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MEMORANDUM 

4/17 

John: 

I have had this renort in the office for 

a few days -- and saving it for you and 

I have iust now got around to dropping 

it in the mail. 

I am sure that if you have already got 

a hold of one that someone on your staff 

could use this document. 

Also, please let me know if I can get 

any others for you. 

See you at the 2nd annual wilderness lecture. 

~ 
Larry 



MEMORANDUM OF THE CHAIRMAN 

To Members of the Senate Committee on Energy am,d Natural 
Resources: 

On September 21, 1977, Senator Frank Church convene~ the first 
in a series of roundtable discussions on the Forest Service's latest 
road less area review and evalnation ( RARE II). 

I share Senator Church's view regarding the importance of this pro­
gram for all users of our national forests. In response to his request, 
I have directed that the proceedings of these meetings be printed as 
a committee print so that they will be readily available to Members 
of the Senate and others who are interested in the issues raised by 
the study. 

HENRY M. JACKSON, Chairman. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES, 

Washing ton, D .0. 
HoN. HEKRY M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on E nergy am,d Natural R esources, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D .0. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : As you know, late in the spring of 1977, the 

Forest Service and the Department of Agriculture began a compre­
hensive review of the roadless lands within the national forest system. 

This Toadle:,s area review and evaluation ( often referred to as 
RARE II) is aimed at identifying all of the remaining roadless areas 
within the national forests. Once this inventory is complete, the road­
less lands would be classified by the Forest Service under one of three 
categories: ( 1) areas best suited for inclusion in the national wilder· 
ness system; (2) areas to be mad!~ available for nonwilderness uses, 
such as timber harvest and development, and (3) areas for which 
insufficient data exists to make a final decision. 

RARE II is a refinement and expansion of the first roadless area 
review and evaluation (RARE I) conducted by the Forest Service 
in 1972-73. That first review process identified 1,449 roadless aren,s 
within the national forest system. Of those areas, 274 were selected 
for furtheT wilderness study. The Forest Service concedes that there 
were serious problems with the first review. Contiguons roadless areas 
were arbitrarily subdivided and considered piecemeal rather than as 
1 whole. The boundaries foT some areas were not accurate, and thus 
:lid not reflect the full extent of the roadless unit. Some roadless areas 
were completely overlooked. The absence of firm criteria as to what 
was to be inventoried caused inconsistencies between each Forest Serv-
ice region. 
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According to the Forest Service, RARE II is aimed at resolving 
these problems. It is designed to provide sufficient information for 
deciding the disposition of millions of acres of roadless lands. The 
intent of the process, according to Forest Service Chief John McGuire, 
is to "pursue a determination of just which national forest system 
areas should be selected to round out our share of the national wilder­
ness preservation system and gain timely release of the remaining 
roadless areas from further wilder.ness consideration." 

In response to the intense interest being expressed from all quar­
ters in the RARE II process, I have initiated a series of roundtable 
discussions on the issue bringing together Members of Congress and 
their staff, representatives of the administration., as well as interested 
groups and citizens. As the outcome of the RARE II program will 
undoubtedly have important consequences for everyone concerned with 
our national forest and wilderness systems, I hope that the proceed­
ings of these roundtable discussions can be printed as a committee 
print for the use of the public and Members of the Congress. 
· Sincerely yours, 

FRANK CHURCH. 
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ROADLESS AREA REVIEW AND EVALUATION 
(RARE II) 

WEDNESDAY, SEI'TEMBER 21, 1977 

WASIDNGTON, D.C. 
The meeting convened, pursuant to notice, in room 3110, Dirksen 

Office Building, Hon. Frank Church presiding. 
Present: Senators Church, Hatfield, McClure, and Domenici. 
Also present: Tom ,villiams, professional staff member; Tom 

Imeson, professional staff member for the minority; and Freel Hutchi­
son, legislative assistant to Senator Church. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 

Senator CHURCH. This afternoon we are trying an experiment. It is 
patterned after an experiment this committee conducted some months 
11.go that dealt with geothermal energy, and brought representatives 
of the geothermal industry and of the Government together to in­
formally discuss the problems of getting on with the development of 
geothermal energy. 

That roundtable discussion turned out to be very productive. It 
tended to spotlight many of the bottlenecks associated with geother­
mal development and I think, as a result of that session, some problems 
were resolved that might never have been identified except for the 
free flow of discussion and the fact we got all of those groups together 
to meet with the committee. 

That first roundtable discussion was sufficiently successful to en­
courage us to conduct a similar seminar today in connection with a 
very perplexing problem; namely, the problem presented by RARE 
II, a continuation o-f the effort by the Forest Service to review road­
less areas in the national forests and to determine the future manage­
ment of those roadless lands. 

As the size of this problem has grown with a series of court deci­
sions, the complexities have grown as well. The first roadless area 
review, RARE I, has been supplanted by RARE II. and everyone who 
has been drawn into this net has become increasingly aware of the 
need to speed up the process and reruch some decisions upon which the 
woo<l products industry, and all other citizen groups who are inter­
est.rd in the m:magement o-f the national forests, can rely. 

So we would hope this experiment in a seminar session this after­
noon proves as successful as our earlier experiment in the field of geo­
thermal energy. 

,v e have ha<l hearings going late in the evening last night and the 
night before. I would like to try and get this process started, and 
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then I hope it will sustain itself. I am sure it ,vill, looking at tlie­
number of people present here and their interest in the subject. 

At the proper time we are going to ask Assistant Secretary Cutler­
·who I must say has shown a great deal of leadership on this issue and 
gives us hope that this Gordian knot may yet be cut, and who is with 
us today together with his associates-to give us a brief presentation .. 
If his people will reverse their position at the tables so that they are 
facing the rest of the seminar's participants, I think that will stimu­
late better interchange between us. 

Senator Hatfield is here. I know of no member of the committee 
who is more conversant with natural resource issues and the nature· 
of'the problem we are going to be discussing this afternoon than Sen­
ator Hatfield. 

I would like to ask him for " ·hatcver opening remarks he would 
like to make at this time. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MARK 0. HATFIELD, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

Senator HATFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to thank the chairman for making this arrangement. I feel 

it will provide the committee with valuable assistance in making some 
determinations we are called uipon to make. I think the chairman 
ought to have the st,aff go out for some fuel. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we have a number of pressing 
issues, but one of the most important-and one concern to everyone 
in this room at this particular time-is what will be the required time 
necessary to complete RARE II-not only the time factor, but what 
kind of cooperation can we expect and should we expect from the 
various interest groups that relate to this particular subject. 

I think we have some very immediate questions that come to mind. 
such as relating to the EIS requirements. Will a programmatic EIS 
be sufficient, or will we have to have unit-by-unit EIS reports? 

I think we ought to understand what the relation of NEPA is to 
this whole process, and obrviously the requirements under that hl\\·. 
How much time and money is going to be required, especially as "·e 
look at some of the problems we have had where we have added fund­
ing to the Appropriations Committee for more intensive forest man­
agement rpr.actices. 

After we have done that, we find the personnel ceiling limitations 
imposed byOMB. 

I would hope, out of this roundtable, we will get some assessment 
of these particular problems-whether or not we could undertake more 
contract relationships with institutions of forestry or in other areas 
where sueh personnel are available on .an ad hoc basis, rather than 
depending so, much upon a permanent employee staff of the De-
partment. . . . 

I think we have to consider, too, the broad impact durmg the study 
of RARE I I on other uses, not only recreational, environmental, and 
wildlife habitat, but let me illustrate by the impact occurring in one 
national forest, the Umpqua National Forest in the State of Oregon. 

We have a number of roadless ·areas being studied in this very rich 
forest rich in its resources and rich in its potential. Because of this, 
the F~rest Service has had to concentrate timber sales in the remaining 
part of the forest in other areas. 
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This has led to clearcut after clearcut after clearcut, instead of the 
more disbursed type of t imber practice that might have otherwise been 
engaged in. 

I think another important issue involves how fast we can free up 
the controversial areas now. Senator Church has provided us with a 
very interesting pilot project here in the Gospel-Hump situation 
where the environmentalists and other interest groups have come to 
agree to that which is OK for l~gging and other pmiposes, and that 
which would be set aside to be protected from such logging. 

I think we ought to find, from the Forest Service, some kind of 
comment, at least, and hopefully ,a commitment as to the fact that 
there will be other designations you will be called upon to make, such 
as designating some areas administratively for more intensive man­
agement. 

·where possible, we ought to get some figures from the Forest Serv­
ire on how management can be intensified to make up for the with­
drawals of other areas. 

Senator Church, I have been -at your side on many occasions as we 
have taken up important issues froi;n our work on the question of 
clearcutting, to forest management, ,and many other problems. I feel, 
here again, we are breaking new ground, and I appreciate your lead­
ership and welcome the opportunity to work with you during this 
round table. 

Srnator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Senator Hatfield. 
I am told other Senators will be joining us through the afternoon. 

Senator "\Vallop, who is not a member of this committee, has nonethe­
less, indicated his desire to attend. I am sure other members of the 
committee will be coming in as well. 

With us today from the administration in addition to Assistant 
Secretary Cutler, we have his associates, Mr. Zane Smith who is with 
the Forest Service, Rex Resler who is the Associate Forest Service 
Chief, and George Davis who is on the RARE II staff. 

First of all, we would ask the Forest Service to make their presenta­
tion of where it is with regard to RARE II and where it seeks to go. 
T hen we would ask for a presentation of the particular concerns felt 
by conservation groups, followed by a presentation of the particular 
concerns that are felt by the forest products industry and its 
associations. 

I understand that Doug Scott will speak for the conservation groups 
and Kirk Ewart for the forest products industry. After that, it is kind 
of free-for-all. 

STATEMENT OF DR. M. RUPERT CUTLER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR CONSERVATION, RESEARCH, AND EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN McGUIRE, CHIEF, 
FOREST SERV;[CE ; GEORGE DA VIS, RARE II STAFF, FOREST 
SERVICE; REXF0RD A. RESLER, ASSOCIATE CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE; ~ND ZANE G. SMITH, DIRECTOR, RECREATION MAN­
AQ-EMENT, FOREST SERVICE 

Dr. CuTLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I think we are having a logistical problem here. P erhaps the mem­

bers could move to a better location. 
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I would like to express the Department of Agriculture's and the 
Forest Services' appreciation for this opportunity to talk to the Mem­
bers of the Senate and the members of the groups interested in the 
RARE process and clarify for all concerned the steps we are taking 
to expedite the allocation of the roadless lands of the national forests 
to clear up the question of for which values or for which of several 
multiple uses that roadless country will be designated to be used. 

We would at least make the separation, as far as much of that road­
less terrain is concerned, between those areas we think would most 
appropriately be proposed for addition to the National 'Wilderness 
Preservation System and whose areas we think have the highest and 
best use for one or more of the other of the multiple uses. 

Mr. Chairman, the Forest Service initiated the wilderness concept 
in 1924, and began its establishment of primitive areas with the Gila 
area in New Mexico by then Forest Service employee Aldo Leopold. 

The National Forest System's wilderness areas became the initial 
units of the wilderness preservation system established by the Con­
gress in 1964 with over 9 million acres of wilderness and wild areas 
identified by the Forest Service being placed in the wilderness system 
at that point. 

The ,Vilderness Act had a second provision. That was the review pro­
vision. It required the Department of the Interior to review all of the 
roadless areas of 5.000 acres or more and all the roadless islands in the 
park system and the refu!re system for their possible suitability to the 
wilderness system. The Wilderness Act required the Forest Service 
only to review those primitive areas on which the Forest Service had 
not completed its wilderness or wild area administrative review for 
addition to the wilderness system. 

The Forest Service proceeded in its review of the primitive areas, 
and has completed that review. Many of those areas, with perfected 
boundaries, have bef'n added by Congress to the wilderness system. 
The balance are pending before the Congress. 

We are now carrying out an administrative review of the primiti.ve 
are::i, studies and proposals submitted by the previous administration 
with an eye to reviewing those proposals and making any necessary 
modification in our recommendations to the Congress. That iR what 
was required by the vVilrlernef's Act. In nddition, we fonnd our­
selves- and you found yourselves-snbiect to proposals coming from 
local citizen groups for additions to the wilderness system of whnt 
has been called de facto wilderness areas in the National Forest 
System. 

My friend. Clif MHritt. was n, proponent for examplr of the Lincoln 
Scanegoat area, which ultimately was fldded by the Congress to the 
wil~erne8s ;1ystem. Many other areas followed in a piecemeal unsyste­
matic fash10n. 

In resnonse to this pi.ecPmPal nibbling kind of n,ppronch, Forest 
Service Chief Ed Cliff, in 1971 I believe, authorized, in fact ordered 
his r egional foresters to conduct a review of all of their national forest 
hnds to identify forest areas that mi!!ht be desio-nated wilderness from 
the Rhmdpoint of thPir undeveloped status. This was referred to as 
RARE I-Roadless Area Review and Evaluation. 
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RARE I was accomplished in a matter of a few months and, as a 
result, because it did not provide for very much public involvement, it 
did not provide for complete inventory of the eastern national forests 
or the grasslands. It did not inventory in much detail the Alaskan 
wilderness opportunities in the Alaskan forests. 

RARE I was found to have some weaknesses. 
Then we moved into the implementation of all of the laws and 

related procedures we have adopted over the last few years that com­
bine to make up the land use planning process. These include the 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, the National Environmental Policy 
Act, the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act, the 
National Forest Management Act, and all of the procedures that have 
been adopted by the Executive Office, the Council on Environmental 
Quality, and the Department of Agriculture. 

Ultimately we came to the so-called Conti decision which was an 
out-of-court settlement between the Chief of the Forest Service and 
the Sierra Club that an environmental impact statement would be 
filed before authorizing future contracts for development within a 
roadless area except for statutory rights. 

We found ourselves with a morass, a tangled web of procedural 
complications, and we are having a hard time fighting our way out of 
it to arrive at decisions as to how this roadless land would be allocated. 

Years and years have gone by and decisions have not been made. 
When Secretary Bob Bergland and I were appointed to our jobs in 
this new administration, the forest products industry made it clear 
to us that this tangle, this web, this delay in the allocation of that 
roadless back country of the national forest, which ultimately obvi­
ously was to be used for many different uses, was creating major 
economic hardships in parts of this country; particularly in your 
region. 

Therefore, we resolved to try to do something about that. The result, 
Mr. Chairman, is RARE II. 

We are very pleased to have this opportunity to talk about it with 
all of the groups concerned because without the support of the Con­
gress and without the cooperation of all of the interest groups that 
have something at stake in this process, we may not succeed in accom­
plishing our very important objectives. 

I hope that, among the results of this meeting, will be at least a 
tentative consensus, and that we can proceed this afternnon in an open 
fashion to resolve some of the unresolved procedures of timing. 

I think it is up to us in this room to work on some of these unre­
solved details and resolve, among ourselves if we can, that this process 
is going to work to the benefit of all of us. 

We have begun the process. vVe have held over 200 public meetings. 
We have had over 17,000 citizens attend these meetings. 

This has to be one of the great public-involvement exercises of all 
time as far as the Federal Government is concerned. This is just the 
first stage. We are just setting the inventory, the criteria review, and 
inform~~ion-gatheri~g- process now, and there will be two more op­
portumties for pubhc mvolvement-as we develop the inventory and 
as we propose the disposition of these inventoried lands. 
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I have asked Zane Smith-former Supervisor of the Willamette 
National Forest in Oregon and the Director of the Forest Service Rec­
reation Management Staff to take over leadership on RARE II be­
cause we needed a good man in charge of that program, and I think 
he is a good man. 

He is widely respected. We are pleased to have him in charge. 
Zane has been able to conceptualize this program, I am glad to note, 
to tie it in in a very logical way to the Resource~ Planning A?t, _the 
National Forest Management Act, and to make 1t clear how 1t 1s a 
part of our statutory requirement to do a certain kind of planning. 

I would like, with your pennission, to turn the meeting over to 
Zane and have him dPscribe the process. 

Senator CHURCH. Before we do that, let me ask you to inclurle in 
your remarks some indication of how you visualize bringing all of this 
to an end. 

In other words, after the evaluation has taken place what approach 
do you anticipate taking that will finally lay the whole roadless areas 
question to rest? 

Under the original Wilderness Act, as you correctly pointed out, 
Congress did provide a mechanism that identified the areas that were 
to be studied for wilderness, and restricted those areas to national 
parks and wildlife areas and to the established primitive areas of the 
national forest system at the time of the enactment of the legislation. 

Back in 1964, we knew what the wilderness system contemplated 
by the act would be, and we gave the Forest Service a period of time 
in which to review t.he existing primitivl' areas, exclude commercial 
timber lands, recommend redefinition of the boundaries, and come up 
to Congress with a set of recommendations. 

So the process was complete as envisioned by the original ViTilder­
ness Act. We knew where we were going and we knew what the ap­
proximate size of the wilderness system would be. 

Then, as you have very ably described, subsequent events, most 
notably the court decisions, fuzzed things up. 

I know everyone here would be particularly interested in knowing 
how you intend to proceed once the assessment has been completed, 
the public hearings are over, and the Forest Service has reached the 
point where it has recommendations to make about how we are o-oing 
to get this thing finished. "' 

Dr. GU'ILER. That is exactly what Zane will address, Mr. Chairman. 

STATEMENT OF ZANE G. SMITH, DIRECTOR, RECREATION MAN­
AGEMENT, FOREST SERVICE 

Mr. Sl\nTH. I appreciate Doctor Cutler's endorsement. 
· Thi s RARE II is a special planning effort. I want to emphasize 
that. It is within the conte:\.'t of our land management plannino- that 
has been ongoing in the National Forest System and within th~ o-en­
eral guidelines of the RP A program and assessment prepared in 1975, 
and that will be updated in 1980. 

The RARE II project's purpose, of course, is to accelerate the reso­
lutio!1 of as many of the roadless properties of the N ittional Forests as 
possible, acknowledging that we are not satisfied with the speed with 
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which we are able to do that job through our regular unit planning 
Process at the National Forest level. 

As Dr. Cutler pointed out, we did become engaged in a, morass that 
was resulting in no deci sion. In fact, it was resulting in a series of 
fragmented decisions resulting from litigation and legislation in an 
attempt to calibrate and perfect our pfanning system. 

In many instances, these represented a less than comprehensive ap­
proach , so RARE II's purpose is to resolve as much of that particnlar 
land management issue as possible: the final disposition of the road­
less properties. 

,Ve do not expect that we can do it all within a year's period of 
time, for which RARE II is scheduled, but at least a good headstart 
can be made on the decisions and the data collection for what remains. 

The planning effort itself can be categorized into three basic cle­
ments: Inventory, which we arc in the process of completing leading 
to, a two-step evaluation and analysis; and finally, :Nfr. Chairman, the 
formulation of recommendations and the decision itself. 

In a chart form in back of us, we have sort of a conceptual model 
beginning ,vith the inventory and leading to a decision, partiall y 
within the Congress and possibly at a high level of the executiv·e 
branch for a portion of it. 

Inasmuch as many of you have seen this mo<lel, I think I will step 
up there and attempt to summarize it again for the sake of getting 
back to the full discussion. 

The ~ational ,Vilderness Preservation System is made up of public 
lan<ls in senral jnrisdictions : The national fore,;;t system, the national 
park system; fish and wildlife refuges; and more recently public 
lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management. 

It is in the rounding- out this national system that we arc con­
cerned about a final disposition of road less properties. 

In the national forest, we have 187 million acres. some of which 
we know contain wilderness that could be considered in rounding out 
this national system of wilderness. In this first step, we, then, are 
attempting to perfect our inventory of the possible candidates for 
ronnding ont this system. 

That is the relatively undeveloprd inventory that was brought be­
fore the public in a series of some 200 workshops nationwide. As Doctor 
Cutler pointed out, over 17,000 attended those workshops. W'e will 
probably receive double that amount of comment; those comments will 
be collected by forest supervisors and regional foresters. They will be 
transmitted to the Chief late this month. 

The Chief hopes to issue a final Forest Service inventory of roadless 
areas by mid-October. 

At the same time, we asked the public to comment on the roadless 
ai,ea inventory. "\\Ve asked them to give us a sense of the relative priori­
~ies and values of certain criterif!, that co_uld be applied to the inventory 
m awefforoto round out the Nat10nal Wilderness Preservation System. 

We will probably issue a set of final criteria sometime in mid-N ovem­
ber which:will then be used-as a first step in the·evaluation. After the 
inventory is finalized and we know what the universe of the· properties 
is, we will moV1e into, an evaluation and~ analysis phase. 
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We designed that in two steps. The first, to be applied nationally, 
will examine the national wants or needs in rounding out what we be­
lieve to be a desirable and ultimate wilderness system. 

This will give us a notion of where our best candidates are, and how 
the national forests can best contribute to the final wilderness product. 

The second phase will then be done more locally because basically 
wilderness occurs near communities and in States where there are 
publics that are dependent on these kinds of lands for other purposes, 
as well. That is not to say that there are not national implications as 
we select the areas for wilderness, but usually those costs are more 
heavily felt at the local level. 

Therefore, we will be conducting the tradeoff analysis, as we refer 
to it, at the State and community levels. 

Once that is clone, we would expect to array all of the jnventoried 
l ands into one or more alternatives, and those alternatives into cate­
gories such as immediate wilderness designation. In other words, we 
will have discovered enough through this special planning effort that 
we would be willing to sign off without any further study a proposal 
for wilderness legislation. That is depicted by the blne on this chart . 
. •. Equally important in the resolution of the roadless area dispositions 
is to determine what areas require no further consideration for wilder­
ness purposes and can, in fact, be remanded back to a planning process 
that will establish what that use might be other than wilderness. That 
is depicted by the yellow. 

Certainly in an accelerated planning effort of this type we do not 
expect to resolve all of the issues. ,Ve would then have a third cate­
gory, depicted by the green, in which we would say that we cannot de­
cide. vVe have inadequate data. ,Ve cannot reach agreement. vVe do not 
know the relationship between other jurisdictions, such as the BLM, 
et cetera. 

,Ve would place those back into our more lengthy and systematic 
land management planning process. It is our hope, however, that 
there will be a significant number of properties that will fall in the 
blue, a significant number that will fall in the yellow, so that as this 
thing is brought up to a decision roint much of the plannin:~ will h:we 
been accomplished. 

At that time, the forest supervisors will have this additional guid­
ance from the national prospective as t hey proceed with their planning 
process. 

Once this is done, we would most likely package it into some sort of 
environmental statement procePs. There are several alternatives we 
are examining here. vVe are looking at the State level, regional geo­
graphic level-environmental sta,tements-and at the national level. 

Most likely when it reaches the national level the Secretary of Agri­
culture would become the deciding official. He would be prepared to se­
lect one of these alternatives and propose to Congress, certainly, Jeg·is­
lation for immediate designation of certain areas as a part of the 
wilderness system-helping round out the wilderness system. 

He could also propose that the Congress, through statute, provide 
planning guidance back to the Department through RP A and land 
management planning for unit planning at the local level. 

Of course, there are other possible approaches. The Secretary or the 
President could issue the planning advice contained in these two cate­
gories. Congress, of course, mnst ultimately designate wilderness. 
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Senator CutmcH. May I interrupt? I did not quite understand what 
the yellow represented. '\Vould you explan that again? 

~Ir. S11nTir. The yellow represents those areas which we could in­
clude as a part of the RARE II planning effort that require no further 
consideration for wilderness purposes. Those would be available for 
other multiple uses depending on the character, nature, and relative 
value of those uses. 

These properties would then be available for appropriate timber 
harvests, for off-road vehicles, and other multiple uses except 
wilderness. 

Senator CnuRCII. Are you considering submitting that to Congress 
for ratification so that can be as definite, permanent, and reliable a 
classification, and as resistant to fnrther appeals and designation as 
the wilderness would be once enacted? 

That would be highly desirable. I t would provide Congress with a 
complete legislat ive packacre which would propose not only the wilder­
ness, but the planning guidance as proposed in rthese two categories. 

Dr. CUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought not reach the point 
at which we have made up our minds-and you may help us make up 
our minds-as to how we should proceed. 

What I ha vc in mind here is the desirability of not changing our 
tradit ional procedures with respect to the role of the executive branch 
in what you might call administrative zoning of the multiple uses on 
the national forests, other than wilderness. 

Traditionally you ham decided, under the 'Wilderness Act, to make 
the decision on wilderness designations. This congressional designa­
t ion is important in the lives of the sponsors of the ,Vilderness Act 
because the decision to make an area something other than wilderness 
is an irreversible decision, a~ least for a generation or two. Because of 
that it is important that we have a permanent statutory kind of zoning 
for wilderness. 

From the standpoint of the Department, I think we would like to 
reserve our recommendation for the moment on how our ultimate rec­
ommendations of RARE II will come as recommendations to you for 
statutory action as to what should become of the areas not proposed for 
wilderness, or whether we should continue our traditional pattern of 
recommending wilderness areas and proceeding administratively to 
zone and plan the balance of the national forests for other 
multiple uses. 

Senator CHURCH. You understand my concern, Mr. Secretary. I 
speak as one of the floor managers of the National ·wilderness Act of 
1964. I am a strong believer in the need for a wilderness system in this 
country. 

On the other 1!and, I am als~ mindful of the fact that, although 
RARE II may give us some not10n of how large the ultimate system 
of wilderness is to be, which in my opinion, would be very helpful once 
Congress legislates land into wilderness, it is there. It is writte~ into 
the law. 

Although there are possible new discoveries or new national needs 
which will cause Congress to change rthe law in the future wilderness 
~s as permanent as we can make it, as permanent as the la~ can make 
it . 
. O:i the other hand, the remaining areas a!"e still susceptible to a con­

tmumg controversy, and you get to the pomt where wilderness advo~ 
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cates are irr a position to say, "This is ours because the Congress has 
said so; now let's take a closer look at what is yours over here." That 
process keeps bubbling along year after year. 

What we are looking for is some way to resolve this so industry 
can depend upon the allocation of the land and make its investments 
for the future, and so that every group can have some confidence in 
what is going to happen. 

Dr. CuTLER. vVe have no objection to tha.t route. We would like to 
be able to offer you a set of options, including a Presidential order for 
nonwilderness areas that may have status beyond the departmental 
decision level. 

I appreciate what you are saying. We are as anxious as anyone to re­
solve the total land allocation question. Therefore, we are oren-\·ery 
much so-on that-whether or not there should be legislation on the 
nonwilderness decisions, too. 

Senator McCLURE. As I look •at the chart and as I listen to vonr 
presentation, I have one concern. That is about the second box o~ the 
left, the "National Needs Criteria." 

I understood you to imply that the "National ~eeds" related to 
wilderness. Does that include "National Needs Criteria" for the con­
flicting resource uses on the public lands? 

Mr. SMITH. If I may, I will get right into that question. That is an 
important point. 

vVe are attempting to resolve the issue of wilderness of these road­
less lands within the constraints of other parts of the national forests' 
purposes. ViTe are relying a great deal on the RP A goals to provide 
broad planning guidance that will keep us within that box. 

The needs criteria we are talking- ,about in this first screen are, in­
deed, wilderness, but they are withm the ·context and the restraints of 
goals. This is w:hat we have envisioned this process to be. 

vVe have an existing wilderness system of 14½ million acres, most 
of which is national forest. I have- illustrated this as ,a circle with miss­
ing gaps. 

Since we are adding to the wilderness system, we 1presume that there 
must be some reasons why we would like to add to it. 

We think these gaps or niches should be filled in to arrive at what 
we consider to be the desired system. vVe cannot precisely say what 
that is, but we believe-for this planning'purpose-we can cmne close. 

These needs or wants rel·ate to moving from the existing system to 
the desired system and se-lecting candidates from the various roadless 
properties on the national forests and other jurisdictions. 

Senator McCLURE. Let me stop you there-and I ,apdlogize for 
doing it. 

How can you evaluate a system without looking at other national 
needs 1 How can you look only at what is desirable for wilderness 
without also looking at what is· necessary for other resource use i 

Mr. SMJTH. This is kind of a. first step. This would, in a sense, refine 
and specify the national RP A goal for wilderness. We need to be 
doing-and we have to so~ne _e:xtent db~e--tI:e same thing fbr the 
other RP A goals-water, w1ldhfe, recreation, timber, and so forth. 

Where we would ,get into that analysis is at a more local level. 
In order to round out the wilderness system, maybe we should he 

looking at ,a better representation of- ecosystetns.c.......a better system of 
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providing accessibility of these propertirs to thr _\mel'ican peoplr . a 
bette'J.' presence of certain kinds of wildlife not lwca11 sr they net>d to 
be protected in wilderness but because thr•y are assoeiated with a desir­
able wilderness system, and certain larnl forms that would be desirnl>lc 
to have within the system. 

These, of course, do not talk to acreages. The~· talk to the charac­
tPristics, the scope of the wilderness system. 

,ve would then ask our regional foresters to examine the areas to 
meet these missing gaps witho11t telJing them they mnst add them or· 
not, or how many acres. This ·would be in the form of planning 
guidance. 

W'e might ask the regional forester in Ogden or Portland to attrm pt 
to find a candidate that would fill in the ecosystem gap. He would 
then examine those arras, along ,Yith the other area s, in terms of t h('ir 
tradeofl's, the cost involved in actually moving it into the system. That 
would be in the context of the ,presrnt RPA goals. 

In that way a regional forester· who has a 1.5-million-board-foot 
timber goal would not be re-aching outside of that. He would not be 
l>reaking that bank or getting out of that ball park. H e would be ex­
amining it in that context. 

_-.\..s he begins to examine the relative wilderness values or needs an d 
compares them to the fi:'adeoffs, he could probably come u,p wi th a 
si mple mat rix that would indicate arras of high wilderness value, me­
dium wilclem ess value, or low wilderness value-low, medium, ancl 
high tradeoff costs. 

If he categorizrd the area as being of high wilderness value and ]ow 
in tradeofl' costs, he probably has a prime candidate for the blue area, 
an immediate candidate fbr wilderness. 

On the other hand, if he discovers, through his analysis of these 
tradeoffs, constraints, and so forth , tlHJ,t he has an •area of low wilder­
ness value or need and high tradeoff costs, he may ham a candidate 
fo r no further consideration. 

RARE II has tried to establish those outer bounds-not to try to 
precisely determine the use for every single area, but to resolve as 
much of the wilderness issue a-s possible. 

Therefore, we think that a combination of this kind of need criteria 
,Yith the RP A goals is the way; a hard-hitting payoff analysis that 
boils down to jobs, consumer interests, and economic interests to the 
State, and he can caitegorize the lands,i.nto these va"rious groups. 

Dr. CUTLER. I would like Rex to address the relationship to the Re­
sources Planning Act. 

STATEMENT OF REXFORD A. RESLER, ASSOCIATE CHIEF, 
FOREST SER:\tieE 

Mr. RESLER. Mr. Chairman, to keep on in this process, we had to de­
fine-under the requirements of the Resources P lanning Act-an at:Tay 
of options, different alternative levels of product.ion, of that whole mix 
of resource uses for the National Forest System. 

Obviously, there is a cost associated1with selection of one given alfer­
native that is high in wilderness, for instance, and lower in production. 
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The administrations proposal is for certain levels under the Resource 
Planning Act requirements, and Congress can bless us or n~t as it sees 
fit. The next update of the renewable resource program will be com­
ing up in 1980. 

"When we go through this analytical process we are going to have to 
look at the tradeoffs as they relate to those goals established in the Re­
source Planning Act-in that context. 

If we elect, as a Nation, to put as high a value on commodity use as 
we do on wilderness use, then the conclusion would be, obviously, a 
very low level of increase in wilderness or vice versa, as the case 
may be. 

Ho1,ever, as we see our reponsibility it is where we can display those 
tradeoffs so a decision within the executive branch and the Congress 
maybe made. 

"What Mr. Smith is describing here is an evaluation process that will 
be all part of the same overall evaluation effort. The needs or the cri­
t eria we have identified is a starting place, but as we go through that 
evaluation process we will also come to the local level and look at all 
kinds of commodity tradeoffs to try to identify those tradeoffs as well 
as wilderness quality. 

We will try to display those before we make any kind of judgment 
our,:,elves so Congress can, itself, make its judgments. 

Mr. SMITH. I would make one other point here. That is that we must 
consider roadless areas of other jurisdictions. 

The roadless area of the national forests appears to be in the neigh­
borhood of 67 million acres. The Bureau of Land :Management, al­
though they have not conducted their inventory, estimate 80 to 90 
million acres outside Alaska. The National Park Service and Fish and 
Wildlife Service have inventoried and proposed for the most part all 
their roadless areas for wilderness classification. 

It is important that we keep in mind all of these jurisdictions as we 
begin to move our analysis forward. 

Doctor Cutler has worked with the Assistant Secretary in Interior 
and the agencies in the Department of the ·Interior. They are all help­
ing us in using the criteria to inventory lands. 

Senator CHURCH. Give me the total acreage, of the National Forest 
System. 

Mr. SMITH. 187 million acres. 
Senator CHURCH. Of which there 14½ million acres is now in 

wilderness? 
Mr. SMITH. It is a little under 12½ million. 
Senator McCLURE. Is that excluding or including Alaska? 
Mr. SMITH. Including Alaska. 
Senator CHURCH. "What is the total acreage of the roadless areas out­

side the wilderness system? 
Mr. SMITH. Sixty-seven million acres, tentatively. vVe have not 

finalized that. 
Senator CHURCH. About a third? 
Mr. SMITH. Yes, sir. 
Senator CHURCH. o ·f the total national forest arert. 
Now, can you give thQse same figm;es for Alaska? 
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Mr. SMITII. I think it is 18 million a cres of roadless in Alaska and 
20 million total. There is 20 million total acres in Alaska and 18 mil­
lion of that is roadless. 

Senator McCLURE. '\Vould you give me the first figures? I will do 
the mathematics. 

Mr. S::lunr. 187 million acres in the National Forests System, 67 
million acres roadless; 12½ million acre in the wilderness system; and, 
in Alaska, 20 million acres of national forest land, 18 million of 
which is roadless. There is no presently classified wilderness in Alaska 
in the national forests. 

Senator McCLURE. So the figures would be 167, 49, and 12½, exclud­
ing Alaska. 

Mr. SMITH. Y 0s. 
You asked about planning. '\Ve have a critical path chart which I 

do not think will be very readable for you. 
'\Ve are designing this to reach decisions in late 1978. Our inventory 

is being completed in late October of this year. We will be developing 
the data necessary for evaluation to occur in the winter o! 1978; t~e 
draft environmental statement-at whatever level that might be-m 
the spring of 1978. 

This is to allow a fnll field season for people to look at our work 
and get on the ground if they wish. vVe can then wrap it up in an 
environmental statement at the end of the year. 

Senator McCunn:. ·where in this process is the public involved in 
the assessment of the needs? 

Mr. S11nTH. The public was involved during the 227 workshops look­
ing at suggested criteria and volunteering other criteria of their own. 
That is being analyzed by regions and at the national level. '\Ve will 
develop the national need criteria, as well as the RP A guidance. 

Senator McCLURE. The RP A process does that, but the RP A process 
i ,., circumvented by the entire RARE II flow chart. It is not involved 
in this. 

Dr. GITTLER. This is a subset of the RP A process. 
Senator McCumF.. I ask that because if all you are doing is assess­

ing wilderness needs in a vacuum somebody has to make a determina­
tion of how you assess that need. 
. You have suggested that that goes back to the statement of goals 
m t.he RPA, but there are a number of other laws also that have some 
statement-presmnably a public statement-of national needs. 

It is not n1l em bedded in the RP A. 
Mr. SMITH. That is correct. In fact, our planning effort deals with 

that every day. 
Of co11r~e, w~ have our 1980 RPA goals. vVe do not expect that 

RARE II is gomg to resolve those. This may be one of the reasons we 
have to keep some in the green . 
. Mr. ~ES~ER. The particular area of public opportunity for express­
mg thell' views on the evaluation process will come in :May or there­
abouts when wf\ issue some form of environment.al statement. In that 
process, we will have to display this evaluation system. 

S_rnator Mr.CL1:r~E. ~ut thP. evaluation has already been guided by the 
nnhonal needs cntena, and the p ublic has not been involved in t he 
development of the national needs criteria. 
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Mr. RESLER. We use criteria as only one element in the-whole-evalua- ­
tion . We will display that along with all of the other resource tra~le­
offs. We will display the rationale behind each of these alternative 
levels. 

We will go out to the public with that, with a full display of those. 
Tlwy can actd to them, critique th~m-- . . 

Senator McCLURE. Let me see 1£ my understandmg 1s correct of the 
national needs critrria as you define it there. 

Within the Forest Service plannin,g- process you will make that 
decision. You will not be subject to critical pn blic rrview until you grt 
into the evaluation of the net tradeoffs, and the public will be invoh·cd 
at that stage. 

Mr. RESLER. That is correct if I can modify one word. 
We are using these criteria in a refined way. They are ma-inh- a 

screening device, but we will display that and the rationale behind it, 
as well as these other resource tradeoffs to the public. 

A review of the draft environmental statement will have an oppor­
tunity to critique it, including- our assessment of tradeoffs. Then, in 
the final part of the process, the executive branch will have to make a 
decision on the basis of all that input and recommend certain levels of 
lands for inclusion in the wilderness system. 

The public will have an extended period of time, through this draft 
environmental statement, to fully critique and respond to our complete 
evaluation on a site-specific basis, area by area. This is the way we 
envision it now. 

Mr. S')IITH. I do not want to mislead you. ,Ve did subject these na- ­
tiona:l criteria to very extensive public involvement. We have a great 
deal of feedback on these criteria. 

I should have prefaced my remarks about the ecosystem and so forth 
w·ith what appears to us to be a fairly certain public endorsement based· 
on the preliminary look, the public involvement comments we have. 

Not only did they comment on those things, bnt they also told us 
what they felt was important in the area of tradeofl's-whether an area 
should be considered if it had a high timber yield potential, for 
example. 

_I think th~ public has _had a hand in developing these criteria. We 
will not finalize t~em until we fully look at everything they have givrn 
us. Then they will have another opportunity to look at the way ,rn 
applied them. 

As Dr. Cutler pointed out, we have several alternatives here-the 
various weights we might place on them. 

Senator CHURCH. 1Vhen you get to this process, that will be the encl 
of next year? 

~Ir. SMITH. Yes, sir. 
_Senator CHURCH. If you put that all together: in one big, package 

with the blue, the yellow, and the green and say, "Here is the wav ,w, 
are going. l? manage t!1e national f_orests; h~re is the gra:nd bluepr,-int," 
you are gomg to got mto a lawsmt that will last from now until the· 
end of the next ice age. 

Senator McCLURE. I suspect, in most old fas1rioned of all inputs yon 
and I, and ma:ny others, will hear from these groups. '· 

Senator C1rnRcn. If you come RP to (;;ongress and say y@u have it 
all settled, you are going to find us elsewhere. [Laughter.'] 
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:.\Ir. SMrrII. vVe agrlt3e that the success of any alternative will hinge 
m our ability to find agreement. This band in the middle may be much, 
nuch wider than we like, but if we could ~·esolve 10 to 40 pe~·cent .~n 
iither side if there is such a consensus, that 1s what we want to 1dent1fy 
11 RARE 'n; not to try to solve all the controversies in this middle 
uea. 

There will be areas on which there will not be consensus. ,iVe "·ill 
have further study of those areas, and I think that Dr. Cutler has 
acknowledged that we may do that. 

Dr. CuTLER. Mr. Chairman, unless you want further detail from 
us we would just as soon conclude our initial presentation, respond to 
questions, and get into some of the more detailed alternatives in re­
sponse to questions. 

Senator McCLURE. Could I make one comment 1 
)Ir. Secretary, as I have stated at more than one public meeting­

one at which I was with you at Coeur d'Alene, Idaho-I applaud the 
effort and I support what you are trying to do. 

However, I suspect when we get to the end, the arC'as of blue and 
~·ellow will be smaller and the area of green larger than we like. I 
hope that is not correct. 

That leads us to the question that we must address, now. ,iVhat about 
the effects of a lack of decision if, as a matter of fact, all you can do 
is identify 10 percent of the land on one extreme or the other of that 
chart, and 80 percent is left in the middle unresolved 1 

Then you have 80 pei·cent of our problem remaining. Right now, 
\\'C haYe 20 percent of it cleared up which is probably more than ,rn 
,rnuld have otherwise. 

A 20-percent solution is no solution at all ,that will satisfy the kind 
of problems that are confronting us in regard to the maintenance of 
Yiable industries. 

Dr. C-uTLER. Senator, our response to that is that the standard opera­
ting procedure with respect to land use planning is continuing and, as 
the land use plans mature which are underway now, the inventory will 
change. 

It is our advice, it is our recommendation that that land use plann~ng 
process be continned to run through this period of time in order to 
rC'solve questions of land availability for uses other than wilderness, 
and particularly in areas which are short of raw material. 

,Ye hope the diverse groups involved in this process '"ill nllow the 
process to run and participate in it, parallel thereto, so we can address 
part icularly difficult supply situations in parts of the country where 
mills are running short of material and where the land use process is 
pretty well along. ,v e :ilso hope the final C'nvironmental statement, on a particular unit 
plan, can be adopted, anr1 that Janel use allocations can be made prior 
to the conclusion of RARE II. 

,Ye have recommended that, when the final environmental state­
ment if filed, a unit plan, based on our regular plannino- process-that 
at that point the roadless areas in that unit drop out of RARE II, 
except in those instances where a roadless tract within that planning 
unit might be contiguaus with roadless lands being in RARE II. This 
is the Gospel-Hump type of situation. 
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We think the roadless area shou]d be addressed as a unit. Otherwise, 
it is our recommendation that the decision embodied in tha,t unit plan, 
which has gone through all of the public involvement, all of the other 
EIS processes, be implemented, and be dropped out of the RARE II 
inventory. 

Senator CHURCH. l\fr. Secretary, we will move on to the next two 
speakers; but, since we are all here to give our advice to you and to 
question you, my advice to you is to "Think Small." Have you read 
that book? 

Dr. CuTLER. Yes, sir. 
Senator CHURCH. The national evaluation is fine. I hope you can 

keep within your target date and complete it by the end of next year. 
However, when it comes to the implementation of the program I 

think you are going to have to break it into pieces. My suggestion to 
you is that you break it into politically palatable pieces that will en­
able the Congress to take action, and that will bring various groups 
together. 

In Idaho, for example, we have tried to do that in the Gospel-Hump 
area. I have hopes that we might legislate the management plan there 
which will do two things : create wilderness and, by statnte, designate 
the other land as multiple-use land which will be restored to the work-­
ing forests. 

Now, when you come to the encl of the study. it seems to me that yon 
are not going to be able to be in a position to break it into pieces that 
the Congress cn,n masticate and digest . If you break it into pieces that 
have balance so each interest gets its entitlement, then you will be 
asking the Congress not only to create a w·ilderness, but also, in thr 
process, to solve the problem for the industry-to desi~nate parts of 
that package that are going to be restored to the working forests . 

I believe that is about the only way we will ever get everybody's 
interests considered in the decisionmaking process. Yon cannot lea Ye 
the whole national forest for the Congress at one time, nor can you 
make the kind of assessments that are necessary except on a less 
grandiose sca]e. 

You could come with individual national forests, as Smator 1-fat­
field and I were discussing, on a forest-by-forest basis. Then we can 
get all of this settled at the same time for each forest. 

That is not so different from whnt we have donr in the past as you 
have brought individual recommendations for wilderness areas to the 
Congress. I am suggesting you extend yourself beyond that-bring· 
the whole forest and sav, "'Ve havP comnleted our plan for th" forest. 
This part should be mnltiple use. This should be wilderness. Here are 
the rearnns. Here are the witnesses." Then we conld have an ultimate 
p]an with the congressional stamp of approval on it enacted into law. 

That would be my advice. 
Senator HATFIELD. J would like to add to that statement. 
I think the Gospel-Hump is, indeed, a ~ood rxample of what Senator· 

Church and I have been discussing. I think this all has to be done in a 
comnrehensive -approach by pieces for the simple reason that you do 
not only recognize the tradeo:ffs for values. 

I am of the opinion that when we undertake a wilderness designa­
tion, when the wilderness people are very attentive, very solicitous, 
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;hat is the time when we ought to get their commitments as they 
relate to other multiple-use areas. . . . 

If we take it one piece at a time, they turn off their_ hearmg a~ds, 
whether it is the lumber people on one hand or the environmentalists 
:.m the other. However, when they have to sit down together and they 
have come to consider a comprehensive plan-perhaps we ought to 
expand this present comprehensive bill vis-a-vis the Gospel-Hump 
approach for those areas that are under study. 

We would exclude them from the existing wilderness area for the 
proposed wilderness area, and the r emainder would be attached as 
instant Teturn to multiple use. 

We have the attention of all of the interest groups at this particular 
moment. I think whatever plan we come up with heTe is going to have 
to be done in the open arena where all the interest groups have a real 
stake, and where they are much more willing and attentive to the 
proposition that there are tradeoffs. 

This is better than to come up with wilderness one day and come up 
with instant return to multiple nse in a separate action. 

I think Senator Church has broken ground here, perhaps. On 
Gospel-Hump, he got all the parties together. 

I would only remind you of our problem with Bull Run in the 
State of Oregon. One person going to court can get an injunction. 

This is what has created the problems in the State tha t we have had 
up to this point in trying to resolve the qurstion of Bull Rim. There­
fore, whatever plan you do come up with, we have potential litigation 
whether it is forest by forPst, State by State, or r egion by region. . 

I think the brst possibility is to tie it into one legislative act as it 
relates to the wildernPss and multiple use. 

Dr. CUTLER. Mr. Chairman, may I respond? 
Senator CHURCH. Yes, of course. 
Dr. CuTLER. I wonld like to suggPst that I think our cnrrent thinking 

with respect to the disaggregation of this information for the purposes 
of environmental impact statements is tending to indicate that we mnst 
have a national programmatic statement that covers the tradeoffs 
nationwide and addresses the national nPeds question , and we need to 
have a State-by-State package, as well , because that is about as much 
as anybody can masticate in terms of getting a really good idea in your 
head of what the tradeoffs are in a geographical region that you can 
conceptualize. 

We can probably do a program that can do it on a State-by-State 
basis. That is the way I am beginning to think about it. 

With respect to the legislative output, it seems to me that what 
Senator Hatfield is describing is somewhat similar to a city council 
adopting a zoning plan for an entire city that encompasses all the uses. 

That seems logical because you do have all of the interest and atten­
tion at one time, but I plead that decision by the Congress be limited 
to wilderness or nonwilderness. 

Senator CHURCH. I do not think any of us have any intention of 
trying to usurp the responsibility of the Forest Service "to manage the 
forests, and we do not want to get into the detailed decisionmakino- the 
Forest Service has to confront every day. ,..., 

I think the main problem is, how do we dispose of the roadless areas? 
How do we decide what type of national wilderness system we want, 
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and what parts we want restored to the .national forests for multiple 
use nnder the joint principles of management. . 

Senator M:cCLuRr.. I support both statements you made. Even 1f you 
break it down so that we can politically cope with the size of the prob­
lem presented at the end, still some of the pieces have to be in the con­
text of the whole or we will miss the whole. 

Certainly I agree with you; Congress should_ not attempt to be the 
public land managers. vVe ought to be the policymakers and set the 
guidelines. Somebody has to do the day-to-day management. We can­
not do that. 

I do not think there is a person in this room who wonld say that the 
Congress is doing too well what we are trying to undertake now with­
out trying to undertake other responsibilities. 

Senator CnuRcH. Let us go on to Doug Scott . 

. STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS SCOTT, NORTHWEST REPRESENTATIVE, 
THE SIERRA CLUB 

Mr. Sc<Yrr. My name is Douglas Scott. I am an employee of the 
Siena Club. I am speaking today only loosely on behalf of my col­
leagues. I would like to summarize a broad picture of concerns for 
the roadless areas on the national forests, which is a slightly broader 
toDic than RARE II. 

In the national forests of the United States in the East, in Alaska 
-and in the ·west, there exists a significant acreage of potential wilder­
ness which has never been adequately considered for possible preser­
vation by the Forest Service. 

~fany of these roadless areas, amounting to millions of acres, un­
doubtedly ha rn such important wilderness values--once we come to 
know thrm and know the tradeoffs-that we will want wilderness 
presrrvation for these areas. 

Other areas will be found to be best dedicated to other multiple 
uses as the overall land allocation pattern of our national forests is 
resol ,·ed. vVe ~hould bear in mind that people care about these national 
forest wilderness areas that are not yet preserved as wilderness. 

In virtually every city and every small town across this land there 
are citizens " ·ho know each o-f these areas individually and intimately, 
nncl who seek to perpetuate- these areas as a part of their lives. In fact, 
thrsr. road less lands are widely used today as wilderness. 

The fact that they do not have a forrn.al boundary sign in front of 
thrm rlors not. for a moment, detract from the fact that the people 
who use them have been able to have a wilderness experience there. 

The land base :for wilderness recreation is shrinking. More and more 
of America's de facto wil<lerness is being developed, shifting to use 
whrrr. it had been preYionsly preserved as wilderness. 

This afternoon we will speak for the concerns of those who wish 
to S<'e a rrasonable portion of the roadless ]ands of our national 
forests preserved for the fnture as wilderness. It is important for all 
to nnderstnncl. however, that we merely represent a much broader 
spectrum of wilderness supporters who are not at this table todav. 

"\Ve represent citizens who have a great wealth of experience with 
the roaclless area issue, and with the history of efforts by the Forest 
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3ervice to deal with those roadless areas. We know, in great detail~ 
:he serious shortcomings and :fatal flaws that attended the first RARE . 
pro~ram; that its exceedingly haphazard inventory was grossly 
mad.equate. 
It was applied using widely varying criteria from one region to 

mother, leaving out millions of acres of land qualified by the ·wilder­
ness Act, and upon criteria more strict than Congress has often used 
in making decisions. 

There was enormous bias and inconsistency in the evaluation of · 
those roadless areas inventoried in RARE I through a whole series 
of problems, fragmentations, of the areas into subunits or into arti­
ficial bases, piecemeal evaluation, gerrymandering, and so forth. 

The upshot of that is that RARE I did not work. It did not ac­
complish the purpose of making decisions that would stick, that the 
American people would accept. 

It did identify some wilderness study areas, but many of those were 
too small and prejudiced from the outside by the Forest Service 
selecting a portion of the total wilderness tract. Then the r emainder 
of that tract, the margin where the conflict where other uses might 
be the most serious, would receive the least study. 

M.ost important, however, were the 44 million acres of roadless lands 
identified in that first RARE process that were not selected for any 
further wilderness study. . 

In 1972, a lawsuit, to which Dr. Cntler made reference to. in turn 
led to an order by the Chief of the Forest Servic0 guaranteeing that 
each of those nonselected roadless areas. 44 million acres in total, 
would receive further wilderness evaluation as a specific alternative 
in an environmental impact statement. 

The people we represent today also have an E>normous amount of 
experience with these Forest Service environmental impact statements 
affecting roadless areas. These are almost entirely on land use or 
unit plans that the Forest Service issues, and are required to include 
evaluation of the wilderness alternative for the road less areas involved. 

\Ve think it was a wise choice of the Forest Service to use the land 
use mechanism as a place to apply NEPA to the major decisions 
affecting the allocation of lands of the national forests. We have a 
great deal of experience with those unit plans, 200 of which con­
servationists, after review, have responded to over the past 4 years. 

The quality of national forests land use planning has been improv­
ing-I will be the first to acknowledge that-but the standard of · 
Forest Service planning as it regards roadless areas or other areas is 
still far too low. 

H ere, again, citizens simply do not believe the decisions pronosed 
in many of these plans have been fairly reached on the basis of suf­
ficiently thorough and objective analysis of the data. 

Flaws in the structure of the planning approach and the enormcJus 
range of quality in the planning job itself have lerl us to reach our 
conclusion. The land use planning process is not giving roadless areas 
sufficient, acceptable, or adequate evaluation as it reaches decisions 
which seal the tombs of those roadless areas. 

No one should be surprised if inadequate planning is about the 
clearest controversy over decisions reached. I think all of us are aware-· 
of the controversy about those plans. 
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The controversy exists because people do not believe things they 
care deeply about have been adequately treated in those land use 
plans. 

If the quality of ,planning can be significantly improved, not only 
would we see better decisions but we would see far greater public ac­
ceptance-even of the decisions the public does not like-because they 
would have more faith in the planning l?rocess. 

Against the background of this contmued inadequacy of forest land 
use planning, controversy has grown-not diminished. Controversy 
h~ been reflected in some ,administrative appeals, one or two lawsuits 
about this process, and •an increasing number of citizen requests to 
their Members of Congress for congressional action where adminis­
trative action has failed. 

Many of the proposals embodied in the Endangered American vVil­
derness Act represent results of citizen petitions to their elected repre­
sentatives to overrule decisions which are simply not adequately made 
at the administrative level. 

The inadequacies of the land use planning ,process have been ex­
tensively documented during the course of hearings on the Endan­
gered American ,Vilderness Act and elsewhere. 

I wish to submit testimony prepared by environmentalists with 
great experience in this matter before earlier hearings on some of this 
legislation. 

One is a statement by Richard Fiddler, of Seattle, ·wash., which 
represents a summary of environmentalists' problems with the flaws 
in RARE I. The second is a statement by Dennis ,V. Baird, of Mos­
cow, Idaho, which represents a national overview of some samples of 
the gross inadequacies of current land use plans as regards the wil­
derness areas on the national forests. 

Senator CHURCH. We will be happy to have these statements. 
[The statements follow; the exhibits to the statements have been 

retained in Committee files:] 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD FIDDLER, CITIZENS FOB AMERICA'S ENDANGERED 

WILDERNESS 

ON H .B. 3454, THE "ENDANGERED AMERICAN WILDERNESS ACT OF 1977" BY HON. 
MORRIS K. UDALL BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEF. ON INDIAN AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC 
LANDS, COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRE­
SENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.-FEBRUARY 28, 1977 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Richard Fid­
dler. I reside in Seattle, Washington. By training, I am a meehanical engineer. 
However, over the past six years I have devoted a major portion of my time, as 
a volunteer, to work with a number of Washington State and Pacific North­
west conserviation groups. I have been closely involved in work with the U.S. 
l<'orest Service regarding wilderness matters. 

Today, I and my colleagues are here on behalf of "Citizens for America's En­
dangered W'ilderness," an informal coordinating committee we have formed to 
work with many local, State, and J11atiomvide citizen groups in support of this 
'bill. 'The leadership of "Citizens for America's Endangered ·wilderness" involves 
many of the most knowledgable citizen-experts in this field . We deeply appreciate 
the opportunity to make this presentation today, to lay out for you the "big 
picture" on America's 'E'ndangered Wilderness, and to explain what de facto 
wilderness it, why it is so valuable and import-ant to us, -and why citizens -are 
coming to the Congress to seek your help in giving this category of important 
wildlands proper protection and management. 
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. We would not be here before you today if the Forest Service was doing a good 
job of undersbandiug the immense value of the wildlauds under their manage­
ment to •the Nation and its citizens, and was doing a responsible job of pro­
tecting them. After a long period of neglect, planning for wilderness lands has 
lJecome respectable if not very popular within the Forest .Service. (It came 
about in large part as a result of a citizen la wsuH.) Now, elaborate-looking, 
thick, and very expensive documents are coming forth which purport to lJe the 
results of a thorough, professional planning effort. Decisions to road and log 
much ·of our remaining wildland l1eritage, including several of the areas included 
in H.R. 3454, are being based on these national and local "plans." 

We are sorry to have to report to you that behind the handsomely printed cov­
-ers on the reports lies, in almost every ease, little or nothing of substance. Often 
there are serious misrepresentations. Resource allocations are being made on the 
basis of habit, prejudgment, and industry pressure rather than on sound economic 
principles. 

'.rhe areas to ·be designated as parts of the Wilderness System or as study areas 
by HR 3454 include many of the most immediately endangered wildland areas 
of the Nation. They are endangered, and we must come to the Congress seeking 
i-elief, primarily ,because the Forest Service processes are inadequate to yield 
informed or fair treatment for them. Officers assigned to planning teams fre­
quently 'have a very thin background in land use planning, and overall the Forest 
Service is permeated with a sense of haste ,and urgency to wra·p up roadless area 
decisions in the next few years. The consequences for roadless areas which are 
unwisely developed clearly last for lifetimes. 

We should like to begin by briefly outlining what "de facto wilderness" is, and 
then go on to discuss the crippling problems which lie beneath the surface of 
Forest Service planning efforts. 

What are the de facto wilderness lands? 
They are varied lands of peak;;;, lakes, valleys, meadows, ridges, forests, 

swamps, plains, deserts. ~'hey are the natural hiabitat for wildlife of all kinds. 
They provide a vast amount of primitive and unconfined recreation, with vary­
ing degrees of solitude for a wide spectrum of people, including local fishermen 
and bunters, backpacking enthusiasts, day bikers, and casual tourists. They are 
important sources of unpolluted water to nourish Western lands. As Rep. Morris 
Udall, the Chairman of this Committee, said in introducing H.R. 3454, "Wilder­
ness is our country's highest form of land dedication. Values of wHderness to the 
American people are multiple in nature, not just primitive recreation alone. Wil­
<lerness is an ecological condition where all values and uses are administered to 
maintain the natural condition which is so vital to preserve for ·ourselves and fu­
ture generations." 

Some of the Nation's resource of wilderness lands are already part of the 
Wilderness System, or are protected pending study and Congressional considera­
tion. Many more wildland areas, however, fully equivalent in beauty and value 
to protected areas, have no formal protection. These are the Nation's de facto 
,,ilderness lands. 

These lands have :provided wilderness benefits throughout the history of our 
Nation, with minimal formal protection and attention. But due to this lack of 
protection, the area of land providing these benefits has continuall:v. dwindled as 
development has proceeded to exploit other resources. However, this development 
has been concentrated largely in the more valuable resource areas so that the 
extractive resource values of the presently remaining lands is low in comparison 
to surrounding developed areas. 

Citizen involvement in the entire issue of de facto wilderness on Forest Serv­
ice lands has itR modern roots in a series of actions taken by the Forest Serv­
ice in the period from 1958-64. It started not d'Je to development of de facto 
1ands so much as to the declassification of land which had previously been ad­
ministratively protected. The actions I refer to were the general process of 
shrinkage of primitive area boundaries and in some cases the complete aboli­
tion of administrative protection for entire areas. Many of today's controversies 
over unprotected wilderness began when the Forest Service proposed declassifica­
tion for a reas which had been protected for over twenty years. In fact, these 
arbitrary declassifications were a major impetus to the passage of the ·wilder­
ness Act in 1964, so that some areas would be protected from the constant threat 
-0f instant declassification and development on a moment's bureaucratic whim. 

However, the extent and seriousness of these actions, plus the strong pro-
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development bias that the agency demonstrated in defending them, caused 
citizens to begin a re-examination of the agency's approach to the issue of wilder­
ness resources on de facto lands. 

Conservationists hoped that' with the passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964-
an act which firmly established wilderness as an important resource and part of 
the spectrum of multiple '.lSe, and which directed two other agencies to inven­
tory the wilderness resource on their lands and report to Congress-that the 
Forest Service might begin to pay more attention to their part of the Nation's 
unclassified wilderness resource. These hopes were disappointed. 'l'he Forest 
Service waited for three years after the passage of the Wilderness Act to issue 
the first of several internal directives which were to eventually form the Road­
less Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) pr·ogram.1 Citizens did not see any 
tangible results from the RARE program, initiated in 1971, until 19i2, eight 
years after the Wilderness Act. It was not until 19i3 that the Forest Service 
finally directed that development of roadless areas be temporarily halted to allow 
timely evaluation of their wilclerness resource. 

In the nine ~,ears between the signing to the Wilderness Act and 1973, millions 
of acres of de facto wilderness were logged, roaded, and mined without even the 
most rudimentary study of their wilderness values. While some of these areas 
were well suited to development, others were poorly suited for development but 
well suited for wilderness. These misallocations drew more citizens intro the grow­
ing debate su rrounding de facto wilderness. 

The great increase in hiking and other primitive outdoor recreational activi­
ties also contributing to citizen concern. Miles and miles of popular trails were lost 
to logging roads, and favorite fishing streams destroyed by sediments from 
roads and logging operations. 

Finally in 1971 the Forest Service began their Roadless Area Review-the 
RARE program. It was intended "to determine which undeveloped areas of 
National Forest lands may be given priority for further intensive study because 
they have strong wilderness characteristics."• 

The agency stated that they intended this process to select the 11ighest priority 
nreas to be given Wilderness Study. However. it appears that the program was 
intended as well to select nearly all Wilderntss Study areas. since few substanital 
additions are being madP to the Study List as the follow-up land planning proc­
ess begins to be completed in many areas. 

Selection of an area for formal Wildernesi;; Study of course does not repre­
sent a committment of that area to event•Jal ,vnaerness de,;lgnation; it merely 
is a deferral of development of the area while a detailed resource study and 
public involvement process are conducted and then compiled into an a.2:ency 
recommendation to Congress. 'J'his process of study and public comment helps to 
resolve some controversies. and in all cases clarifies the i ,:sues involved and 
make the important facts widely available. Thus. even if such a stucly does not 
itself finally resolve question s about the management of an area, it does lay 
the groundwork for using the political system to ratronally come up with a 
solution or suitable compromise. 

In this light, it is very confusing to citizens why tl1e RARE program did not 
firstly select for study obvious areas of known and establi,;hed wilderness valne 
where controversy existed, as well as selection of areas of a less controversinl 
nature. There were a fairly small but highly significant number of areas which . 
even in 1971, were obvious candidates for Wilderness Study because their his­
tories indicated that they had wildernPss valnes and where public controversies 
wonld he enlightened by thorough study. While ,;everal snch areai;; were selected 
in the RARE program, far too many were not. Most would fall into one of the 
following categories : 

1. Areas which had been administratively protected for their high wilderness 
values hut which were later declassified despite public protest. Most of these 
areas were formerly within Primitive Areas or Limited Areas. French Pete, 
most of the Xorth Kalmiopsis additions. Waldo Lake, and the Elkhorns in 
Oregon, the Tucnnnon and l\ft. St. Helens in Washington, and Elk Summit in 
Idaho are all examples. 

2, Lands should have been included in studies of existing Primitive Aren,:, 
but which were deleted because of manpower or funding shortages within the 
Forest Service or the U.S. Geological Survey, despite wilderness values and pub-

1 RARFJ Final Environmental Statement, p. 13. 
• RARE Final Envi ronmenta l Statement, p. 3, Item [21. 



23 

lie support. The Idaho and AI.Jsaroka-Beartooth Primitive Areas are examples of 
truncated Primitive Areas which should have I.Jeen re-established for study 
through the RARE program. 

3. Areas of national significance previously proposed for wilderness or National 
Park status due to their outstanding quality. l\Iissed in the RARE selection were 
areas in the Siskiyous, Oregon's Volcanic Cascades, and the St. Joe-Clearwater 
proposal in Northern Idallo, of which only a small ,portion is classified. 

Next I would like to discuss how the RARE selection process worked, or did 
not work, at the loca l level, in tlle field. During the winter of 1971- 72, the 
Forest Service directed its field offices to inventory all existing roadless areas for 
potential wilderness consideration. Unfortunately, the inventory suffered badly 
from a shortage of both time and direction. The inventory mapping was done in 
a brief period of office work from maps at a time of year when field checks were 
next to impossible. The national directiives provided very little in the way of 
instructions as to what to include. For example, although areas of less than 
5,000 acres were permitted to be inventoried, there was no direction as to under 
what circumstances they should or should not be included. Co'lntless irregulari­
ties resulted; some Forests inventoried small units adjoining wild areas of Na­
tional Parks, while others did not. 

Again, some Forests properly included areas with minor disturbances such as 
unconstructed jeep tracks within the inventory. Congress has included .many 
such areas in the ·wilderness System and in some cases the Forest Service itself 
has recommended such inclusions. However, other Forests used ,;uch primitive 
track to subdivide large roadless units into smaller ones, or to totally eliminate 
them from the inventory. In :a d-ramatic example, the Beaverhead National 
Forest identified 777,000 acres of land which was still essentially rnadless and 
undeYeloped, hut which was excluded from consideration for Wilderness Study 
due to insignificant jeep tracks, minor pole cutting, etc. 

Again, there was no guidance as to how close roadless area boundaries should 
come to existing roads. Some Forests decided that no roadless land should be 
included in the inventory if its width were less than some given instance, while 
other put forward areas with narrow necks and ,protrusions as prime candidates 
for Wi lderness Study. Very often, one large roadless area was inventoried as if 
lt were several smaller roadless areas.• 

A special case occurred in Alaska, where there is a vast acreage of undeveloped 
land. For nearly 21 million acres ranging over more than 500 miles of the Alaskan 
coastline, the inventory included only seven sepa-rate units: 

Four areas already mandated for Wilderness or Scenic Area study, totaling 
2,423,000 acres. 

T1Yo additional areas totaling 144,000 acres, eventually added to the Wilder­
ness Study list. 

And one immense roadless area covering all 18 million acres of remaining 
roadless land on the Xorth 'l'ongass, So·Jth Tongass, and Chugach National 
F orests. 

Athough Alaska has obvious problems with choosing reasonable roadless area 
boundaries and sizes, other options would have been much better. Alaskan con­
senationists and the Alaska Fish and Game Department had identified prior 
to the inventory roughly fifty separate units witl.t high wilderness values. At 
least these specific proposals could have been inventoried and evaluated 
separately rather than lumping them-along with millions of other acres not 
proposed for ·wilderness- together into one unmanageable roadiess area which 
obviously was not going to be selected for Wilderness Study. 

In short, the inventory portion of the RARE program was inconsistent, inac­
curate, and hurried. 

Following the im·entory. local Forest Supervisors conducted a va-riecl ,program 
of public involvement to obtain input on the inventoried areas, once again while 
most of them were s till covered with snow. The Supervisors then sent their 
recommended candidate Study areas on to the Regional Forester,s, who con­
sidered them and .sent their own recommendations on to the Chief. 

At this point it was apparently decided that such simple reliance on the deci­
sions of local an<'! regional officers of the agency would not stand up to public 
scrutiny as rm ohjective na tional progrnm for the selection of Wilderness Study 
ArC'ns. Flo in ,Tuly of 19,2. a series of complex forms were distributed to· field 
offices requiring that a series of complicated ratings be prepared on each roadless 

o Exhibit 1, attached. 
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area to measure its wilderness attributes and a series of cost form s be filled out 
to calculate various costs and output reductions which would result from classi­
fying such areas as Wilderness. The accompanying directions indicated that these 
forms "should require no more than 2 to 2½ hours total time per Roadless 
Area" ! • Obviously, once again the process was a rushed desk job. 

These forms created wilderness quality ratings of widely varying accuracy 
based on dubious theory. The ratings varied greatly from Forest to Forest on 
similar areas. For instance, the Clearwater roadless area, 22,000 acres, in the 
Snoqulamie National Forest of Washington State adjoins Mt. Rainier National 
Park and is a highly scenic complex of ridges and forested valleys including a 
4000-foot relief, over a dozen lakes, spectacular views of Mt. Rainier, a good trail 
system, and a wide variety of terrain including peaks, lake basins, river canyon~, 
rocky and forested ridges, and alpine meadows. Lost Creek roadless area on th e 
adjacent Mt. Baker National Forest is the same size, adjoins the Glacier Peak 
Wilderness, has 5000-foot r elief, consists of a long ridge of meadows and roe!,, 
and is the same size. It has two lake,; a nd a trail with access at either encl. 
Clearwater received a qua lity index of 89 a nd Lost Creek a rating of 143 ( out of a 
possible 200). 

The sy,stem of arriving at a quality index rating for a roadless area was sub­
jective and arguable, but it did have the appar·ent advantage of producing an 
"objective" numerical rating a t the end. Unfortunately, the method of producing 
the number had many flaws. There was, for instance, a g reat overemphasis on the 
importance of lakes and streams in arriving at the measure of wilderness quality. 
The overall size of an area \vas an important factor----<lespite t he fact that in the 
inventory some units were arbitrarily broken up into small roadless areas, each 
with not only smaller size but often less va riety in landforms. 

The quality index, with size already used as a rating factor, then was often 
used after being multiplied by area acreage, thus using the factor twice. 

The rating method bad internal contradict.ions. For instance, a roadless area 
received plus points for having a trail system in one category since a trnil systPm 
was considered to be a recreational asset, while in another category a roadlP~s 
area was penalized for having a trail system, since a trail isystem was considered 
a factor in reducing wilderness solitude. 

These a re only examples of the confusion and errors inherent in the calcula­
tion of the numerical 'quality index' for the inventoried roadless areas. Further 
trouble came in the application of the index, in .combination with other factors, 
later in the selection process. An extensive critique of the process pointing ont 
many of these flaws was prepared by the conservati on community in the north­
west; as well as by national conservation groups• and research papers.' 

Cost estimates considered none of the economic benefits of wilderness and in 
many cases considerably overestimated the timber harvest contributions of road­
less areas. For example, the Willamette National Forest Land Use Plan Draft 
Environmental Statement indicates that the numbers nsed in the RARE document 
overestimated the timber productivity of thoi<e roadless areas by 28 percent."' 
Similarly, data in the Final Environmental Statement for the Quinault Planning 
Unit on the Olympic National Forest in Washington State show that the RARFJ 
estimates for timber were 30 percent higher than that shown by more detailed· 
study.• 

These overestimates took place in part hecanse of the practice of evaluating the 
forest land in the roadless areas using the average productivity values for com­
mercial forest land in the Forest. Since the roadlesl! areas were generally the 
most marginal, least -desirabl e •comiliu~rcial forest land$ on the Forests, using the 
average Forest value inflated the actual timber impact in the RARE study.'0 

Another confusion entered when areas presently administratively withdrawn 
from the allowable timber harvest base were nonetheless listed as having a tim­
ber "cost" associated with Wilderness Rtudy. The Wenaha Backcountry, for ex­
ample; was listed in RARE as having an allowable harvest impact of 3.6 million 
board feet per year, when tbe entire a rea has been withdrawn from the timber 
base since 1967 and there would be no impact at all associated with a selection of 
the area for formal Wilderness Study. 

• F:xhibit 2. attached. 
• Exhibit :I. 
• Exhibit 4. 
7 Exhibit 5. 
8 Appendix, Draft Envlr<mmental Statement, Willamette National Forest ,Land Use Plan,. 

pp. 211-4'2. 
• Final Environmentnl Statement. Quinault Plnnning Unit, pp. 16, 20, 24, 28. 
1• RARE Final Environmental Statement, pp. 622-3. 
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Ecosystem data was also collected for each roadless area, but the system used 
> collect the data was inadequate; the entire spectrum of diverse flora and fauna 
f a National Forest system stretching from Puerto R ico to Alaska was to be 
lassified into only 52 different types, d epending on the dominant vegetation. For 
xample, all non-coniferous trees in the western states were lumped together as 
hardwoods" , as if aspens in Colorado, alders in Washington, and oak in Cali­
)rnia were the same ecosystem. There exist several more definitive ecosystem 
lassification systems, including that of the Society of American Foresters. Very 
etailed work categorizing the ecosystems of the Pacific Northwest has been done 
y the Forest Service, sh owing the need for more detailed consideration than was 
iven in RARE.11 

Other data coll ected included national population distributions and distances 
rom roadless areas to nearby units of the Na tional Park or Wilderness systems. 
This quantita t ive phase of the RARE an alysis, whatever its shortcomings, pro­

ided the objective basis for selection of Wilderness Study Ar Pas. But the ana lys is 
ad to be converted into a decis ion, and for this many criteria were tried and a 
~w were chosen. (However, the criterion I mentioned ea rlier , of clarifyi ng the 
;sues in areas of exi•sting controversy, was not one of those considered.) The 
nal selection criteria made one factor the one of overriding importance: the 
ld, pre-analysis Regional Forester 's r ecommenda tion. If !Ill area had the recom-
1endation, it almoRt certainly appeared on the selected list; if it did not, it had to 
ass many very difficult hurdles.12 

Using the ecosys tem data, for instance, se, en areas were identified as being 
f particular value. Not one of those a reas was selected. 
The selection process consisted of a draft list of selected areas released in 

anuary 1973, followed by a period of public comment and prepartion of a fina l 
st in October 1973. The Chief's office received a great deal of public comment in 
his interim period. which can be partly summarized as follows: 
One third of all input favored Wilderness Study status for all r oadless areas. 
Support for enlarging the Study List outnumbered support for ·reducing the 

.st by a nine to one margin. 
However, the final list of New Wilderness Study Areas was only enlarged in 

esponse to that input from 11 to 12.3 million acres, and that increase included 
00,000 acres (approximately) which was committed to Wilderness Study by the 
rimitive a r ea r eclassification program and had merely been overlooked in the 
r st draft list. Both lists included not only "new" areas but a lso many areas 
!ready committed to study by Congressional directive or which were contiguous 
> existing primitive areas under study. These latter categories accounted for 
.9 million acres, nearly half the total. 
The RARE study began as an attempt to identify the priority areas for further 

,iJderness study, nsing criteria r ela ting to the nationa l perspective on Forest 
;ervice wildlands. It was to provide a "comprehensive analysis"" of the National 
eed for wilderness on Forest Service lands. ( Additional areas would be deferr ed 
or study based only on "local and regional considerations".) 1

• In fact, the 
comprehensive analysis" was di scarded as a mechanism for choice 10 and the 
nal selection of areas was based on snbjective judgments of agency personnel. 
)espite the h andsomeness and thickness of the RARE document, the job remains 
o be done. We h ope a small step is being taken today. 

,TATEMENT OF D ENNIS W. BAIRD, CITIZENS FOR AMERICA'S E NDANGERED WILDEJ,!l~,!i!SS 

During the Roa clless Area Review and EYaluation (RARE) program of 1973, 
1e Forest Service received considerable criticism from the conservation com­
nunity for the haste, inaccuracy, flawed and arbitrary nature of the whole R ARE 
,rogram. Litigation on this issue under the National Environmental Policy Act · 
NEPA) was eventually filed by conservation groups. 
There evolved from this a recognition that the RARE program was nev!'r 

1tended to be 100 percent complete and final, and that as a result, the million;; 
f acres of roadless country not selected for Wilderness Study by the RARE 
,rogram would have to receive a detailed, fair, and thoughtful new wilderness 

11 Research N11 tural Area Needs in the Pacific Northwest, Pacific Northwest Range and 
xperlment Station Report PNW- 38. 1975. 
12 Tlw .following dle<cusslon rPlles on the RARE Final Environmental Statement. 
a RARE Final Environmental 'Statement, p . 3. 
1• Ibl<l .. p. 5. 
"Exhibit 6, attached. 
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consideration through the land use planning process of each national forest. This 
new look was, and 1s, particularly necessary since the Forest Service had done 
nothing to adequately rectify some of the major problems of RARE pointed out 
to them by conservationists: a grossly inaccurate inventory of the roadless. 
caused by the haste of their initia l evaluation, which caused a large amount of 
roadless acreage to be totally missed; and the arbitrary and often capricious 
snbdivision of large single roadless areas into several numbered subunits-all 
of which were then treated as independent, uur-elated areas in the RARE process 
( termed "fragmentation" by conservationists). 

Citizens had great hopes that a thoughtful and highly professional land use 
planning effort by the various nationa l forests would serve to rectify these many 
faults, and would properly and fairly consider the potential wilderness values 
of the millions of roadless acres not selected by RARE. 

Unfortunately, this has not proven to be the case, and what ought to have been 
an orderly and unbiased look a t the question of roadless areas has become a 
nightmare of chaos, misdirection, and litigation, fraught with a mind-boggling 
array of problems, all of which bring into serious doubt the ab1lity of the Forest 
Senice to fairly and objectively consider the disposition of America's small 
r emaining treasure of roadless areas. Using as many examples as I can (al­
though drawing only a tiny portion of the dismal array of potential examples), 
I hope below to point out some of the worst of these problems. 

INVENTORY PROBLEMS 

Starting with an initially hurried and sloppy effort to locate and inventory 
all areas still roaclless, a process which turned out to have missed thousands of 
a r res of roadless land, many national forests then proceeded to assume that the 
1D73 RARE program was the definite study. As a result, many land use plans 
were then prepared without any more attention given to identifying accurately 
what lands were essentially undeveloped. In the South Fork Salmon River Plan­
ning Unit of the Boise and Payette National Forest, Idaho, several thousand acres 
were missed in this fashion, yet even the Regional Forester declined to act on 
reports that such areas were overlooked, and it was only through a long and 
difficult appeal to the Chief of the Forest Service that the question received any 
reyiew at all. A similar situation exists on the Warren Unit of the Payette Na­
tional Forest, and both the Warren and South Fork plans are now being done 
over again. 

Elsewhere in Idaho, the land use planning process "missed" 1 63,765 acres, 
which were later found by conservationists, but the problem of poor inventory 
i~ not confined to Ida ho. Some 40,500 acres of Washington's Gifford Pinchot NF 
hns now also been found to be roadless, but much more still has now been inven­
toried. A similar situation exists on the Snoqualmie N.F. in the same state. 
\Vorse still. several timber sales have actually been completed (Red Mtn., Siski­
you N.F., Oregon and Lost Greek, Snoqualmie N.F., Washington) in areas that 
"·ere roadless and prisitine, but which somehow were "overlooked" in the in­
ventory process. Such areas could hardly be said to have received a fair and un­
binRed look at their wilderness potential, and they are now, of course, gone. 

The Chief of the Forest Service, in Angust 1974 (Exhibit 1) recog-nized that 
there may have been "a few inadvertent omissions or errors" in the original 
RARE inventory process, but few forests have paid serious attention to his di­
r eC'tive requesting them to identify such omissions. Indeed, Region Four (in 
\\·hich are located the Ida ho forests with major inventory problems mentioned 
earlier in my testimony), told its Forest Supervisors in June of 1974 that: 

'" \Ve believe R-4's inventory of roadless areas was comprehensive, and few 
circumstances such as noted above will be encountered." (Exhibit 2.) 

The same region however, in June of 1976, had to eat those same words 
when it admitted: ' 

'· In our various planning efforts, our failure to recognize roadless areas which 
w.e1'.e not included in the original RARE inven(ory has been a continual source 
of embarrassment. Of even greater concern is the increasing number of appeals 
by . various wilderness and environmental organizations due to our failure to 
reoo,gnize such a•reas." (Exhibit 3.) 

Thus it can be fairly said that a large amonnt of roadless acreage is not 
OI)l:y no.t receiving the thoughtful .wilderness evaluation that.it deserves, but has 

1 In the Landmark Planning Unit. 
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not even been recognized as being roadless, and when pressed on this issue, the 
worry of the ]forest Service has not been over that wilderness values have been 
lost, but instead, over how much trouble the error is going to cause them. Few 
citizens could have much faith in the agency after 'this type Of record has been 
developed. 

FRAGMENTATION OF ROADLESS AREAS 

The often artificial subdivision and fragmentation , of roadless areas per­
petrated in RARl!J has been, despite assurances to the contrary by the Chief, 
continued and repeated. Rather than conducting any overall evaluation of the 
many large combined r.oadless areas, Forest Service planners have continued to 
look at separate segments as if they were isolated cases, and in some cases 
proceeded to divide these roadless areas into different planning units, producing, 
in etl'ect, subdivision of subdivisions. One ·of the classic (if that is the right 
word to describe it) examples of' this illconceived fragmentation is the case of 
the 450,000 acre Gospel-Hump Roadless Area, located north and south _of the 
Salmon Hi 1·er on the Nez Perce ruid Payette National Forest, Idaho. '.rh1s vast 
and lovely roadless area, an ecological whole by any standard, has been sub­
divided and re-subdivided, by standards probably comprehensible only to God, 
into a ,total of seven roadle,:s areas and nine planning unit, producing a display 
which, when mapped, resembles a jumbled mess more than anything else. 

There are also numerous examples of such planning- unit elsewhere in the 
west. Large roadless .areas in the Siskiyon·s and Red Butte areas of Californ i•a 
were divided into multiple planning units. On the Gifford Pinchot in Washington, 
the Lewis-Shark Rock Roadless Area v,as divided first into fou r roaclless areas, 
and then into four more planning units. In Montana, 'the McGregor-Thompson 
area was divided into two planning units, the Saphires into three, and ·~rt. 
Henry into three units. In none of these cases was convincing evidence ~hown 
that any serious look was being taken at the overall potential of the entire 
contiguous roadless area, and on the too-numerous cases of fragmentation on 
,he Payette and Boise Forests in Jcl;iho, subdivision 'and fragmentation seem to 
b::n-e been the prelude to elimination of significant rondless areas. 'l'he arbitrary 
and seemingly senseless nature of much of this fragmentation has led to an 
increasing loss of faith in the ability of the land use planning process on the 
mtional forests, and has led us to a point where only Congress seems capable of 
providing the badly needed remedy. 

NO REAL CONSIDERATION OF WILUERNESS 

One of the other critical shortcomings of .the land use planning process 
:lerives direcl'ly from RARE. Some forest planners appear to have deci ded that 
if the area was considered and not selected in RARE, then that was proof enough 
:o them that the area was not suitable for ·wilderness Study, and that they 
1eeded give no further consideration to the matter. The record of land use 
;ilanning to date, a process which has identified pitifully few new Wilderness 
3tuc1y Areas, would seem to confirm this point of view. 

Still other forests haYe insisted on using arbitrary and subjective Quality 
[ndex and Effectiveness/Cost evaluation systems for roadless areas-svstems 
.vhieh were at their best very inaccurate and vagne guides with whicl{ to do 
~valuations of individual areas. 

In many cases, the total consideration given to wildernPss potential in a lllnd 
1,e plan has been a simple regurgitation of the flawed and hastily assembled 
RARE data. '.l.'he Umpqua (Oregon) National Forest's plan for the Williams 
Jreek-Coungar Bluffs roadless areas and the Siskiyou N.F. (Oregon) plan for 
,ft. But!e1·-Dry Creek are two of many land use plans that follow this route 
'~iling even to reconsider the numbers providecl_ by the RARE process, prefer'. 
·1!1g to accept them as gospel truth. The Gifford Pinchot Forest's Upper Lewis 
~1ver ~and Use P)an similarly repeats all the old RARE numbers, occasionally 
l1scnssm!" the merits of the roadle,s a,·e~s with the plan but never rev'sing the 
msic evaluation provided by the RARE numbers. ' 

Some_ unit plans have attempted a newer, and presumably more thoughtful 
,valuations of the roadless areas' wilderness potential. '.l.'he Rainy Day plan of 
daho'.s Ne:r. Perce Forest and Elk Summit on the Clearwater (in Idaho too) 
>oth mclude such a reevaluation. with the latter plan actually ,howin"' an 
ncrea,e in wilderness quality. Yet all these rPevaluations have been done u"'sing 
:he same system as used in the original RARE process, rather then any form 
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of detailed and objective system which would have given these areas the fair 
look they deserved. Ironically though, flawed as this sy~tem has _vrove!1 to be, 
its results have been largely ignored by the Forest Service, esi;iecially. m those 
cases where .the numbers seem to show that the area should receive a Wildern~ss 
study. Remembering that there are existing wilderness are3:s with a Quality 
Index of only 82, we still find that even after land use planmng has been com­
pleted, areas like Elk Summit i~ Idaho (Quality Index:_ 148) and Wenaha­
•.rucannon in Oregon and Washington (QI: 166) are still not slated for a 
Wilderness study. The fact that many existing Wilderness Areas, all of th~m 
places of great beauty and serenity, have low QI numbers by Forest Service 
standards, raises real questions about the utility of this system, and the fact 
that the Forest Service has tended to disregard results of the system's use that 
tend to be "adverse' to them (i.e., tend to favor anything but timber harvest), 
both combine to force even the most friendly observer of this evaluation system 
to doubt its value. To rely on it exclusively, as many land use plans continue 
to do, seems foolishness of the highest order. 

The simple fact is that detailed consideration of the wilderness merits of an 
area continues to be uncommon in Forest Service land use plans. It can be 
done though, in those cases where agency planners seem committed to good 
planning. Compare, for example, the kind of detailed description and evaluation 
of the Colonel Bob Roadless Area (Quinault Planning Unit, Olympic N.1!'., 
Washington) with the kind of brief and perfunctory consideration of roadless 
areas for the Kettle Range Planning Unit, Colville N.F., Washington-less than 
1½ pages. 

Serious as these concerns about the evaluation system are, of equal concern 
is a growing belief on the part of conservationists that the agency simply is not 
playing the game by the rules, and that decisions preceeding the start of land 
use planning are dictating the conclusions of the plan itself. Much of this 
concern revolves around the fact that many units have had very large timber 
sales planned for them, far in advance of land use planning-sales often located 
in the heart of roadless areas that the land use planning process is intended to 
fairly and honestly evaluate. Often thousands of dollars of timber sale prepara­
tion and engineering money has been invested in such sales (the Honker Sale, 
Mill Creek Planning Unit, Nez Perce N.F., Idaho, is a good example), and only 
the most naive would believe that a new or honest consideration is being given 
to the wilderness potential of such areas-the prior investment has doomed 
them. Similarly, these are cases of large and expensive bridges crossing rivers, 
only to dead-end at the edge of a roadless area-no difficulty in guessing what 
will happen next there, or in the other cases where wide, surfaced roads end 
abruptly at roadless area boundaries. Finally, conservationists have noted alarm­
ing similarities between the fates of roadless areas after the land use planning 
process has been completed, and the presumed fa.te of such areas in the often 
old (manytimes pre-NEPA) Timber Management Plans for the same area. Either 
these Timber Plans have a remarkable ability to predict the future, or much of 
the land use planning process for roadless areas must be viewed as a joke. 

The California Region of the Forest Service has been especially cavalier in 
its disregard of any fair, honest, or unbiased look at roadless lands. The 
its disregard of any fair, honest, or unbiased look at roadless lands. The 
Regional Forester, in a November 4, 1976 memo to all supervisors concerning 
timber harvest estimates and allocations for 1980, flatly told the Supervisors 
that in the sale preparation ·assumptions, they could assume that : 

"Non-select roadless areas will become available for management at the -rate 
of 100,000 acres per year or one half the area by 1980. The Forests with thi s 
area should assume their proportionate share." ( Exhibit 4.) 

How then, could ,anyone in California assume that roadless areas there will be 
evaluated in any fair fashion, knowing now that Supervisors have been or der er/ 
to plan for the elimination by 1980 of at least half of all such areas? And und er 
these conditions, how could any Supervisor make a claim of honesty :about his 
evaluations of such :areas? 

The facts are fairly clear-the cards are already stacked against roadi es, 
areas and the F~rest Seryice is operating under criteria that neglect any real 
study of the merits of this or that roadless area, criteria than can onl y favor 
development of roadless areas for timber. It is this background which clearl v 
explai~s the truly bizarre logic of planning unit statements like this one: · 

Curtis Lake Roadless Area, 6,750 acres. "Commercial timber is only in 
scattered patches. Resource development is considered marginal. Recommencl a-
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tion : Resource development" From: South Fork Salmon River Land "Cse Plan 
Boise and Payette N.F., Idaho. Jan. 1977. 

It is also clear that if logic is to prevail, the Congress will surely have to 
intervene and play ian umpire role. The Endangered America n Wilderness Bill 
is a superb start. 

LUMPING AREAS TOGETHER 

Another problem which has also developed is the so-called "lumping" problem. 
It was not enough to just subdivide some roadless areas, but in many cases, the 
planning process has evaluated jointly different roadless !areas miles apart and 
of different character ,and value. This was done by considering in the land use 
plan only one alternative providing any form of Wilderness Study-that one in­
cluding all the roadless areas, with all the other alternatives considering no areas 
for Wilderness Study. Thus the only alternatives considered were studying either 
all or none of the roadless areas, either extreme ,proving to be unfair and un­
realistic in many cases. In planning units where the (]Ualities of different road­
less a-reas vary considerably and citizens are particularly interested in one of 
these areas, this lumping together deprives both the citizens and the Forest 
Service of the ,ability to honestly evaluate a particular roadless area on its own 
merits. 

As with other problems, there are a host of examples for this one. Only two 
altern:atives are offered in the South Boise-Wood River Plan (Boise N.F., Idaho), 
and only one of these considers the 506,000 roadless acres at all-and then all 
ten inventoried roadless areas, in six non-contiguous groups, are given the all 
or nothing treatment. Not one alternative provides for, for example, studying 
the best of them for wilderness, or even just part of the best. 

The five roadless areas in the Wallowa Valley Planning Unit (Wallowa-Whit­
man N.F., Oregon) also appear as potential Wilderness Study Areas only in 
Alternative B (which was naturally not selected) , ·all to get a study, even though 
they are not all connected, and are different in character. The other alternatives 
presented provide for the study of one of the areas. Many other .plans on other 
national forests have also pressed this unrealistic all or nothing approach, with 
plans offering a wide range of alternatives being less common than they ought 
to be. ( Mount Henry is another case.) 

LACK OF SUFFICIENT DATA 

It is, or certainly ought to be, a "given", that before any type of land use plan­
ning goes forward, the Forest doing the planning should first have accumulated 
a very substantial level of basic resource knowledge-knowledge covering ge­
ology, soils, wildlife, hydrology, timber type and quality, to name just a few. 
When substantial and lovely roadless areas are involved, the need for such base 
data is even more critical, since the decisions being made are irreversible, and 
ia;ince no plan can be better than the data on which it is based, conservationists 
have been careful to examine carefully this aspect of land use planning. The 
results of this scrutiny have been disconcerting. 

All too often, rather than working to improve its planning and to gather the 
necessary data not now available, the Forest Service tries to steam roller ahead, 
completing blatantly inade(]uate plans and, in effect, covering up their lack of 
the rudimentary da ta that sound :planning would require. 

These are strong words, I know, but the thousands of hours I'Ye spent in­
volved in battling plans in north Idaho forests with just such flaws have made 
me, unfortunately, an "expert" on the question of inadequate data. Let me cite 
just one example. 

At issue is the Gospel-Hump Roadless Area, approximately 450,000 roaclless 
rnd wild acres, located chiefly on the Nez Perce National Forest, in north central 
[daho. I spend a great deal of my volunteer time working with ti.le Nez Perce 
l!'orest on this issue, which has now dragged on for several years. I have met re­
;eatedly with the Forest Supervisor, the District Rangers, the planners and var­
.ous staff people .I have personally reviewed each land use plan covering the 
}ospel-Hump Roadless Area (unfortunately it takes several plans to cover it), 
naking constructive public input on the basis of careful research and a good 
mow ledge of the area in the field. 

In reviewing plans for this vast area, one of the largest unprotected areas in 
:he west, I have been absolutely appalled by the lack of fundamental resource 
lata on which to base the kinds of development decisions (and most units done 
;o far commit roadless areas to development) the Forest Service is seeking to 



30 

make fo r the Hump region. At first I assumed that they had the data, but merely 
had not reproduced it in the unit plans as a matter of convenience. However, 
I now know better, and I will just limit my talk here to the absence of two 
kinds of data-wildlife data and soils data. 

The Gospel-H ump Roadless Area is a wildlife paradise, with large popula­
tions of game and non-game species present and thriving. The sections in land 
use plans on wildlife h ave been short a nd brief, with an occasional map purport­
ing to show areas of critical habitat for a handful of the species present. Many 
speciPs weren't mentioned at all, a nd for those that were, data on population 
a nd movement patterns was not provided. Amazingly, the files of the Forest 
Supervisor were found to contain little scientific data to support even the pathetic 
amount of "data" that did appear in the plans. In fact, conservationists quickly 
discovered that the Nez Perce Forest really knew very little ahout tlie wildlife 
of this large a rea, an area of which they had already slated a large proportion 
of which for development. 

The Superviso r's r esponse to concerns aliout this prolilem has been to claim 
t hat he knew enough about the area's wildlife to a ll ocate much of it to tim!Jer. 
This is an opinion shared by no wildlife biologist, and I am i:;nhmitting for the 
hearing record a Rtatement of Reasons 1 concerning two of the Gospel-Hump 
1,ma use plans, which contains statements by several biologists from ot her 
government agencies supporting the views I have just expressed. Senator Frank 
Church, to his considerable credit, has a l ready promised help in securing funds 
to help rPctify this problem of lack of wildlife data, hut even were the funds 
(at least $250,000) available today, at least four years of study wouln lie needed 
to prodde the needed data. Meanwhile, the Nez Perce plunges on in its lrnin­
formed quest to commit large parts of Gospel-Hump to development. 

The other problem area that I 'd like to discuss is soil. the most hasic ancl im­
portant of forest resources, and t he very key to sustain ed yiPld forestry. In many 
parts of the mountain west, and over most of the Gospel-Hump area, soil types 
are very fragilP and constitute the limiting factor in land management planning. 
Any plan worthy of the term "multiple use" must be fou nded on carefnl, thorough, 
and expert knowledge of the soils within the area fo r which decisions are l>eing 
made. 

We have learned of a report by the Regional Forester's offi<'e, whi ~h con­
stitutes a revif'w of the quali ty of soils data availflb le fo r tlw Ne;1, l'f' rf'f' Kational 
Forest. Our attempts to ohtain a full copy of thi s report h ave bPen blorke<l hy the 
Fore,-t Supervisor and the Regional Forester, and as n re~ult. my attorney 
has institutPd a F reedom of Information Act appeal to the Chief of the Forest 
Service to obtain full disclosure of this important document. I can quoce a part 
of it to you today. Remember, this report was produced hy the R0gional Soils 
Rcientist in order to establish the "quality of the information hase (on mils) 
presently existing on the Nez Perce National Forest. The repo1·t was produced less 
th an six months ago, so it is very current. Here is just an exceq1t: 

'"rhe lack of documentation of basic assumptions anrl collection of fiplfl and 
laboratory data is a growing problem which has ramifications for t]JP future. 
The FJnvironmPntal Protection Agency has requested the data files supporting 
inventoriPs and their interpretations on planning nnits, such as l\Hll (;reek. 
These are not challenp:<>s hut a re requests to provide assistance in developing 
their understanding of the logic involved in developing unit. plan s. Ln"k of the 
ability to supply this basic data could result in future challenges of the Forest 
Service planning process. A dependence on intuitive j •.1dgment fo r resource 
management interpretations will not satisfy E .P .A. nor will it stand the test of 
any future court action. 

A review of presen t mapping indiC'ates single purpose Rnrveys were made in 
some a reas to meet short-term resource planning goals. Mappin11; units in s;ngle 
purpose surveys usually cannot be extrapolated, rePvaluated or redesigned to 
suit other objectives or fo r use in multiple resource inventories. 

Th ese inventories cannot be correlated nor do the.v meet the standards estab­
lished in the R egion Land Inventory Guide nor Soil Taxonomy. These inven­
tories will bave difficulty withstanding the technical scrutiny of the scientific 
comrn1mity and will not be able to withstand court action involving Environ­
mental Impact Statements." 

Since these are the conclusions of government soil scientists, it is little wonder 
that I'm h aving to threaten legal action to obtain a simple copy of this full 
report, which was prepared with my own tax dollars. 

lExhiblt 5. 
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REVIEW PROCESS 

From what I ha,·e said so far, I hope that it will be apparent to the Committee 
that the conservation groups have invested a g reat amount of time, money, 
sweat, and love in reviewing the land use planning process of the Fore~t Service. 
What we have found has caused profound dismay, and bas led us to propose 
the legislation now before you. Interestingly enough, much of the timber industrr 
in the west is al~o convinced of the erratic and unscientific nature of Forest 
Service Janel use planning. 

The following comments on Forest Ser vice planning come from a recent hool<­
Iet of the Western Enviromnental '.l' rade Association, a timber industry 
org~nization: 

·'Cnfortuna tPl.l', there is no nniform set of planning procedures to follow, 
there are 110 standards or goals to measure land u;:;e decisions, there appears to 
lie no overall coordination of the National Forest planning effort, yet important 
far-rea<:hing decisions are being made daily for the f ,.1 ture uses of your pu\Jlic 
lancls." (Exhiliit 6. ) 

The Forest Service has hPen sadly deficient in reriewing the quality of its 
own 1York. In fact, except through the legal appea ls proces;,, the agenc-y has do11e 
little in the wa.r of serious revie,v. The fact that a remarkalJle number of lar.<l 
u ~P plan a1n1enls to the Chief by consevation groups have been sustninerl (P.g., 
Elk Snmrnit, ,varren, Soui-t1 l<'orl, Salmon in I daho, !\It. Henry in Montana. etc.) 
have been sustained offers good argument that a better kind of review is in order. 

In one r enmrkable document prepared by Region 2, a level of review 1Yas a!­
tempted. I am inser ting this document in ,the hearing record (Ex.!1ibit 7) but will 
sumnrnrize it here by stating that it recognizes that the statements (Environ­
mental Impact Statements accompanying land use plans) are "particularly we-ak' . 
in the following arens: economics. analysis of alternatives, objectives, selec1 ion 
of alternative, nnd interrelationships with other lands. '.l'he re,·iew goes on to 
conelnde t!Jnt .. lla ta gaps in social, economic. and natural elements are signifi­
cant," and that .. the E IS process is not alwa ~·s being used as a -part of the d rc i­
sion mak ing vroce~,; but rather is implemented to meet a requirement or as a 
shield against criticism." 

The record of abuse in the Forest Service land use planning process iR n Ion;; 
and ,·ery sad one, and the poi nt has now been reached wherP, unless Con~res>< 
takes action now. Ri1~11ificant roadless resources. a ll of them increasing-ly rare, 
1Yill lie nnwi scl.v sacri ficecl for extremely insignificant iam-c>unts of timber. 

A small num ber of adcliti{)nal exhibits are being appencled to demom;trate 
various element., of bias in the land nse planning process, and to illustrate 11ith 
maps and EIS excerpts v1arions points made in this testimony. 

Mr. Sc01·r. The 11pshot of this is that wil c1rrness areas a rr not l'P­

ceiving acceptabk consickration, and the controversy is up instead cf 
down. 

It is against that background that Dr. Cutlrr has launched an effort 
of reform-and we all understand that that is what it is-to find a way 
to make roadless area dPcisions that can be accepted and which will 
resolve -controversy instead of extending it. 

Therefore. we applaud the basic goals of the RARE II program. ,v e commend Dr. Cutler and his colleaguPs fo r it. 
If this program can he] p correct the se riously inadequate i1wentory 

of RARE I-and it has-then that is a positive step to help amid fu­
ture controversy, appeals, and petitions to Congress. 

If this program can improve on the quality of information and data 
which lms bem available in analyzing roadless areas in tradeoff, in the 
planning process, and in the setting of RPA goals, that will help im­
prove thr' quality of those d~cisions-ancl_thn.t is ~ommendable. 

If this ,program c3:n provide some con~1stency m the standards and 
procedures with which the Forest Service evaluates roadless arras, 
then that will help resolve the controversies ,Yhich have ·arisen from 
glaring inconsistencies. . . 

If these are things which RARE II can improve, then we support 
that, bu t there arc some things RARE II has no promise of improving 
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as they are presently clefine<l. Therein lies the seeds 0£ future major 
controversy over road less areas . 
. To pnt it blunt ly, RARE II promi ses no serious improvements in 

me ,my roadless lands are being evaluated right now, today, in land 
nse plans that are now at the printers, and which will be issued week 
after week after week during the coming months on the western na­
tional forests . 

Every week more of these plans are being finished. As a general rule, 
the most recent ones-,vhich " ·e have revie,Yed in detail-just extend 
the pattern 0£ consistency in inadequate evaluation. 

,Ve have been advised and admonished to put great store in an im­
;proved hnd ,planning process that was mandated by section 6 of the 
)rational Forest Management Ad passed last year. Under regulations 
which are now under preparation under that act, an improved quality 
of planning is much sought by us. 

1\Te look forward to that generation 0£ improved planning, but the 
roadless areas will not be around to benefit if some relief is not granted 
quickly to get the quality 0£ planning improved right now. 

The cold £acts arc that those regulations, the provision of that act, 
require only that imprond quality of that planning be in place by 
the mid-1980's. 

, Ye lrn rn documents from the regional forester in California who ad­
vises that , in planning timber sales for 1980, to assume hal£ 0£ the 
roadless areas are available to be cut. That means that decisions on 
the roadless areas will be made before the improved ,planning. 

,Ye are ,prepared to document case after case of current land use 
planning which simply will not stand up and, therefore, will not help 
to reduce the lc,-el of contrornrsy. Therefore, as far as we understand 
it, this offers us no reason to see that these roadless areas ,_.ill get a 
better deal because, as ipresently organized, these lands will simply 
disappear off 0£ the RARE II inventory just at the time that they 
might get a better shake through the decisionmaking process. 

Absent some general reform in wilderness decisions, there will not 
be a resting 0£ the road less area controversy as those plans ,arc issued, 
but it will decrease. 

,Ye are prepared to discuss some positive sides of this ,point. , Ve are 
prepared to discuss the timber issues. Tim Mahoney of the ·wilderness 
Society is ;prepared to explain the significant breakthrough which was 
reached in region 2, particularly in Colorado where roadless areas 
have been -able to be removed entirely from the allowable cut base 
without any reduction in the operating level of the local timber mills. 

Kurt Kutay 0£ the Wilderness Coalition is prepared to present de­
tails of his efforts and others in the Northwest who are doing landmark 
work on the question of tradeoff s between development of roadlcss 
areas and improved timber management which can enhance timber 
growth on lands not involved in roadless area controversies. 

I would advise you to share our ideas. All of us are here to speak to 
our experience. 

Here is a set of plans affecting one national forest in Oregon. This 
is the McLaughlin-Klamath Planning Unit. It was issued in April and 
is nearly ready to be finalized and approved. 

There is no alternative in here for intensified management as a trade­
off to the other lands. ViT e would hope that that had been considered in 
the timber management planning for that area. 
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Here is the timber management plan issued in August. It co~tains 
o alternative having to do with the size of the timber base ava1l_able. 
-ou cannot put those two documents together and make any rab~nal 
Jnclusion about the possibility of having the best of both possible 
·orlds-more intensive management of lands not subject to wilderness 
Jntroversy, and the wilderness preserved as well. . 
We think the planning system ought to begin to look not at rnsu~s 

:1at divide people, but at issues that bring people together, and that 1s 
ne of them. 
We welcome the prospect of this discussion to help clear the air. "\V"e 

,elcome this opportumty to talk about balance in the multiple-use 
ystem of our national forests, to which we are committed. 

"\V" e welcome this forum to seek mutually beneficial accommodation 
ietwecn the concerns of the timber industry and the concerns of many 
\.mericans who treasure their wilderness areas including those areas 
if wilderness which have yet to receive formal protection. 

"\Ve seek a fair informed decision on these roadless areas. vVe believe 
;he national perspective is entirely appropriate. "\Ve believe that the 
;rnblic involvement process should be encouraged and widened in scope 
:o insure all of the American people who own these lands that they 
will have an opportunity to determine the future of them. 

I am pleased to hear you talk of the Gospel-Hump arrangement. As 
Jne who negotiated with the chamber of commerce in that instance, I 
1m proud to say that I think Gospel-Hump represents the reverse of 
the big myth that most of us see on this table. 

We want to maintain the stability of the timber industry in that 
area, and we are seeking a solution for these kinds of problems. 

I:f some tight situations are going to develop in the course of RARE 
II, let us identify those and get people involved in that local area to 
sit down together. It has worked in Idaho. It has worked in Oregon. 

It would be a sorry admission and lack of foresight to conclude that 
people working together cannot resolve these issues. It would he a 
sorry admission of the failure of our imagination if we did not address 
ourselves to the constructive question: How can we maximize the pres­
ervation of America's treasured wilderness heritage in a balanced land 
use pattern that also enhances the other uses of our land and brings 
prosperity to the West and to the products which all of us depend on 
from our natural resources? 

"\Ve are very hopeful about RARE II. We are very guarded in our 
optimism. We are here today to speak in that spirit. 

Thank you. 
Senator CHURCH. Thank you very much, Doug. 
You say you are hopeful about the end results of RARE II, but that 

you arc guarded in your optimism. You express, I think, the general 
view all of us are taking; that RARE II could produce what we are 
looking for. 

1:'"our prinicipal criticism dealt wi~h examples of land use planning 
wluch you feel are not adequate. I thmk you hope RARE II will come 
out a lot better than RARE I and take into account the better methods 
of land use planning that will be applied. 

I think we ought to hear from the forest products industry next and 
then go to general questions. ' 
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Senator McCLURE. May I make one comment at this point? 
I do want to hear the other witnesses, but I might note in p~ssinl;(', 

Doug, you mentioned the unit planning process and forrst base 1clentl­
fication which was insufficient because it did not identify the oppor-
t unity for intensive management. . 

I will fully share that criticism. That is a point I have ]wen t rymg 
to raise for a long while, as you know. There are those kinds o:f alter­
natives and tradeoffs available to us. 

On the other side of that, at the same t ime, is the difficulty of ,,-riting 
a plan that fully considers the possible alternative, and I do not think 
it is possible for anyone to write a plan that someone cannot criticize 
because it did not go as fully into some area as might have been 
suggested. 

By way of comparison on the amount of criticism, I might point ont 
the Gospel-Hump compromise, with which you are very familiar as am 
I. It does not identify any intensive management practice as an alter­
native end, therefore , is subject to the same criticism. 

I mention that only to illustrate the difficulty of creating any kind 
of agref'ment or plan that is not subject to valid criticism by someone. 

Mr. Sco'IT. That is perfectly true, Senator. The proplr who nr,ii-oti­
ated that plan are not bonnd by the difficulties that attend the Forest 
Service in providing real alternatives. \Ve found one _that brought 11s 
together. 

Senator McCLURE. I am not certain of that justification, howrnr. 
any more than to say that the Forest Service has greater difficulty and 
is subject to greater criticism. 

Senator Cn uncn. This means to me tlrnt there comes a time. no 
matter how the planning is done, when a decision must be reached in 
your plan to the Congress. There will then he pnblic hearings that will 
give opportunity for everyone to criticize the plan, and for the Con­
gress to make such altrrations as may seem justi fied before giving it a 
final stamp o:£ approval. 

Kirk, I understand you are speaking for the industry. 

STATEMENT OF R. KIRK EWART, DIRECTOR, INDUSTRY AFFAIRS, 
BOISE CASCADE CORP., BOISE, IDAHO 

Mr. EWART. Thank you Mr. Chairman. My name is Kirk Ewart. I 
work for Boise Cascade's operation in Boise, Idaho. I am acting as a 
spokesman briefly, this afternoon, for the National Forest Prod11rts 
Assoc;ation and the gentlemen to my right as chairman of NFPA's 
roadless areas withdrawal task force, and I have a few remarks for 
thr committee as thry rrlate to RARE II. 

Dr. Cutler referred earli'.!l' to a meeting held by him ancl Secretary 
Bergland, and reprrsen1atives o:£ the forest products industry some 
time ago where we attempted to explain to the Secretary ai1d Dr. 
Cutler our concern over the impact of RARE I on the ability of the 
Forest Service to put through a meaningful timber sale p rogram in 
the Northwest. 

We explained thrse concerns using a map of the State of Idaho, and 
po_inting out the literal paralysis that existed at the time, and still 
rx1sts, because of the massing o:£ roadless arras in certain portions of 
the State. 
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"\Ve pleaded that the land use planning pro?ess should be accel_e~·ated 
:o free these areas for management. vVe pomted out that add1t10nal 
:nanpower would not resolve the problem in these areas of Idaho and 
,.!sewhere because the land base was crippled because of the overlay 
)f RARE I . 

"\Ve in the industry are basically pleased with the response Dr. 
::;utler and the Forest Service to our plea. vVe are somevd1at, I might 
my, horrified by the aspect of RARE II which involves a change in 
·]10 wilderness criteria used in creating the RARE II inventory of 
mme 67 million acres of national forest land. 

According to the RARE II criteria, wilderness areas may now con­
ain many acti \·itirs of man which were forbidden in the past, such as 
·oads of certain description, fence lines, certain radio transmission 
~quipment and so forth. 

I cite, as an example, one roadlcss area in rastern Oregon through 
;vhich passes a railroad track upon which rides the Amtrak service 
'rom Boise to Portland. Therefore, we haYe a proposed wilderness 
Lrea which is bisecte<l by the main line railroad. 

The railroad certainly cl0€s not, in my opinion, enhance the fJuality 
md solitude l'C(Jllircmrnts of wilderness. Thrrr are many other exam­
)lPs of that which WC' are prepared to show yon at a later elate. 

Senator C1-n;nc 11. That particular example would seem to me to con­
hct with the clear provisions of the "\Vildemess Act against motorized 
rehicles. 

~Ir. Ew,\RT. Amtrak is somewhat normally on schedule. Assum ing 
tis motor powcr<'d, I wou lcl agree' with you. 

[Laughter.] 
1\Ir. E wAHT. I have shown photographs of that to Mr. S mith so hr 

3 familiar with it, and I assume that will be one of the early fall on ts. 
Senator HATFIELD. You are basing that on Dr. C'ntlrr's inrmoran­

um of inkrprrtation of tl1e "\Vilckrncss Act? 
~Ir. EwAHT. Yes. 
Srnator HATFIELD. I just wanted to identify the source of Amtrak 

;oing through the wilclrrnrss. 
fLaughter .] 
)Ir. E,\ .. \HT. "\Vr a.re also concern<'d about the RARE II prorrss as 
rrlates to thr Forest Sen-ice dependin~ upon 22 rneetin_gs held to 

xplain thr RARE II procrss to the pnb1ic. The nnmber gi \·en to ns 
:-crnt l_v wa.s 17,000 prople ,vho attendrd the RARE II meetings whi('h, 
1. my opinion, does not nearly rrprrsent the 200 million-plus people 
f this country which the gentleman to my left happily points out are 
.1e owners and users of the national forest svstem. 

"\Ve are also concerned that perhaps many· of the other usrrs of the 
ational forest systrm were not truly represented in the RARE II in­
ut process, snch as the mining industry, the livestock industry, and 
iany of thr other interests that represent organizrd labor in this 
)untry. \Yhich. as you all know, a.re totally ,dependent upon the na­
ona] forrsts for thrir livelihoods. 
"\Ve are also extremrly concernrd in the RARE II process. No 

ne can report to me that any of the public meetings identified the · 
,PA process, the goal and assessment ·of the RPA program. which 
·011ld enli!!hten those participating in thosr meetings as to the impact 
1 the ability of the national forest system to continue to prod1i're 
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goods and services at the level projected in the assessment 0£ the pro­
gram £or the RPA which now exists as guidance to the Forest Sen-ice 
for future years' management. 

In other words, the RARE II program, in our opinion, is again be­
coming an example 0£ planning from the ground up to determine the 
goals, instead 0£ planning in line ·with the goals established before us 
in the RP A assessment program. 

There is now a 25- to 30-million-acre goal for the national forests' 
portion 0£ the wilderness system. The RARE II process must be com­
pleted in light 0£ that goal, in our opinion. 

"\Ve do not think that the land use planning process is being accel­
erated or, in some instances, is being moved at all while the RARE II 
process is being operated in the national forests. I know the Chief's 
instruction to the regional foresters is to continue their planning proc­
ess, but in fact, in the field, this is not occurring. 

These field people have to do both jobs. They cannot do RARE II and 
land use plannings. 

Also, gentlemen, we are concerned that this process will never arrive 
at a final solution. That concern goes beyond RARE II. The NEPA 
process and its accompanying environmental impact statements have 
shown us in the past that these processes never end. 

There never seems to be a point where a plan can be implemented 
without appeals or litigation or other disruptive action. 

We are concerned that 67 million acres 0£ the National Forest System 
could be thrust into this never endin~ squabble 0£ the enviromnental 
impact statement process which would lead to crushing social impacts 
not only on the forest products industry, but the wood consumers 0£ 
this country who are right now, at this moment, in a price squeeze 
demand problem which has pushed the cost 0£ homes beyond the reach 
0£ many. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that concludes our opening remarks. As we 
open this area for discussion: I am sure my colleagues will have many 
more enlightened comments. 

Thank you. 
Senator CHURCH. Thank you, Kirk. 
There are two questions you raised in your remarks on which we 

should get a response from the Secretary. The first was whether the 
RARE II process takes into account the RPA goal 0£ 25 ,to 30 million 
acres 0£ wilderness within the national forests, or whether it is a proc­
ess that establishes some new goal after all 0£ the evaluations have 
taken place. 

I think we need some answer to thait question. It is a very important 
question. 

Dr. CuTLER. Mr. Chairman, I will take a stab at it. I think I will 
probably pass the microphone to the Associate Chief of the Forest 
Service. 

Of course, the RARE II process takes into account the current 1975 
RP A program goal 0£ 25 to 30 million acres for wilderness within 
the National Forest System. As I recall, the alternatives that were cir­
culated as we developed the 1975 goal included a high level of 41 or 42 
million acres. 

The goal that was ultimately adopted or recommended was 25 to 30 
million acres. The Forest Service is in the process now of distributing 
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questionnaire material to the .A.merican public upon ·which to dewJop 
its 1980 program. 

It m~y well be on th~ basis o~ that input, supplemented by the in­
formation we ha,-e obtamed durmg ,the RARE II, that we may make 
an amendment to the goal adopted for the 1975 RP A program. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I have no intention of supporting the rad­
ically different goal for ,,ilderness ,vithin the National Wilderness 
Preservation System . 
. Recogniz~ng that the national forest system is only one of four na­

t10nal pubhc land systems that contribute to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, there are many other uses to be served by these 
Jands. 

I would ask Rex Resler to contribute to this. 
:)fr. RESLER. )fr. Chairman, the RP A goal s will have to be a con­

tro1ling element in our planning process as WE' understand it now. 
Those goals may be changed, as Dr. Cutler pointed out, but on the 
basis o:f a recommendation for a change Congress can either agree ,Yith 
or disagree with that recommendation, and we ,rnulcl then consider 
that as a contro1ling device in our planning process. 

As you well know, the wilderness system can be expanded on two 
bases : No. 1, an executive initiative; and ~o. 2, by congressional 
initiative. 

The problem we have Pncountered since we have completed the 
rrimitive area review has been a series of individual initiatives lead­
ing to additional studies and/ or designations o:f instant wilderness. 

We think it is appropriate at this time for this country to address 
:he total wilderness system under a democratic process-lowercase 
'd," i:f you please-and try to make some judgments as to what the 
wilderness system ought to look like and all of the lands that may 
:ontribute to that process. 

"\Ye would hope to be able to try to provide the kinds of information, 
,rnrking with the Department of the Interior, that would allow not 
)nly the executive branch, but Congress, also~ some means of providing 
is with a better guideline as to what we ought to be seeking in the na­
:ional forest system component of this wilderness system. 

In the event that the present RPA goals are not changed for ,,hat­
'Ve1i reason-let me put it in the positive. In the event an amendment 
·o the goals is proposed and Congress accepts it, we would use that as 
t planning guide for further recommendations to fill out that cornpo-
1ent of the wilderness system. 

I£ it were changed to 30 to 35 million aicres, as opposed to 25 to 3Q 
nillion acres, we would use that figure in this entire ;process and come 
'orward with that level of recommendation for the executive branch. 

Senator CHURCH. Do you understand that answer? 
Mr. EwART. Yes, sir. 
Senator CHURCH. The fact that the process never ends is another 

lOint that I think you made, Kirk. 
31y only answer to that is that one way to end it is with legislation. 

: do not know of any other way to cut off ,appeals and litigation that 
an extend out year after year. 

Now comes the time for the free-for-all. I am sure that, by now, you 
;entlemen have many questions suggested by the previous presen­
ations. 
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I invite you to make yom' O\Yn contribution no\\· an<1 grt the disc•_;:;­
~ion sta rted. 

Jfr. CuKXINGHAM. Senator Churrh and members of the committee, 
I want to make a general comment on Mr. Ewart's statements wherein 
he indicated the industry is horrified at the wildPmess criteria being 
applied to the inventory and further df:'sc14ibed RARE II as an f:'X­
ample of planning from the ground up, ratlwr than. I presume, from 
the top down. 

First of all, it seems to me that wr are talking about the kind of 
planning process we have !"een so :far. This is a tremendous example of 
public involvements-the likes of which, on a national scale, I have 
nrverseen. 

T think that this means we arc going 1o ha,·e more broacl-basecl 
planning from the g1'ound up, from the grassroots, from the people in 
ihr affected areas. I think nothing but positive benefits can come from 
this hasic process. 

I think it is really prematnrP to prrjudge ,Yhat RARE TI is or \\·hat 
it would become. In a sense, we are only now completing the first stage, 
whi ch "·as liasically an objective inrnntory to remedy thP inadequacies 
of RARE I. 

·we are going to reserve judgnient on thr RARE II inventory until 
mid-October, until we sre the final irn·entory list, but gene11ally I think 
Pvrry indication is that these inadequacies are being remedied. 

Tf anything. the indnstry should be pleased "·ith the new roadl ess 
area definition criteria being applied to the invento1'y. Unless im­
provenwnts are made, we are going to br hoggrd down and the process 
,-, Jo,Ycd tlown for yeal'S and years. and " ·e arr not going to see uny 
rem,,dy or the kinds of solutions people arP talking about. 

Thel'efore, with this firnt step being made in the righ t \\·ay with tlw 
past deficiencies appearing to be remedied now or to be remedied in 
the pro1·css, I think this is something we should all join t·ogethe1• in 
con1111on support of with some degree of unanimity. This is going to 
ltelp us all. 

Your concern that the ,process will never arrin at a final rnlution, 
I think, is certainly a lcgitimatr ro1wPm. '\Ye havr no idra wha~ the 
fina l output will be or how that will he implemented. 

I fpe] that, to some extmt . " ·e might want to do a bettPr job of cle­
finin~ the problem if we expect to come up with solutions. I don't haw 
a rlefinition for the problem, but I might ask a rhetorical question. 

I s there really a need to find out the ultimatr disposition of all 67 mil­
lion acres in a very short period of time? A need does exist on some of 
thPse lands, but if we can somehow limit the problem to \\·hat actually 
exists, then I think we will a1l be bettel' off. particnlarly in those cir­
c:in1stances snch as the Gospel-Hump case where there arp legitimatP. 
rerious, and important questions of community dependency-where 
so h1tions, answers. anrl decisions need to be made rnon. 

Therefore, I think a better definition of the problem is in order. 
Senator McCLURE: Do you imply by your rhetorical qur.stion that 

you feel there is not a need to identify the ultimate disposition of all 
of the needs 1 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I refer to that middle category rr.ferred ·to by 
Mr. Smith and Dr. Cutler, the areas that might require further study. 
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Senator McCLURE. You are saying that there should be some b_lue 
and there should be some yellow, but there is perhaps no need to elim­
inate the green? It that correct? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. No need, perhaps, to immediately eliminate that. 
Senator McCLURE. I do not disagree with that. There may b~ some 

unresolved questions, but there is an impact upon those areas whi~h are 
designated for multiple use by the size of the unresolved acreage m the 
middle. They are not neatly separated. . . 

If you have a large area of _unresolved qu~strnns, then that must m­
evitably get back to the questrnn of : What is the allowable cut on the 
areas which have been leased for use? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 1Ve need to identify those cases. 
Senator CHuRCII. I understand and agree with Mr. Cunningham's 

point that the most urgent cases, where the economic base of a given 
regi<;>n might be directly threatened, ought to be the first to be 
considered. 

Mr. Cu:'.'<NINGHAM. My point would be this: If you can use Gospel­
Hump as an example, you could resolve Gospel-Hump and you can 
release the sale; but if you are applying the same criteria which has 
been adopted in region 2 and which is being urged in other regions, 
then you will not solve the problem at all. 

Even if you have released it, you cannot make the allmvable cut on 
that area on an annual sales basis. 

Senator CHURCH. That is true. 
I am saying that you cannot reach a final decision on everything all 

at once, and we ought to start with priorities. 
Mr. KuEHNE. I would like to know what your intended management 

would be for this green or study area following the completion of 
RARE II. How would you manage that area during the interim of the 
continued possibility of study? 

Mr. SMITH. These would be the areas that would still be considered 
for the full range of the uses including wilderness. Until those areas 
pass through the lanclmanagement plan and are subjected to an envir­
onmental statement, they would be limited to those management activi­
ties, development activities, that would not foreclose or preclude their 
consideration for wilderness. 

Those things which would change the character of the lands during 
that.i_nterim p_f riod of_ time, except for statutory rights, would not be 
permitted, as 1s essentially the case on the inventory of r,oadless area 
today. 

Mr. KUEHNE. "\Vould they continue to contribute to the allowable 
cut level? . . 

Mr. SMITH. I think that is accurate to say. However, there has to 
be a time, if a. decision is not forthcoming that this question be further 
considered. They cannot continue to contribute if they remain in a 
stu_dy or "hold" category. However, it has been our policy to continue 
to rnclude these areas as part of the base for the other proo-ram activi-
ties, such as timber, range, or whatever. i:, 

Mr. RESf,,EJl. It ~ould be our intent, as indicated, to allow the volume 
on those sites ~o conti:1ue ~ont!'ibuting to the total program harvest 
leve~ on the umt, provided it did not carry on for an extended period 
of tim,e., , 
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,ve are looking to 1983-1983 as the point in time at which we 
basically will have covered the national forest system with the land 
planning system. The problem is the same one that was indicated 
earlier. In some areas the level of activity has been such that if we 
continue the green areas for an indefinite period of time, the hydro­
logical impact will be such that we will have to program timber 
harvest at a lower level. 

I£ we cannot get the land allocation resolved in a r easonable period 
of time-which varies from one region and one forest to the next­
we will try to hold the land in the allowable harvest until those land 
use studies are completed. 

Mr. KUEHNE. My second question relates to a statement made by 
Mr. Smith regarding the wilderness in the blue selected areas, that it 
would probably be within the 25-mHlion- to 30-million-acre RP A goal 
or whatever, and that the study area may not be. 

Does that include the areas currently on the wilderness study list? 
Mr. SMITH. The areas currently on the Chief's list would be ex­

pected to be the core of the blue. The candidates for immediate wilder­
ness may not all necessarily be that way. w·e may not know enough 
about them, but certainly they would appear in that group. 

They might also appear in the other groups as a part of this process, 
as a part of this decisionmaking process. They could occur in all three 
groups as I see it today. 

Mr. KDEHNE. That would resolve whether those areas went into ihe 
harvest base at that time, when you make this final on the RARE II 
on the process-when you make that allocation. 

Dr. CUTLER. The status of areas selected by the Chief in RARE I 
is a whole new ball game. 

Mr. KUF.I-INE. They are out of the timber harvest base in calculating 
that level. That would change them immediately upon completion of 
RARE II. 

Mr. SMITH. That would have to be recalculated on the basis of what 
went into immediate proposals. Obviously, those should be withdrawn, 
I would think, and the remainder put back into the base but not 
necessarily programed for the reasons submitted. 

Mr. KUEHNE. I would like to make a couple of observations based 
on this green study area. 

One is that certainly this area should be kept at the minimum 
possible, or else you are not resolving anything or any problem here 
that would not have been resolved with the completion of the unit 
planning process, probably. 

The second is that there be consideration of an immediate timetable 
for completion of those, and if the areas were not added to the wilder­
ness system within that timetable, that they be added to the yellow 
area and be returned to multiple use. 

H as there been any consideration of that? 
Mr. RESLER. We have looked at that as a possibility. No decision 

has been made, yet, but we see two benefits. 
No. 1, it would set an expressed time :frame in which we wonld 

complete those decisions. Second, it would allow for planning for 
manpower and money to get along with that job. 

As of now, roadless areas selected are not beino- treated. They are 
on the back burners. 

0 
• 
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:Mr. KOEHNE. It seems to me that if these are considered State by 
State and forest by forest, and an allocation plan comes up to Con­
gress, that Congress should consider possibly limiting the time under 
which that could remain in study at the time they consider those 
areas. 

Otherwise, I do not ever foresee decisions being made on that study 
area. 

Senator CmmcH. Senator McClure and I were discussing the pos­
sibility at that point of legislation which might establish a time limit 
and prescribe a certain percentage of the land in that category would 
have to be moved out each year, so we would be sure they would move 
through that in a reasonable length of time. 

Dr. CuTLER. In the testimony Monday night on the Endangered 
American Wilderness Act, we proposed that any areas established 
by Congress for wilderness study have a Sunset provision limiting the 
restriction to no more than 4 years. I assume that could be applied 
here. 

Senator CHURCH. I favor time limits. I think that is an excellent 
suggestion, and one we should look into. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I think some of the frus­
tration-at least of the older of us here-might be illustrated by the 
comment we heard from Mr. Scott to the effect that millions of acres 
qualified under the terms of the '\Vilderness Act for classification as 
wilderness in the National Forest System, and were overlooked in 
RARE I. 

I would like to remind Mr. Scott and any others youn<Yer than me 
that there was a very long battle in connection with the development 
of the "\Vilderness Act and, as a consequence, there did come about a 
piece of legislation which was developed and accepted rather gen­
erally-and we are among those who accepted it. 

However, that description of the lands that were to be included in 
the national forest system did not include these lands that Mr. Scott 
has identified. 

I would like to point out that Congressman Saylor, for example, 
said, "The wilderness preservation system can be established without 
affecting the economic arrangements of communities, counties, States 
or business enterprises since the areas are already withdrawn. There 
will be no withdrawal of timber lands on which lumbering operations 
depend." 

Similarly, the leader of the Senate said, "The bill constitutes no 
threat to any legitimate economic interest. No one will be adversely 
affected by passage of the bill. It has been carefully drawn to give all 
possible protection to the economic interests of the west." 

The Senate committee report said, "There will be no withdrawal of 
lands from the tax base of towns or communities, no withdrawal of 
timber lands on which lumber operations depend, nor any with­
drawal of present grazing or mining rights." 

However, when the Forest Service looked at the wilderness needs 
under RPA and solicited public input, they got a response that indi­
cated, at page 602 of the program, "The public preference sterns to­
ward the resource systems, except wilderness." 
. What did the Forest Service do? They said, "We will have a modest 
mcrease." That modest increase was a doubling of the 1975 wilderness 
system in the National Forest System. 
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Now Dr. Cutler suggests there may be a modest increase and we are 
apprehensive. . . . . 

One final thing about this pro.gram. ·we are bemg impacted now rn 
our timber sale programs by this RARE II process. _In California, be­
fore the RARE II limitations, we have had a rPduct10n from a normal 
sale of about 2.1 billion feet average over a 5-year period, 10 year~ 
ago, to L7 billion feet, this year. 

I have printouts here from the regional office which show that therP 
will be a drop off of 63 million feet in 1978, not from the 1.7 but from 
the planning program which is a little more than that. 

In 1979, there will be a drop off of 153 million board feet in the sales 
program. 

This is the intolerable consequence of the nwss we arc in, and we do 
need some help. 

The committee of scient ists appointed under RPA, as amended, is 
at work today in the St . P aul and ,Yill be, tomorrow and the next day. 
They are going to come up with a planning approach that will lead to 
some beneficial results, but the idea that we may have a 4-year sunset 
provision. is not encouraging. 

We need something more quickly to meet the nel:'ds of these 
communities. 

Senator CHURCH. I think the 4-year sunset provision was suggested 
in connection with the land denoted in green for which no definite de­
cision can be made at the close of the RARE JI evaluation next year­
just for that land so that it will not remain in the study category 
indefinitely. 

We are trying to get what you want, moving this thing along. 
Senator M c CLURE. I have this concern and I should express it. 
·while it looks good to have all of these unresolved issues in the land 

base· for the calculation of allowable cut, when the ultimate decision is 
made the entire impact of that decision will be fel t then. 

I am not certain that that is in anybody's interrsts, let alone the 
~imbe:r indus~ry's interest, to postpone the day of reckoning and take 
it all m one big dose. 

Mr. EHINGER. I would like to make a couple of comments, throw 
figures around, discuss things, and bring it down to a few " for in­
stances" to show what is happening, and also to show what our con­
cern is from the standpoint that I feel we are on a t rain on which we 
do not know where the ertgineer is going and does not know where th e 
station is that we are going to get to. 

I listened t<? the environmental group yesterday. Over in the House, 
they talked with reference to 1979, 1980. vVe have talked about 4 years. 
We have talked with reference to the litigation, Congress solving the 

· problem. 
Mr. Scott here has amply described what he considers to be a total 

lack of quality in the plan'ning procedure under RARE I. 
Now, the people who are going to plan RARE II are the people who 

planned RARE I. The same people are going to be out there in the 
field. They are going to do the same thing. vVe arc not rroino- to have 
instant brilliance or instant competence. 

0 0 

. We are going to deal with real people in the real world to get this 
Job done. 
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In essence as far as I can look at it from our side, if there is some­
thino- as a side in this but from where I see it it is that the basis and 
grou~d work is here' for continuing litigation. He, in essence, has 
thrown down the gauntlet. . . . . 

He has put what we wo~ld all have to cons1~er 1f you are dealmg 
with people, and people are imperfect. He has said he cannot accept the 
quality of work we have had before, and that we.have to have some 
macric increase in quality and so on. That never existed before. 

We also have to take a program that is a lot smaller in size and make 
it bicrger. We have something here that I see no end to from an operat­
ing ~tandpoint. 

I would like to throw out a few examples of what RARE II meant. 
Here is one. Here is the Caribou National Forest. I am showing you 
pictures. Too bad you cannot see the green underneath._ The green is 
largely colored by red and blue. 

The blue was the original roadless area of RARE I. This one down 
here that is speckled was a candidate for wilderness. Red represents 
RARE II. That forest is blocked out effectively until RARE II is 
resolved. 

Zero. At Afton, 1Vyoming, they are not going to get any timber. 
They are down to the bare bones. There is no way to end the process 
once the process has started. 

I asked Dr. Cutler-double our pleasure. double our fun. Just like 
Shakespeare, I asked Dr. Cutler, and he doubled our toil and trouble. 

Let's go over into Wyoming. vVe are talking about people and jobs. 
Here is another one. Look at the blue and look at the red. Saratoga, 
Wyo. This is the biggest hunk of wood right there. It is blocked out 
now. All the sales for the next fiscal year-the fiscal year coming and 
thereafter, the layout has been done, the roadwork has been done-all 
iown the tube. 

The Forest Service says, "'\Ve have no money to do this. "\Ve can get 
barely enough timber sales up as it is." How can we put all that down 
the tube and expect these people to have · a normal timber sale 
program~ 

These are the kinds of things that concern us. 
I have a letter from the Arapahoe National Forest which shows 

~he same thing. These are the problems that mran a town where the 
people will be out of jobs, a mill will be down. "\Ve talk of 67 million 
:teres rather glibly. We talk about millions of dollars. vVhen you get 
lawn to millions, that is not so bad. 

Sixty-seven million acres, that is the whole State of vVyomina- and 
Jrnn some. It is nine Eastern States. 

0 

·when we took out the 7 or 8 million by draft environmental state­
nents, we put 20 million back. I think we were doing that bad under 
RARE I . Maybe we are doing pretty good. At least we reduced it . 
fhat goes down from 55 to 4 7 million. 

Then I listened to Zane, and he ~aid maybe we only had 10 percent 
)n each side, so in RARE II we may have a net 52 result when we only 
1ad a net 47 when we started. 

Thf' whole problem is that vou have o:ot to get it down to the rertl 
,vorld. Mills are going out of business. In this process, one gOPS now, 
me goes then; it does not make any big clatter, bnt they don't come 
Jack. 

21- 945- 78 - - -4 
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We have our problems today. Somewhere somebody has to be con 
cerned about what is happening on Main Street, what is happeninf 
in the real world of people who have jobs, homes, families, anc 
aspirations. 

It is not going to be done the way we are doing it now--appeal aftei 
appeal after appeal. I know somebody said they were going to tou 
what was done in region 2. The agreement was reached there takini 
the roadless areas out of the allowable cut. It did not hurt a thing. 

It would be an unmitigated disaster for any other region. The onl~ 
reason it worked there at all was that we have never been able to ge1 
funding for over 50 percent of the available cut. ·when you have onl~ 
50 percent of the allowable cut, hell you can make all kinds of conces 
sions without hurting a real business. 

However, try to expand a business and put out investment am 
create more jobs to utilize timber better-with the kind of thing goinf 
on here no individual in their right mind would even consider it. 

That is my speech. 
Senator "\VALWP. Mr. Chairman, could I make a comment? 
You got close to my turf. 
Mr. EHINGER. I thought I would. 
Senator "\VALLOP. I share the concern you have expressed. I have tc 

say, Dr. Cutler, there has been no Federal activity that has ever bee1 
undertaken that has done more to generate an anti wilderness sentimen­
in Wyoming than RARE II, and I think it is a tragedy. 

"\Ve have areas in that State-but you talk of public participation 
The greatest public participation that has ever been undertaken­
frankly, the people of my State participated in growth to their utte, 
frustration. 

The maps they were presented with were not colored. Their abilitJ 
to make comment was totally restricted. The Forest Service was un 
prepared, even with sufficient numbers of uncolored maps, to receive 
comment. 

They were then told that whatever comment they made had to be 
on a specific basis which made it virtually impossible for the average 
citizen to go down there, get a Forest Service map, color it himself 
and make specific comments in order to be received. 

Therefore, the public is extremely cynical about that. 
I have good timber. The Bridger-Teton Forest is down to less tha1 

40 days' supply of timber, and they are carrying it 180 miles. The tow1 
of Afton and others in the area have gone down the tube, and there i: 
absolutely total frustration. People cannot get an answer. 

I am expressing my own frustration because there are areas i1 
·wyoming which should become wilderness, but I would not dare men 
tion it and I do not know anyone else in the State who would righ 
now. 

I think it is a tragedy. 
I have a timber operator on the west side of Big Horn Mountai1 

who has been operating there a long time. He said he was allowed tog, 
on bidding. His cut was the same. The only trouble was that he wa: 
going on the other side of the mountain to compete with Georgia 
Pacific. 

He has to go 60 miles, up, and on the other side of the mountain tc 
compete and bid for timber up there in areas that have roads in them 
That is what frustrates them. 
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They are shown on the maps, yet ,they are in roadless areas and the 
oads are shown on the maps. 

I am happy that Senator Church is holding this meeting. I am sure 
rn will get some real sense of the real world. Frankly, it has done the 
nvironmental movement in Wyoming the single greatest damage of 
~hich I can conceive. It is a tragedy. 
It has coalesced other forces that have been totally supportive into 

otal hostility. In addition, by reducing timber operations within my 
,tate to such a drastically smaller area to try to keep everybody's cut 
p somewhere close to the environmental impact of that policy, it is 
00,000 times more serious than it would be if we were operating just 
,n a general level in the forests of the State. 

One hundred thousand may be somewhat of an exaggeration, but 
he impact of reducing these cuts to a smaller area in the State, (a) 
1akes it much more visible and, therefore, much more controversial 
'or those who do not like it in the first plaoe; and ( b) it is destroying 
,ny kind of logical management plan for those Forest Service borders. 

You have concentrated cuts, then. When this is all done, there will 
Lot be any viable ongoing timber economy in those areas because it will 
>e concentrated for too long a period of time in too small an area. Those 
orests are going to be environmentally damaged. 

I think, from the standpoint of our people, we have to have some im­
nediate resolution. 

Senator CHURCH. Senator, it is because we are concerned about this 
>roblem that we are here, that I sponsored-along with some of the 
,ther Senators at this table-the bill that just passed ,the Senate to 
estore traditional bidding practices to help small mills in dependent 
ommunities. 
We are trying to help, and trying to do it in any way that will en-

1ble us to reach decisions that everyone can identify and that will 
Lot be subject to endless appeal, litigation, and the rest which keeps 
he forest tied up for years to come. 

Mr. EwrNG. I know we are all here looking for a solution to the same 
>roblem. I think we all agree that the solution must be expedited. I 
hink we all agree that the Forest Service and the Secretary have very 
trong intents and purposes of establishing RARE II's to get these 
iroblems resolved wherever they might be. 

I would like to throw out a couple of comments which I hope are 
:onstructive criticisms. 

I recognize that there is a need to identify roadless areas. We may 
Lave differed with the specs in arriving at those roadless areas, but 
vhenever you are in a planning stage you have to have a good inven­
ory, whether it is timber, wilderness, or what. 

We have developed an inventory through this questionnaire. We 
night differ with the specs, but you have to have something to start 
vith. You cannot make a good evaluation if you do not have that as 
t base. 

I like the things that the people in Zane's shop are involved with­
;he ecosystems, the proposals for the national preservation system 
1eeds-but I am disappointed in several aspects I would like to bring 
mt here ,that I think we should take a look at. 
It appears to tell me that I have a responsiblity to use as many 

[forest Service lands as possible to fill those little gaps in your wheel. 
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I think yon missed something in there when you said the total wilder 
ness preservation needs without bring_ing in the needs f?r other agen­
cies to help fill those gaps. I do not thmk that was your intent. 

I have not seen any input-and this is specifically directed to the 
Secretary-by this agency, and specifically the Secretary, in his pres­
entations on the proposed legislation whereby he evaluated thosE 
areas you propose as "'.ild~rne~s. You did not evaluate those, how the~ 
fulfill this ecosystem d1stnbut10n as you propose. 

I assume you have had to for some time. I think that is somethin~ 
that should have been done before this total wilderness coneept if 
completed. 

·we n 11 know that., years bark, we had a lot of problems with lots oi 
fires. We tried to figure out, how do we put out those fires? How de 
we get people conscious of them? vVe did a fine job of proposing 
Smokey the Bear. I know it did not come out overnight. I bet then 
were 10,000 different ideas, and you all differed as we do now. 

I think it is helpful that we get togetlwr and try to straighten ou1 
some of these things. The thing that is worth doing is trying to evalu­
ate what we do in these areas. 

One part of the Forest Service Agency that is doing a fine job is i11 
de\·eloping 1he wheel where you put np your chart. I am not criticizin~ 
your guidelines, seeing what you have done here and the need to fil 
those gaps. 

I am dismaved that the Forest Service, as a multiple-use agenry 
<loes not consider all the RP A goals that are needed for all neecli 
simultaneously. 

As indicntecl yesterday, this looks like a unicycle to me. I do not sec 
any other wheels. I was referred to the part down below, which is yoUJ 
regional analysis and which shows your tradeoffs versus _yot11 
wilderness. 

I reco/2Tlize that, but I recognize the way this graph is set up tha· 
when you look at those tradeoffs it still gears the man on the grounc 
to look at those tradeoffs and how he can fill one gap, a gap for on< 
need-wilderness. 

I think you have to have a wheel :for every nse, and you have t< 
have all th ese wheels and examine them simultaneously. In othe1 
,,ords, vou have to have this matrix down below that examines all o: 
these things, but you still have to have these wheels for all of these 
nses and recognize there are gaps as indirated because we do not hav< 
an nnlimit<>d land base ris indicated vesterday. 

Senator McCLURE. I have asked Ftaff to put up another chart whict 
bears on the question you raised: , ,That does the chart show in regan· 
to the rontribution of the other agencies? 
. Maybe _:von shonld not have the Forest Service's inventory up then 
m the m1<lclle. It ought to be the boxes on the left, out there in thi 
middl<>. 

M_r. ~COTT. 9enator. ~ would like to r<>sponcl to the spirit of wha1 
Arme 111st said. I thmk those came across as very constructi v< 
comments. 

I think we can have very considerable agreement between us on ~ 
m,mbPr of those things. 

It S<>ems to me that the difference I hear between the two sides oi 
this table at the moment is that everybody wants to do something t< 
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he process. These gentlemen over here want to accelerate the process 
.nd they want to improve the process, and I am not sure those two 
roals are nece:=:sarily inconsistent. 
' We talk about the RP A tradeo:ff s and the possi biEty of expanded 
lPA goals. I am looking at p~g~ 65~ of the RPA program sent _up to 
'ongress last year. I find the d1stmction between a goal of 28.5 m1ll10n 
Lcrcs of national fore~t s wilderness and 41.2 million acres of national 
'orests wilderness-that is, alternative four and alternative five in the 
)rogram-shows the tradeo:ff of that as arrayed under the media~ of 
l8.5, the timber sale offerings would be 146.6 and under the lugh 
\·ilderness goal of 41.2, a considerable increase in acreage-the timber 
;ale offered under that alternative will also be 146.6, precise :y the 
:ame. 

A broad question which gets lost in these national goals is: Can we 
1a rn our cake and eat it, too? Are there ways to address a proces,; to 
his question that can say, in any particular case-a small community 
1ighly dependent in the State of vVyoming or one of the timber sheds 
n the State of Oregon where there are serious problems, or in Idaho 
:Jounty where we have had experience with this. 

I s there i;:ome way we can sit down and come to some resolution that 
mtensifics the production of the lands for that purpose, and save the 
1Yilderness important to people and meet some of the multiple uses? 

Yon say the process you have does not allow ns to look at the an­
swer that Pati sfies everybody. It says you gentlemen are going to have 
to choose between onr side and their side. 

I think th ere is a way to revise this procedure to simply get some 
data out that show us how to do both. It may not work in every case. 
In somec ases we are going to have to come to decisions that will not 
make everybody happy. 

·we talk about 20 percent solut ions with 80 percent unresolved. 
Impossible. ·we got 100 percent of the solution on t he north side of 
thf1 Salmon Ri vrr. On the south s ide of that river, we tr ied very 
hard-ns enYironmentalists-to come to agreement w ith the interests 
there nnd we are going to see an interesting textbook case-thfl fact 
t h_at peoplr sa t down and resolved something north of the Salmon 
Rn-er. 

They do not have the uncrrtainty, assuming that p lan is apnroved 
this venr. ns the south side of tho river· h as because the Forest Service 
is st ill trying to figure out what should be done down there. Let's 
ha\·e a prorrss that .allows that to happm. I think we can do that. 

Srnator HATFmr,n. I wonder. Mr. Secretary, if you have g·onr 
through the RARE II designations and made any evaluation on any 
of those that could be extrapolated now and some quick agreement 
re~clwcl on final disrosition. rather than having each one go thron~h 
this long and rather involved process. 

Ts tlwre snrh ::m evaluation? 
. Dr. _CuTLF-R. I think that would be subject to criticism from both 

sHles 1£ we attempted to abort the process: if we were not able to 
accomn~ny our <leci.sion with ln.nd nse planning data and an environ­
mr,ntal 1mpnct statf'ment that we have ag-reed to do otherwise. 

Therr may well be areas on which a consensus can be arrive r] at 
m0 rr. easilv than on others. and Tam hopefol-particularlv in regions 
" ·hrrr thrre is a short snpply of raw material-that the Forest Serv-
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ice will, through its normal planning process, kick out some of thosE 
areas in which there is no controversy. 

However, I do not think at this time that we can suggest that somE 
of the areas inventoried in RARE II can be released :from that 
inventory unless Zane Smith can cor rect me. No? 

A little premature right now. 
Senator HATFIELD. vVould Mr. Scott care to comment on that? 
Mr. ScoTI. vVe have quite clearly accomplished something this after­

noon. I feel perfectly at liber ty to say that Mr. Ewart and I can 
come to some agreement with the Forest Service about the Amtrak 
goin~ through a forest in Oregon. 

I think there are other cases. As George says, some of the people are 
not quite as good at doing those •inventories. They made mistakes both 
ways. As I understand what Zane tells me, they are cleaning them up 
as fast as you bring them aerial photographs and documents that dem­
onstrate how they can clean those up. 

I think you can identify those areas, Senator, in some places. 
In the State of Oregon where things are likely to get tight before 

they get tight in other places, our people ,are willing to sit down with 
the Forest Service and with the industry to work out something. 

I think we could have a little improvement on the Gospel-Hump 
situation by having the Forest :Service at the table, too. 

Senator HATFIELD. I would like to emphasize-with the situations 
described by Senator vY.allop and other situations that are perhaips 
less severe, rperhaps in the making or moving in that direction-that 
we must establish some sort of priorities so as to recognize those unique 
circumstances. 

I have found that, in the omnibus wilderness bill which passed t11e 
Senate, we have not reached complete agreement with all parties in­
volved. vVe have reached a lot of agreement on designated areas there­
modifying, shifting borders, and recognizing interest groups and their 
legitimate -rights. 

I was amazed that we were able to move along with the degree of 
enthusiasm, or the degree of opposition-whichever way you want to 
look at it-which has really been rather mild compared to what it 
might have been. 

I think, Dr. Cutler, you find not only the example I have cited at 
Gospel-Hump, but others. I would think that one might look at this 
in terms of trying to categorize, and not deny anybody their rights :for 
input in the process and so :forth, but expedite and put priority on cer­
tain of these -areas. 

Dr. CUTLER. One way we can address this opportunity is by cleaning 
up our inventory, by kicking out the roadless areas that were put i11 
by mistake, and by any appropriate ,application of the criteria. I think 
that is what Zane, George, and that staff are doing right now, between 
now and the middle of October. 

We hope we get these mistaken wilderness areas out of the inventory. 
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to ,add one final comment to the 

:frustrations enumerated here today. I am not laying blame, I am 
merely making an observ·ation. 

When we talk about the need :for expediting and doing these various 
and sundry things, then we come back to the qnestion of money, the 
tool with which to accomplish the objective. 
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s\..s an example, j nst this afternoon I offered an :unendment to the 
~p~·opriations bill relating to the Forest Service to carry over $19 
11111011 from supplemental 1977 as it related to intensive forest man­
gement and sales preparation program attendant to that because of 
lie unexpended amounts that had been appropriated under supple-
1ental 1977 which would otherwise expire at the beginning of the new 
.seal year, and that we have added money to the budget from time to 
ime on the basis that that was the key for the Forest Service to ac­
vmplish a number of their objectives. 
Then we come to that point and we find its limitation in personnel­
ceiling limitation. 
Here we have appropriated the money, but that is really not the so­

ution. Now we come up ,vith a problem of a ceilino- on personnel. 
A concentrated effort was made by the Forest s'ervice ,and friem1s 

,f the Forest Service to get the O:MB to lift the ceiling to accommo­
late the expansion. '\Ve must get their response in a week or so. 

I feel these a14e the things that also add much to the confusion of the 
mblic, to the confusion of ~!embers of Congress, the user groups, and 
nterest groups; that we have not really put the house in order, so to 
peak, to be able to ,accomplish a lot of these goals we announce. 

Then if we cannot do it, people feel disappointed, cynical, and a 
'ew other things. 

Again, I aim not making any indictment. I am only making an ob­
ervation. 

I know, Dr. Cutler, that you have only been in office a short time. 
You have made an imprint already of a very positive nature. 

I "·ant to ma.ke recol'd that, as of today, we have fought for the in­
'. rease to increase within the Forest :Service, for the recommendations 
:or agreement for 750 billion board feet of which only 220 billion board 
'eet was able to be programed, leaving half a billion board feet, and 
'or the funds required to process that in or'cler to then provide you 
.vith that continuing tool to have to transfer or carry over almost $20 
11illion into fiscal 1978. 

I just am hopeful that, in this RARE II process, we do not find our­
;elves again with these problems of tools, and with problems of money 
rnd personnel, then bog down to the point where we have to start a 
RARE III program to t1y to pick up the pieces from RARE I and 
RARE II. 

There is an old adage that relates to the bureaucracy: If it does not 
.vork, just double your effort. 

I am just making an observation. I am not asking for an answer. 
You are free to comment. 

Dr. CUTLER. The only comment I would like to make is the fact that 
if all of the people in this room will it, RARE II will succeed. 

Senator McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to piggyback on the 
:>ack of that last comment. 

I think a large part of the answer to the problem will be found in 
the will of the people in this room, but we are in danger of repeating 
an error in the Gospel-Hump compromise. Not everybody involved 
is in this room. There are other interests, also. 

On the three sides of this roundtable, I see the Federal agency on 
one side, and two user groups or advocates on the other sides. We do 
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not have organized labor represented here today. They have a big stake 
in this, and their voice is not being heard. . 

I do not see organized recreation groups and they w~re ce1faml) 
very evident in Grangeville at the Gospel-Hump l~earrng~. I have 
heard nothing but a passing reference made to the mmerals rnd nstry 
and there are those in the mineral s industry who feel that the Depart­
ment of Agriculture has never really considered them because they an 
not a renrwable resource user. 

The Forest Service has inadequately, in the past, considerecl thE 
nonrenewable resource values of the public lands. , Vhether nclvertent 
or inaclver tent to the planning process, it does not identi_fy the National 
Minerals Policy Act. There has been no rderence to 1ts goals at all 
although it is existing law. . . . .. 

That interest was also invited to participate and failed to partic1patE 
in the Gospel-Hump, and to our det riment in terms of acceptance of the 
final solution. 

I do not see any Ii vestock groups represented in this room, ancl they 
have a big interest in how this comes ont. 

I am trying to say that, yes, I agree with you if everybody here ha~ 
tlw will to make it work. In that case, RARE TT has a rhancr . 

However, to focus for a moment, there are a whale of a lot of other 
people with quite different interests who are not represrntecl here at 
all, except by those of ns sitting up here and thosr of ns y;·ho, in one 
way or another. those of von . and the broacl n~er gronps. He trying to 
represent their interests. I think that is too bad. 

I think this is a good beginning, hnt it is only n he~inning of that 
problem. I think we have to address the interests of these other groups 
and bring them in in a very meaningful way. 

I do not mean to detract from the valne of this hea rinrr. If T rlicl not 
think it was a vahrnble one, I would not have been sprnding ri ll after­
noon hr re. I think it is, but it is onl_v a heginnin.<: of the nroee::::::. 

Mr. K vTAY. I want to concur with ~rnator J-fatfi r lcl's romrnrnts 
rarlirr. and hope therr are corrrctions which ran br nwde to rcyisc the 
institutional arrangements which might be blockin g imnroved man­
ngrment of the national forests ns an important step which 11111st be 
taken right n,,av. 

I think if thei·r is any maior area of agreement wr hnd in timber in 
Orr,zon rerrnt]y in th r conferrnre in Euo-enr. it is that ,,c both ran 
work together ·for our mutual benefit to improw managrrnen t on fl 1-
rea d ,·-arce:,serl lands in the beginning. Perhaps those lands might br 
opene<l up in the RARE II process. 

I havr worked with a lot of loen l interest groups in Oregon . T tried 
to help tlwm rrYirw l:rnds. I find it difficult. as Mr. Scott" suggested, 
bernnse of the lack of data presented in some of those plans. 

I have taken it upon myself to try to make some economic analysis 
cf the Pn<lan<;rred Arnerirnn wilderness bill ancl the omnibus wilder­
ness hill of Sern1tor Hatfield. I wns lookin!! nt Porne of the areas and 
thinking about the high cost of determinino- those areas, as well as 
timber h::irvesting practicrs. ~ 

,Vhen I looked a littl e further , I found out tlwre were considerable 
amounts of funds being appropriated by Congress for the Pprcific 
purpose of building main access roads in the roadless areas. Those 
were. of course, in the millions of dollars. 
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I thouo-ht ,Yhut a tremendous resource there was there, to pnt some 
if that r~ad developmrnt money into improved management ~or pre­
ciously drvcloped lands. I took t)rn roadless areas that ':·ere m both 
lill s and figured out ho"- many miles of roads could be bmlt, the aver­
we cost per foot, per mile, per road and got a general figure of how 
1~1ch would be reqnired to build a main access road. 

Tha.t did not inclncle spur roads or lol!ging costs. T hen I figured out 
:vhat the return per dollar wonld be for investing those moneys in pre­
·ommercial operations which seemingly might be the most proper level 
'or them. 

Throu~h the n.ll owablr cuts, we Yrnuld be able to take those moneys, 
rn·est thrrn in alreacly accessrcl Jancls, ancl take credit for future 
iancsts and continue to liqnidate that amount of timber which we 
:m1 lcl. harvrst from those funds. 

Tlrnt was morr than tlw contribution thosr roadless areas wonld pro­
-iclc if thcv wrre 1Cimply accessed with roads and used for harvesting. 

Se;1ntor ·CHURCH. vVe recognize that as a valid point. If we Cc n get 
11ore intrnsified management and get the job done, it would be of 
mmense help. 

'\Ye have a vote on the Sennte floor. I hope you will all conti1111e your 
liscnssion. '\Ve "·ill put Dr. Cntler in charge and let the com·eri"ations 
:ontinur. 

Brfore I lrave for thr vote, I want to thank all of yon for coming, 
md for your participation in this roundtable. From tlw di-;cu,sion 
lrns far, I have gotten some iclrns us to hO\Y we might endc!!Yor to ]egis­
ate, in connection with RARE II, some provisions in the law that 
night he helpful. 

I had not thought o-f thrm brfore this discussion began. so i.t has been 
,rery usefnl to me. I am sure it has been nscfnl for the other Senators 
ts well. 

Again, I want to thank yon all for coming and participati 1ir. 
Senator McCu,1m. Before you go, I "-ant to make onr addition to 

he statement I made a moment ago. 
I would not want my statement to say that there was an e1T0r in 

he arrangement at Gospel-Hump which resulted in a rompromise 
igreement. 
· The ·context of that comment was th at some who ,yere not thrre 

wlped engender the reasons for dissatisfaction with the comprorni.se 
tfter it was reached. It was in that sense that I made the comment. bu1· 
1 lso the comment you made a moment ago regarding diversion of 
noney into more intensive management practices has been one of my 
Ernstrations with environmental groups over the years. 

Thry have said no to one thing and have not given ns a ,Yhnlc of a 
lot of help in getting the other thing donr. I think your commmt is 
~xactly on target. I think we ought to be doing that sort of thing. I 
:hink we can work together to accomplish it. 

Dr. CuTLER. Mr. Chairman, can we assnme the transcript of this 
11erting will be reproduced as a Senate cl.ocnment? 

Senator CHuncu. Yes; as -far as I am concerned. 
Senator McCLURE. I think we can get bipartisan support in doing 

:hat. 
Senator CHURCH. '\Ve will leave to vote. 
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Mr. EwART. I wish to make a statement. My intention has been tc 
jmpress upon you that the RPA goa]s can be recognized in selectin~ 
the RARE II study goals in relation to the tradeoffs for othe1 
resources. 

The RP A goal is now 25 to 30 million acres of the national foresh 
wilderness system land. If that can be tolerated without undue pause 
and come out of the other amenities of the National Forest System 
that must be a part, in my opinion, of the RARE II process or_ w~ an 
doing no more than planning on a local level based on local pre1ud1ces 

Mr. RESLER. Mr. Ewart, that is a gimmick. It has to be a part of thE 
evaluation process. The national goals will provide the framework fo· 
the alternative developed. Obviously, you have to go t o the local leve 
to get the refined information you need, but there will be control at th< 
national level over those RP A alternatives. 

I agree with the point Mr. Ewing was making, that v.-e do ner<' 
those other wheels represented. You have to visualize them as if the3 
are there. That is a part of the evaluation process. 

vVe realize the frustration all of you are feeling about this roadlesi 
area process and the ]and management planning process in genera] 
If you can take your own frustrations and multiply them a few times 
you will get the idea of what some of us feel about trying to execuh 
a program required by law which has a few complexitjes in it alonf 
the way. 

Some of those complexities have to do -with a difference of opinior 
reflected right here. Regardless of how we define the planning procesi 
we are going to undertake, there are going to be different viewpoint: 
of what constitutes adequacy. 

What we are trying to do here is do a uniformly effective job of dis 
playing inventoried information, such as we can-we, the agency, anc 
the public involved- so we can make some solid decisions. 

There is no way we can get out of this roadless are::i, process, excep1 
to support Dr. Cutler and carry on through to completion as competent 
an eva]nation of a11 of the roadless areas as possible, identify the trade 
offs with the public's assistance-all of the public's assistance, not jus1 
portions of it-and then come out with some recommended courses o: 
action. 

That biting the bullet is going to be the difficult part. That is wher 
the fun is going to commence. 

I see no way out of this process unless we do the best job we can witl 
your assistance, and then define what we believe ought to be done anc 
propose to the Congress as the process requires. We propose and Con 
gress disposes. 

You will have the opportunity at the time to express your disagree 
ments or agreements with the proposal, but somebody, some organiza 
tion-in this case the Forest Service-has to be the catalyst. We hav, 
to provide the information, set up the target, and hopefully this demo 
cratic process will work effectively. That js ,,hat we propose toda: 
to do. 

Mr. ScoTT. I want to respond. 
You said all roadless areas. If we could have some covenants tha 

all of the roadless areas would get the kind of treatment that it to be 
at least theoretically, sought in RARE II with consistent data anc 
tracleoffs reflected, that would be one thing, bnt many of the roadles 
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Lreas will disappear before we get there through the ]and use planning 
ff0cess which, until recently, contained no data that there would be 
my tradeoff. . . . . 

One of the most irksome examples 1s the Boulder plannmg umt m 
forth Idaho. If a person wants to go with a wilderness alternative in 
·esp on ding to this document, they get no choice-they also h~ ve to 
my the least intensive management and all of the other acres m the 
)lanning unit. 

There is not a have your cake and eat it alternative displayed for 
mybody to even think about. That is something that can be improved 
1uickly. 

Mr. RESLER. I agree that that would not be an acceptable alternative. 
[ do not know what the background of that case is. You should not 
iave to only accept or reject, but suggest other alternatives. 

Mr. Sco'IT. Unless they file it under appeal. 
Mr. RESLER. I am talking about the process. The process is to define 

m array of alternatives. Then those alternatives can be adjusted. This 
>bviously was not done. 

Mr. ScO'IT. I think you can be more specific. One improvement you 
:an make would be to set some direction for what the array of alter­
iatives would be. There is really nothing there says, "Don't hinge it to 
he least intensive management." Show that tradeoff, but it is not there 
n most of them. 

Mr. RESLER. vVe are not there yet, but it will be part of the RARE 
[I process. 

Mr. CRAIG. I am in agreement that there are opportunities for in­
·estment in more management opportunities that vrnuld be more pro­
luctive. I also agree that there may be areas scheduled for timber 
rnrvesting that probably should not be harvested. 

The Resource PlanninCY Act and, to some extent actually, the Na­
,ional Environmental Policy Act requires the agency to use economic 
rnalysis as part of their planning process. I am really somewhat en­
:ouraged by this, and what they are working on and what they may 
:ome up with. 

I think it is possible that they will off er good guidance as to the allo­
:ation of resources to provide these various outputs. 

In spite of all I would like to tell you, your proposal-while in­
riguing in some ways-has a fundamental flaw. That is that all of this 
noney that is spent on roads comes from the timber that will be hauled 
)Ver those roads. It is not from appropriated money. 

Ninety percent or more of the road construction done in the national 
rarest is done by timber purchasers, so it is not that you can take some­
,hing that is available and shift it to another use. 

There is still going too have to be some additional funds £or that 
ype of activity. 

Dr. CuTLER. vVe tried to estimate what the mileage would be on the 
nain access road in .the roadless areas-not those necessarily paid for 
,y timber purchasers or credits, but those paid for through appropri-
1ted funds and our forest road trails. 

Mr. CRAIG. That is a minimum thing, at least in California. Ninety 
iercent of the mileage is paid for by timber purchasers. 

[ Off the record discussion. J 
Mr. HAMPTON. I have a couple of comments I want to make-obser­

'ations-call it what you will. 
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I am not sure they are too well organized. It seems to me that we 
might have room for greater agreement on this whole wilderness issue 
i.f we can somehow take a look at the things that relate to areas where 
there are real wilderness values present in the country, but not necessar­
ily in the heavily timbered areas. 

I am encouraged to see that the ecosystem is one of the national need 
criteria you are looking at here. Unfortunately, I suppose, from your 
standpoint and that of the Forest Service, there arc not too many of 
these road less areas that are in ecosystems other than those that contain 
a lot of timber. 

I recall, Dr. Cutler, when you first announced you were going to 
have a RARE II study that it seemed to me you were missin,g some­
thing here in not having an interageney approach to this v,holr thing 
where we involve BLM and the other agencies so we <.'.an be looking 
at all of the othrr wildl'rnrss values in the country. 

Ont in the desert areas, I can remember as a youngrr man. going to 
Joshua Tree National Monument ,vii.h my young family and lu\\·ing 
a great time. It was truly a wilderness expl'rience. That is onP exnrnplC'. 
I am sure there are hundreds of them around the cmmtry whPrc we do 
not have to be engaged in a constant struggle for timbrr. 

I am not suggesting that there are not great timber nrPas that still 
need to b0 set aside as wilderness. I am sng!!rsting that thPrr is prob­
ably greater room for some agreement lwre if \H~ cnn be look ing nl the 
other ecosvstrms and the values contai1wd thcrPin. 

Maybe ~vlrnt I am leading up to here-and I ain not e,·en Enre in 
my own mind-is that thrre has to be an intrragcnry apprnarh and 
perhaps some way of triggering: tlwm con ld be sonw on~rsip:ht lwarings 
on the part of the Congress to bring together all of tlw agcnciPs that arc 
involved in identified wildern0ss arras to get togetlwr and Pee \Yhere 
we arc going, and establish a little better direction to this who!(, dfort. 

Dr. CuTLER. Thank you. 
·we have not taken your time to go through any detail. The mnps on 

the e::i~·el show the ecosystem and the land forms we are using as selrc-­
tio~1 criteria. ,ve think they are important. "\Ve think they are a break­
throu~rh for wilderness criteria to give us a scientific basis for selection 
of the wilderness system. 

I am working with assistant secretaries Bob Herbst and Guy Martin, 
and the staff is working with the National Park Service. Fish and 
1,Vildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Management in develop­
ing these criteria. They are trying to, in effect, coordinate the vision of 
this administration as to what the national wilderness preservation 
system should be. Hopefully, we can delegate some of these gaps to 
those other agencies. 

"We have opportunitirs on the National Forest System to add grass­
lnnds where John McComb is from down in the Cornado National 
Forest. For the first time, this gives us a really good rationale to pnt 
those other types into the system. 

Mr.HAMPTON. Can I expend a little bit on what I said? 
I think all of us-and I am certainly guilty of this-'have lwen ac­

rustome<l to thinking of wilderness as the mountain land forms covered 
bv t;mber. , ve do have another opportunity. I cannot overemnhasize 
the importance of tryinQ" to get tog-ether and usin/l this as, perhaps. n 
common meeting ground where we can resolve some differences. 
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It rnio-ht ,rnll be that, in some of this middle area where ti1e Forest 
Service 

0

and RARE II ,,ill not be able to identify areas that immedi­
ately can be set apart as wilderness, they will be put back into multiple 
use. Maybe there will be some questionable areas in there that have 
timber ~-alue where the tradeoffs are involved where you arc going to 
have to study them further where they would be close ~o areas of a 
semidcsert character or brush where we do not have the timber values, 
but where they do have other wilderness values. 

Yon could make a slot that ·would be acceptable to all the 1;artios 
concrrned. 

I have one other comment, a comment on wildlife. 
That, also, is one of tho national nerds criteria. I am sure that I do 

not have to tell you again that sometimes in the perception of the 
public they think we have to have pure wilderness to protect certain 
wildlife. 

This might be true in a few cases, but more often than not most wild­
life arc going to get along much better if ,,e are able to manipulate 
that habitat. 

I recognize that tho act does not preclude that, but there have bern 
pmblrms hero in the past in that regard. 

I wonlcl hope that we do not overlook the role of the professional 
wildlife rnanager in addressing this issue. Somrtimes the public ca n 
get a little emotional on the subject of wildlife. Somewhere in that 
crunch, the professional managers' view can be overlooked. 

Dr. CPTLEB. lt does not include vegetati rn manipulation for wildlife 
habitat improvement. 

Mr. HAMPTON. Are there not wildlife management areas? 
Dr. CU'rLER. Not in wilderness areas unless the managmcnt is just to 

leave it alone. There could be introductions, reintroductions-some 
modest opportunities of this kind. 

I think if the highest and best use is for wildlife which is depenclent 
upon continued manipulation of habitat, then it should not be listrd as 
wilderness. 

Mr. MAHONEY. Mr. Secretary, I think all of us are awarc, but per­
haps it needs repetition, that trees, minerals, cattle n,re not distributed 
ernnJy across the land. As Mr. Hampton is saying, there are areas of 
lesser conflicts. 

I believe, as M1i. Smith has shown, that is one way in which you are 
going to be evaluating wilderness. H makes it convenient to illustrate 
as, f;ay, the color here illnstrates as to mix, board feet, and acres. 

Pretend that if you take this many million acres yon take ,a subse­
quent corresponding effect on board foot reduction. I come from a 
State in which the trees arc not as big- as they are in Oregon. They do 
not grow as close together. 

You wi11 ftnd most of the people here today representing timber in­
terests arc frnm the Nortlnrnst. In fact. most of the examples given 
of urgency of need arc coming from the Northwest. 

Wh:,t has happened to conservationists in Colorado in tho past is 
that v:e have had onr areas treated as if they were in the Northwest. 
We hri n:' had them treated as if they were a large timber industry that 
needs onr lands. 
· vVe ,·,,ar that, while the needs expressed here today are quite legiti­
mate, they may overreact. The reaction to that may be a strait jacket 
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on the entire system, which would not allow imaginative management 
which would help us in our region !'each more agreeable solutiorn 
amono- the competing needs for that region. 

In Oregon we have an industry that is cutting ·at 100 1percent of thf 
level which the Forest Service calculated as potential, but in Coloradc 
the industry cuts at only 25 percent of what the Forest Service calcu­
lates as potential. 

That is not to say, necessarily, that the industry should be as large 
as its potential. The Arapahoe National Forest was mentioned as an 
example of a national forest full of roadless areas. 

The last timber management plan for the Arapahoe showed that it 
cost the Federal Government $8 to remove $1 worth of timber. Ac 
~1.r. Kutay has shown, there may be ways in which we can have both 
timber and wilderness in the Northwest. There exist other ways that 
are not at all ,alike, and which we may be able to resolve such as the 
crisis in the central Rockies. 

We would like to see the planning effort-RARE II or whatever 
form this evaluation of roadless areas finally takes-ask some of these 
fundamental questions: How can we have both roadless lands and 
timberlands 1 

,Ve do not want to see ·a "rush through" planning process when our 
area does not need to be rushed. No one is losing any jobs in our area 
because, for the first time, people are looking not only at landE 
that should be put into the wilderness, but at what lands need to bE 
developed. 

,Ve cannot get away from a,pplying some local solutions to local 
needs. 

Dr. Cm.'LER. I would like to speculate that one way to address your 
sugo-estion-to take more time to do a better job-would be the State­
by-State environmental impact statements at a staggered ,period of 
time, addressing ourselves first to Idaho, Oregon, and the ·areas where 
we have hotspots, material shortages-a crisis-and perhaps taking a 
little longer to perfect the recommendations in the draft environmen­
tal statement in terms of your fieldwork, the public involvement, and 
our own view, and spin it out in different parts of the country where 
the need for the decision is not quite so urgent. 

I would not want to indicate that we would want to prolong it very 
much longer, but if a few more months would make a better job I 
would like to do that. 

Mr. MAHONEY. It has been brought up. Senator Hatfield men­
tioned that we may need some immediately released areas from the 
inventory. We may need to make sure that that yellow category of 
released lands is exercised quickly, and you have spoken of a sunset 
provision of 4 years for possible wilderness studies. 

We again go up against the manpower ceiling and how quickly de­
cisions cn,n be made adequately. It is not just a question of State by 
State, allowing the critical States to go by or critical regions to he 
decided more quickly, but also perhaps in terms of your sunset 
provision. 

There are wilderness study areas which have an immedinte neerl 
for determination and those which we can allow to sit while we make 
the decisions on the others. I think we need greater flexibility there, 
too. 
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Mr. KuLOSA. Being familiar with the Colorado area somewhat and 
;he Southwest especially, I think the resolution of this problem is just 
IS necessarv in Colorado as anywhere else in the United States. 

I would ~like to state that growth potential in Colorado vis-a-vis 
>ther parts of the Nation is very nearly as great as those other parts. 

It is true, maybe, that the coast does have larger trees due to the 
>Ider growth and the past growth, but under management the Colo­
:ado lands have very similar growth abilities as the coast and I do not 
;hink that they should be written off. 

Also, we are experiencing mill shutdowns. Mills are being threat­
med by the process. I do not feel it should receive any different treat­
nent for that reason. 

Mr. MAHONEY. If I may respond; I agree with what Mr. Kulosa is 
;aying in large part. I think, however, we have to separate, in evalu­
tting wilderness needs versus our tradeoffs, the question of where in­
lustry now exists and is actually threatened, and where we are only 
,alking about a potential industry which may or may not exist, de­
>ending on how funding may be. 

We oftentimes are brought into these meetings because of immedi-
1te needs where people may actually lose their jobs, and we are making 
lecisions where there are no immediate needs, where jobs have not 
:ven been created. 

Certainly we have greater flexibility in the other instance, but one 
>f the flaws of RARE I was that all such areas were treated exactly 
,like. I think that may be one of the subtles within the tradeoff. 

Mr. BLASING. I would like to echo what Herb said. The people in 
mr area, particularly in Montana, are very seriously affected by this 
.ind of process and we are in tough shape there. 

In one case I can name specifically, the Forest Service has literally 
>lanned the economy of Philipsburg, Mont., out of existence. There 
vere two sawmills there. There was a substantial cut available to those 
awmills. 

Because of an appeal, and further because of a restriction in Gov­
:rnment timber suppHes, both of those mills have been shut down. The 
mallest one is going to try to start up again in the near future. 

We need an immediate solution, and this is why we are here, one of 
he main reasons. vVe do not have the time to wait. 

As Senator w·allop said, mills with only months or days to survive 
,n their contract-for them we are going to have to come to some 
esolution of the land use planning thing and the wilderness thing if 
rn are going to maintain our economy in Montana where the timber 
ndustry generates 50 percent of the income. 

Therefore, it is of real concern to us, and I may be dropping back. 
· do not want to get away from productive discussion, bnt in your 
liscussion of the public involvement-I am not sure if I heard you 
ight, or I am not sure that what happened where I was is different 
han what you said-the public, when they were asked to comment on 
he criteria and the roadless area inventory in our area, were told 
·ery specifically by the Forest Service that that is all they wanted to 
ear about. 
They were given no opporhmity to say whether or not this area was 

:ood or this area was bad. Those of us who have been participating 
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with the public in this process have told those people thac this is wha 
you tell them because tl~is is. what they ~re ask_ing for. . . 

There is no opportumty for the public to give that rnput until tli 
alternatives are presented. This represents a ser ious concern to me be 
cause it has been my experience-and maybe the experience of .som 
of the people on the far side of the taLle-that once the alternative 
on the draft environmental impact statement come out it is very dif 
ficult to change them. , 

The Forest Service has usually made up a large portion of thei 
mind. 

Mr. SivuTH. During the initial workshops in July and August, w, 
did not get into the evaluation. As already pointed out, we had to star 
from someplace. ·we had to develop an inventory. 
If we had leaped right into evaluating them, we feared we won]( 

not get a product which could later deal with the evaluation. vVe hav1 
a period of time in which we have to begin collecting some data s, 
we know something about the existing system and the potential. "\Y1 
want to get ready to begin. 

You'll sec the national level screen and the local tradeoff analysic 
There is going to be a period during this winter where we will, again 
engage in an additional round of public involvement which can assis: 
us in constructing the alternatives and actually applying the data t< 
the areas. 

T hat is one opportunity. 
The next opportunity is going to be to issue a drdt euvironrnenta 

statement. At this stage, the Forest Service will renlly have the bene 
fit of some previous comment from the public, and they woul<l presen1 
it in a draft environmenta1 statement, alternative by alternative, anc 
exnlain the data in an understandable way. 

This would deal with such things as potential jobs, economic poten 
tial, pconomie nrgency. community bv commnnity. TherPfore, ,y( 

f:hould be winding up with two more kinds of fo rmalized opportuni­
ties for public involvement on the evaluation of the areas. 

Mr. ScoTT. If I may. I want to come back to that. 
Our concern is that the evaluation be based on the information and 

not go to the public to ask: , vhich of these 10 areas do yo11 like the 
most? "\Vhich do yon like the least? Or do you not want any of them l 
B11t. tell the public the rer,J information. 

H ere is what it costs. You can go to the puhlic with: Do yo11 mmt 
to have 50 miles of ORV trail open or closed? If thPrn is nothing i1, 
that process that sets that in context, that mil es of ORV trriil open 
throughout that forest, you are really asking the wrong ouestion nnd 
creating controversy, rather than asking questions that help withir 
that context. 

vVe are all for lots of public involvement. W e are for askincr the 
nnblic to hr>lp us sPlPct the best areas for wilderness or timber ha~vest. 
bnt ,:omewhcre let there be an exchange so it does not have to be either 
or. 

Mr. EwAR'T'. I would not want to hflve thi s mf'etinrr cloc;e without 
offering for the record a book entitled ""\Vilderness Withdrawn ]s and 
T imhPr Snnnlv." This book wac: i11sr prepared by the N ationn l Forest 
Association for nnrposPs such ::is this. · 

We have several copies which we offer for the record. 
[The publication referred to above follows:] 
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Introduction 

Withdrawal of productive resource lands for WIiderness 
preservation Is more than a local Issue. It has serious economic 
and social Impacts nationwide. Singly and cumulatively, Wilderness 
set asides require careful study and evaluation before land and 
resources are classified for ~-development and limited use. 

The concern here Is not to argue for or against WIiderness. 
The forest Industry has been, and remains, a firm supporter of 
Wilderness preservation. Lands with special ecological and 
aesthetic values should be preserved for their beauty and 
educational opportunities. But U.S. citizens also must have the 
timber and other resources public lands can yield within the 
framework of good resource and environmental management. The 
question Is really one of using the growth capacity of our lands 
without waste. 

This booklet presents facts about the effects of designating 
productive federal tlmber-g~owlng lands as WIiderness. Impacts can 
be catastrophic-to the nation's timber supply, h_ouslng programs, 
employment and community stability. 

Many people confuse lands set aside for Wilderness preser­
vation with recreational lands. They are not the same. WIiderness 
Is defined by law as " ... an area where the earth and Its com­
munity of life are untrammelled by man, where man himself Is a 
visitor who does not remain." It Is the most restrictive single­
purpose use of federal land. Most land used for recreation ls 
multiple-use land, serving many purposes. Impacts of land with­
drawals on the most popular forms of outdoor recreation are also 
discussed. 
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Summary 
America's forests are among the most bountiful In the world. 

But Its productive forests-the public and private lands available, 
suitable or usable for timber growth and harvest-are declining. 

The reasons for the decline vary, but a major cause Is the 
withdrawal of federal land from timber production, mostly for 
WIiderness. 

D Congress Is now considering a host of Wilderness proposals 
affecting productive federal timberland on a piecemeal basis. If 
adopted, they will further Imperil the nation's timber supply, and 
with It homebuilding, and thousands of jobs In the forest products 
and related Industries. 

D In all, proposals for WIiderness designation and Wilderness 
study, together with land areas which may quallfy for potential 
study, embrace some 350 million acres (548,750 square miles) of 
public landl!-9 land area three and a half times the size of California 
-or more than the size of all the New England states and 13 
other mid-Western and mid-Atlantic states. 

D WIiderness designations are, for all practical purposes, 
Irreversible. 

D The 1974 Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act (RPA) and the 1976 National Forest Management 
Act (NFMA) are among basic laws enabling the government to 
weigh carefully goals for both timber production and Wilderness, 
so that careful decisions can be made on land and resource 
management Issues. 

One Orderly ~t la Already In Progrea 

Through the RPA, and other processes Congress has 
established, Impacts of land management decisions on 
timber supply, housing goals and employment can be assessed 

2 
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in an orderly way, as well as impacts on recreation, wildlife, 
water and range. 

One such assessment was the Roadiess Area Review and 
Evaluation (RARE I) by the Forest Service, started In 1970, to review 
56 million acres (87,500 square miles) of "roadless" or 
undeveloped areas in the 187-million-acre National Forest 
system. In 19TT, this review was reestablished as RARE II and 
expanded to review some 67 million acres. The stated purpose of 
RARE II is to speed up completion of the Wilderness system .on the 
National Forests and to return lands not suitable for Wilderness to 
multiple use. 

D In RARE I, some, 12 million acres of National Forest lands were 
selected as prime candidates for further Wilderness study. The 
remaining 44 million acres, because of a court agreement, required 
Environmental Impact Statements on management plans before 
these lands could be managed in a way that would alter their 
Wilderness character. 

D The 67 million acres involved In RARE II are over and above the 
12.8 million acres (20,000 square miles) of National Forest lands 
already in the Wilderness system and the 3.1 million acres of 
Primitive areas set aside for eventual addition to the Wilderness 
system. 

D All roadless areas are now, and will continue to be, treated 
as Wilderness, with no commodity activity permitted, until all 
appeals on proposed land management plans are exhausted. 
Thus, the Wilderness potential of roadless areas Is not 
"endangered." 

D When the Forest Service review process Is completed, 
Congress can then evaluate recommendations within the frame­
work of RPA goals to determine how much land is needed to 
meet demands for timber, Wilderness, recreation, and the other 
uses of these public lands. 
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Recommendations 

The forest Industry urges Congreu: 

1 To assess carefully all of the social, economic and 
employment Impacts WIiderness designations will create when 
productive timber-growing lands are withdrawn for the most 
restrictive of all land use classiflcatlons. 

2 To provide direction to the Forest Service, and sufficient 
funding, for prompt completion of management plans and Environ­
mental Impact Statements for the 67 million acres of roadless 
areas. Timber growth In these lands Is now unutlllzed-and 
could be for years--untll all Issues over their use are resolved. 
Deferral of timber harvesting In these areas Is already Impacting 
Western mills dependent on National Forest tlmber--36 mills 
and plants have already closed; others are on the brink. Lumber 
and plywood prices are at an all time high. 

3 To fully evaluate Resources Planning Act goals for botti 
Wilderness and timber production before adopting new WIiderness 
proposals. Legislating new WIiderness areas piecemeal, without 
evaluating the land base essential to meet timber supply needs, 
Is Imprudent. It shortcircults the orderly procedures now 
underway and the processes mandated by the Resources.Planning 
Act. 

WILDERNESS IS MORE THAN A LOCAL ISSUE. DECISIONS HAVE 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL IMPACTS NATIONWIDE-ON THE TIMBER 
SUPPLY AVAILABLE FOR HOUSING, PAPER AND WOOD PRODUCTS; ON 
JOBS; ON COMMUNITY STABILITY AND COUNTY TAX REVENUES, AND 
ON ALL CONSUMERS AND USERS OF WOOD-BASED PRODUCTS. 

4 
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Definition of Problem 

Lands available for the continuous growth and harvest of 
repeated timber crops are shrinking because of competition from 
other land uses and Inadequate assessments of the impacts land 
withdrawals will have on timber supply nationwide. 

□ For federal forest lands, the most serious competition Is 
withdrawal of productive forest lands for WIiderness preserva­
tion-the most restrictive of all land use classifications. 

□ For private forest lands, other land uses and diverse 
management objectives are reducing the land base usable for 
timber production. 

Congress and federal agencies are now considering 
proposals to consign millions of acres of productive federal timber 
lands to permanent nonproductlon in WIiderness preserves. 

Areas proposed or under study for WIiderness are locked up 
from all uses until final land use designations are made. 

Inadequate consideration is being given to economic, social, 
and employment Impacts of WIiderness withdrawals. 

Wlldem- proposals are now polltlcal . footballs, considered 
piecemeal, without weighing- Impacts on local, regional or national 
timber supply needs, homebuilding programs, employment, 
developed rec'9atlon or other '9SOurce vahJN. 

5 
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·Ten Facts Congress 
Should Consider 

Congress should consltler- carefully 1 O facts before designat­
ing productive federal timber-gro.wing lands as WIiderness: 

1. Existing laws prescribe orderly, efficient guidelines for 
designating use of National Forest lands-1960 Multiple Use­
Sustained Yield Act, 1964 Wilderness Act, 1974 Resources 
Planning Act, and 1976 National Forest Management Act. 

2. National Forests contain 52 percent of the total U.S. 
standing Inventory of softwood sawtlmber-from which come 
products for housing and construction, pulp, paper and packaging 
and other wood products. 

3. The National Forests supply 15 percent of ail the timber 
consumed annually in the United States-the same dependency 
America had on Arab oil at the time of the 1973 embargc>-
and 27 percent of ail U.S. softwood sawtlmber-the wood most 
used in homebuilding and ottier const_ruction. 

4. Any reduction In the timber base on which annual allow­
able harvest calculations are based will result in a reduced harvest 
and even more unutillzed timber growth. 

5. Forest industries are the major employers and the primary 
economic base In hundreds of rural communities. In the West, 
the National Forests are the major single source of timber supply; 
the Forest Service is a monopoly owner and seller of timber. 

6 



67 

6. Private forest lands cannot make up for shortages caused 
by National Forest timber waste. 

7. Ninety percent of all U.S. slngle-famlly housing Is of wood­
frame construction. Wood is also the framing and sheathing for a 
substantial volume of townhouses and garden apartments. 

8. Consumer demand for wood and paper products Is 
projected to double by the year 2020, the Forest Service estimates. 

9. Recreational use of public lands is also expected to double 
by the year 2020, according to Forest Service projections. 

10. WIiderness use, measured In visitor days, represents a 
very small portion of U.S. public recreational needs and is the 
least used of all categories on public lands. 

Each of these points is discussed In the following pages. 
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Existing Protection for 
Wilderness 

With passage of the 1964 WIiderness Act, the United States 
became the first nation In the world to establish a national policy 
proclaiming a commitment to WIiderness preservation. This Act, 
adding to the 1960 Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, specified 
Wilderness as one of the multiple uses of federal lands. 

Since 1964, two major statutes established guidelines for 
preserving WIiderness and ensuring wise use of all National Forest 
resources: 

The 1974 Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 1 Planning Act (RPA) mandates that the Forest Service 
periodically assess and report to Congress what the na­

tion's demand upon its renewable resource base will be, and what 

land uses are best to meet such needs. 

D Goals were established to meet the demands of six 
resource systems, Including timber production and WIiderness. 

D Congress recognized the Forest Service's recommended 
RPA program goals In 1976. 

2 The 1976 National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 

requires that guidelines for forest management plans 
"insure consideration of economic and environmental 

aspects of various systems of renewable resource management ... " 
D The primary goal of these laws Is to ensure that federal 

lands are managed In the wisest and most productive manner 
to benefit all cltlz~s. 
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RPA Goals vs. Accomplishments 
It is important to look at the Resources Planning Act recommended goals 

and accomplishments for 1977 for six resource systems on the National Forests: 
Wilderness, Timber, Recreation, Wildlife and Fish, and Range, Land and Water. 
The only goal met, and surpassed, of the six resource systems, is Wilderness, 
and is illustrated In the following charts. 

National Forut Wlldernus Timber Sales 
( National ForHls) 

1<11 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1990 200) 2010 2020 focal 1975 1976 1977 1978 1919 1980 1990 200) 2010 2020 
••·•Poulble WlldefflNI -APA Qoala 

) 12.6 Existing 
) 3.2 Primitive Areas 
1) 12.0 Study Areas (Congressional and Forest Service) 

28.3 (As of 5/24/77) 

Fish and WIidiife Habitat 

----Ae1u11- APA Go•I• 

••••Aclull -APA Goals 

Range Use 

••--Actual -- APA Goals 
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Recreation UN 

raca1 1975 1976 tm 1978 1979 1980 1990 2000 -2010 2020 
••••Actual --RPAGoala 

Soll, Water, Land Rehabllltatlon 

r ... 1. 1975 191& 1m 1978 1919 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 

••••Actual --RPAGoal9 
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Wilderness: How Much is Needed? 
The Wilderness Act of 1964 legally defined WIiderness in narrow, restrictive 

terms-as an undeveloped area of at least 5,000 acres, where "man himself is 
a visitor who does not remain." 

Since passage of the 1964 Act: 

D 14.7 million acres of federal land (22,969 square miles) have been des­
ignated by Congress for WIiderness preservation-more than the combined 
land area of New Hampshire, Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 

O 12.8 million of these acres (20,000 square miles) were taken from the 
National Forests, with the remainder from National Parks and wildlife pre­
serves. 

D An additional 3.1 , ·million acres of National Forest land (4,844 square 
miles) were set aside in Primitive areas for eventual WIiderness classifica­
tion. 

D Still another 67 million acres of National Forest roadless areas (104,688 
square miles) may not be used for multiple use, pending completion of 
administrative or legislative action. The commercial timber areas of these 
lands support an annual timber harvest In excess of 2.7 billion board feet­
enough wood to build 270,000 new houses every year. 

-In all, some 351.2 mllllon acres (548,750 square mlles) of federal land, 
In Nallonal Forests, National Parks, Natlonal Wlldllfe Refuges and Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) lands are either already In the Wlldemffl system, 
are being considered by Congress, or are or wlll be studied by federal agencies. 

STATUS OF WILDERNESS PRESERVATION_ (MIIRons of acres) --p=~ ---RARelland 
Exl1Ung In CongrNe ILMlt- Total 

National Foresta 

Primitive Areas 

National Parka 

National WIidiife Refuges 

Unclassified Land In Alaska 

Bureau of Land Management 

Totals 14.6 189.8 147 351 .2 . 

"These 7.9 mlllion acres represent only a small fraction of National Forest lands being considered for 
WIiderness. 

• "The RARE II Inventory encompasses 67 million acres ot National Forest land that could be designated 
as Wilderness. 

• ""lncludee 3.1 million acres ol Primitive areu orlglnalty set aside tor eventual Wlldernesa classlflcatlon. 
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Forest Service Roadless 
Area Review 

The Forest Service Is now reviewing 67 million acres of "roadless" or un­
developed areas In the National Forest system (RARE II). This second Inventory 
and review process has added substantially to the 56 ·mmlon acres withheld 
from multiple-use management pending completion of the RARE I process. 

As required by the RPA and NFMA, the Forest Service must assess: 

0 The environmental Impact of any decision. 

0 The socioeconomic Impacts of WIiderness withdrawals. 

D Present and future timber and recreation demands. 

Until this process Is completed and appeals are exhausted, all activities 
altering the natural state of Identified und13veloped areas are prohibited. 

Prompt, orderly completion of this study la euentlal. It I• Imperative that 
lands determined beat suited for multiple UH are returned to this UH as soon 
as ponlble. The timber-growing potential of th- lands will determine the 
timber supply available from western National Foresta. 

The following chart shows the tremendous amount of timber tied up until 
the roadless area review Is completed. 

12 
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Impacts on Allowable Harvest 
In the National Forest Roadless Area Reviews 

{RARE I and II) 

Aoadleu ..... 
COmmarci■I Annual 

Forellt Allowable 
Total Land Harveet 

Foreet Service Region■ Number Acre■ (T'houAncf (Bllllon 
RARE I ofAreH (Thouunds) Acres) Bd. Fl.) 

Northern 

Rocky Mountain 

Southwestern 

lnterrnountaln 

California 

Pacific Northwest 

Southern 

Eastern 

Alaska 

TOTAL 1,447 56,166 18,856 2.276 

RARE fl 

Projections 1,725• e,.ooo·· 22,476. 2.7' 

•NFPA Projection 
••Forest Service Projection 
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Bel.Fl.) 

16.0 

(unknown) 



74 

National Forest Land Use Patterns 
Of the 187 million ~eras of National Forests, only 90.1 million are classified 

as commercial timber lands-land available or suitable for timber production. 
But this Is only part of the story. 

On about a quarter of the 90.1 million acres, timber harvesting is severely 
restricted for aesthetic reasons and buffer zones along roads and streams. 

Timber harvesting actually may now occur on about 69.7 mllllon acres, but 
Is restricted severely on 25 mllllon of these acres. Thus, lands available to 
grow trees must be prudently and lnten1lvely managed for timber production. 

Tire remaining 117 million acres are unavailable, unsuitable or unusable 
for timber production. 

82.7 mllllon acre, alone are presently treated ae Wllderneu. 

National Forest Land Allocation 
Total = 187 MIiiion Acres 
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National Forest Timber Supply 
National Forest commercial timber areas have the largest single concen­

tration of U.S. softwood sawtlmber-trees of the type and size used to make 
lumber and plywood. 

D 52 percent of the nation's total Inventory of standing softwood sawtlmber 
Is In the National Forests. 

0 27 percent of all the softwood sawtlmber, the wood used most In home­
building, Is supplied by the National Forests annually. 

D National Forests supply 15 percent of all the timber consumed annually In 
the United States-the same dependency America had on Arab oil at the time 
of the 1973 embargo. 

D The production of timber on these lands Is vital to the nation's timber sup­
ply-now and Into the next century. 

Any reduction In the land base on which allowable harvest calculatlona 
are figured wlll result In a reduction In the allowable harveal 

Where the wood i.) 
STANDING TIMBER INVENTORIES, 

SOFTWOOD SAWTIMBER 

2 1-9450 - 78 - 6 
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Where the wood 
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National Forests: Economic and 
Employment Contributor Nationally 

Nationally, the impacts of federal land withdrawals on the economy and 

employment can be devastating: 

D Nationwide, the forest Industry employs 1.2 million people. 

0180,000 of these people owe their Jobs directly to the continuing avall­
ablllty of timber from National Forests. 

□ Sale of National Forest timber returned $438 million to the national Treas­
ury In 1976, of which $110 million was returned to counties In which National 
Forests are located. 

□The House version of the Endangered American WIiderness Act of 19TT, 
H.R. 3454, would designate 1,170,372 acres of National Forest land in nine 
western states as Immediate WIiderness. As Illustrated In the following table, 
the commercial timber areas of these lands have a potential timber yield of 112.6 
mllllon board feet annually-enough timber to build nearly 10,000 new homes a 
year. The table also reveals Impacts on the local economy In terms of lost 
revenue, on employment and on other economic and social values by removing 
productive timber-producing lands from commodity use. 

16 
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Endangered American WIiderness Act of 19n 
(H.R. 3454)-Summary of Impacts on Timber Supply and Jobs* 

....,_. lullot _,_ Doslpltllll 

Al•ual A11111 · 
lllllbor TI1tber ,., ..... ---- SIie Industry Annual stu■pqt , ..... 

C.11- tlll _.., SIios Alnual Coslto 

, __ 
IMIIIIHlt, 

•rdal Tlonbor ,_ , __ 
, ...... -- - ""-_, ,_ '111W to U.S. (IOI - lilTtn11 ·- lo-... , ·- Lud (lllllf) r ..... ., 1111) ,_ ... 

'"' (lOOYrs) --_,_ 
-... Acn111• (Yurt,) ($1,IIOII) ($1,000) ($1,IIOII) ($1,IIOII) ($1,000) ---_,, Ride• 

Coronldo N.F. 51,430 
Gllluro Additions 

Coronado N.F. 55,210 -Golden Trout 
Inyo & SOquo~ N.f. 179,625 23,150 14.2 2,059 4,260 515 41,180 205,900 85 355 

Slote Luc~ 
Loo l'ld"' N.f. 21,250 

Yentana AddlUons 
Loo Pad"' N.f. 61 ,0IIO 2.360 -Hunter fryin1 Pan 67,000. NA"' NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA -Welcome CIMk 
Lolo N.f. 28,440 15,060 1.7 115.6 408 29 2,312 11,560 10 40 .. _ 

Manzano Mountain 
Clllola N.f . '7,000 

S.ndla Mountain 
Cibolo N.f . 30,130 5,360 .1 

a.,mo Rw Canyon 
Saole fl ood c,...., N.F. 50,300 13,250 1.9 150 570 31.S 3,000 15,010 

°'-
FNlldll'OtoC!ffk 

Wlll1matt1 N.F. 45,400 32.741 24.0 5,201 1,400 1,302 104,160 520,800 120 600 
Kalmiopsls Additions 

SisllyouN.F. 280,000 151,319 47.1 6,829.5 16,485 l,70II 136,590 682.950 235 1,177 
Wild Rot:ut 

Siskiyou N.F. 31,200 17,425 7.2 1,004 2,520 261 20,880 104,600 36 180 
UTM 

Looi Palk 
W•tdl and Uinta N.F • 21,567 5,471 

.......... <-1°'-l 
Wwhl-Tucannon 

UffllUI~ N.F. 175,DOO 50,DOO 15.0 125 4,500 206 16,500 12,500 90 375 .,._. 
Smip Run 

lledlcltloBowN.F. 14,940 12,DOO 1.4 31 9.4 760 3,800 10 35 

IVTAL 1,110.sn 333,ZJZ nu $11,229.1 $37,152.1 $4,1151.5 $325,312 $1,IZS,920 515 2,712 

• U.S. Fomt Serrice fl1ures adJusttd by NFPA to rtfJtct bill J1porttd by House Interior Committee 
.. Not Av1ll1bl1 As of 1/15/ n 

... lecaUM of un1¥1ilablt data, thb column dotsn't reflect the Impact of tM Payments In l ieu of Tu ts 
olctoll976. 
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Private Forest Lands are only 
Part of the Answer 

Many who urge increased Wilderness classification of federal forest lands 
claim shortfalls in timber supply from federal forests can be met by increased 
timber harvests from private lands. Facts refute this premise. 

Only about a third of the private non-Industrial woodlands have the poten­
tial for Increased limber production. 

Other facts: 

D Industrial forest lands are now producing closer to potential than any other 
ownership categbry. Serious long-term damage could result if it became neces­
sary to overcut industrial forests to compensate for federal timber shortfalls in 
the face of rising consumer demands. 

D Private non-industrial woodlands, while productive, are generally either un­

derstocked or stocked with non-commercial species. 

D Private woodlands are being reduced by withdrawals for highways, air­
ports, shopping centers, and agricultural uses, among others. 

D Private owners, in many cases, may not intend to use their lands for timber 
production, Just as many public forest lands are not used for timber production. 

D Private woodlands contain predominantly hardwood timber, while public 
lands grow mostly softwood timber. The two groups are generally not substi­

tutable for each other in most markets. 

D Private non-industrial woodlands will be called on to supply much of the 
increased wood fiber demand in the future. They need substantially more silvi­
cultural attention over the next 20 to 40 years to achieve their potential produc­

tivity. Increased harvest ing now in youn_g stands could jeopardize future timber 

supply. 

Moreover, recent studies reveal that of the 296 million acres of commerclal 

forest land in the hands of private non-industrial owners. 

Much of the land, some 21 mill ion acres, is located in areas of high popu­
lation density, such as Fairfax County, Va., or DeKalb County, Ga., where the 
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land Is most likely Jo be used for residential construction, rather than timber 
management. 

I 

. D A large portion of privately owned woodlands Is In small 'holdings: 52 mil­
lion acres are In holdings of 1 to 50 acres, and 62 million acres are In holdings 
of 50 to 100 acres. If an Initial crop of timber Is harvested from these lands, 
their small size makes economical timber management difficult. Additionally, 
once the Initial stand of timber .Is harvested, the land . may not be replanted 
since Incentives for timber production are usually Inadequate. 

D Another 78 million acres of land will not generally be available for in­
creased timber production because of Its low site quality for growing timber. 

D Although some overlap exists, such as land too small In acreage for eco­
nomical timber management also being In an area of high population or of low 
site quality, It Is safe lo say that only 100-120 million acres of the 296 mllllon 
acres of private non-Industrial land Is actually avallable for Increased timber 
production. 

100-120 million available acres 
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Demand for Timber Products to 
Double by Year 2020 

U.S. demand for wood-based products-and world demand-will double by 
the year 2020, according to projections by the Forest Service. 

Here are some facts on consumer needs for wood and paper products: 

D In 1900, Americans consumed 7,140 million cubic feet of wood and wood 
fiber products. In 1970, consumption was 12,725 million cubic feet, an Increase 
of 78% . 

D Total demand for paper, paperboard, and building board Is projected to 
rise to 147 milllof'\ tons (medium level) In 2000, and to 225 million tons In 2020 
-some 3.4 times the consumption in 1974, according to the Resources Plan­
ning Act Assessment of 1975. 

D Over 5,000 products are derived from wood-many used dally. 

D 90 percent of all U.S. single-family housing Is of wood-frame construction. 

D Between one-third and one-half of U.S. softwood lumber and plywood, plus 
substantial volumes of hardwood plywood, particleboard and Insulation board, 
are used for the production, upkeep and Improvement of housing. 

D Wood also provides the framing and sheathing for townhouses, garden 
apartments, churches, schools, shopping centers and agricultural buildings. 

D Forecasts of housing demand reveal an Increasing trend In housing produc­
tion through the end of the century, averaging 2.58 mlllion units (figure Includes 
mobile homes) annually through the year 2020, compared with the average of . 
2.02 million for the period 1967-76. (See chart) The 1968 Housing Act called for 
26 million housing starts as the goal over a 10-year period, or .2.6 million a 
year. 

D Energy consumption Is a major national concern. Wood-frame construc­

tion, adequately Insulated, Is Ideally suited for national energy conservation 
goals. 
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Total Housing Starts 
(Includes Mobile Homes) 
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Wilderness: The Restrictions 

ACTIVITIES PERMITTED IN 
A WILDERNESS AREA 

Hiking• 
Mountain climbing• 
Fishing• 
Hunting• 
Backpacking• 
Cross-country skiing• 
Canoeing• 
Swimming• 

ACTIVITIES NOT PERMITTED OR 
RESTRICTED IN A WILDERNESS AREA 

Human-made structures, even toilets 
Campers 
Motorcycles 
Powerboats 
Ski lifts 
WIidiife management-restricted 
Forest management-restricted 
Watershed management-restricted 
Control of forest disease, Insects 

and fire Is severely limited** 

• All these activities are permitted and available on multiple-use public lands. 
In many Instances, recreatlonlsts enjoying such activities as cross-country ski­
Ing and backpacking prefer multiple-use areas because lpgglng roads afford 
more accesslblllty. 

• • WIiderness areas are especially susceptible to fire, Insect and disease at­
tacks. 
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Mr. EwART. For this purpose, they will be available from the Na­
ional Forest Products Association. 

I would further comment that we in the forest products industry do 
upport what Mr. Scott just said. We favor maximum involvement in 
he process for wilderness and for timber production. 
It is my feeling that the consumers of this country have never seen 

he full impact on them caused by excessive land withdrawal. When 
nd if the national wilderness preservation system exceeds the RP A 
oals, the consumer must know what it is doing to him and his off­
pring in the future as it relates to their ability to acquire shelter. 
We favor a maximum public involvement by not only the consuming 

ublic, but all other users of the national forests and certainly orga­
ized labor. 
Mr. McCOMB. I have heard a great deal of concern today and before 

his concerning economic hardship. I assume that this is not the first 
ime the Forest Service has heard that expressed. 
I would not be surprised if there are limits for hardship cases, but 
am curious whether that is the rule or the exception. 
Mr. RESLER. I think it depends a little bit on how long it takes us to 

each some kind of reasonable conclusion on the blue or the yellow. 
?ur objective will be to try to complete that first cut within a year's 
tme. 
If we can do that, than we think we can minimize those impacts and 

eep within a tolerable level. We may have to make substantial changes 
1 the allocation of resources-mainly money and manpower-to try 
::> strengthen some of the areas where that impact will be the greatest, 
ut we do not want to cause impact in any localized area if there is any 
ray we can avoid it. 
If it carries on for an extended period of time-for example like 

seal year 1979, before we can get some decisions made through this 
rocess because of appeals, litigation or otherwise-if we cannot come 
> some kind of conclusion, then you will see some serious impact and 
will get worse over the years. 
I think it is to all of our advantage to do what we can to expedite 

1is process, make the first cut so that we can make some decision on 
md allocation. These decisions-in spite of all of the data we can put 
>gether-are going to finally be political decisions. 
What we want to do is display those options so we can reach some 

msensus, hopefully, on these important land allocation decisions. Be­
eve it or not, we would like to get on with the business of managing 
1e national forests like we know how to manage the national forests. 
We would like to avoid any further dissipation of our efforts in un­
roductive efforts. We will do the best we can. We want to focus our 
forts, minimize the impacts, get the decisions made. 
If the process bogs down beyond that, I think you will see some 
~cisions you do not like in the Halls of Congress. 
Mr. Ewrno. One of the things that bothers me-and I need your 

'l!-ction-is that when there is a proposal for land withdrawal the first 
tmg I have to say is, what can I find against it i 
I have to start looking at those things because I feel that there is a 

wer-ending desire for that. I am sure, from your standpoint, that 
Ju say, "Everytime they put in a road, they are going to log another 
~ea." I am sure they have the same reactions we do on either side. 
That is one of the reasons I was trying to pursue, the other day, 
here are we going with these various goals. I think you want to know 
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where we are going on timber goals as well as we need to know what 
your ultimate goals are on wilderness preservation, and whatever els1 
might be backing off the timber supply beeause I represent timber. 

I£ I were a miner, I would be asking the same kind of questions 01 
you people. I think if we knew those a little better, knew we were get­
ting there, two things would happen. Let's go from the wildernesi 
standpoint. 

We said 30 million acres for a figure. I will not debate which was thf 
right figure as we begin to arrive at 28, 29 million acres. 

If I were proposing wilderness, I would become selective-whicl 
~mes really qualify? By the same token, we should do this on the timbe1 
issue. 

This is not an accusation, but these kinds of things bother me. Most 
of the areas I know quite well in western Oregon that have been se­
lected generally for wilderness have pretty high timber values. TherE 
may be differences of opinion. 

I am saying, most. 
I use wilderness. A lot of people who know me know I do. The kind 

of things that I think are excellent timber-using areas are Moun1 
Thielson. It bothers me that we are selecting those high timber valm 
areas, and we get all those selected that come by natural attrition. 

I think it is worthwhile that we sit down and talk about some o1 
these things. Where are we going? How are we going to do thesE 
things? 

Mr. FONTAINE. I would like to speak about the concern expressed 
today about the Forest Service and-use decisions. I am concerned 
about that, too. 

I do not think it has been the intent of the wilderness advocates to 
delay these decisions. I think, in the past, we have felt there are a lo1 
of areas that should be considered for wilderness evaluation really 
have not been given a fair shake. 

We feel these wilderness values have not been given the same con­
sideration as some of the other resource values. 

As a result, I think it is only human reaction, when a person feelE 
his ideas are not being given a fair chance, to feel cheated. I think 
that is what results in the appeals and litigation we are talking about. 

It seems to me, from a personal point of view, that the RARE II 
process may give use a chance to see those wilderness values are given 
a fair consideration. I think, as a result, if we are to go through thi~ 
in a fair process-and, I think, in a timely way, too-you will prob­
ably see fewer appeals and less litigation becauee people will feel that 
they have been given their day in court, even though they may have 
lost in some cases. They had a chance. 

In some cases in the past, I think it has not been tha.t way. 
Mr. KuEHNE. I would offer one piece of advice. 
As you go around the country talking to people and as you instruct 

the Forest Service people, I hope you can ask them to try to do their 
best to convince the people who are wilderness advocates that they 
are really sincere about giving all of those wilderness areas. 

People are concerned about a fair evaluation, whether it is real 
or not. I think you will all agree with me. 

The wilderness advocates feel there is press against w:lderness in 
many areas of the forest. If they feel they are being given a fair 
chance, I think that all of us would be more willing to cooperate in 
the process and see that we do arrive at a timely decision. 
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Mr. O'DONNELL. I am Jim O'Donnell from Spokane. I am an alter­
nate to this roundtable. 

Zane made his presentation earlier. vVe talked about the needs there. 
When he came to the wildlife, he talked about the perceived needs of 
wildlife by the public. 

I recently attended two workshops, one in Yakima and one in Spo­
kane. There was no explanation of the criteria given out, no name put 
on the sheet that was turned back in. Therefore, the Forest Service 
has nameless criteria sheets, and they are basing their needs on what 
people think certain wildlife, as an example, need. 

As Mr. Hampton put it, it is an emotional thing rather than a 
biological thing. I hope the Forest Service consults with professionals 
in that field as well as with the other agencies who manage these 
resources. 

I£ they do not, I am afraid the emotion-as Mr. Davis explained 
at the meeting yesterday on the House side-of loons, grizzly bear, 
and wolf are going- to unscientifically denote wilderness areas where 
they are not needed. 

Dr. CUTLER. I do not think there is any danger of that. They have 
over 200 scientists involved in this team exercise. I do not know 
exactly what you are talking about with respect to the panther and 
grizzly bear. 

"\iVe know that most animals respond to the diversity of habitat, so 
we will not, go down a primrose path on that. 

Mr. McCOMB. I would .like to talk a little bit on this idea of a goal. 
I agree with what you have in mind about how much timber we 

need to produce in the United States, knowing that is a very desirable 
thing. "\Vithout knowing much about the timber industry, it seems 
that is something you could put a number on, a range of numbers, 
pretty readily. 

I am not sure an acreage goal £or wilderness is a desirable thing to 
have. I do not think anyone in the room would think we have had 
an adequate wilderness system of 30 million acres, or 30 million acres 
of timber. 

I think one of the things we can move toward, by identifying those 
tradeoffs, is the thing Mr. Scott has outlined as having the best of 
both worlds, no matter what size that wilderness system is. Thirty 
million acres might be too much and unduly infringe on real demands 
£or timber. but 50 million acre.s might not be too much if it did not 
do that and did not adversely impact other needs. 

Dr. CUTLER. I think we could spend the next endless hours in end­
less argument. 

Let me say, in recessing this meeting, that I think this has been a 
very fruitful discussion. I know I have profited from it. I am sure 
the Forest Service has. I think the Senators learned a great deal from 
it. "\iV e learned from them. 

I am going to propose that the Department of Agriculture sponsor 
a get-together of everyone who is here today, plus the other interests 
identified as being interested and not being here, in our departmental 
conference room ernry 2 or 3 months during the next year or so, so 
we can keep in touch with one another, keep fine-tuning this process, 
I hope to our mutual satisfaction. 

On behalf of the committee, if I may, and on behalf of the Depart­
ment of Agricnlture, I thank you all £or coming. 

[Whereupon, at 4 :47 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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FEDERAL BUILDING MISSOULA, MONTANA 59807'" 

8260 

December 20, 1977 

.ttached for your information is a copy of "RARE II Wilderness Attribute 
Ating System: A User's Manual." This manual, recently developed by a 
eam of Forest Service and university specialists, describes the system 
·e will be using as one of several parts of the RARE II process of 
.valuating roadless areas for possible addition to the National Wilderness 
'reservation System. Other evaluations are being made of the resource 
md economic tradeoffs and the social impacts.of possible wilderness 
classification of RARE II areas; results of these studies will form the 
,asis for final se.lections of areas. 

lesults of our application of the W\].derness Attribute Rating System 
:an be reviewed in Forest Service offices after ~d.,.Febr11S,ry 1978. W:e 
rill solicit a critique of these ratings during the public review 
,eriod on the Draft EIS next summer. 

Ct/?;/ 
JAMES E. REID 
)irector 
?lanning, Programming and Budgeting 
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RARE II WILDERNESS ATTRIBUTE RATING SYSTEM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report describes a Wilderness Attribute Rating System designed 
for application to the 1,920 roadless areas inventoried in the RARE II 
process. The system rates on a seven point scale the four requisite 
wilderness attributes described in the Wilderness Act. These four re­
quisite attributes are: natural integrity, apparent naturalness, out­
standing opportunities for solitude, and primitive recreation. In 
addition, the system provides for rating four supplemental wilderness 
attributes·: outstanding ecological, geological I scenic, and historical 
features. They are supplementary because their presence is permissible, 
but not required by the WildernessAct. The system also provides for 
ratings of adjusted natural integrity and adjusted apparent naturalness-­
ratings that reflect improvement in the natural integrity and apparent 
naturalness scores if boundaries of the area were adjusted, where 
possible, to remove serious intrusions. 

Each of the wilderness attribute ratings is based on evaluations 
of pertinent component data. For example, natural integrity ratings 
are based on impacts of human activity in each area; solitude ratings 
are based on components such as presence of vegetative and topographic 
screening, size of area; and so forth. The underlying theory is that 
compiling as much objective and descriptive data on components of all 
the wilderness attributes will facilitate consistent ratings of the 
wilderness attributes by both resource professionals and the public. 
Professionals are urged to involve the pl.blic in applying the system. 

The sug~ested application of the Wilderness Attribute Rating System 
requires: 1) component evaluations and overall ratings for wilderness 
attributes, 2) computer processing of wilderness attribute ratings, in­
cluding a composite rating, to identify the most highly rated roadless 
areas in terms of wilderness attributes. 
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RARE I I - WILDERNESS ATTRIBUTE RATING SYSTEM 

A User's Manual 

Background 

In the first Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE I), a 

wilderness quality index was developed based on ratings of scenic value, 

isolation potential, and variety of available recreational experiences. 

This wilderness quality index (WQI) was severly criticized for its 

conceptual and methodological weakness and inconsistent application. 

However, the W.Q.I. did emerge in RARE I as a major variable used to 

select "new wilderness study areas". 

Because of numerous criticisms of RARE I, use of the wilderness 

quality index was discontinued for RARE II. However, the need for 

some means to evaluate the relative wilderness characteristics of the 

1,920 inventoried roadless areas was pointed out by reviewers of the 

proposed RARE II procedures. Thus, on November 8, 1977, a task force 

was convened to consider the need for, and feasibility of, constructing 

an improved system for evaluating the relative wilderness characteristics 

of the roadless areas identified in RARE II. 
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Improving on the Old Wilderness Quality Index 

In developing the concepts and methodology for a rating system to 

replace that used in RARE I, the task force began by considering 

criticisms of the RARE I quality index so as to avoid repeating unaccept­

able approaches. Shortcomings of the RARE I Wilderness Quality Index 

included: l/ 

1. The Index did not emphasize wilderness attributes specifically 

mentioned in the Wilderness Act, but focused on other factors based on 

public interest or Forest Service perceptions of quality. The quality 

criteria were arbitrary and their validity as indicators of wilderness 

values was not clearly established . 

. 2. The quality index forms were filled out by one i,,dividual with 

no independent judgments by others to see if each evaluation was reliable. 

3. More than one attribute was included in a single index factor, 

such as "spaciousness" and "opportunities for unconfined recreation." 

Some factors such as "size" were measured twice because it was a factor 

in more than one variable. 

4. Several index items were scored inconsistently with each other, 

with the result that these evaluations tended to cancel each other out. 

For example, size was double counted in the evaluation process, but the 

affects of size were somewhat offset by the division of contiguous roadless 

y Milton, W. J. 1973. 
A Critique of the Methodology of the Forest Service Roadless Area 
Inventory Impact Study. Unpublised MS Thesis, University of 
Montana, 49 pp. 
Burke, James and Robert Twiss. 1976. 
Quantitive Method in the Wilderness: The Selection of Wilderness 
Areas by the U.S. Forest Service. Design Method and Theories 
1D(l) : 50-61 
Gale 1 Richard. 1973. 
Critique of the RARE I Final Environmental Impact Statement. This 
300+ page critique was submitted by the Pac. NW Chapter of the 
Sierra Club. Dr. Gale, Associate Professor of Sociology, University 
of Oregon, authored pages 26-50, critiquing the quality index. 
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as along administrative bcundaries and the treatment of these areas 

discrete tmits. 

5. Scaled items were inconsistent in that different items often had 

ferent max:imum and minimlln ratings (e.g., some started at O and others 

1), the rationale for these differe~es were not specified, and mid­

nts were often not defined or were defined differently. 

6. There was arbitrary weighting of component variables in the 

lex. 

Developing a New Wilderness Attribute Rating System 

The issues of validity and reliability, which the RARE I quality index 

:ked, were viewed as the keys to an improved wilderness rating system. 

Validity is the extent to which a rating instrunent (e.g., a scale) 

tually reflects what it is purported to measure. In RARE I, wilderness 

ality was defined as a weighted product of scenery, recreational oppor­

ati.ty and isolation potential. 1be rationale for using these,rather 

ian some other criteria, was not clear or logical, and thus the validity 

: the index was severely criticized. l,kire clearly defined and acceptable 

:iteria are needed for an improved system. 

Reliability is the degree to which ratings or judgments by independent 

:xlers are consistently similar. Reliability can be facilitated by providing 

Jders with training and explanations of procedures, clear definitions of 

ata or features to be evaluated and how it is to be done (e.g., what is a 

high" vs. "moderate" level of impact), and by inter-coder checking to see 

f different coders are rating the same features in the same way . A new 

ilderness rating system 111JSt have a much higher level of reliability 

:han the RARE I index, both to be more helpful to decision-makers and to 

:ain in-service and public acceptance. 
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To improve validity, the new rating system does not purport to 

measure wilderness quality because that is such a subjective concept 

that can vary from one person to another. Instead, the new system is 

defined as a Wilderness Attribute Rating System and confines itself to 

criteria specifically mentioned in the Wilderness Act. To improve re­

liability, the Wilderness Attribute Rating System emphasizes systematic 

procedures and the use of as much objective or descriptive data about 

each area as possible to guide evaluations. 

The Wilderness Attribute Rating System calls for ratings of the 

degree to which each roadless area possesses certain attributes re­

quired or mentioned by the Wilderness Act. These wilderness attributes 

are: 

1. Natural Integrity 

2. Apparent Naturalness 

3. Outstanding Opportimities for Solitude 

4. Opportunities for Primitive Recreation 

5. Supplementary Attributes which the Act says Wilderness!!!!!¥_ 

contain, including outstanding (a) ecologica!, (b) geolo­

gical, (c) scenic and (d) cultural features. 

The first four are requisite attributes because they are speci­

fically required by the Wilderness Act, while the supplemental attributes 

are permissable, but not required by the Act. Thus, while the new rating 

system doesn't purport to measure wilderness quality, it does rate 
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veral requisite and supplementary attributes that are thought by many 

ople to reflect wilderness quality. 

The underlying theory used to develop the ratings is the compilation 

pertinent component data and descriptions· of conditions in individual 

adless areas to guide ratings of each attribute. A seven category scale 

nging from (1) very low, to (4) moderate, +o (7) very high is provided 

reach attribute based on evaluations of specifically defined components. 

,e rating system deliberately seeks to avoid any reference to terms such 

. wilderness quality, suitability, qualifying characteristics or any 

:her phrases with decision implications. The system seeks only to produce 

·ea ratings for the 4 requisite wilderness attributes and 4 supplementary 

:tributes so it can be displayed for use by decision makers--just as 

1ventory data for other resources such as timber or forage might be 

,mpiled and displayed. 
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Figure 1 - Wilderness Attributes and their Components 

Wilderness Attributes 

1. Natural Integrity 

2. Apparent Naturalness 

3. Outstand Opportunity for 
Solitude 

4. Primitive Recreation 
Opportunities 

s. Supplementary Attributes 

a) Ecological 

b) Geological 

c) Scenic 

d) Cultural Features 

Components on Which Ratings are Based 

Fourteen possible physical developnents or 
human-caused impacts (e.g., roads, railroad 
rights-of-way, reservoirs, grazing, air pol· 
lution, etc.),scaled as to their presence, 
effect on natural integrity, size of area 
iJTipacted, potential separability from rest 
of area, duration of impact if uncorrected, 
feasibility of correcting. 

Uses the same components as natural integ­
rity, but the ratings differ. 

Size of area, topographic screening, vegeta­
tive screening, distance from perimeter to 
core, human intrusions, scaled as to their 
degree of impact on opportunity for solitud1 

Size of area, topographic screening, vegeta­
tive screening, distance from perimeter to 
core, diversity, challenge, absence of fa­
cilities, scaled as to their degree of impac 
on primitive recreation. 

Presence and abundance of endangered or 
threatened plants and animals or other 
special ecological features 

Presence and abundance of special geolo­
gical features 

Ratings based on Visual Management System 

Presence of any~cultural-historical feature~ 
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Technical Review and Revision of the Attribute Rating System 

The basic conceptual framework and method for the Wilderness 

tribute Rating System was developed in a one-week session in 

shington, D.C. in mid-November. During a second week-long session 

early December in Portland, Oregon, the framework was expanded, 

mponents for evaluating each attribute were further defined and scaling 

d coding procedures developed. The proposed system was then submitted 

a diverse group of resource managers, researchers, university professors, 

d environmentalists for technical review and criticism.Uoraft copies of 

e system were mailed to reviewers, their conments solicited by telephone, 

d the rating system revised according to their suggestions. 

The third week in December, nearly 40 National Forest personnel 

presenting every region of the country met in Denver to be trained in 

e use of the Attribute Rating System and to test it on their selected 

eas. The system underwent a fourth revision at this point, based on 

ggestions and conments by these individuals. The enclosed final version 

s then released to the field for application to the 1,920 inventoried 

eas, following regional training sessions by the Denver participants. 

Y Reviewers included: Mr . Don Aldrich, Montana Wildlife 
,deration, Missoula, Mt; Dr. Keith Argow, Dept. of Forestry, VPI; 
·. Wendell Beardsley, USFS, Mis~oula, MT; Dr. Bill Burch, School of 
,restry and Environmental Studies, Yale University; Dr. Monte Christiansen, 
:pt. of Parks and Recreation, Penn State University; Dr. Roger N. Clark, 
,FS, Seattle, Wash.; Professor Roger W. Clark, School of Forestry and 
1vironmental Studies, Yale University; Dr. Gary Elsner, USFS, Berkeley, 
1lif.; Dr. Jess Grove, Dept. of Recreation and Parks, Clemson University; 
·. Marvin Hoover, retired USFS, Fort Collins, Colo.; Dr. Bob Lucas, USFS, 
issoula, MT; Mr. Chuck McConnell, USFS, Denver, Colo.; Mrs. Doris Milner, 
1rmer President of Montana Wilderness Association, Hamilton, MT; and 
·. Jack Wolfe, USFS, Atlanta, Georgia. 
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Important Considerations For Application 

The acceptance and usefulness of the Wilderness Attribute Rating 

System will depend on : (1) the strength of its conceptual and method­

ological framework, the validity of the attributes selected for rating 

and the components on which these ratings are based; (2) systematic, 

conscientious and reliable application. Weakness in either area will be 

fatal. The first area is dealt with through the technical review and 

progressive development of 4 revisions of the system to its current state 

by a diverse task force. The second concern rests on the systematic 

nature of the rating system and training of personnel who will use the 

system to provide reliability. Several steps to insure reliability have 

been taken. · 

First, the procedure is designed to enhance reliability by making 

attribute ratings based upon objective or descriptive component data. 

These components are explicit and the individual points on the scales are 

accompanied by sentence descriptions that should make the ratings fairly 

reliable. While some of the guidelines call for "best guess" estimates, 

there is a consistent set of response points for the ratings and all the 

rating scales are the same for every evaluator. 

A major step to insure reliability will be the training sessions for 

all personnel who will use the system. Individuals will be carefully 

instructed in all phases of the process. Definitions of the attributes 

and the manner in which data are to be scaled will be outlined. Coders 

will also be encouraged to pilot test the system before full application 

begins. 
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A final reliability check will be in the eventual review of all the 

:mponent data and attribute ratings by the public during the surrmer of 

l78 . If the canponent evaluations and the attribute ratings are biased 

1 sane systematic way, public review should detect it. Citizens will 

l provided the full details of using the Wilderness Attribute Rating 

rstem and will be encouraged to use it. 

Another problem with which raters DU1St cope is maintaining an 

Jpropriate level of sensitivity to certain nuances of the attributes. 

Jr example, the attributes of apparent naturalness, opportunity for 

Jlitude, and primitive recreation call for raters to take a perspec­

ive more akin to that of users than of managers. To help do this, we 

ncourage raters to ask the assistance of users with whom they are 

cquainted as a sort of "perception check" on their own judgments. 

Throughout the system, raters are asked to scale the relative oc­

urrence, degree, significance or importance of many canponents prior 

.o making an overall rating of the related wilderness attribute . Where­

.s all the attribute scales range fran 1 to 7, the component scales on 

lhich they are based vary in scale length from 1 to 3 to 1 to 7. The 

·ationale for this variation in the component scales needs to be under­

;tood. 
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The number of items appearing in each component scale reflects the 

level to which we assumed raters could make reliable and consistent 

distinctions. Where inadequate data exists or judgments must necessarily 

be crude, there is little point in forcing responses into a 7-point scale. 

Rather, ~ 3-point scale (e.g . , high-medium-low) probably suffices; more­

over, it probably results in a more reliable level of rating . However, 

if more precise data is available and can be translated i nto a large 

number of meaningful scale descriptors, scale lengths of 5 or 7 points 

are used . The basic trade-off here is between having standardized scale 

lengths to avoid confusion (such as if all component scales were 7 points 

like the attribute scales) compared to varying the length of the component 

scales to fit the precision with which the data can be evaluated. The 

component scales have varying lengths to fit the nature of the data because 

this approach was judged to improve the overall reliability of the system. 

Where a roadless area falls in more than one fores.tor region, each 

unit shall make a rating and those units shall work together and develop 

one composite rating that will be used. Forest/Regional coordinators will 

be responsible to decide which unit will be responsible for the indi vidual 

area report. 
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REQUISITE ATTRIBUTE 1, NATURAL INTEGRITY AND 

REQUISITE ATTRIBUTE 2, APPARENT NATURALNESS 

In the words of the Wilderness Act, wilderness is "an area . .. retaining 

:s primeval character ... generally appears ... affected primarily by the 

>rces of nature ." 

Thus, the first two requisite wilderness attributes are "natural 

1tegrity" and "apparent naturalness." Each roadless area will be rated 

:cording to, (1) the degree to which it retains its primeval natural 

1tegrity in a pure ecological sense, and (2) whether it appears natural 

J roost people. 

Natural integrity is defined as the extent to which long-term 

cological processes are intact and operating. All areas have sustained 

ome level of impact from human activity (global-wide pollution, micro­

limatic changes, etc.). The intent here is not to establish some 

nrealistic rigid notion of purity but to rate the extent to which human 

nfluences have altered natural processes away from conditions one might 

xpect had those impacts not occurred . This is not an "either-or" situation; 

he issue is the degree to which each roadless area reflects varying levels 

f environmental modification. Stated another way, each roadless area is 

ated as to the degree it possesses the Requisite Wilderness Attributes of 

atural Integrity and Apparent Naturalness . This rating will be based on 

,valuation of several components of naturalness such as presence of 

·egetative manipulation, impacts of facilities, and so forth as explained 

n the following. 



106 

Worksheet 1 provides for-description and evaluations of selected com­

ponents of the requisite wilderness attributes of natural integrity and 

apparent naturalness. These components include all the man-caused influence 

which may have impacted the primeval natural integrity of a roadless area. 

Worksheet 1 provides (1) descriptions of possible impacts, (2) which im­

pacts are present or absent, (3) evaluation of the effects on natural pro­

cess~s, (4) how large an area is impacted, (S) potential for separating 

the impacted portion from the rest of the area, (6) duration of the impact 

if left tm.corrected and (7) feasibility of correcting the impact. Finally, 

the worksheet calls for evaluation of (8) the overall influence of these 

component impacts on the natural integrity of the area and (9) the apParent 

naturalness of the area. 

A 7-category scale ranging £ran "none" to "extreme" is used to rate 

the impact of the components on the requisite wilderness attributes of 

natural integrity and apparent naturalness. Those areas with the highest 

n\.Dllerical rating are the most natural, since they are the least impacted. 

In addition, corrected ratings of natural integrity and apparent 

naturalness are called for each area, redefined as if sane or all of 

the impacted portions of the area were reiroved. This corrected rating 

reflects the potential improvement in an area's natural integrity and 

apparent naturalness rating through adjustment in boundaries to remove 

intrusions. 
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Apparent naturalness is closely related to Requisite Attribute 1, but where 

:hat measure fs primarily a matter of estimating the magnitude (the measurable 

!xtent) of an impact, Requisite Attribute 2 focuses on the importance of 

:hose impacts to most visitors. 

There is the admitted problem here that .managers are usually poor judges 

Jf how users or the general public perceives things. There fs also the pro­

blem that it is unlikely there is such a thing as a "typical" person. 

"Apparent Naturalness" fs a function of knowledge which varies greatly among 

individuals. Nevertheless, raters should attempt to take the perspective of 

a non-resource professional in .making these judgments. Raters should cross­

check themselves on these ratings and, fn some cases, may wish to solicit 

the views of citizens who could help provide the needed perspective. 

Apparentness may include impacts which are seen, heard, or smelled. It 

also should be derived on the assumption that visitors are close enough to 

at least be potentially aware of ft (fn other words, the impact isn't hid 

away where no one will ever see ft}. 

Remember: While we are asking whether or not an impact is apparent, 

this Attribute fs rated on the basis of perceived or apparent naturalness. 

Thus, if an fmpact(s) fs judged to be highly apparent, the Attribute fs 

rated downward in apparent naturalness. 

2 1-945 0 - 78 - 8 
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Definitions of Impacts 

Column 1 lists the major categories of impacts to be described. It 

represents a condensed list, which will facilitate comparison of all areas. 

As needed, more can be added in an "OTHER" category; however, excessive 

additions should be avoided. 

1. Physical Developments. This includes all constructed facilities 

or ground modifications, such as : 

a. Road and Railroad . Include, and describe, all routes whether 

abandoned or not. Include all constructed routes where earth­

work and/or surfacing and drainage structures are involved 

(unimproved roads - see item 12). 

b. Utility Rights-of-Way. Include all energy (electric, gas, oil, 

slurry, etc.),telephone, water, aquaduct and other linear 

transmission facilities and developed rights-of-way; or which 

include routes that have been cleared, graded, or both which 

either are apparent or require periodic maintenance which will 

perpetuate this apparentness. 

c. Reservoirs. Self-explanatory. Include constructed range stock 

ponds. 

d. Watershed Management. Water fluctuation devices, weirs, water 

level fluctuation of rivers or reservoirs, diversions, moni­

toring devices, etc. 

e. Special Recreation Facilities. Include developed site 

facilities, ski trails and facilities, lodges, their utility 

systems, etc . 
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f. Other Fixed Site Facilities. Include airports, sawmill sites, 

helispots, industrial facilities, electronic sites, snow survey 

stations, bridges, lookout towers, cabins, facilities developed 

on private lands, and other non-linear facilities. 

g. Fences. Both maintained and abandoned. 

h. Constructed Trails. Include all that have resulted in any 

vegetative cover or soil changes . Do not include game trails . 

i. Other. Add as needed to subdivide one or more of the above 

categories or to add new impacts, but attempt to include addi­

tions in the above categories when possible (an example might 

be disposal of wastes or chemicals) . 

2. Mineral Developments. Include all activities associated with 

surface or subsurface developments or extraction. Include vegetative, 

water, and ground impacts, as well as off-site impacts (i .e . , tree clearing, 

acid poisoning of water, acid kill of vegetation or soil pollution, spoil 

piles, excavations, etc . ). 

3. Recreation . Include effects of use and management (i .e . , trampling . 

or soil compaction or erosion in developed or undeveloped campsites, impacts 

on soil and vegetation from ORV use, soil loss from hiking, climbing or 

horse use on or off trails, pollution of water, damage to trees, etc . ) . 

4. Grazing. Include effects of past and current grazing by domestic 

l ivestock or pack and saddle stock . (Past soil losses, even though land 

ha s revegetated, vegetative changes, active erosion, ·water pollution, stock 

driveway problems , hillside terracing by grazing livestock, site deterior­

ation, _browsing of vegetation that has 1 ong-term effects, etc . ). 
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5. Wildlife Management. Effects on area through management of wild­

life, (i.e., over-browsing as a result of predator control; impacts caused 

by wildlife as a direct result of State season setting, kill restrictions, 

etc.; effects on non-game or endangered species as a result of management. 

6. Vegetative .Manipulation. Include purposeful or unintentional 

changes caused by other than natural factors. Include tree plantations 

and other purposeful plantings or seedings, timber cutting, wildlife habitat 

improvement, timber stand improvement, furrowing, use of herbicides, 

fertilization, prescribed burning, unnatural vegetative changes that have 

occurred as a result of past management practices. Areas for which an 

Environmental Anaylsis Report is approved by the Chief for salvage 

operations will be included if approval is given prior to January 23, 1978. 

7. · Insect or Disease Control. Identify actions which caused situation 

to deviate from what would have occurred in a natural condition, and assess 

what the present impact is of those past practices, whether transitory or 

long-term. 

8. Elimination of Native Plants or Animals or Non-Indigenous Plants 

or Animals. Include presence of exotic weed species introduced by .live­

stock or its feed, introduced fish and animal species, effects of major 

plant or animal diseases which have affected naturalness. Do not include 

those species absent because of natural successional change or those 

introduced by natural means. 

9. Fire History. The extent to which vegetative change (species, 

age structure, successional stage) has occurred since the introduction of 

fire control. Areas of low normal fire incidence may not deviate to as 

great a degree as areas where natural fires were frequent. 
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10. Air Pollution Effects. Most areas are affected to some degree by 

intensity, frequency, type and extent of air pollution . (Sources of 

air pollution are usually outside the roadless area, but impacts of air 

pollution may be present in the area).' 

ll. Water Pollution. The public often perceives a lack of water 

pollution in roadless areas, even though technical infonnation indicates 

that it does exist. Indicate the extent, frequency, type and distribution 

of the pollution caused by human use, industry, leaching from mined areas, 

etc. 

12. Unimproved Roads. Tracks, ruts, jeep trails, etc . , that were 

created by repeated traverse of the same route. 

13. Occupancies. Habitations, cemetaries, etc . 

14. Other. 
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Definition of Evaluative Criteria and Rating Scales 

The criteria for appraising the natural integrity attribute are shown 

in Columns 2-8 of Worksheet 1. Each will be explained separately as well 

as how the rating scales should be used. 

Column 2: Presence: This column documents whether each of the impacts 

listed in Column l is present or absent on the study area regardless of 

the extent of the impact and its location. If there might be a small 

impact but the evaluator really is not sure, the scale alternative "Do Not 

Know" should be checked . However, the evaluator should check with technical 

experts or persons familiar with the area before an "Absent" or "Do Not 

Know" answer is marked. Once the "Absent" or "Do Not Know" box is checked 

in Column l for any impact, the evaluator is through with that impact. If 

the "Present" box is checked, the location of the impact is to be described 

on the supplemental pages of the worksheet. 

Column 3: Effect of Impact on Natural Processes: This column will record 

the evaluator's perception of the overall influence of each impact (if it 

was not eliminated in Column 2) on the natural processes of the roadless 

area. Each impact should be rated in terms of its influence on the natural 

processes of the impacted area only, and not in terms of the influence on 

the entire study area . For example, a 500-acre clearcut which drastically 

impacts within a 200,000 study area would be rated in terms of the impact 

on the natural processes of only that 500-acre tract; its impact is not to 

be generalized throughout the entire area. Where there are closely spaced 

impacts, the intervening areas may also be affected. Questions to be 

considered in making this rating include: has the impact accelerated or 

decelerated the rate of natural succession; has the plant species composition 
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been altered; has the impact altered the animal life of the area; has 

water or air quality been affected; has it caused s_oil erosion or com­

paction; and other questions relevant to natural processes. Using all 

this information in. combination, evaluators should select that response 

(or scale) alternative in Column 3 which, in their professional judgment, 

best describes the situation. Is the present effect of the impact on 

natural process "None", "Low", "Medium", "High", or "Extreme"? . Raters 

should use the categories supplied below. When a situation does not 

clearly fit the specified categories, raters should use their best 

professional judgment and clearly explain the basis for their response 

on a supplementary page for Worksheet 1. When making this rating, it is 

important that no attention be given to the items that will be considered 

in Columns 4 through 8. Each of these other evaluations (Columns 4 through 

8) will be made separately as a part of the attribute rating system. THIS 

PROCEDURE MUST BE FOLLOWED WHEN ANY COMPONENT OF ANY ATTRIBUTE IS BEING 

RATED ON WORKSHEETS 1, 2, 3, or 4. In sum, the current influence on the 

natural processes of the impacted area should be rated, and that only . A 

written explanation documenting the bases for the rating should be recorded 

on the appropriate space on a supplementary page for Worksheet 1. 

Effect of Impact on Natural Processes (Column 3) 

None 

low 

Medium 

High 

Extreme 

- Although impact is present, affects on 
natural process are either non-existent 
or so minimal as to be insignificant in any 
ecological sense 

- Impact is present and measurable but only 
minor significance. Processes continue 
to operate largely uninterrupted 

- Impact has some significant affect, with 
natural processes disturbed to some 
extent 

- Impacts are significant with natural 
processes interrupted to a signigicant 
degree 

- Impacts are very significant, natural 
processes either completely disrupted 
or at least substantially so. 
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Coltm111 4: Area on Which Natural Integrity is Impacted: This column records by 

decile group the percentage this impacted acreage represents of the total roadlei 

area. In making this evaluation, remember that this percentage is to be determir 

only in terms of the impact on the natural integrity of the area and in terms of 

the area actually impacted in that manner. Rate the impacted area according tot 

following categories: 

Nil - Less than 1 percent of area affected 
1 - 1-10 percent of the area 
2 - 11-20 percent of the area 
3 - 21-30 percent of the area 
4 - 31-40 percent of the area 
5 - 41-50 percent of the area 
6 - 51-60 percent of the area 
7 - 61-70 percent of the area 
8 - 71-80 percent of the area 
9 - 81-90 percent of the area 

10 - 91-100 percent of the area 

Column 5: Separability of Impacted Area from Whole Area: This column designates 

(yes or no) whether the impacted area could be physically separated from the road 

less area and have the area still remain a viable candidate area as defined in 

the inventory instructions. Special attention, therefore, needs to be given to 

the location and significance of each impact within the study area. Impacted are. 

in the center will be more difficult to separate than those on the periphery. 

Linear-type impacts (e.g., old roads) would be more difficult to separate than a 

concentrated impact, such as an old logging sale. Each impact will be consider~ 

separately and then a composite-overall significance rating will be made on Row 

A for all impacts taken together. For each rating, a written explanation must be 

provided on Page 2 of the supplememtary worksheet pages to document the bases for 

each decision. If the "yes" box is checked for Column 5 on Row A of the workshee· 

to indicate overall separability, a single map showing the location and extent of 

the impacts and the non-excluded area should be stapled to Worksheet 1. In order 

to apply this concept of separability, careful judgment must be used to avoid an 

attempt at gerrymandering all such impacts out of the area. It is emphasized tha· 

location and significance must be the determinants. 



115 

Column 6: Duration of Impact, if Uncorrected: In this colunm, evaluators will 

record their judgment of the time period over \'lhich the impact will last if no 

corrective actions are taken. Use the time period categories given in Colunm 6. 

Write an explanation for each rating in the space provided on the Worksheet 1 

supplementary pages. 

Column 7: Feasibility of tarrecting: In this colunm, professional judgment will 

be used to rate the feasibility of correcting all but minimal levels of the impact 

through management actions or natural processes. The key issue here is \'lhether 

or not the natural ecological processes have been restored. For example, a 

1aturally-reclaimed roadbed might still show evidence of cut-and-fill activity, 

Jut the natural processes originally disturbed by the action could have been 

:ecovered. This rating will be influenced by considerations of: costs, time and 

:echnology. All relevant factors, in combination, should be used \'lhen making the 

·ating. Use the rating scale and·descriptors provided below. Write an explanation 

,n the supplementary page for Worksheet 1 for a rating that does not follow the 

:ategory descriptors supplied below: 

None 

A little 

Moderate 

High 

Very high 

Feasibility of Correcting (Column 7) 

Impacts are virtually irreversible, given any reasonable 
constraint of time, money or technology 

Impacts correctable only with concerted application of 
time, money or technology. Chance of successful cor­
rection is low. 

Impacts correctable with moderate investment of time, 
iooney or technology. Chance of successful correction 
is good with appropriate investment . 

Impacts correctable with only limited investment of 
either time, money or technology. Chance of correction 
very good. 

Impacts easily correctable, even with no investment. 
Chance of correction excellent. 
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Column 8: Overall Influence on Natural Integrity: This is a su11111ary 

column in which all of the infonnation considered in Columns 2-7 are 

combined for one rating for each impact. One rating will be made for 

Physical Developments that summarized Column 2-7 ratings for elements a-i . 

The exception is that the rating made in Column 5 is ignored. These 

Column 8 ratings should be made separately for each impact as they influence 

the natural integrity of the entire roadless area . Use the rating categor­

ies and descriptors below as guides. Explain a different basis for any 

rating on the supplementary pages of the Worksheet. 

None 

Very low 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Very high 

Extreme 

Influence on Natural Integrity (Column 8) 

- Effects on natural processes, none or low ·only. 
Generally less than 15 percent of area impacted . 
Duration of impact usually less than 5 years with 
high or very high feasibility for correction. 

- Effects on natural processes low. Generally less 
than 15 percent of area impacted. Duration of 
impact usually less than 5 years but may be up to 
10 years, with high feasibility of correcting. 

- Effects on natural processes, low or medium. 
Generally less than 25 percent of area impacted. 
Duration of impact usually 5-10 years with high 
or moderate feasibility of correcting. 

- Effects on natural processes medium. Generally 
between 25 and 50 percent of area impacted. 
Duration of impact between 5 and 10 years, with 
moderate feasibility of correcting. 

- Effects on natural processes medium to high. 
Generally over half the area impacted. Duration 
of impact over 10 years, with moderate to a little 
feasibility of correcting. 

- Effects on natural processes high. Between 50 and 
75 percent of the area impacted. Duration of impact 
usually 10 years or more, with feasibility of 
correcting only a little or none. · 

- Effects on natural processes high to extreme. 
Often 75 percent of area impacted. Duration of 
impact in excess of 10 years, with little or no 
feasibility of correcting. 
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After the Column 8 ratings are made, a composite-overall rating will 

be made on Row A for the entire area. Use the ratings and descriptors 

shown below for the overall rating of Natural Integrity; if another basis 

for a rating is used, provide an explanation on the Worksheet . If, and 

only if, a "Yes" appears on Row A for Column 5, an additional Column 8 

rating will be made. That rating, which appears in Row B, rates the 

overall influence of all impacts on the natural integrity of the area that 

remains after all separable impacted areas have been removed from consider­

ation . These separated impacted areas will not be considered in this 

rating. This final rating for the remaining area should be explained at 

the bottom of Page 2 of the worksheet. 

Overall Natural Integrity (Row A/B) 

l = All impact ratings are extreme, very high, or high 

2 = All impact ratings are very high or high, none are extreme 

3 = All impact ratings are high or moderate 

4 = Most impact ratings moderate, with no more than one rated either 
low or high 

5 = All impact ratings low or moderate 

6 = All impact ratings low or very low, none are none 

7 = All impact ratings low, very low, or none 
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·Col\J!Ul 9: Overall Influence on Apparent Naturalness: The second requisite attri­

bute, Apparent Naturalness (Column 9), provides a measure of the degree to which 

the impacts documented in Attribute 1, Natural Integrity, are apparent to most 

visitors. For example, even though the entire roadless area has been affected by 

fire exclusion (resulting in successional changes, etc.), it is likely that few 

visitors would be aware of this impact. On the other hand, a spoil bank might be 

highly apparent. 

To rate Apparent Naturalness, it is necessary that the evaluator take the 

perspective of an "average" visitor in terms of technical ecological knowledge. 

Each of the 14 impacts should be rated according to how apparent they would be 

to 100st visitors. Rate only the apparentness to visitors to the impacted area, nc 

to visitors who never come close to the impacted area. 

After the apparentness ratings have been ma.de for each impact, make an over­

all rating for how apparently natural the entire roadless area is to most visitor~ 

use Column 9, Row A. Use the overall rating scale and descriptors provided below. 

Provide a brief explanation of this rating on the supplementary pages of Worksheet 

1. U there is a "yes" in Column S, Row A, provide an overall apparent naturalne~ 

rating for the redefined area (roadless area minus impacted areas) in Column 9, 

Row B. Write a brief explanation of this rating on the supplementary pages of 

Worksheet 1. If there is a "No" in Column 5, Row A, go on to Attribute 3. 
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Apparent Naturalness (Row A/8) 

Roadless area is obviously impacted in many sections, with the 
impacts readily apparent to virtually all visitors, regardless 
of knowledge. 

2 Roadless area contains impacts apparent to all but a few. Dis­
ruption fs apparent in sight, sounds, or smells. 

3 Roadless area apparently unnatural to most people, but evidence 
of unnaturalness usually restricted to one of the senses. 

4 Roadless area is viewed as natural by many visitors, but unnatural 
impacts apparent to many others nevertheless. Apparentness usually 
only fn terms of either sight, sound, or smell. 

5 Roadless area apparently natural to most visitors but there are 
some impacts (sight, sound, or smell) apparent to some visitors. 

6 2 Roadless area apparently natural to most visitors, only limited 
clues of unnaturalness. 

7 Most visitors find roadless area apparently natural. Evidence of 
unnaturalness either absent or apparent only to the most knowledgeable. 
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Sunmary of Instructions for Worksheet 1 

Basically, the tasks of the evaluator are: 

1. Complete the descriptive infonnation about the area at the top of the pages 

of Worksheet 1. 

2. Rate each impact in CollD!lll 1 according to the CollD!lll 2 criterion. 

3. For each impact checked "Present" in Coll.lllll 2, either write in the required i 

fonnation and/or check the rost appropriate box under CollD!llls 3-8. Specify t 

location of each impact on the supplemental pages for Worksheet 1. 

4. Forget about CollD!lll 9 until all ratings for the Natural Integrity Attribute 

have been made. 

5. Explain and document in writing (on the supplemental sheets provided) the ba5 

of the ratings made in CollD!llls 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 for each impact listed. 

6. Make composite-overall rating for CollD!lllS 5 and 8 on Row A. 

7. If response to CollD!lll 5 on Row A is ''Yes," make rating for CollD!lll 8 on Row B. 

8. Explain and document in writing (on Page 2 of the Worksheet) the bases of thE 

ratings made for CollD!lll 5 (if ''Yes," only) and for CollD!lll 8. Do the same fm 

CollD!lll 8 on Row B if relevant and prepare map required. 

9. Make ratings and explanations for Requisite Attribute 2 as instructed in pre· 

ceding section. 

10. Check to see that all necessary ratings or infonnation were provided. 

11. Transfer the necessary ratings from Worksheet 1 to Worksheet 4. This would 

include the rating for overall natural integrity (Column 8, Row A), natural 

integrity of the adjusted area (Column 8, Row B), overall apparent naturalne: 

(CollD!lll 9, Row A), and apparent naturalness of the adjusted area (Column 9, 

Row B). 

12. Make photocopies of all data pages for office files. 

13. Staple all infonnation relevant to a particular area together. 



WORKSIIErT 1: FOR RATING INFLUENCE OF IMPACTS ON THl NATURAL INTEGRITY OF POTENTIAL WILDERNESS RE SOURCES AND APPARENT NATURAUJL ; s 

Name of Area: _ _ _ ___ _ __ Code: ___ ___ --'Region: _ _ _ __ .Forest: ______ Acreage :__ ___ Evaluators- - - ·- ·oate 

Co 1. 1 Col. 2 Col. 4 Col '. 6 Col. I 
------ -===-

r~1 1 Col. 5 Co 1. 8 Col. 9 
!Presence :Hect Of 1m :Area on ~eparao111 ty Duration of Feasio111ty Overa 11 Overall lnfluenc 

! pact on Na- Which In- of Impacted Impact, 1f of Influence on ~n A\'~1 rent 
SPECIFIC IMPACT tural Proc~s, tegr1ty is Area from Uncorrected CorrectinQ Natura 1 ~t.!!_:_ _!l_e~~·- ·-
( or cause of impact) ... 21 lmoacted Whole Area- (years) 

"'"' ls, lntegri ty .c 
._. C ._. !5 l 2: 0, 
C 0, 0 ., 

>lOX 

- ... ~ -§, ·- ., ., .. C ., ~ .c ... % of 
..... 

~ "' ... ..J 
~ I E .. ., g ~ ~ 0, ... 

'-n 
... ... '.;: ;: 21 0 "' .,, ... 0 o, - X Total Yes No 0-5 ., - ., .c t' C >, 

~ I -§ t' !; C( a.. 0 z ..J :EI'-" C ..J -0 0, ... tb ... 
0 0 - "' ., t~ 

., .c ~ ~ ·..- CU X z <( :E :,: > C -0 0, I >'-" 
~ :~~ o, X 
~ >"' 

IMPACT MEASUREMENT :::: k - - --1. rnys1ca1 ueve1opments 
a. Koao ano Ka1 1 roao 
b. Ut111tv ROW ... / 
c. Reservoirs / -- ~ -V- -d. Watershed manaaement I / s -./.~ 
P, S""c1al Recreation Fac11ities I )< ..,, 
f. Other Fixed s 1te facilities I " ' a. Fences V rs.. 
h. Trails V / 

~ 1. Other / ,/ ~. ,-

2. Mineral Oeveio~nts 
3. 1<ecreat1on 
4. Grazino -..->--~- WI ldllfe Manaoement 
6. Veoetat1ve Han1ou1at1on 
7. Insect or Disease Control 
8. Non-fndioenous Plants & Animals 
9. Ffre H1storv 

10. Afr Pollution Etfects -11. Water Po 11 utf on 
12. UnfmorQved Roads -..-,-
13. Occuoancfes 
14. Other 

·-
Separab11 f ty -

OVERALL RATING A. Overall rating for entire area 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7 6 5 4 3~.2_ 
B. uvera 11 ratlnf tor area redet1ned -2.I,,-

after some/al of impacted areas 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
are separated (see map). 

..... 
1:--.:> ..... 



EXPI.ANATIOHS OF RATINGS MADE FOR SPECIFIC IMPACTS 

l,opact: ______ _ 

,0 

~.::.:~·---------

I-' 
t-:) 
t-:) 



i 
;: 
~ 

i 
> 
0 ... 
0 

~ 
;: ; 

2 1-9450 - 78-9 

.. .. .. 
f 
C 

~ 

.. 
0 

123 

.. 
0 

e 

~ 

.. 
0 

"' C 

~ 



124 

REQUISITE ATTRIBUTE 3: OUTSTANDING OPPORTUNITIES 

FOR SOLITUDE 1/ 

The Wilderness Act states that a wilderness " ... has outstanding 

opportunities for solitude ... " Elsewhere in the Act are other references 

to solitude as an important attribute of wi lderness. Several studies of 

wilderness users further indicates the importance of solitude. Thus, 

opportunity for solitude is a requisite attribute of wilderness. 

Solitude is defined as being isolated from the sights, sounds, and 

presence of others and from the developments and evidence of man. 

Solitude is a psychological state that varies from one individual to 

another - what is a crowd to one person may be solitude to another. 

However, the issue is not one of defining the relative human density 

levels of each area; that can be changed by management . Instead, the 

rating system focuses on those intrinsic features of the roadless areas 

that offer users. outstanding opportunities for solitude--size of the 

area, presence of vegetation, topographic screening, and so forth. 

Features such as trails, trail heads, numbers of campsites and their 

distribution are not included . Such features can affect opportunities for 

solitude but, like human density, their impact on solitude is a function 

of management (e.g . , by future closing or opening trails or campsites, 

controlling use, etc.) . Instead, the components for evaluating the requisite 

11 The specific wording of the Wilderness Act calls for " . .. outstanding 
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation." 
We consider this to represent two distinct, yet related, attributes of the 
wilderness resource. In some areas, both attributes may be readily avail­
able while in others solitude is difficult to find but primitive recreation 
opportunities are abundant . The interpretation is that the attributes are 
not a matter of "either-or", but the relative degree to which each is 
present. 



125 

rilderness attribute "outstanding opportl.Dlity for solitude," as called 

:or in Worksheet 2, are : size, presence of topographic screening, vegeta­

:ive screening, distance £ran the perillleter of the area to its core, and 

legree of pennanent off-site intrusions. Based on evaluations of the impact 

>f these components, an overall seven-category rating is assigned to each 

1rea's potential to provide "outstanding opportl.Dlities for solitude." The 

;even rating categories range from "none" to "outstanding." 

Definitions of Components and Rating Scales 

Worksheet 2 shaj.l be used to rate Requisite Attribute 3, Outstanding 

)pportl.Dlities for Solitude. It will also be used to rate Requisite Attribute 

t, the Opportunity for Prilllitive Recreation. We will return to Attribute 4 

shortly. 

In Worksheet 2, the components are listed down the left-hand column. 

Each row represents one canponent for either Solitude or Prilllitive Recreation, 

with the exception of the first four criteria (size, topographic screening, 

vegetative screening and distance £ran perimeter to core) which are rated for 

both solitude and prilllitive recreation. 

The components and their associated rating scales are described below. 

To use the rating scales, circle the appropriate response alternative that 

most accurately de-cribes the c001ponent being rated. Ignore those spaces on 

Worksheet 2 that have been blocked out. 
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After all the criteria have been rated for the Solitude Attribute, make 

an overall rating of the entire roadless area on the 7-point scale at the 

bottom of page 1 on Worksheet 2. IMPORTANT: If your overall rating is 

inconsistent with the ratings for the individual components, provide an 

explanation of the basis for your rating. For example, if you feel an 

area has "outstanding" opportunity for solitude and roost of the component 

ratings are "moderate" or "low" ratings, explain your reasoning. 

There are several components of the solitude attribute, including topograph 

screening, vegetative screening, distance from perimeter to core, and 

permanent off-site intrusions perceived from area. 

1. Size: Size of a roadless area when considered by itselfis an inadequate 

measure of potential for solitude or primitive recreation. However, in com­

bination with the other criteria, it is an important component of an area's 

overall potential. Moreover, with all else equal, a large area has more 

potential for solitude than a small one. 

Small Rare II areas, such as those frequently found in the east, may · be 

discriminated against; i.e., they may be rated as having low potential for 

solitude if the same categories for size classes were used across all Regions 

to evaulate an area's potential for solitude. Therefore, each Region will 

establish it's own size class categories for this component. This will be done 

by analyzing the acreage values of each of the Rare II areas and present Wild­

erness areas in each Region and then segregating the data into quartile ranges. 
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Size is measured as the gross acreage of the roadless area. The 

·oss acreage of a roadless area· contiguous to an existing Wilderness, 

·imitive Area, or Inventoried Roadless Area, is the total of the roadless 

·ea~ the established area. 

(Upper Quartile) 

(Upper Middle Quartile) 

(Lower Middle Quartile) 

(Lower Quartile) 

_A~10:_R-I 

High potentiaN, - '1,'l'l<'f 

Moderate potenti uooo - c:'l (lGCj 

Low potentia 10.,oou - ;e,'_c,9r., 

Very low potential Bo ooel + 

Topographic Screening: This component represents the extent to 

hich topographic screening offers opportunities for solitude. The 

ssumption is that diverse relative relief in the roadless area enhances 

pportunities for solitude by increasing opportunities for screening {by 

educing extent of vision). However, in some cases excessively steep 

lopes can act to concentrate use in a few areas (travel corridors, lake 

hores). Inter-party visibility in such conditions could be very high. It 

s rated according to the following: 

High 

Moderate 

Little 

Minimal/None 

Roadless area contains a diversity 
of highly dissected topography that 
easily screens people from one another 
within short distances 

Diversity of topography offers screening 
potential in at least half the area, may be 
limited or lacking in remainder. 

Rolling-type terrain, limited diversity of 
topography offers limited screening potential. 

Flat terrain, virtually no relief for screening, 
or, topographic variation is so great that 
visitors are concentrated into small areas where 
inter-party visibility would be high. 
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3. Vegetative Screening: This component represents the collective vegetative 

cover that offers opportunities for screening of parties from one another. 

In areas where vegetative cover is heavy, the sights of other people is reduced. 

However, in some -cases, excessively dense vegetation can act to con­

centrate use in those areas where openings for travel and camping are possible. 

Inter-party visibility in such conditions could be very high. 

Dense Most of the roadless area has dense 
vegetation, which screens people from 
one another, even within a quarter mile, 
but there is still sufficient opening to 
permit travel and camping without undue 
concentration. 

Moderate Vegetative screening is good in at least 
half the area, screening people easily 
within a quarter mile of one another; 
limited or no screening available in 
remainder. 

Little Less then a quarter of the roadless area 
offers vegetative screening; or, vegetation 
is so dense that it concentrates use in a 
limited area, increasing inter-party 
visibility . 

Minimum/None Open, virtually no vegetative screening 
throughout the area, or, vegetative screening 
is so great that visitors are concentrated into 
small areas where inter-party visibility would 
be high . 
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4. Distance from Perimeter to Area Co 1tl!1~ Ttt dista,JIICe> fr.om the perimeter 

of the roadless area to the core or approxtmate geographic center i s a mea­

sure of the potential for solitude and for escape from tbe ev1'dence of man. 

Measurement should be from the approximate center of the area to the nearest 

point along the boundary. If the roadless area is contiguous to an existing 

Wilderness or Primitive Area or to another roadless area, the~ roadless 

tract should be used to compute this rating. Use the following scale: 

Low potent ial 

Moderate potential 

High potential 

Outstanding potential 

Less t.han 1 mile from core 
to perimeter. 

From 1 to 3 miles from core 
to perimeter. 

From 3 to 5 miles from core 
to perimeter. 

In excess of 5 miles from 
core to perimeter, 
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5. Permanent Off-site Intrusions: This includes off-site evidence of 

man's activities likely to be seen, heard or smelled by visitors from 

within an area such as transportation corridors. Aircraft, timber harvest 

operations, industrial development, mines, lights from a nearby city at 

night, reservoirs, ski areas, etc. 

Minimal/None 

Some 

Many 

Generally no off-site intrusions perceptible 
to visitors from within the entire area. 

Off-site intrusions perceptible, but 
relatively distant and generally not per­
manent. Some off-site intrusions are 
close-by, but generally not permanent . 

Off-site intrusions are close-by and 
permanent. 

6. Overall Rating of Solitude Opportunity: To determine the overall 

rating of solitude opportunity, examine the ratings given each component. 

Use the categories and descriptors outlined below. REMEMBER: If your 

overall rating for solitude departs from the guidelines presented below, 

use the second page of Worksheet 2 to explain your rating. 

No opportunity All five components rated in bottom category . 

Very low opportunity Three components rated in bottom category, 
remainder rated only one scale position 
better . 

Low opportunity Two components rated in bottom category, 
none rated in top category. 

Moderate opportunity No components rated in bottom category, 
none in top category . 

High opportunity Two components in top category, none in 
bottom Cdtegory. 

Very high opportunity Three components in top category, remainder 
no more than one scale position away. 

Outstanding opporturrityAll five components rated in top category. 
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REQUISITE ATTRIBUTE 4: PRIMITIVE RECREATION OPPORTUNITY 

The Wilderness Act states that wilderness " ..• has outstanding 

pportunities for . . . a primitive and unconfined type of recreation." 

urther definition is given to this kind of recreation by other wording 

n the Act prohibiting permanent improvements, motorized activity, human 

abitation, and other implied restrictions to protect the wilderness 

haracter of the area. Many of the recreation activities that take place 

n wilderness also occur in other areas, but wilderness conditions greatly 

,nhance some of these activities for many users. Some of the character­

stic primitive-type wilderness recreation activities are hiking, camping, 

'ishing, hunting, cross-country skiing, winter camping and nature study . 

Primitive recreation opportunity can be defined in terms of the 

:ypes of experiences it makes possible for users. Not all of the specific 

!xperiences need to be present at one time to have primitive recreation. 

rhe working definition which guides rating this attribute is: 

Primitive recreation is that which provides oppor­
tunities for isolation from the evidence of man, a 
vastness of scale, feeling a part of the natural 
environment, having a high degree of challenge and 
risk, and using outdoor skills. It is characterized 
by meeting nature on its own terms, without comfort 
and convenience facilities. 

Ratings of the Requisite Wilderness Attribute 4, primitive recreation 

pportuni ty, is based on sane of the same components as used for soli t1.de, 

lus some others. The components also used to rate solitude are size of area, 

opographic screening, vegetative screening and distance from perimeter to 

ore. The added components to rate primitive recreation are diversity of 

pportunity, challenge (hazardous things like dangerous animals and cliffs), 

nd absence of man-made facilities. 
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As with the other wilderness attributes, evaluations of the components 

are used to derive an overall 7 category rating for primitive recreation 

opportunity ranging from "none" to "outstanding." 

Definition of Evaluative Criteria and Rating Scales 

Procedures for rating this attribute follow those used for Requisite 

Attribute 3, Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude. REMEMBER: the first 

4 criteria used for the Solitude Attribute will be used again here, as indicated 

on the right-hand side of Worksheet 2. The criteria and rating scales are: 

1-4 . Size, topographic screening, vegetative screening, and distance from 

perimeter to core: Use the same ratings and descriptors as those presented 

in the discussion of Attribute 3. 

5. Diversity: Diversity of vegetation, fish and wildlife, terrain, lakes 

and streams, and climate improves opportunities for a larger variety of primitive 

recreation activitie~. The response scale for this component is : 

Very Diverse Roadless area has much diversity in 
nearly all above categories . 

Moderate Roadless area has only some diversity in 
above categories, or no diversity in some 
but much in others . 

Little Diversity 

" 
Roadless area mostly homogeneous in nearly 
all of above categories . 

6. Challenge : The challenge component is measured as the number and extent 

of challenging features such as dangerous animals, climatic disturbance, 
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valanche potential, terrain features (cliffs, quicksand, sink holes), 

ast-moving water, glaciers, and a lack of dominant visual features on which 

o orient oneself. What constitutes a hazard is a function of knowledge 

nd experience, but the definition rests on a common sense definition of 

hose features that are commonly cons·idered hazardous by most visitors . This 

s important in order to indicate the degree to which an area has potential 

o produce opportunities for challenge and risk-taking as part of the primitive 

ecreational experience. The response scale for this component is: 

Rare Features commonly considered hazardous seldom 
encountered or only a few scattered parts of 
the roadless area. 

Few Features commonly considered hazardous encountered 
in area . 

Many Features commonly considered hazardous encountered 
throughout area. 

Absence of Recreation Facilities: The absence of facilities component 

enote a freedom from man's developments which is important in affording 

pportunities to develop and test outdoor skills and to be free of the 

,vidence of man. It is measured by the quantity and distribution of facilities 

ike trails, bridges, and camp facilities. The response scale for this component 

s: 

Highly developed High standard trails, bridges over 
all streams, even small ones, highly 
developed campsites. 

Moderate developnent Trails, at least some built to high 
standards, bridges over most streams, 
campsites moderately developed (fire 
rings, fireplaces, toilets, tables, water, 
pumps, etc.). 
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Limited development Mostly low standard trails, few bridges 
over large streams, very simple, limited 
campsite facilities (fire rings, some 
pit toilets, etc.). 

Minimal/None Either no or very few recreation facilities 
in area; low standard trails, logs over• 
streams, etc. · 

8. Overall Rating of Primitive Recreation Opportunity: To determine 

the overall rating of primitive recreation opportunity examine the ratings 

given each component . (Rating values for primitive recreation increase from 

left to right). Use the categories and descriptors outlined below. REMEMBER: 

If your overall rating for primitive recreation departs from the guidelines 

presented below, use the second page of Worksheet 2 to explain your rating. 

No opportunity All seven components rated in bottom 
category. 

Very low opportunity_ Five components rated in bottom category, 
remainder rated only one scale position 
better. 

Low opportunity Three components rated in bottom category, 
none rated in top category. 

Moderate opportunity No component rated in bottom category, none 
in top category. 

High opportunity Three components rated in top category, 
none in bottom category. 

Very high opportunity Five components rated in top category, 
remainder rated only one scale position away . 

Outstanding opportun- All seven criteria rated in top category. 
i~ 

When the ratings for Attributes 3 and 4 have been completed, code the 

overall ratings for Solitude and Primitive Recreation onto Worksheet 4. 



WORKSHEET 2: FOR RATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOLITUDE ANO PRIMITIVE RECREATION 

Na111e of Area: ____ Code : ____ Region : ___ Forest : ________ Acreage : _____ --'Evaluators '---------'Date: ____ _ 

Components of Attribute 

Size (a c res) 

Topographi c Screening 

Ve91~t ati ve Screening 

Distance From Perimeter 
to Co,·e 

Pennanent, off-site 
intrusions 

Diversity of 
opportunity 

Ch~l lenge 

Absence of Facilities 

Overall Rating 

Opportunity for Solitude Opportunity for Primitive Recreation 

Very Low I Low Moderate High Very Low Low Moderate High 
Potential Potential Potential Potential Potential Potential Potential Potential 

Minimal/ 
None 

Minimal/ 
None 

Low 

None 
Very 
Low 

l 2 

Little I Moderate High 

Little I Moderate Dense 

Opportunity for Solitude 

Low Moderate High Very Out- I\"' High standing 

3 4 5 6 7 ~ '\ 

Minimal/ 
None 

Minimal/ 
None 

Very 
None Low 

1 2 

Little Moderate High 

Little Moderate Dense 

Opportunity for Primitive Recreation 

Low Moderate High Very Out-
High s tan ding 

3 4 5 6 7 

,_.. 
i:.,.:i 
C)1 



Name of Area: ________ _ 

Attribute 

Solitude 

Components of Attribute 

Topographical Screening 

Vegetative Screening 

Dis ta nee from Peri meter 
to Core 

Permanent Off-Site 
Intrusions 

Overal 1 Rating 

Evaluators: ___________ _ 

Ex_p_lanation 

,_. 
Ci,j 
0:, 



Name of Area: ________ _ 

Attribute 

Primitive 
Recreation 

Components of Attribute 

Topographic Screening 

Vegetative Screening 

Distance from Perimeter 
to Area Core 

Diversity 

Challenge 

Absence of Facilities 

Overal 1 Rating 

Evaluators: 

Ex.e_lanation 

...... 
~ 

" 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WILDERNESS ATTRIBUTES­
INSTRUCTIDNS FOR RATINGS 

Section 2( c) ( 4) of the Wilderness Act indicates that an area ". . . 

may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, 

educational, scenic or historical value." This seems to imply that such 

features, though not necessary, do enhance wilderness quality if they 

exist to any "extraordinary" degree. Consequently, a supplemental attri­

bute rating (1-5) is provided based on components of ecological, geolo­

gical, scenic and cultural features, i.e. their presence and estimated 

abundance or importance. The supplementary attribute rating may be use­

ful in helping make marginal decisions. The identification of supple­

mentary features with significant values in a roadless area may also lead 

to a recommendation for the specific site to be included in the Special 

Interest Areas system, (scenic areas, botanical areas, historical areas, 

etc.), rather than being included in the Wilderness system. At the very 

~east, the supplementary attribute rating will alert decisionmakers to 

the existence of "special" ecological, geological, scenic or cultural 

values within a roadless area. 

A. Ecological 

Analysis of outstanding ecological features includes identifica­

tion of Endangered or Threatened plant and animal species present as well 

as other special features which may be present. Such features often will 

have important scientific and educational values associated with them. 

For Endangered or Threatened species, the location, extent and 

population condition should be described briefly on Worksheet 3. 
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Other special ecological features present in the area could include 

unusual plant or animal communities associated with unique land features 

such as swamps, lava flows, caves, etc. They might include unusual re­

lationships between two more species that may not occur under other 

circumstances. Special ecological conditions might also include communi­

ties or species that occur well outside the range normal to that community 

or species. 

Each of these special features should be described by nature, loca­

tion, and extent in the roadless area; the descriptor found at the bottom 

of the worksheet should then be selected that best describes the occurrence 

of the feature outside the roadless area. If more than one such feature 

exists, the rating of the feature that is most unique or rare would be the 

rating for the area. 

B. Geological 

Special geological features are landforms that, in the judgment 

of a qualified person, represent significant examples of geologic processes 

such as natural bridges, mass movement areas, caves, lava flows, etc. Such 

features should be described in nature, location, and extent in the area 

on Worksheet 3. The statement should then be chosen that best describes 

the occurrence of the feature within the physiographic province in which 

it lies . If more than on·e such feature exists, the feature that is most 

rare or unique will determine the rating for the area. 

C. Scenic Values 

Analysis of scenic values will follow the system process for 

determining variety classes as prescribed in The Visual Mlnagement Systeml/ 

(VMS) and should be performed by individuals trained in VMS. 
l/USDA Forest Service, 1974. National Forest Landscape Management, Vol. 2: 

Chapter 1, The Visual Management System. Agriculture Handbook 462, 47pp. 

:.!l - D4 5 0 - 78 - 10 
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For the purpose of the RARE II study, only Variety Classes will 

be detennined. The percentage distribution of variety classes A, B, and 

C will detennine the rating for the roadless area. 

This analysis is intended to produce one rating based on the 

following assumptions: 

1. Scenic quality for the roadless area is related to the degree 

of variety within the given character type. 

2. Foreground and middleground views (up to 5 miles) of the 

scenic resource outside the roadless area may affect evaluation of the 

rating for the roadless area. 

Steps in rating scenic values are as follows: 

1. Define and describe the character type of which the roadless 

area is a part to establish the frame of reference from which variety 

classes are determined. 

2. Preferably, regions should develop a variety class determina­

tion chart for each character type and/or subtype in which roadless areas 

are found. If character type and variety class determination charts have 

not been developed and described for the areas being evaluated, the 

variety class chart in exhibit 1 should be used to map variety classes. 

3. Map variety classes within the roadless area and determine 

rough percentages for variety classes A, B, and C. 

4. Identify and map areas of distinctive variety within 5 miles 

of the roadless area which can be seen from within the roadless area to 

alert the decisionmaker to the existence of these outstanding values. 

5. Considering the percentage distribution for variety class 

composition within the roadless area, use the following chart to determine 
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the rating which most closely approximates the condltlons for the area. 

Rating 

I~ignificant 

Infrequent 

Significant 

Outstanding 

Unique 

SCENIC VALUES 

% Distribution of Variety Classes 

A 10% 
B 25% 
C 65% 

A 10% 
B 40% 
C 50% 

A 25% 
B 50% 
C 25% 

A 50% 
B 40% 
C 10% 

A 65% 
B 25% 
C 10% 
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Class A Cl ass B Cl ass C 
Distmct1ve LOIIIIIOO M1J11ma1 

High relief for region. Relief m:>derately co111TDn Little variety , no 
Landfonn Di verse relief, outstand- within region and only dominant features, 

ing landfonn features. roderately diverse in no diversity. 
roadless area. 

Features stand out in Features obvious but do Small to nonexis tent 
landform. Unusual or not s tan.d out . Corrmon features. No aval-

Rock outstanding avalanche but not outstanding aval- anche chutes, talus 
Fann chutes, talus slopes, anche chutes, talus slopes 1 slopes, boulders 

outcrops, etc. , in boulders and rock outcrops . and rock outcrops . 
size, shape & location . 

High degree of pattern Continuous vegetaticn, Highly unifonn 
in vegetat ion . Vegeta- limited diversity. M:>st vegetative cover . 

Vegetation tive diversity signifi- species COOl'nCl'l in region . Species very 
cant throughout area, comnon. 
1.musual plants 

Unique lake features Lake features fairly No evidence of 
corrpared to region. corrroon in region. Some water-related 

Water Fonns Diversity of shape, shoreline irregularity. features. 
Lakes irregular shorelines. 

(include 
Aggregate acreage of 
lakes more i.Jrportant 

intermittent than size of any 
individual lake. 

Nurrerous or 1.D1usual Conm:m flow characteristics Little or no flow 
Water Fonns flow characteristics. with region. apparent , year-
Streams rolDld or inter-

mittent. 
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O. Cultural Features 

Cultural resources comprise all evidence- of·" historic and pre .. . 

historic human use of an area. Many of these resources--camps1tes, 

petroglyphs, pictographs, vision questing sites, and trails, as well as· 

historic sites exemplifying the developirent of an area such as pioneer 

homesteads, evidence of early logging or m1~1ng activity, and trade or 

military routes or roads, may require special management consideration. 

Cultural features will often have educational, scientific, and historical 

values associated with them. 

Indicate existence of any recorded historic sites and briefly 

describe their nature and location on Worksheet 3. NOTE: There is no 

rating of significance of these features; their presence and location 

is all that is recorded. 

Overall Supplementary Value Rating 

On Part II of Worksheet 3, make an overall rating of the suppleiren­

tary values of the roadless area. Provide an explanation for your 

rating in the space provided. Use the guidelines below to make your 

rating: 

Insignificant= Area contains only conmon features; no cultural 

features or endangered or threatened spec1 es present . 

Infrequent • Area contains generally fairly conrnon features; cul­

tural features, or endangered or threatened species may be present. 

Sf gni ff cant • Area contains one feature of 1 nfrequent occurrence 

fn the regfoni may contain cultural features, or endangered or threatened 

species. 
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Outstanding= Area contains two features of infrequent or rare occur­

rence in the region; may contain cultural features, or endangered or 

threatened species. 

Unique= Area contains at least three features of rare or unique 

occurrence; may contain cultural features, or endangered or threatened 

species. 

Transfer the overall rating for the supplemental attribute to work­

sheet 4. 



WORKSHEET 3: FOR RATING SUPPLEMENTARY ATTRIBUTES 

Area: _______ Code: _____ Forest: ________ Evaluators: _______ Date : ___ _ 

PART I 

Attribute 

ndangered or 
C threatened species 

Description of location, signi­
ficance and extent of attribute 

1 n area 

~ animals or insects I I I I I( ')k( ",j( "¥ ')!( ')I 
O b. Endangered or 
G threatened species 

~ of plants I I I I V '¥ '¥ '>jl' "V' 'I 
A 
L 

c. Special ecological 
features 

2. Special. geological features 

3. Scenic values 

4. Cultural features 

PART II 

1. Overall rating for supplementary value 

]/ Explanation of rating scale: 

Unique 

5 

Put X in appropriate box 
uuc 

stand- Signi- In-
ing fi cant frequent 

4 3 2 

Insignificant • Present throughout the physiographic province 

,n-
signi-
fi cant 

1 

Exp 1 anati on 

Infrequent • Often found fn the proy1nce Outstanding = Not found elsewhere in the province. 
Significant • Infrequently found in the province Unique = One of very few known occurrences 

-..... <:;-. 
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USING THE WILDERNESS ATTRIBUTE DATA 

All of the wilderness attribute data worksheets and accompanying data 
sheets will be retained at the Forest Supervisor's office, but a complete 
copy of all the sheets for each area {with all sheets clearly labeled) 
will be sent to the Regional Office. This is important so the information 
will be available for use by decision makers and inspection by the public. 
In addition the Wilderness Attribute Rating SulTVTlary sheet (worksheet 4) 
will be filled out for each area to expedite processing of the data. 

All of the Attribute ratings and component evaluations for each area 
will be keypunched directly from the 3 worksheets onto IBM cards and will 
also be stored on tape. Ten attribute rating scores will be recorded 
or calculated as follows (Al rating is lowest for all scores). 

N (l .) Natural Integrity Rating , 1-7: The overall rating of each areas 
natural integrity based on the evaluations of the up to 14 components that 
were considered (worksheet l). 

AN (2.) Apparent Naturalness Ratinq, 1-7: The overall rating of each areas 
apparent nat uralness based on evaluation of the perceptible impact of the 
same 14 components above (worksheet l). 

Ad N (3.) Adjusted Area Natural Integrity Rating, 1-7: The overall 
natural integrity if a boundary adjustment removed separable intrusions 
(worksheet l). 

Ad AN (4.) Adjusted Area, Apparent Naturalness Rating, 1-7: The overall 
rating of an area's apparent naturalness if a boundary adjustment removed 
separable intrusions (worksheet l). 

S (5.) Solitude D ortunit Ratin , 1-7: The overall rating of an area's 
opportunity for solitude worksheet 2). 

R (6.) Primitive Recreation Opportunity Rating, 1-7: The overall rating 
of an area's primitive recreation opportunities (worksheet 2) . 

CR (7.) Composite Wilderness Attribute Score, 4-28: The overall score 
reflecting an area's wilderness attributes, sum of natural integrity, 
apparent naturalness, solitude and primitive recreation attribute ratings 
(Numbers l, 2,5 and 6 above). 

ACR (8.) Adjusted Area Wilderness Attribute Score , 4-28 : The overall score 
reflecting an area's wilderness attributes 1f separable naturalness intrusion, 
were removed by boundary adjustments. Sum of adjusted area natural integrity 
ad jl~ted area apparent naturalness, solitude and primitive recreation attri­
bute ratings (Numbers 3, 4, 5 and 6 above). 
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SA (9.) Supplementary Wilderness Attribute Rating, 1-5 : The overall 
rating of an area's supplemental values based on presence of extraordfnary 
ecological, geological, scenic and cu)tural features. (Worksheet 3) *Note 
that this attribute is rated on a 5-point scale. 

SV (10.) ·scenic Value Rating, ].,£: The rating of an area's scenic values 
based on a modified application of the visual management system.((worksheet 
3) *Note that the rating uses a i~point scale. 

As soon as wilderness attribute ratings are completed for an area, work­
sheet 4, the Wilderness Attribute Rating Summary sheet should be filled out 
to facilitate immediate keypunching of the vital data (rating scores) produced 
by the system. The other 3 worksheets will also be ADP processed later so 
all the wilderness attribute and component evaluation data, will be available 
for subsequent land use planning or wilderness study . 

Analysis 

The summary sheet (worksheet 4) has all the wilderness attribute scores 
and provides a basis for very general analysis, even before computer processing . 
Roadless areas on a Forest or in a Region can be hand sorted by Wilderness 
Attribute scores and so forth. Basically. the worksheet is designed as a 
computer keypunch form. Once the attribute ratings are in the computer they 
can be analyzed many different ways in combination with all the RARE II data 
using computer system 2000. 

Following is a suggested way to display the wilderness attribute data 
for use in decision making: 

Printout Set 1: Wilderness Attribute Ratings and Composite Score Comparison: 
The 10 wilderness attribute ratings, which include the 2 composite wilderness 
attribute scores, offer a great potential for data analysis. The task force 
will cont1nue to develop an analysis scheme. At this stage only one suggested 
kind of printout is offered to array the wilderness attribute rating scores 
for use in decision making. 

Printout Set .l; a sample of which is attached, prints out all wilderness 
attribute ratings for all roadless areas in a region, or alternatively, all 
areas within the representativeness types--within ecosystem types, physio­
graphic provences (landform), accessibility to population,and wildlife re­
presentative areas. Regardless of what group of areas are included in the 
printout"all 10 wilderness attribute ratings are listed for each area, and 
the composite wilderness attribute score is graphically plotted un the right 
side of the pr.intout so all the areas printed can be qufckly scanned to 
identify those with the highest or lowest ratings. 
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WORKSHEET 4 - WIL_IJERNESS ATTRIBUTE RATING_ SU~ARY SHEET 

Area Code: L I I I I I 
(column): 1 2 3 4 5 

Forest(s) : I I I I I I 

L.J 
12 

6 7 8 9 10 11 

Name of Area : L--'---'-----'-L--J_.J_..J_J_---'--'-~--'---''-----'--'---~~~~~ 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

Attribute Scores: 

1. Natural Integrity (1-7) LJ 
Column 44· 

2. Apparent Naturalness (1-7) LJ 
45 

3. Adjusted Area, Natural Integrity (1-7) · LJ 

4. Adjusted Area, Apparent Naturalness (1-7) 
46 
L.J 

5. Solitude Opportunity (1-7) 
47 
LJ 

Primitive Recreation Opportunity (1-7) 
4·s · 

6. LJ 

Composite Wilderness Attribute Score (4-28) 
49 

7. 
(Sum of 1, 2, 5, 6) L..L...J 

so 51 
8 . Adjusted Area Composite Wilderness (4-28) L..LJ 

Attribute Score (S..,, of 3, 4, S, 6) 52 S3 

9. Supplementary Wilderness Attribu'te LJ 
Overall Score (1-5) 54 

0. Scenic Value (1-J) LJ 
55 

33 34 35 36 37 

..... 
~ 
00 



WILDERNESS ATTRIBUTE RATING SCORES ANO COMPOSITE SCORE DISTRIBUTION 

Code . -2!~ Wilderness Attribute Scores C~os1te~fl Ml 1aemess 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) ttrlbute ~atlng 
Adjusted Supple-

Apparent Adjusted Apparent Primitive 
CorrDosVte 

Adjustedij mentary Scenic 
Naturalness Nat I ness Nat'ness Nat' ness Solitude Recreation Cornosite Attributes Value lowest ~ 1- 7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 4-28 4-28 l-~ 1-( f( 8 ll lb ---Z0--

l. 6070 Mica Htn . ( Hypothet i ca 1 Oa ta) X 

2 . 6124 Cindy Cr . -6- -7- -7- -7- -5- -6- -24- -25- -2- -3- X 

3. 6129 }aisin Cr X 

4. 8869 Daisy Cr . ·.~ X 

This is a suggested printout to assist decisionmaking. 
All attribute scores are printed and the .composite Wildemess 
Attribute Score is plotted to graphically display how areas 
compare. 

Separate printouts can be ordered for areas grouped by region, 
ecosystem, landfonn, wildlife, accessibility, or any coimina-

.... 
t 

tion thereof . 

J.J The composite score is the SUlll of nunt>ers 1 , 2, 5, 6. 

y The adjusted composite score is the SUlll of nunt>ers 3, 4, 5, 6. 
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59688 NOTICES 

[3410-11] ::1:n!:~t!~~e~Jt.ew~~'i~~rt: 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE result, the boWlda riea ror some tnven-

Fornt S.rvk:9 ·• ~~t~t!:o~d~e~n':!:J:.;:! 
ROADU:SS AREA REVIEW AND areas were enttrelY mbud. niere was 

EVALUATION (RARIE fl) laUtude for restonal lnterpretaUon of 
Inventory ust &erv1ce-wlde criteria, causlnl aome ln-

Nottce la hereby alvm ot the lnnntory :!.':J!:~1;,..~.1;8ea~~~edN!.':~~ 
of ro&dleu and undneloped areu wlthln Foresta ln the Eut and the National 
the NaUonal Po~ta and Oraa,landl. Ora.ulanda beinl rtven leas attention. 
'lbla notice lnch1dea lntormaUon on the Durlna ncent teatlmony on H.R. 3'54, 
bacqr()\lnd, coordination and method• the Admlnlatn.Uon Indicated It.a lnten­
olop' for RARE n . n allO 1nt:lude1 • uon to ta!r.e an overall look at the ro&d­
llsttns or area which whlle not lqcluded leu area ll.tuatlon on the . NaUonal 
In the lnventorJ wW have lmplemenatton Porute. The dealre LI for speedy deter­
of· planned act1v1Uee conaU't.l.ned while m1nat1on of which areu are needed to 
their wlldemeu l>Otentlal II refl'aluated hd,p rouhd out a qualit;J National 
at the same Ume u the lnventorl.ed areaa Wllderneu Preser:vaUon System and 
an evaluated. which areu 1hould be 1tven no further 

InformaUon retrardins det.a111 of an, COIWderaUon tor wlldemeu. I.e., be 
1peclftc lllted area may be obtained bJ available for a ranp of nonwildemeu 
mattns Inquiry with the Poreet. Super- Ulel. 
YilOr of the appropriate NaUonal Porut. To achieve thle aim, the P'oreat serv-

&clla10VJfD ~~~U~~d~~~!:e.'!',~:~== 
Soon after puu.1e of the Wlldemeu area, In the National Poreat, and Na­

Act In lDM, the Porat Bemce 111\d othen uonal onutandl. Because tt builds upon 
recocnlzed that there were. in addlUon and perfect, Ule prevloua planntnr et­
to prlmtU--re aru.1, National Poreat artu tort It 11 called RARE n . RARE n 11 an 

:aJi:11~~ ;~J~= f~.::!:!: ::el~!°:1 :!r!!: r:i~~~:;=e:~ 
Sy1tem <NWPB>. Al a reaun, a RoMUeu pl&nntnr procesa. Thia current review 11 
Area Review and Evaluation <R.ARJ:> dea~ed to consider the entire Natlon­
pro,ram wu Initiated. 'I'h1I wu an et- , al Forest Syatem. and relkm&l varla• 
fort to Identify those ro&dleu and un- tiona will be mltwntzed. · 
developed areu which were the beat. There are NYeral upected reaulta of 
candldat.el tor tnclualon 1n the Wilder- RARE n. These are : <U Better tnput 
n .. Sy1t.em. It. resulted tn aelecUon tn tor the conUnutna: land manarement. 
OCtober of 1'173 of 214 wtldemeu study plannlni proceu, (2) data to aullt. in 
areu cont.alnlna: 12.3 mllllon acrea from the 1'180 update of the Resources 
an inventory of 1,449 areu cont.a1nln1 Plannlnr Act aaaea.sment and proa:ram, 
H mlWon acre.. and C3l lnfonnauon on whlc,h to baae 

Forest Servtce.pollcy hu been to con- recomm.endatlona for wlldemeea pro­
alder the nonaelected ro'adleu areu for poaala. RARE II will provide tnfo~tlon 
wlldemeu potential araln durtnr the on which t.o base recommendaUona on 
l'and mana1ement plannlnt' proceu, which National Pored Sy1t.em areu 
usually In conjunction with unit. plan- lhould be proposed to round out U• 
nlnt'. While thla hu resulted In 1elect- share of the NaUonal Wllderrieu Preo1er­
lni addltlonal 1tud1 areu and alloca- vation System and 1aln t1mely nleaae of 
Uon ot aome areu to nonwtldemeu the rematntnr roadleu area, from tur­
u.tet, the proceu hu been slow. Also, thla ther wlldemeu conalderatlon. 

~r:il,.ro"!:i::: ~..;~:~e: INTIIAOIUfCT CooaDntATIOK 

needl" <a naUonal lllue) 1n a plannlnt' The 19M WUdemeu Act provided that 
1yatem whose hallmark la mU:lnc land certain lands under the ad.rnin11tratlon 
allocatlona within a local context. .In of the Po.at. Service tn the Department 
10me cue.. admlniltraUve appeale and of AcrtcUlture and certain landol under 
law1u1U have delayed lmplementaUon of the admlnlatratlon of the National Park 
plana and PtOftaml on area, allocated Service and l"1ah and Wildlife Servtce In 
to other than w:llderneu by unit plans. the De~rt.ment of the Interior lhoUld 

The publlo hu 1rOW11 Impatient with be reviewed u poulble unite of the Na­
thll proceu. Thia hu been one of the tlonal Wlldemeu Prelervatlon Sy1tem. 
probable cauaea for lncreuln( con,rea- The Federal Land Policy and Manare­
alonal propoea.11 and enactment& tor ment Act.. of 19'18 provided that. landol 
wllderrteu or wtldemeu 1tudy prior to under the Jurladlctlon at Ule Bureau of 
completion of formal revtews or plan- Land Manaeement ln the Department 
nJ.nr by the Poreat. Benlce, The proceu of the Interior lhould al.lo be reviewed 
hu not. allowed tor full conaldentlon ot for POUlble wlldemeaa des~atlon. · 
t.he cumulative elfectol on availability of The mcceaa of RARE II b dependent 
nonwUdemeu aervlcel and ~ from t.o a tarp measure on close coordination 
the NaUonal Forest.a. and cooperation between the tour Aren• 

There were aeveral wealmeuea ln t.he ctea reaponatble for the admlnJ.ltratlon 
orlrtnal RARE. Some areu were 1ub- ot the National WUdemeu Preservation 
dlvtded and conaldered u lndlvlduaJ System. Thill cooperauon hu berun. 

M1THODOLOOT 

The RARE II project b compoaect of 
threediat.lnctphaaea: 

The roal b to develop a comprehensive 
Inventory, In tabular and map form, of 
all areu In the National Forest Syst.em 
that meet mlnlm.wn criteria u wllder­
neu candidates under the Wtlderne11 
Act. aa .manifested by Conrreu t.htoUih 
It.a acUona 1n ad.din• to the National Wll­
demeu Preaervatlon System. Whet.her or 
nM ans areas ahoUld be wlldemeaa wu 
nM considered In the Inventory phase. 

The inventory phaae be(an with an 
ldent.111.J:aUon and mapplnlJ of all road­
leu and undevelOPed, areas In the Na• 
tlonal Poreat System bJ the Forest Serv­
ice accordinr to apeclftc criteria' est.ab-
11.shed by the Forest Bervlce to lnlure 
conslstenc, throurhout the country. Thia 
Initial Inventor, wu then made available 
to the public ai 22'1 worklhopa acrou the 
nation, attended bf about l'J,000 Individ­
ual.I. The publlc waa encoura,ed to re­
view the lniU&l Inventory and point. out 
mistakes they felt. the Service had made 
In developlnr the lnvent.orJ. Op1>:9rtuntty 

:::., ~ ~~:1n:::.; ~:1:0 r:t=! 
Poreat Service criteria but which the 
public felt. should be conaldered for wll­
derneu. 

'I'h1I pubUc Input wu reviewed and the 
ln1Ual inventor,- wu accordin11Y cor­
rected. Public 1\lilestlonl for addiUons 
that did not meet the Poreat Bervice ln­
ventocy criteria were allo added to the 
Inventor,, so lolli aa auch lncluslortl 
would nM: abridae contractual al'l'ee~ 
menu or le&al 'rll'hta: Involve area.a that 
had been allocated to nonwllderneu u.see 
by completed land manarement plana on 
which ftnal environmental statement.I 
had been flied; involve areaa 1n whlch 
act.Ion pllUll wen ICheduled for Imple­
mentation by OCtober 22, 19'18 ; or, be 
lmpract.lcal t.o manare In thelr natural 
condlt.ton. Suneat.ed addlUona to the In­
ventory that. had been cleared for nQn• 
wlldert).eu UleS In the land mana1ement 
pla.nntnr proceu-throurh the public ln· 
volvement and 1lnal environmental state­
ment stares--were 1enerally not added 
to the Inventory. The inventory contalns 
1,920 area.a encompauinr 86. 'J million ...... 

Thia 11 IUJ)plemented by a list of 3t 
areu that. have been throurh the land 
mana•ement plannlnr proceu and allo­
cated to nonwildemeu use, but. which 
have been ldentlfted for addlt.lonal re­
view. on t.heae, development will be de­
layed while the additional consideration 
of wllderneu values occurs. 

I , IVALUATlOK PROCSS.S AJf1J CUHllA 

The roal of the evaluation phue 11 to 
identifY l&P9 In the extlt.inl' NWPS; de­
termine the opportunltlea within 1nven­
torled areu which would help ftll these 
raps; ·and then analyze the social. and 
economto tmpacU of l)()llllble wildemeN 
dealrnat.lon of these a.reu. 

Althoutrh moat of the Inventoried area.a 
mta"ht quaUty for wildemesa destanatlon, 
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Ul nalU&Uon ~la~ to heJ.P 
determ1be which of· the .,,_. 1l'OUk1 be 

. mo1\. beneftclal to belp complete a well 
rounded OU\ NaUoD&f WlJdernea Prel­
V'f&Uon &pc.an .. well .. wblch aboukt 
bemadeaYaJlabletcrnian~uaM. 
Tbll Jlhue wW pr'O'l'ldl thl lnfcrmaUon 
neceaatT lo cWennlDe which u.. aN 
IDOII.Deil!lded.fc,wb&iu,ea. 

BecaUN the ~ Act, wbJle de­
ftnln,: a~ did. ZWK •it.bllab crl­
wta tor ibe lfulon&l WUdUnea PNl­
enatkln 8Jat.em. IDtonnaUoll WU p.\b­
erecl at t.he pn,1omb' me.UOOed pUbUc 
1rOl'bhopa oo. whu f~ people felt 
abowd beoonaidend ln,ff&lu&Unapc,-.­
U&l addJUCIDI to. the a,.tem. TbeN f-«:­'°" ftill 1n \.WO bade oat,ecor1el; f&eton 
that wouJd IDcraN the qualib' ol the 
WUd~ a,,atem. IIDd. flldon nlaUn,: 
lo aoclal IIDd tecmmma 1mPaiCU al .U---'Ihe d&\a N1MIDa to the 1lrll calerlorJ 
l.1:ldlcatm Iba& ecoa;nt.em. IIDd landform. 
repnaentaU.. ~ IIDd diltrt­
butklll. 11Dd the~ ol. oerla.ln w11-
clernea...odaled w1Jdllfl habl1ata art 
lmportan\. elemmta of m .. jdeal .. Wilder­
na. SyMem. OLber toUrOel, lnc.ludinl 
J)r'Ofealoaal 1aod m&nasen. Ule aca­
demic coaunuottJ", P'lbUG ln~t SJ'OUJJa, 
and -.mu of noted wilderneM wrUen 
aeem to aubstanua&e \bNt ftndJnca, 
Tbele tour crileria wtD. \hlnlore, be 

:::::=: .. ':t:~-= 
'Ihla wW neetMlt&te enluaUnc the llde- · 
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~ of the GIii.ins NWP8, 1n coopera­
Uon with~ In &be Dep&nmetit of 
the Inarior Jn ierm. of meetanc· tb~ 
c.b&ncWMUal of an "idMI" 1J79itm. All 
four lDTolftd -Ac'tnclel wlD then try to 
de&ermiae which - me»\. capable of 
~ ~ to an tbe IDdmU­
fled. sqa. POI' \be PIii Iba\ lbe lfatloD&l 
~ antem INml beat aul\ed to ftll 

=:=-u1:a~~': 
altemattn Nlecllom. 

Tbe llftt naluaUon -- w1D be to 
JneUIZN Lhe pcMnual l0C1al and eoo­
nomlc !.m.o-cta that WOUid NaUlt from 
del1fn&Una the eu1ted a.uo: n areu u 
wtlde~ The IJVormatkln ·1at.bsed at 
UMI '"3~ lndlcat.ed that tbil 11 a 
TI\al pha.- ol naluaUon and particular 
empbuia abould be ltTen fac\on relat­
lbc lo ...,. and m1nenJ l'MOlll'Cel and 
allremwablllnaturaJNl90\U'CIN. 

Tbe naluaUon data pthered w1D bll 
~WCI ao u to lhow: la:J The char· 
ilderwac. at Ule n»Unr NWPS. <b> 
the ppe 1n \he emun, NWPB Ula\ Na­
UomJ Por-Nt Syatmn Jandl mould ml. (cl 
the charactertlUca of each ol U. RAU 
n ln•enlorted ueu In nJaUon to Che 
PPI, \hat ocour ln \he nllUn1 NWPS, 
IIDd <d> U. aoc1&I and eoonomtc bnpe,cta 
of wtldemell deaianaUon of aeTenl al­
tern&Uft pouplnp. lb.11 w1D be pre-
11mted ln a procr&mmaUc t:n't1ronmm• 
t&I statement ba't'in& Btate-bJ-IKaLe or 
alm11al'IJ' almpWied N1menk for e&N 
ofpubl.lcanalJala. 

'n!.eae .d&W. wW Ulen be offered for 
pubUc comment. Tbe publlc wW ban the 
fteJd .euon of 1971 t.o check Che accu­
n,q ol t.hNe data and ptNmt UMlr 
recommend&Uonl u to which areu 
ahOuld be ~ and which areu 
ahould be dnoMld. to noowlldemeu UNI. 
n- ncommendaUona wW be aoUclted 
durina • formal public lnYOlftlMD\ pe­
riod endlnc ln U\'f fall cl lt71. 

1. nxomu AJre UCOIDIIIDQA'frolm 

nw 10&1 of t.b1a phue ii to Mt forth 
,oot or more recommendaUona \o t.he 
COD11'8M IIDd the American peopJe t.ha\ 
w1D htlp round out • Qualib" NaUonal 
WUckmaa PreMnaUon 87atem and al­
loc&te other roadl .. It.Oda for DODwtl­de.-.--. 

The ftnd1np of RARE II wW be ccn­
ued bJ a Pltl&1 ED't'lrollmeni.J Bt.ate­
mmt Mt.Uni fonb recommend&UOol and 
alLtmaUwa. The recommerutaUom will 
klenut1 spec1ftc &NU and w1D dl,pl&J 
boUl \he beneftk and coat,a. 

The ftnlll recommendatlool ahoUld 
both enhance and round out a Qual1\J" 
1'WP9 and uaun prompt anilablllt, ot 
otber la.Ml for nonwlldernea uaea. 
RARE II w1D DO\ be able to reach NCC>m­
meodaUom on au road1.- and undn'el­
oped areu, ao aome ma,.- ban to be 
conaldend funber bJ conftllUonal 
Plannlnl and a\udy me\hoda. 

Jou R. McOvru, 
· Chte/. rorut .SC1'0tM. 
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September 20, 1977 

Senate Energy & Natural Resources Conmittee 
3106 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Sirs: 

Associated California Loggers, representing the independent contract 
loggers in California, wishes to offer the following conments on the 
Forest Service Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II (RARE II). 

We believe that enough wilderness acreage is already preserved in the 
nearly 10% of California's natural forests that has been set aside in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Furthennore, resource 
planning that is ·already scheduled under the Renewable Resources Planning 
Act (RPA) of 1974 will be disrupted by sudden changes in projected amounts 
of wilderness. California can meet its established RPA goals for the 
year 2020 without adding further wilderness acreage. 

1he forest products industry leads the list as rural California's 
most important manufacturing industry. One million board feet of National 
Forest timber provides an average of 10 logging ·and sawmill jobs, with 
two more service jobs related to each of those. In addition, the U.S .. 
Treasury receives an annual $110 million from timber harvesting in California. 
One quarter of those funds are funneled back to the counties to support 
local programs. How can rural California sustain its economy with a 
continuingly shrinking allowable cut on National Forest lands? 

It is also important to note that timber from California's National 
Forests can build housing for well over one-half million people a year. 
With housing becoming an increasingly unaffordable conmodity for many 
lower and middle class Americans, we cannot risk a decrease in available 
timber which might send prices even further out of reach. 

_Associated California Loggers is extremely concerned about the resource 
mismanagement, loss of jobs and revenue, and decrease in economic stability 
which may come about as a result of RARE II. We urge you to delete !!!l'.. 
proposed additions to the RARE II survey in an effort to protect the 
country's most important resource--it's people. 

s~ 

DAVID A.~~~ 
Executive Director 

0 
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