventoried
roadless areas. Alternative 3 prohibits road construction, reconstruction, and timber harvest
(except for stewardship purposes) in the unroaded portions of inventoried roadless areas and
Alternative 4, the maximum protection alternative, is the same as Alternative 3, but with no
exceptions for any timber harvest. In addition, four separate alternatives are presented to address
the Tongass National Forest (Tongass), which may warrant other approaches. These four
alternatives range from the no action alternative which supports current practices to prohibiting
road construction and reconstruction in specified inventoried roadless areas in the Tongass.

The proposed rule offers a two pronged approach to conserve roadless areas. The proposed rule
would prohibit new road construction and reconstruction in the unroaded portions of inventoried
roadless areas and use local planning procedures to ensure consideration of roadless values and
characteristics in other roadless areas not covered by the prohibitions.

EPA is especially interested in this DEIS and proposed rule because 80 percent of the nation's
rivers originate in the national forests and, consequently, this rulemaking may have significant
impact on water quality. This rule could greatly increase the protection to ground and surface
water resources which are directly related to the status of riparian and aquatic habitats, wildlife
habitat, biological diversity, forest health and other benefits derived from roadless areas found on
the national forests and grasslands. EPA supports this rulemaking, one of several recent efforts
the USFS has undertaken to address road management on its lands. The proposed rule intends to
identify and stop activities with the greatest likelihood of degrading the desirable qualities of
inventoried roadless areas at the national level and ensure that "roadless character” qualities of
inventoried and other unroaded areas are identified and considered during local forest planning
efforts.

Although EPA supports the proposed rulemaking effort, based on our review of it and the
supporting DEIS, we wish to raise several environmental concerns. While it is important to
recognize that the rule’s purpose has been developed in the context of overall multiple-use
objectives, the multiple use mandate does not fully justify a prohibition limited only to road
building. EPA suggests that the FEIS more fully discuss the rationale for why other uses that can
be expected to degrade the desirable environmental qualities of inventoried roadless areas were
not included in the proposed prohibitions. For example, other uses such as recreation, timber
production and mining have clearly led to significant environmental degradation in the past and
should be further addressed in the FEIS.

The FEIS should also disclose to the public the uncertainty in using procedures implemented at
the local level versus prohibitions issued at the national level to provide environmental protection
to these areas. While the "one size does not fit all" concept has merit and local decision making
is necessary to address the unique needs of local areas, EPA has concerns that some areas may
not receive the environmental protection they need.

Because the determination to revise or amend a forest plan is based on a variety of factors and
time lines, EPA suggests that the application of procedures as provided for in section 294.14 be
revised to include a project-by-project review when the project meets a "significance criterion"”.
EPA recognizes that a project-by-project review of all actions would be unduly burdensome;
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however, those proposed actions with the potential to have significant impacts should be
reviewed.

Finally, EPA does not believe the DEIS gives adequate support for excluding coverage of the
proposed rule to the Tongass and our detailed comments provide additional information on this
issue.

Based on our review EPA has assigned a rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns, Insufficient
Information) to the preferred alternative. EPA appreciates the opportunity to submit comments
on the DEIS and proposed rule and commends the USFS for orchestrating extensive sessions fo:
carly interagency cooperation in the scoping and development stages of the process. EPA
welcomes the chance to continue working with the USFS as it completes the FEIS and final rule
If 1 can provide additional explanation of our comments please contact me at (202) 564-2400 or
Elaine Suriano of my staff at (202) 564-7162.

Sincerely,
TN S g //: 7
I//!/ o U
Anne Norton Miller
Acting Director

Office of Federal Activities

Enclosure

SLHST

DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DEIS AND PROPOSED RULE
DEIS

Purpose and Need

EPA strongly agrees with the underlying purpose and need for national direction on roadless area
conservation, and we offer the following comments for your consideration. The purpose
presented on page S-4 is three-fold, whereas the purpose stated on page 1-10 is only two-fold;
the FEIS should reconcile this inconsistency. Second, the purpose stated on page A-26 of the
proposed rule is further condensed and less specific than the purpose stated on pages1-10 or S-4.
EPA recommends that the FEIS and final rule use the same language to describe the purpose of
this action, preferably the language used on page S-4.

Alternatives

EPA highlighted several issues related to the alternatives in our December 21, 1999, comment
letter on the Notice of Intent for this DEIS and proposed rule. These included the range of
alternatives and their analysis, and adequate explanation on implementing the selected
alternative. While the DEIS offers a range of alternatives, EPA believes that this range should
have been broader and more inclusive of other uses in an attempt to more fully comply with the
direction provided in the President’s October 19, 1999, memorandum.

EPA believes that Alternative 3-Procedure D (3-D) provides additional environmental
advantages over the preferred alternative including: 1) providing significant protection for
inventoried roadless areas while still accommodating harvest of small diameter trees where
necessary to address fire and fuels issues; 2) reducing the likelihood that smaller roadless areas
will be impacted pending the completion of transportation and access plans as described in the
proposed USFS Transportation Policy; and 3) ensuring that appropriate protections are applied to
the Tongass. In addition, we suggest that the FEIS consider confining Off Highway Vehicles
(OHVs) only to roads and trails that have been specifically designated for that purpose following
analysis pursuant to NEPA.

EPA has environmental concerns with the range of Tongass alternatives presented and offers the
following modification based on alternatives considered in the DEIS. We view this as a "win-
win" alternative, achieved by adding several mitigation measures.

EPA recommends that the FEIS consider in detail an alternative that: 1) applies the national
prohibitions (Alternative 2, 3 or 4) and national procedures (Alternative B, C or D) to the
Tongass; and 2) mitigates the social and economic impacts on the communities in Southeast
Alaska pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.14(f). We believe that this latter objective can be accomplished
through a combination of adjustments to the Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP) and a
financial and technical assistance package for the affected communities (e.g., under the auspices
of the Southeast Alaska Community Economic Revitalization Team).
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For example, the Record of Decision (ROD) could include the Tongass in the roadless area
conservation rule and direct the Alaska Regional Forester or the Tongass Forest Supervisor to
amend or revise the TLMP to offset some of the effects of the final rule on the Tongass timber
program. Specifically, the ROD could direct the responsible official to consider the following
adjustments to the TLMP:

1. Seek to maintain the total land suitable for timber production at 576,000 acres as set forth
in the April 1999 TLMP ROD. To the extent practical and appropriate, reallocate those
suitable acres by changing Land Use Designations (LUDs) in inventoried roadless areas
from timber to non-timber LUDs, and in roaded areas from non-timber to timber LUDs.

2. ‘Where necessary to meet the objective of #1 above, and where appropriate and consistent
with other management objectives, recapture some of the young growth that was removed
from the sunitable timber base in the revised forest plan. The Tongass harvested roughly
400,000 acres of timber from 1954 to 1999. Approximately 140,000 acres of young
growth remain in the suitable timber base; the other roughly 260,000 acres of young
growth were removed from the timber base due to riparian buffers, beach and estuary
buffers, old growth reserves, etc. It would certainly be inappropriate to place all of these
acres back in the timber base (e.g., riparian buffers). However, if the Tongass is included
in the Roadless Area Conservation Rule, it may be appropriate to recapture some of those
acres (e.g., young growth within beach buffers and old growth reserves) in order to
maintain the current suitable timber base. While this would have no effect on the timber
volume harvested in the short term, in the long term it would expedite the transition from
harvesting old growth to harvesting young growth. It would also enable the Tongass to
use "timber dollars" to thin these young growth stands, which in the absence of an
alternative funding source will continue to suffer from neglect.

3. ‘Where necessary to meet the market demand for timber from the Tongass, consistent with
the Tongass Timber Reform Act, adjust certain standards and guidelines that restrict
timber harvest. For example, consider adjusting the 200-year rotation that was adopted in
the 1999 TLMP ROD. The intent of the 200-year rotation is to reduce impacts to deer
winter range and deer habitat capability by reducing the rate of timber harvest in
developed areas (1999 TLMP ROD, page 29). Unfortunately, one of the unintended
consequences of the 200-year rotation is that, in order to meet market demand and the
ASQ, it increases the rate of entry into undeveloped areas (i.e., inventoried roadless areas
and other unroaded areas). This explains, in part, why under the no action alternative
(T1), roughly 90% of the total timber-related road construction on the Tongass National
Forest, and roughly two thirds of the total 5-year timber volume offered by the Tongass
National Forest is projected to come from inventoried roadless areas (DEIS, Tables S-3,
and page 3-232). However, if the Tongass is included in the roadless rule, then the
prohibitions and procedures may substantially reduce, if not eliminate, the need for the
200-year rotation.

4. Adjust the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ), including the Non-Interchangeable
Components (NIC T and NIC II), in response to #1 through #3 above and to better reflect
projected market demand over the planning cycle.

EPA believes an alternative based on the above proposal is more environmentally protective,
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more socially desirable and more economically efficient than the proposed action and preferred
alternative presented in the DEIS. In the absence of developing or selecting such an alternative,
EPA recommends selecting alternative 3D, without exempting the Tongass.

Should the USFS select the preferred alternative as presented, EPA believes the FEIS should
address the following issues. The proposed rule would establish protection of “unroaded areas
in inventoried roadless areas™ on all National Forests except the Tongass. The protections sought
by the President for roadless areas on the Tongass would rely on the Forest Service's planning
process exclusively. It should be noted the USFS proposed rules to revise the existing planning
process are currently under review and it is uncertain when and what the Forest Service planning
process will be once finalized. Because the rulemaking process and the USFS planning process
are distinctively different, particularly in their final products, EPA suggests that the FEIS include
a discussion of protecting roadless areas on the Tongass by rule versus by the revisions to the
forest plans via the planning process. It should be disclosed to the public that the rule has a
certain degree of "permanence" that is not the same as a forest plan. Forest plans are currently
required to be reviewed and revised every 10 years, and the proposed revisions to the Forest
Service planning regulations indicate that forest planning will be less structured in the future.
Because of the present and proposed nature of forest planning, issues regarding protecting
roadless areas can be revisited as part of a forest plan amendment or revision. Although rules
can be revised, there is no requirement to do so periodically; therefore, the protection they offer
is more predictable over a long time period. Consequently, areas protected by the prohibitions
have a more certain likelihood of receiving the long-term protection that the President expressed,
while there is no mechanism to ensure long-term protection of roadless areas on the Tongass.
EPA suggests that the FEIS address the potentially different levels of long-term protection that
would be applied to the Tongass and the rest of the National Forest System under the preferred
alternative.

Page S-7 lists four exceptions from prohibitions. As they are stated in very broad terms EPA
suggests that the FEIS cite a few examples, especially for exemptions three and four. These are
intended to provide specific examples of actual situations and disclose the potential scope of such
actions.

Proposed Rule

294.10 Purpose

EPA suggests that the final rule include language clarifying the intent and purpose statement to
help guide the implementation of the rule. As currently worded, the proposed purpose statement
is less specific than the purpose stated on page S-4 of the DEIS. EPA recommends that the FEIS
and final rule include the same language to describe the purpose of this action, preferably the
language used on page S-4.

294.11 Definitions

Inventoried roadless areas
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The proposed definition of inventoried roadless areas is confusing. The first sentence implies
that inventoried roadless areas may include designated areas such as Wilderness. However, the
second sentence refers to the maps contained in Volume 2 of the DEIS, which display
inventoried roadless areas and designated areas (such as Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas,
Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Recreation Areas, National Monuments, and other special
designations) as mutually exclusive categories of National Forest System lands. Adding to this
confusion, Volume 2 shows recommended Wilderness as inventoried roadless areas but places
Wilderness Study Areas in with designated areas. This approach is counterintuitive and may
result in situations where administratively designated inventoried roadless areas are subject to a
higher level of protection than some Congressionally designated areas.

For example, Wilderness Study Areas that are not recommended in the future for Wilderness
designation but are instead allocated to a prescription that allows roads would not benefit from
the prohibitions under the roadless area conservation rule. Yet these areas that may otherwise
“fall through the cracks” represent some of the best opportunities to respond to the underlying
purpose and need of this action.

Therefore, EPA recommends: 1) clarifying the definition of inventoried roadless areas to
explicitly include designated areas (or at a minimum, roadless designated areas of 5,000 acres or
more); and 2) adding "inventoried roadless areas" in front of "Designated Areas" in each legend
of every map in Volume 2. Alternatively, we recommend the following:

1. define designated areas in Section 294.11;

2. add designated areas to the title of Section 294.12 and add a new paragraph to this
section to clarify that the prohibitions also apply to designated areas; and

3. add new paragraph to Section 294.13 to clarify that the procedures also apply to
designated areas.

A third option, in the interest of plain English and practicality, would be to replace inventoried
roadless areas and unroaded area with large roadless area and small roadless area, respectively
(with the threshold between the two set at 5,000 acres or 1,000 acres, as appropriate).

Subsequent decisions would be based on actual on-the-ground conditions instead of on whether
an area is inventoried or designated as roadless.

Road maintenance.

Consider adding "...or to prevent or correct environmental problems" to the end of the proposed
definition.

Road recomstruction,

Consider adding "...or to prevent or correct environmental problems" to the proposed definitions
of realignment, improvement and rebuilding.
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Unroaded area.
Insert "(other than an inventoried roadless area)" between "Any area" and "... without...

The final rule should include definitions for trails, primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized,
and semi-primitive motorized classes of dispersed recreation.

294.12 - Exemptions

It is not explicitly stated in the rule that once an emergency that created the need for building a
road is over the road should be closed and the area restored to the previous condition.

EPA suggests including an additional provision - "(e) - roads constructed for an emergency
purpose under b(1}), (2), and (3) are to be removed once they are no longer needed for the initial
emergency purpose and the area will be restored to the natural condition."

EPA appreciates the change made from scoping comments in paragraph (a) that the prohibition
applies to both classified and unclassified roads, including temporary roads.

Delete paragraph {¢), application to the Tongass.

294.13 - Consideration of Roadless Area Conservation During Plan Revision

EPA has environmental concerns with leaving the choice of method of selection or delineation of
unroaded areas for evaluation under 294.13(b)(2) entirely to the responsible official. The final
rule should provide a list of methods that are accepted nationally to promote consistency.

Delete paragraph (¢), related to the Tongass.
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S U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
H [ﬂﬂ@mﬂ % HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
’:;*l |||*§ ROCKY MOUNTAIN, DENVER
%, I & 633 17TH ST.
oy DENVER, COLORADO 80202-3690

May 15, 2000

USDA Forest Service-CAET

Post Office Box 221090

Attention: Roadless Areas Proposed Rule
Salt Lake City, UT 84122

Dear Sirs:

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Roadless Area Conservation Proposed Rule with
consideration of the areas of responsibility assigned to HUD.

This review considered the impact of the proposed rule on housing and community development
within the states of Montana, Utah and Wyoming that are part of our office’s area of
responsibility. We find your transmittal adequate for our purposes since there is no significant
adverse impact on HUD assisted housing and community development activities in proximity to
the areas covered by the proposed rule.

If I may be of further assistance to you, please contact me at (303) 672-5285, extension 1305.

Sincerely,

sk, S
Howard S. Kutzer

Regional Environmental Officer
Office of the Secretary’s Representative
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EBET HECEIVED
MAY 19 2000
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7689329161 MWTC SUPPLY

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS MOUNTALN WARFARE TRAINING GENTER IR REPLY REfER TO:
BRIDGEPORT GA $3347-6001 5080

[EEHH:]

14 Jul Q0
USDA Forest Service - CAET Co
Attention: Roadless Area Conservation Proposed Rule
P.0. Box 221090
Salt Lake Ciry, UT 84122

Gentlemen:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments on the Forest Service’s proposed Roadless
Area Conservation rule. As a long-time user of the Humnboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, the Marine Corps
Mouatain Warfare Training Center (MWTC) has several concemns with thie proposed rule.

First, the web based maps of inventoried roadless areas you provided lack sufficient detail to conclusively
compare them to roads and trails MWTC uses. 'We request a more detailed map be provided as well as
sufficient time to review it. From the available map, we have determined that some roads are missing from
your inventory. Please add the following former roads as shown on the attached map:

1. From Summit Meadows to Lost Cannon Creek,

2. From Grouse Meadows to Mill Canyon Read. s

3. From Grouse Meadows to Chris Flat.

4. From the Grouse Meadow Road to the gaging station on HWY 395.
The MWTC requires continued access to this area of forest to conduet training per public law 100-693 of
November 18, 1988. We recommend that Disirict Rangers retain the authority to authotize or prohibit
specific roads for the proper management and use of National Forest System lands. These decisions are
based on appropriate environmental documentation and public participation, Local control is needed to
fairly address existing uses of existing roads, whether classified or unclassified.

My point of contact for this matter is Mt. Kendall Yargus at 760-932-7761 ext, 332.

Sincerely,

# H.NEAL
“Lisutenant, CEC, USN
By direction

Encl: Annotated Forest Visitor/Travel Map, Toiyabe National Forest, Bridgeport Ranger District,
California, 1994 ’

Copy to:
MCB Camp Pendleton AC/S ES
Bridgeport Ranger District

DAET RECEIVED
gty 7 2000

PAGE Bl
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US United States Natural
DA . Department of Resources

T Agriculture Conservation
Service

o
Caribbean Area l qw%

PO Box 364868
San Juan, PR
00936-4868

,II m D yire

June 28, 2000

USDA Forest Service-CAET
P. O. Box 221090

Salt Lake City, Utah 84122
Dear Sir or Madam:

SUBJECT: Roadless Areas Proposed Rules

After an extensive review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the proposed rules to conserve roadless areas within the national forests, we do
not have any comments to make, since the proposed rules are for the benefit of

the ecosystems of such areas.

Should you have any questions, please contact Felix A. Latorre, Water Resources

Planning Specialist at (787) 766-5206, Ext. 234.

Sincerely,

. MARTINEZ

L7 RECEIVED

JUL 06 9000

The Natural Resources Conservation Seivice works hand-in-hand with AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

the American people to conserve natural resources on private lands.
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. U.S. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20416

L)

3
(NS

OFFICE OF Cmicr coUNSEY FaR ADVOCAGY

JuL i1 7 @00

.
'

VIA BLECTRONIC &
REGULAR MATL

Hilda Diaz-Soltero

Associate Chief

United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

Washingron, DC

Email: foadlessdeis@fs.fed us

]
Dear Ms. Diaz-Soltero:

As stareft in previous correspondence on this issue, the Office of Advocacy of the U'S.

" Small Bnsiness Administration (SBA) was established by Congress under Pub. L. No.
94-305 to represent the views of small business before federal agencies and Congress.
Advacacy is also required by §612(a) of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFa) (5 U.S.C.
601+612) to monitor agency compliance with the RFA_ In that Adyocacy is an
independent office within SBA, the comments provided aré solely those of the Office of
Advocacy and do not necessarily reflect the views of SBA.

A Brief Review of RFA Compliance Requi:remel'lts
Initial Regulaiory Flexibility Aﬁalysrs

The RFA. requires agencies to consider the impact thet a propased rulemaking will have
on smalf emities. If the proposal is expected to have a significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities, the agency is required to prepare an injtial regulatory flesdbility
analysis:(IRFA) describing the reasens the action it being considered; a succinct
statement of the objectives of, and legal basis for the proposal; the estimated number and
typés of;small entities to which the propased rule will apply; the projected reporting,
recordkeeping, and other compliance requirements, including an estimare of the small

1
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entities subjest to the requirements and the professional skills necessary to comply; all
relevant Federal rules which may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed rule;
and the significant alternatives that accomplish the stated objectives of the of the statues
and thar minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities.
51).5.C § 603. The analysis or a summary of the analysis must be published with the
proposal for public comment.

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

_When an agency issues any final rule, it must prepare 2 final regulatory flexibiiity
analysis (FRFA) when a rule will have a significant economic impact on a substantial
rumber of small entities. The FRFA roust discuss the comments recetved, the alternarives
considered and the rationale for the final rule. Specifically, sach FRFA rust contain 2
suecinet statement of the need for and objectives of the rule; a summary of the significant
issues raised by public comments in response to the IRFA; a summary of the agency's
assessment of such issues and a statement of any changes made in the proposed rule as a
result of such comments; a description and an estimate of the number of small businesses
o which the rule will apply or an explanation of why no such estimate is available; 2
description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements
of the rule, icluding an estimate of the classes of small entiries thar will be subject to the
requirement and the Types of professional skills necessary for the preparation of the report
or record; and a description of the steps the agency has taken to minimize the significant
economic impacts on small entities consistent with the stared objectives of applicable
stanues, including a statement of the factual, policy and legal reasons for selecting the
alrernative adopted in the final rule, and the reasons for rejecting each of the other
significant alternatives. In complying with the provisions of section 603 and 604 of the
RFA, an agency may provide either 2 quantifiable or numerical description of the effects
of a proposed rule or alternatives to the proposed rule, or more general descriptive
statements if quantification is not practicable or reliable. 5U.S.C. § 607.

Cérliﬁcan'oﬁ in Lieu of a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

If the proposed or final ulemaking is not expected to have a significant economic impact on
2 substantial number of small entities, S USC §605 of the RFA allows an agency to cenify a
rule, in lieu of preparing an TREA or FRFA. If the head of the agency makes such a
cemification,; the agency shall publish such a certification in the Federal Register at the ime
ofthe publication of the general notice of proposed or final ulemzking for the rule along
with a starerent providing the factual basis for the ceniification, See 5 U,S.C. §605(b).

The Proposed Rulemaking
|

Because of the nature of this rule, the Office of Advocacy consistently maintained in its
pre-propasal comments to the Forest Service (FS) that cernfication was inappropriate
from a public policy standpoint. On May 10, 2000, FS published a proposed rule in the
Federal Reglster, Vol. 65, No. 91, p.30276 on Spectal Areas; Roadless Area
Conservation. The purpose of the proposal is to protect the environmental resources in

Aug-17-2000 10:48
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national forests by prohibiring road construction and reconstruction in most inventoried
roadless area$ of the Nationa] Forest System and require the evaluation of roadless area
characteristics in the context of overall multiple-use objectives during land and resource
management plan revisions. The intent of the rulemsking is to provide lasting protection
in the contex] of multiple use menagement for inventoried roadless areas and other
unroaded areas within the National Forest System. Id.

Prior to the proposal, the Office of Advocacy warked with F S in an effort 10 assist FS
with RFA compliance. Throughout the process, FS has maintained that iv believed that
The proposed rulemaking would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial
number of stall businesses. FS has alsa contended that the proposed rule doas not
directly regulate smalf entities and, therefore, an IRF A was not necessary. Nevertheless,
F'S prepared ian Initia} Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) at Advocacy’ s request.
Because FS did not have sufficient economic information to prepare a camplete IRFA,
Advocacy advised FS to include a list of questions in the TRFA to solicit from the public
information on the economic impacts of the proposal. FS complied with this request
alsol See, Fed Reg, at 30285-30286.

TS Should Abandon Its Assertion that the Rule Daes Have a Direct Impact on Small
Entiries

As stared above, FS has consistently asserted that a regulatory flexdbility analysis is not
required since the proposal does not have a direct impact on small entities. Itis
Advocacy’s understanding that the basis of the assertion is that the proposal establishes
pracedures, and nothing more, w be followed in local forest planning processes. Local
FS offices will maintain the authority to determine the actual forest plan; hence national
FS is not directly regulating small entities. Consequently, a regulatory flexibility analysis
it pot required.

Advocacy acknowledges that there Is case law that states that the REA only vequires an
agency to perform a regulatory flexibility analysis of small entity impacts when 2 rule
directly regulates them. However, Advocacy asserts that the cases are inapplicable to FS’
proposal. If anything, the case law and the facts support a finding that the impact of the
proposal is indeed direct, not indirect.

The primary case on the consideration of direct versus indirect impacts for RFA purposes in
promulgating regutations is Mid-Tex Electric Go-op Tne. v. FERC., 249 US. App.D.C
64,773 F24 327 (1985), Tn Mid Tex Electric Co-op Ing, v, FER.C,, FERC ruled that
electric utility companies cauld include in cheir rate bases amounts equal to $0% of their
investments in construction work in progress (CWIP). In promulgating the Tule, FERC
certified that the rule would not have a significant econamic impact on & substantial number
of small enties. The basis of the certification was that virually all of the uriliies did not

! Usually, the Office of Advocacy dos not publicize its inreraction with an ageocy during the prior 1o the
proposal of airule. Howewer, since Forest Service has agreed 10 release cormunlcations that it had with the
Office of Advacacy 1o House C irtes on Small Busi b jites on Rural B ises. Busingss
Opportunilies, and Special Prograws, the ConUmuNicazions are now part of the public record.

3

F-378

UONBAIOSUOD) BAIY SSO|PEOY

SjRIIHO Po3os|g pue so1ousby

wio.y sispeT -  dUINJOA



Aug-17-2000 10:49 From-FOREST SERVICE,-Road)ess Tean T-201  P.036/040
T . '

£all within the meaning of the term small entitics as defined by the RFA, Plaintiffs argued
that FERC's certification was insufficient because i should have considered the impact on
wholesale customers of the utilities as well as the regulared utilitles. The court dismissed
the plaintiffs iargument and concluded that an agency may certify that no RFA analysis is
necessary when it determines tht the rule will not have a significant economic impact on a
substantial nuimber of small entities that are not subject to the requirements of the rule. Id. at
64,

The US Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia applied the holding of the Mid-Tex
case in American Trucking Associations, Inc. v US B A, 175 F.34 1027, 336
U.S.App.D.C. 16 (D.C.Cir,, May 14, 1999) (hereinafter ATA). Inthe ATA case, EPA
established a'primary national ambient air quality standacds (NAAQS) for ozone and
particulate matver, At the time of the rulemaking, EPA certified the tule pursuant to 5
USC § 605(h). The basis of the cenification was that EPA had concluded thar small
entities were not subject 10 the rule because the NAAQS regulated small entities
indirectly through the state implementation plans (SIPs). 1d. Although the Court
remanded the rule to the agency, the Court found that EPA had complied with the
requirernents of the RFA. Specifically, the Court found that since the States, not EPA,
had the direct authority to impase the burden on small emities, EPA"s regulation did not
- directly irapact small entities. The Court also found that since the states would have
broad discretion in obtaining compliznce with the NAAQS, small entities were only
indirectly affected by the standards. [d,

In Mid-Tex, ‘compliance with FERC’s regulation by the utilities would have a ripple
effect on customers of the small urilities, There were several unknown factors in the
decisionmaking process that were beyond FERC's control like whether urility corpanies
had investments, the number of investments, costs of the investments, the decision of
what would be recouped, who would the utiities pass the investment costs onito, ete. In
this instance, FS is the uitimate decision-maker and its decisions will have a direct effect
on known small entitjes that have profited from mmultiple nse of FS’ lands in the past or
which planned 10 profit from the resources in the fisture.

Likewise, this matter is distinguishable from the ATA case, Unlike the ATA case, where
BPA was sefting standards for the States to implement under state regularory aurhority,
FS is developing a framework for the local/regional FS offices to use in adopting trultiple
use plans for national forests. The fact that it is a local office of FS versus the narional
office of FSiis inconsequential, Tn either event, FS will implemem the rule, not a third
party crifty. Regardless of where the office is located, FS is making the ultimare decision
of whether 2 road will or will not be constructed. The proposed nie clearly states that
voads may rot be constnicted or reconstructed in the unroaded portions of inventogied
areas of the National Forest System unless the road is needed for public safety, for
environmenkal respanse ar restoration, for sutstanding rights or interests protected by
statute or treary, or 1o prevent irrepareble resource damage. Ses, Section 294.12 , Fed,
Reg,, p. 30288, . :
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Direer Impacts on Small Entities

Moreover, small entities will be directly affected as a result of FS decisions. The word
“direct” is defined as “to regulare the activities ar course of action thereof, stemming
immediately from a source, cause, or reason; operating without agency or step, ,.’_’.3
Small entities that already operate in national forests will have their operations seriously
curtailed. (FS recognizes that the majority of these entities are small.) These and others,
like the construction companies that bild the roads, may have developed their business
plans based gn expectations of continued access and asa result of previously published
¥S plans. These impacts need to be evaluated. FS has some dara already that would
allow it to do so. For example, according to Tables 4 and 6 of the IRFA, the proposal
estimates that there will be 2 45% reduction in farest harvest in the Manti-Lasal National
Forest alone jn Utah. Other forests, such as Dixie (Utah) and Shoshone (Wyoming) will
experience reductions in harvest that exceed 20%. In Montana, the Helena Forest will
experience areduction in rotal harvest volume of 12%. Inthose same aress of the
country, FS controls more than 50% of the forested land base® For example, FS conmols

- $2.3% of forested land in Montana; 66.6% of the land in Wyoming; and 68.5% of the

forested lang in Utah.* Considering the vast amount of area owned by the FS, moving to
or procuring from another location to harvest or process natural resources may be
unrealistic of a short term solution. The end result of this proposal may be the ultimate
demise of small businesses and small governmental jurisdictions that rely on the
Tesourees.

Advocacy vécognizes that there is a substanial public policy interest in msintaining the
natural beauty of the national forests and protecting the environmental resources found in
the national forests. However, just these few examples indicate that the overall impact
of this initiative could be economically devastating to many small businesses. The high
percentage of reduction, combined with the fact that FS owns such a high percentage of
the land in some areas, indicates that this mle may have a direct econamic effect thar
cannot be recouped at other locarions by the small entities that rely on them. Since the
¥$ has some data, and will receive additional data from the conunent period, it is not
plausible for 'S 1o continue to maintain that the proposal will not have & direct effect on
small enrities.” :

2 Tne Merriacy Webster Dicriouasy. o
3 Testimony of Mr, Frank Glatics, President of ludependent Forest, Product Association, before The Houss
i ittes o Rural prises, Business Opp jties, and Special Business

of Rep |
gmgyams Tuesday, Joly 11, 2000. pp. 9-10.
d

$ Advocacy nptes that ES may be arguing that the RFA. doss Rt apply because the use of FS proparty for
barvesting nanural yesources is a fulure activily that may of May 10t oceur, depending on the decision of the
forest planners. Whilo this argument may have some validly, it is not necessarily convincing. Soms of the
{and that is being placed off Limits by the inidative was origipally tacgered fox esouace harvesting, Asa
result of this pute, forest planners will not be able to allow the original tentative multiplc use plans 1o be
iinplemented) Small entities may have relied on the original plans in making business decisions. This issue
should be adgressed. .
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Information Rrovided By the Public Must Be Addressed in the FRFA

At the time of the proposal, F'S asserved that they could not perfarm a complere IRFA
because it lacked sufficient economi¢ informetion about the economic impacts on the
industry, Because its information was insufficient, FS provided a list of questions in an
amemprt to obtain the necessary information from the public. In reviewing the comments
from the public, Advocacy hopes that FS will give full consideration 7o the information
provided by the induswy in response to FS” soficitation for additional information and
perform an analysis that reflects 1) the impact on small entities that had access 1o
resources thap will have limited or no access after the rulemaking: 2) the impact of the
regulation on small emtities that were relying on future activities that will not oceurasa
tesul of the regulation; and 3) the impact of the regulation on activities outside of the FS
tands (i.e. small communities).

Since our cofments are being submitted prior 1o the close of the commant period, we
caanot comment on the full scope of the information that F'$ may receive from the public
regarding the economic impacts of this rule, However, we have received some
information from the industry about potential impacts, The early information received
indicates that the impact may in fact be significant. For examplc, representatives of the
timber indusiry, which FS acknawledges is primarily dominated by small businesses,
assert that FS conrols 73.3% of the saw timber in Montana; 80.8% of the saw timber in
Wyoming; and 85.4% of the timber volume ip Urah® Tn the JRFA, FS asserts that the
reduction in harvest as a result of this rule could range from 1 to 8% depending on the
locarion’. Fed. Reg. ar 30286, Considering the high dependence on FS timber in centain
areas, a 1 10.8% reduction could be ecoanomically significant. If not, FS needs to provide
data showing why it is not economically significant to support its conclusion in the
FRFA. , .

Moreaver, the mining industry has indicated that the proposa) disallows mining on 43
million acres of federal land, It asserts that more than §7 1rillion dollars of coal and meral
resources will be placed off limits by the proposed rule® Ifthis is not correct, then FS
must explain why these resources will still be available 2nd the approximate costs of
obtaining access 1o the Tesources in aveas where road construction and reconstruction is
prohibited. :

Fconomic effects such as these cannot be ignored. These early numbers indicate that the
impact may indeed be significant, FS aecds to explain why they are not significant and
provide this information to the public. On the other hand, if the analysis indicates that the
impact is indeed significant, Advocacy ssserts that FS must fully address this in the
FRFA and possibly repropose the rule.

e —
‘i, :
7 Ont the surfice, the percentages In the IRFA sumunary appear to be lnconsistent with the {ables found in

the IRFA. FS peeds to explain the inconsistencies found i the documents.
* Testimony of Laura Skaver, Northwest mining Association

! ' 6
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Alternatives Provided By Public Must be Given Fu.].:l'Consideration

The RFA reqpires an agency to consider altematives to the proposal and provide a
statement of the facmual, policy and legal veasons for selecting the alternartive adopted. S
USC §605. If a reasenable alternative it provided from a member of the public, the
agency must give it its full consideration, Inits testimony before the House
Subcommittee on Rural Enterprises, Business Opportunities, and Special Small Business
Problems, the Northwest Mining Association suggested the alternative of allowing
temporary roads, on an as needed ‘hasis, with either natural or affirmarive reclamation.
While Advocacy acknowledges that it is not an expert in forest planning, this seems like
an alternative in allows harvesting of natural resources while assuring that the forests are
not permanently damaged or irreparably hacmed. AT least the mitigating impacts of this
alternative should be carefully analyzed.

Northwest Mining’s suggestion is only one of what may be saveral strong alternarives
offered by the public a5 a less burdensome solution to the problem. Failure to fully
address alterhatives that may provide a workable solution to the problem may violate the
RFA and raige questions as to whether the agency actions were arbitrary and capricious,
If challenged, a court may find that FS" treaiment of alternatives was insufficient.

Tn addition, Advocacy believes that FS should require local FS planners 10 require local
S planners 1o perform an RFA analysis in drafting future forest plans that implement
this rulemalding 10 agsure that the implementation minimizes the economic impact while
achieving thie goal of preserving the environment. RFA. compliance will provide the
public with jnformation necessary 1o participate fully in the rulemaking process and
possibly pravide suggestions as to ways that may make implementation less costly.

Conclusion

The Office 6f Advacacy recognizes the importance of protecting the environment,
conserving our national forests, and preserving the namral beauty of the area. However, -
there is also a significant public interest in allowing access 10 natural resources in order 10
preserve qur aconomic base, The potential economic impact of this proposal on small
businssses and small communities could be devastating. Prior 10 implementing such a
rule, FS should make every attempt 10 understand fully the economic impacr of its actions
and to find Jess burdensome or mitigating alternasives. Inthe alternative, it should
explain fully why these alternatives will not help FS achieve its environmental objectives.
As Advocacy has stated on several occasions, the requirements of the RFA are not
intended 1o prevent an agency from fulfilling its staustory mandate. Rather, it is intended 10
assure thar the economic impacis are firly weighed and considered in the regulatory
decision mgking process.

The public has an interest in knowing the potential economic impact of 2 particular
proposed régulation, As the court stated when remanding 2 rule to the agency in Nowhwest

ining v. Babbi “While recognizing the public interest in preserving the environment, the
Court also fecogaizes the public interest in preserving the rights of parries which are
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affected by government regulation to be adequately informed when their interests are at
stake and to participate in the regulatory process as directed by Congress.”Supra. ot 13,
Providing the public with & complete ecanomic analysis that fully discloses the potential
impact of the action and considers less burdensome alternasives not only complies with the
requirements of the RFA, it also complies with the basic tenets of sound public policy that
balance conflicting interests. : : '

Thank you for the OpporUnity to comment on this proposal. If you have any questions,
ploase feel free to contact us. Please place a copy of these comments in the record,

Sincerely, Sincerely, Sincerely,
wHe Yl tttadd
A /Zizgiﬂ’L_——
Tere W. Glover i Smith Brian Headd
Chief Counsel Assistant Chief Counsel Economist
Office of Advocacy for Economic Regulation &

International Trade

Ce: Chule§ Rawls
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