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File Code: 1300
Date: February 12, 2004

Mr. Rene Voss

John Muir Project/Earth Island Institute
P.O. Box 1236

Takoma Park, MD 20912

Dear Mr. Voss:

This letter provides our determination in response to your Request for Reconsideration filed
under the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Information Quality Guidelines
(IQG) and Data Quality Act (DQA) (Pub. L. No. 106-554 §515). You originally sought

correction of information related to the initial data set for timber harvest effects monitoring.

We have given your Request for Reconsideration careful examination and thoroughly reviewed
your concerns. According to USDA 1QG, the review of your Request for Reconsideration was
based on the explanation and evidence you provided. Because your Request for Reconsideration
was one of the first submitted, USDA convened a panel to determine whether panels would be an
effective method.

The panel was charged to determine whether the initial agency review of your Request for
Correction was conducted with due diligence. The panel reviewed your request for conformity
to both Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and USDA information quality guidance.
Panelists examined the original request, the Forest Service response document, information
provided by Forest Service and USDA websites, and the information you provided in your
Request for Reconsideration. Panel members included USDA employees familiar with the Data
Quality Act, and who assisted in development of Departmental guidance in this area. In order to
formulate an independent review, the panel comprised two employees from other USDA
agencies and a Forest Service representative.

The panel affirmed the Forest Service response dated July 29, 2003, and found no basis to
support retraction or amendment of that original agency response. It determined that the initial
agency response was conducted with a great deal of care and diligence. The panel carefully
considered the information that was provided and concluded that the documented, on-site
observations of Forest Service resource specialists provided sufficient precision to determine the
individual and cumulative significance of the effects of limited timber harvest activities. The
panel rejected your position regarding excluding the use of observation in support of the analysis
and found no compelling reason that Forest Service should rely exclusively on the use of
measurement.
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Your position that the Forest Service did not use sound analytical methods for its scientific and
economic analyses and that the Forest Service did not use reasonably reliable data and
information are addressed by the Forest Service use of procedures developed under the National
Environmental Policy Act and by agency procedures for field surveys that are found in the Forest
Service Manual. You also contend that observation does not ensure transparency. However, the
information was explained to the intended audience and also published in the Federal Register.
Finally, you assert that the Forest Service failed to identify clearly sources of uncertainty that
may affect data quality. The issue of uncertainty was treated adequately because the data
provided had enough precision to determine whether Forest Plan standards were met and to
determine whether there were significant environmental effects. The information you provided
does not demonstrate that the challenged information is inconsistent with USDA 1QG.

In conclusion, the information you provided was considered carefully. However, after full
consideration and careful, thorough review, I conclude there is no substantive merit to your
claims. The information you provided does not demonstrate that the information is inconsistent
with USDA’s Information Quality Guidelines. A copy of the panel’s recommendation is
enclosed for your information.

Sincerely,

/s/ Gloria Manning
TOM L. THOMPSON
Deputy Chief for National Forest System
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USDA Quality of Information
Request for Reconsideration Review Panel

Review Panel Participants:

Garyv 5. Becker, Ecopomist, Food Safety Inspectifm Service
Douglas J. McKalip, Director of Legislative Aﬂ‘salrs,!
j ce
USDA Natural Resources Cnnservatm]:} erv N
David E. Sire, L.cosystem Management Coordination, USDA Forest bervice

Subject of Review:
Response to Request for Correction File Code 1300/1900-1 July 25, 2003

“Request for Correction of Information Contained in tl_le I!nitial Data S;‘[ fDIthl'm];Zi
Harvest Effects Monitoring™ related to the Forest Service slpmpﬂsed }11}11t1a 110 o
harvest categorical exclusion. The request for reconsideration and onginal reques
correction were submitted by:

The origina) request pertained to certain information an::;l d;:ca 1‘15:«:1 111 sJuaI;]islmﬂ Ggf ﬂzlgtj'_% )
. P 5 5 : dEr E.gls E.I Dn g 3
ed Catesorical Exclusions published n the FE. i Jarmiat )
]1;:.;.1:;:51 -26-1 Ugﬂ atled “National Environmental Policy Act Determination Noeded. 10t
Limited Timber Harvest.”

The request for correction asked that the Forest Sar;iuel currat;t its reili:a:iement "
a8 Tl ‘ d instead rely on the use

“observation” as a monitoring technique and ins! "

all parameters and data points for montornng soils (compachon, dlEPlﬂcﬂmEIl'fL :nai 4 after

ground cover), fish and wildlife (population and trends), Wﬂilﬁf quality (bria;:e mThE

- ' wle data for othet resources where approp # 3

implementation), and mMeasura . _ + techmiques used

t the specific measuremen oy ;
uestor asked that the Forest bervice present the _
-rpﬂrgsﬂnt fhe entire data set, re-gvaluate the ~onclusions based on this data set. and starl the

nilemaking over.
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nality, the Reconsideration

L oty affecting data q
deptif sources of uncertamty a. : tad and the
As far as l,d - Y]Ilgthere . somne uncertainty in the data as it was preseile i
Panel, believes tha e iasue of uncertamnty was hail

made s0me val@d points. But, th to 1) determine if the applicable

d sufficient precision il
. medﬂ ot not thete Were 5l grificant

o el et ’ . sinally analyzed and subsequently reviewed
f the resulting environmental effects

ded in the Council on

: | . Sigmificance ©
Ainst the applicable Forest Plan
- ency NEPA

was considered pursuant 10 the factors of signiﬁcam:;pm‘:; Lo oy g
Envirnmnﬂntal Quality regulations at 4U CFR 1508.27 as

procedures at FSH 1909.12.

Recommended Agency Action:

he Forest Service responsc of July 29, 2003 and.

. . . el
R aconsideration. As aliuded to eatlier, the Reconsideration F

* o the
’ d 2 better job of characterizing
believes that the Forest 5ervice could have performe B el beties o

: ects
ncertainty in the final estimates. For future pro] > 4 explain how the use of the

project data, model, apd methods constraints to the pub
éi//_éﬁ?j

data will affect the generality of the conclusions.
; === Date

4
. 12[1slo3

- ' .. - Date |
‘a [~/ ¢ &5
g Daie

-H___%

David E. Sire
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« Was the original petition frivolous, submiited in had faith, the subject of
prior complaints that have been resolved, oY related to stale information?

The Reconsideration Panel determined that the petiti

received prior TEVIEW. Panelists
other criteria under '

1. support fora regulation, gl |
7 Tmplications for a broad ran | intense impact

ander USDA information quali
11SDA Forest Service pohicy development.

amendment of the original agency tesp

=nt of the initial agency response was ¢
diligence. The Forest Cervice carefully considere

A fter consideration and review, the Forest Service conc
observations of Forest Service resource specialisis nrovided sufficient precision io
{ and curnulative signihicance of the effects of limited timbet

determine the indiv 1dna
harvest activities on ¢he human environment. They found no compelling reason 1o
' lysis or to rely exclusively on the

anducted with a great deal of care and

d the information that Was provided.

Developm
luded that the documented on-site

evclude the use of observation in support of thelr ana
uge of measurement on all parameters and data points for monjtoring soils, fish and
wildlife, and water quality

whether the initial

ed with the task of determining
Correction was ~onducted with due diigence; potes that

the FS used sound analytical methods In carTying out its analysis. The am{irﬂnmezmal
analyses wete ~onducted according to agency NEPA procedures codified in FSH 1908.15

(which have Council on Enviro ence). 1ne Reconsideration
Panel notes that appropraie field surveys such as for threatened and endangered specles

and for heritage resources wers conducted according 1o agency
and 36 CTFR §300 respectively). The original analysis was developed by Fbo personnel
and was available to snterested and affected parties. The original environmental analysis

predictions and findings were validated by subseguent interdisciplinary team field
TEVIEW.

The Reconsideration Panel, charg
agency review of the Request for

The Reconsideration Panel also believes that the analyses were explaine
conmental documentation. The subsequent field review

ndiences in the original ETivl
information, data sources, methodology, and analyses Wele made available to the
' ices (68 FR 1026 snd 68 FR 44598) and

procedures (FSM 2670.31

d to the intended

A on4
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; | 1th sound
1) “Use the best ccience and supporting studies c:cmcluc’%ad 111 ac:f.j.nrdzn::dﬁ;ﬁldies
and objective scientific practices, including peet-reviewed sC1ENC

vailable:” | )
2) fél::izta collected by accepted methods or best available methods.

Summary of Reconsideration Panel charge and deliberations:

: - - ; 111 ta
The Reconsideration Panel on the Correction of ]llfnrt;{latmg C:En;itmggd 51551313;1;1“31 Da
i i {Iﬂ &LO E].. 5 r
Timber Harvest Effects Monitoring began wot . Hher
iili?:iinlg background on the request. The charge ﬂ.f the panel was tc:j da!;:hng::d?ilil;nz 3
the initial agency review of the Request for Correction wa; gg;d;c:‘ie \;';E e
u - d on Qctober 29, . BEX1CS
The Reconsideration Panel first convene . oinal agency of
- . ' omnel. Panelists outside the original ag
was provided by Forest Service peis’’ o t, response document,
ation of the original request, resp
request performed E‘.IlhEE:qllf-;?ﬂ‘t exarmin y > tnft and Forest
) ed by Forest »ervice s
and adﬂltlﬂnal haukgmund lﬂfﬂﬂﬂﬂtlﬂﬂ provi ‘ 'ntimﬂt@ly
- ‘ hers inclided USDA employees 1
Service and USDA websites. Pancl Members e 5 £ Departmental
- . : d in development ot Lep

. th ﬂlﬂ Data Quﬂlﬂ.}’ ,A.C-t._. and who ELSEIEtEr‘ _ _ § %
;uid];ii:; this area. Consideration of the request 111¢1udec.i panelists outside the original
apency of request in order to formulate an independent TEVIEW.

Review of Potential Disqualification of Request

The Reconsideration Pane] first examined whether the im:al r;uﬁﬁist ati::rfsﬂtu the
| ) i t. g CASE,

| | deration under the Data Quality Ac the
requirements for r€CONS1 ion | IS case, e was
) ] ' ' 1 data set for imber harvest €
information contained in the mitia 1 i
examined 1o determine whether the document Was subject to review. 1he panel
considered the following:

i es
o Was information intended exclusively for use by government employees,
contractors, grantees?

] ] ' 1vel
The Reconsideration Panel determined that the information was not intended exclusively
for use by government employees, corfractors, and grantees.

: “?
« Was information intended exclusively for intra-agency or interagency use.
The Redquest for Reconsideration Panel determined that since the informanon would be

-yard . e
utilized in cases where public comment ¢ aolicited it was not exclusively for intra-agency
or interagency Use.

» Did the requestor follow and include all required items?

n | IDH
The Reconsideration Panel determined that all required components 311(1 documeniatl
had been submitted by the requestor.
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o - unit 1d have little
The requestor notes that «, ffected publics in ad) HGE.:fﬂtrC;?EIHIEtI; siﬂ::E T:U;mjﬂﬂﬂ that are
' .-t in the outcome of these types 01 PIL. -

A e 1np11:1c11:d from detailed snvirommenial Teview under NEPA are no longer

ategorically eXC ,
Eubji:t to notice, comment, or appeal pursuant {0 36 CFR 215

I egal Authority tor Request:

' - 513
The request was eubmitted under the Data Quality Act (Pub. L. No. 106-524, SEC )

and subsequent USDA mformation Quality Guidelmes.

Timeline of Requests:

. * | t
March 10, 2003 - Original request for correction received by the USDA Fores
| Service.
ovided to requestor, indicating no
i e e iin et the use of observation i suUpport

' lnde
compelling reason 1o exc . f
j ly on the use 0
{ the FS analysis or to rely exclusive | o
?neasurement on all parameters and data points for monitoxing

soils, fish and wildlife, and water quality.

September 10, 2003 _Request for reconsideration submitted to agency.

Ociober 29, 2003 - Reconsideration Panel convened.

5 arv of Request: The requestor asserts that in 1ts m_-i pinal gata Eﬂ’niﬂiné,luﬁcé]il;s;s
t]:llgtntllllla ’lf-gllcrwing list of allegations of non-compliance with the USDA’s 1Q
were Jeft unansweted. |

estor claims th _ |
Thelrfq}‘lUse sound analytical methods of carrymg out ¢l

i & on’”” ig not verifiable;
e the method of “observation 1S 110 i .
2) ‘S‘T:E: reasonable reliable. data and information (e.g., collected data such as

* . of
surveys, compiled information, and/or expert opinion) since the method

cmcarvation” is inherently unreliable; ) -
3) Tcilzgteechniquﬂ of “observation” and data presented does not “ensure anspat y

i id3 enfat1on
of the analysis, to the axtent possible by .  Providing transparent docuin

of data sources, methodology, ﬂ%umptiﬂnﬂf 1Eimitatiunsf unt:iﬂriiizi_ﬂgiang ~ertain
computations, and constraints” and “Explaining the rationale o malysis
data over other data in the analysis,” as well as “Presenting the mo

i d'!'!l
logically so that the conclusions and recommendations are well supporte

idernt: inty affecting data quality.”
«(learly identify sources of uncertainty _ )
Th:gequﬂstﬂr c:::.laims that for Influential Regulatory Information the FS does no

Information the FS does not; | |
at: TR entific and economic analyses:



