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work go citizens can read and develop comments on their lunch hours and other L[ree times.
Stop assuming everyone has a computer. Putting a copy of an environmental document at a

few local libraries in a town, city, or area o share is not sufficlient for full public
availability, partici

5) Reguire that all reasonable alternatives be covered in EIS/FA as stated in Section
1502 .14 (a). Currently, agencies often offer few if any reasonable alternatives. For
instance, the Japuary 11, 2002 EA/FONSI foxr “Timber Harvesting for Forest Health” in
Compartmentg 28 and 37 of Sam Houston National Forest offers only two alternatives for

analysis. These two alternatives were the “No action alternative”, which WEPA vequires
be in each EIS/EA and Alternative 1, which is the proposed logging and roading action the
Forest Service wanted and approved. This action, which is commorl, certainly does not

reflect the NEPA/CEQ requirement that w411 reasonable alternatives” be considered.

6} Require that all CEQ rules that apply te 8IS, also apply to EA. Since EA play the
vital role of determining whether an EIS ig required it seems logical that the same rules
in preparing an EIS should apply to an EA. Otherwise agencies hide the impacts in an EA
by not conducting the analysis. '

7 Please understand that any delays that NEPA supposedly causes are ugually caused by
the agencies that do not implement NEFA as required by law, court cases, CEQ regulations,
and the agency’s own NEPA regulations. Becausa lawlegs agencies invite lawsuits as the
only alternative to get them to obey the law, they get those lawsuits. The number of
lawsuits is not nearly as large as it could be because citizens cannot afford to go to
court everything s federal agency violates NERPA. Stop lawless agenciest !

8) Require that agency NEPA implementing regulations mirror CEQ regulations and do not
re-interpret what NEPA and CEQ ragquire.

9) Restore Section 1502.22 so the reguirement that agencies ave responsible for
developing important information, if it can be developed in a reasonable timeframe. This
worst case scenario analysis was weakened many years ago and needs to he reinstated and
strengthened.

10} Stop segmenting in Section 1502.4. Projects wust not be allowaed to be artificially
broken down into an arbitrarily small scale when they, combined with other past, present,
and reascnably foreseeable sctivities and events have legitimate cumulative effects.

11} By emasculating NEFA the Bush Administration will take away one of the most citizen
friendly involvement laws in existence. NEPA allows a community to ask guestions
and hold officials accountable. anything which reduces or legsens citizen
participation under NEPZE will weaken our demccratic form of government. NEFR
provides a well informed citizenry esnvisioned by our founding fathers and
envigicrned the pioneers of the landmark environmental legislaticn of a few decades
ago.

12) Do not exempt firve fighting and fuel reduction projects, defense projects, mining
projects, oil/gas projects, and other projects from NEPA. We need a more inclusive
use of NEPA and not a less inclusive use. Fire fighting and fuel reduction
projects need to be planned carefully to cnsure they do not harm the very
environment they purport to protect. Bulldozing fire lanes, clear-cut logging,
destruction/damage to streamside zones, are all products of fire fighting and fuel
reduction projects. Defense projects can damage the environment as massively as
projects by other agencies. AS prepared as our trocps have shown themselves to be,
it is a gham for the Defense Department to pretend that it is being held hostage by
NEPA.

13) NEDA helpes stop many wasteful Caxpaysr funded projects. By telling the truth NEPA
2llows citizens to shine the light of honesty and vesponsibility onto agencies and
public officials. Since the public are the owners of their government and public
lands the public has a right ta an honest analyesls, assessment, and evaluation of
how these assets will be trsated, enviroumentally, by proposals that often benefit
private interests with gubsidized public money.
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14.) A pervagive problem in NERA decigionmaking is a lack of coordination or outright
contlict between federal agencies and/or between them and state or local agencies. As
discussed above, often the sciennse/research arm of an agency ig not inveolved with
important management planning endeavors at an early enough stage or is involved only
peripherally, which can lead to rontradichory recommendations and goientifically and
legally vulnerable NEPA decigiens. Additionally, 1ntra-agency conflicts can draw-out and
confuse NEPA processes and frustvate ail parties concerned. While these problems ocften
have more to do with how agepcies are structured and funded, we feel that improved
coordination within and between agencies 1s not only possible but necessary to realize
the full potential of environmental planmning and protection undexr NEPA.

The proposed Burned Area Recovery [“RAR") Droiect would have allowed salvage logging on
41,000 acres within the Bitterroot National Forest in Montana. The project, as
criginally deeigned, would have cauged prolionged degradation of nabitat in bull trout
streams already stressed {in the short term) Ly the fire. This unacceptable risk Co
federally-listed bull trout wasg due in large part to the Bioclogical Opinion (BG) issued
by the Fish and Wildlife, and which was tiered to a programmatic BO for the larger
Columbia River Distinct Population Segment {pPs) of bull trout that encompasses the
project aresa. Although the BO conceded that rhe Columbia River bull trout DPS is highly
fragmented and that the upper columkia River portion of the DPS is nearly extirpated, the
gervice illegically concluded that the project would not jecpardize the Columbia River
bull trout DBS. Yet the bull trout BO for the Bitterrcot BAR project lacked any analysis
of the claim that loss of local populations does not compromise the recovery of the DPS
25 a whole—in place of thoughtful analysig, ‘it refars back to the programmatis BG fox the
entire Columbia River DPS as justification for sianing off on a project that would have
devastated local bull trout populations.

Sincerely yours,
A V2Rl p
Sherman Bamford
The Ecology Center
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