Introduction

(Need introductory paragraph to introduce topic)

The two statutes that govern the management of our National Forests are the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
 and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA)
.  These two intertwined environmental laws form the procedural path the Forest Service must follow when making management decisions that affect National Forest land.  One of the most important steps in this path is the requirement of public participation in the management decisions.  "Consistent with NEPA's goal of public-private cooperation in environmental protection"
, the public must be given the opportunity to review, comment on, and appeal the forest management decisions made by the Forest Service. 

Public participation in Forest Service management decisions is extremely important because it ensures agency compliance with the applicable environmental laws that control or affect land and resource use and provides for administrative appeal and judicial review of these decisions. The NEPA public participation process enbles interest groups with conflicting demands upon the various resources of the National Forests to have those demands encorporated into Forest Service management decisions. It is through the NEPA public participation process that interest groups gain access to the courts to ensure agency compliance with the applicable environmental laws.  

Explain FP and site specific actions and difference b/w them .  The two-stage approach to Forest Service land-management decisionmaking is explained in detail in the following section.  Briefly, there is the planning stage and the site-specific project stage.  The planning stage is the production of Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMP's or Forest Plans) which "create a framework for subsequent forest management".
  Forest Plans are regarded as programmatic documents that establish the management direction of the forest. The second stage is the development of site-specific projects which "determine the specific uses to which the forest will be put to accomplish the goals set forth in the Forest Plan".
   Examples of site-specific projects include timber sales, mining, grazing, and road construction.  Site-specific projects are required to comply with the management prescriptions established in the Forest Plan.

Contrary to the law, the Forest Service has found a way to exclude the public from important management decisions in some of our National Forests.  The Forest Service is using analysis documents that have not gone through the mandatory public participation process to establish management direction different from, or more narrow than, the Forest Plan, and as the basis of site-specific actions such as timber harvesting.  This is an incorrect use of the analysis process. While the Forest Service is required by law to conduct analyses, they are simply supposed to analyze the present condition of the Forest and perhaps recommend changes in management direction.
  However, in many instances, the Forest Service is using analyses, called Landscape Analyses (LSA’s) or Integrated Resource Analyses (IRA’s), to establish new management direction for the Forests by developing standards, guidelines and/or desired conditions in contrast to those in the Forest Plan.
  

Changes to the Forest Plan, according to NEPA and NFMA, must go through specific amendment or revision procedures.
 Yet, in practice these procedures are not being complied with.  Instead, frequently the new management direction established in the LSA/IRA (from now on LSA) is subsequently incorporated, or "tiered" to, in site-specific management decisions such as timber harvests.  These site-specific documents apply the new management decisions from the LSA’s on the ground.  Thus, the site-specific projects are not consistent with the Forest Plan, and the public is excluded from the decisions - the changes to the Forest Plan - made in the LSA's.  By doing this, the Forest Service is keeping the public from participating in the management of their National Forests in violation of NFMA and NEPA.


This article will demonstrate this using two specific examples:  The Targhee National Forest, in Idaho developed the Camas Creek Watershed Landscape Analysis (Camas Creek LSA).  The implementing site-specific document is the Environmental Analysis for Re-establishment of Aspen Plant Communities in the Camas Creek Watershed (Camas Creek EA).  The Helena National Forest, in Montana developed the Big Belts Integrated Resource Analysis Documentation (Big Belts IRA), which is being implemented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Bull Sweats Vegetation Manipulation Project (Bull Sweats EIS).  

 Before analyzing these specific examples, it is necessary to discuss the applicable portions of NFMA and NEPA.  This includes a brief overview of the interconnectedness of these two environmental laws, the role of the Forest Plan, monitoring and analysis, and Forest Plan amendment and revision.    The success, failure, and shortcomings of these environmental laws is not at issue in this paper.  What is at issue is the importance of public participation and judicial review in National Forest management, and the potential implications of their exclusion. (Reword?)

I.  NEPA and NFMA, inextricably linked, form the procedural path the Forest Service must follow and require public participation in National Forest management decisions.

NEPA and NFMA dictate the requirements the Forest Service must follow in managing the National Forests.  NEPA and its implementing regulations provide the procedural requirements all federal agencies must follow when making decisions that may impact the environment.  It is a "national policy to guide Federal activities which are involved or related to the management of the environment or which have an impact on the quality of the environment.”
  NFMA and its implementing regulations apply specifically to Forest Service activities in National Forests, and require compliance with NEPA. 
  

A.  NEPA

NEPA is the overlying statute that establishes the procedures to be used by all federal agencies, including the Forest Service.  These procedural requirements were developed by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which was established by NEPA to oversee federal agencies' compliance with the Act.
  The CEQ issued binding regulations
 to federal agencies for the execution of the NEPA process.
  These regulations implement the procedural provisions of NEPA.
  

The policy behind NEPA is to ensure environmental considerations are integrated into agency planning,
 and that the public be informed in agency planning decisions.
  NEPA’s disclosure goals are “to insure the agency has fully contemplated the environmental effects of its actions and to insure the public has sufficient information to challenge the agency.”
 (Discuss how nepa evolved from agency abuses - get the case law)   

1.  The NEPA public participation process.
The NEPA provides the public with the opportunity to contribute comments to the Forest Service at different stages of the decisionmaking process.
  The first step in the process is scoping, which informs the public of the proposed action
 and lays the groundwork for subsequent analysis. 
   The next step is to determine the level of environmental analysis and public participation required for the proposed project.  NEPA mandates that when an agency plans to make a decision on an  action it must determine whether to complete a categorical exclusion
, or to prepare an Environmental Analysis
 (EA) or a more detailed Environmental Impact Statement
 (EIS).   An EIS is required for “every recommendation or report on proposals for...major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.”
  (Fn significantly, affecting and human env?  See yost p. 11 nepa deskbook).  When an EIS is required, the agency must prepare a Draft EIS (DEIS) and a Final EIS (FEIS) for the proposed action.
   When preparing a Final EIS, the agency is required to assess and consider the comments provided in response to the DEIS.
   After the agency issues a Final EIS, it issues a Record of Decision (ROD).
  The ROD is the final agency decision, which affected persons may challenge in the administrative appeal process and in court.

B.  NFMA - THE TWO STAGE APPROACH TO LAND MANAGEMENT DECISIONMAKING.
The National Forest Management Act [NFMA] of 1976 established the present planning and management strategy for our National Forests.
  NFMA dictates a two-stage approach to land-management decisionmaking:  the planning stage and the site-specific project stage.
   NFMA  is linked to NEPA in that compliance with NEPAs' procedures, including public participation, is required at both stages. (Cite)  

1.  First Stage - National Forest Management Planning
The first stage is the production of Land and Resource Management Plans (Forest Plans) which "create a framework for subsequent forest management".
   Each National Forest is required to produce its own Forest Plan.  In general, Forest Plans are regarded as programmatic documents that establish the direction of forest management and "assure coordination of multiple-uses (outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness) and sustained yield of products and services".
  

NFMA dictates that LRMP's are to be prepared in accordance with the Forest Service implementing regulations.
  These regulations establish, in detail, the "general procedure, content and process requirements for forest planning".
  These goals, objectives and desired conditions "range from broad statements of policy to specific resource requirements that affect management decisions on an acre-by-acre basis".
 

Each Forest Plan contains the following: Standards are legally eforceable principles specifying conditions or levels to be achieved; Objectives are concise time specific statements of measurable planned results that respond to pre-established goals;  Goals describe a desired condition to be achieved sometime in the future; Desired Future Condition (DFC) is a description of the cumulative results of implementing the goals expressed in the Forest Plan.

Procedurally, NFMA and the implementing regulations, require that Forest Plans be developed, revised and amended in compliance with NEPA.
  A draft and final EIS, and a record of decision (ROD), must be prepared for each Forest Plan, and the EIS's must be made available for public comment.
  The amending and revision requirements are detailed later.

a.  Desired Future Condition
Desired Future Conditions are “a concise statement that describes a desired condition on the land to be achieved sometime in the future.  It is normally expressed in borad general terms and is timelss in that it has no specific date by which it is to be completed.”
   DFC’s must come from the Forest Plan, and is the Forest Services’ contract with the public.
  They provide the blueprint for how the forest should look from the Forest Plan.
   While it is not a new decision, the DFC is “an interpretation of what the Forest Plan Goals, Standards aned Guidelines mean for a specific area to help determine what needs to be done and when.”

2.  Second Stage
The second stage of the NFMA approach is the development of site-specific projects which "determine the specific uses to which the forest will be put to accomplish the goals set forth in the Forest Plan".
  The Forest Service implements the programmatic decisions detailed in the Forest Plan through individual projects or groups of related projects supported by site-specific NEPA analysis and documentation - requiring an EA, EIS, or categorical exclusion..
  Examples of site-specific projects include timber sales, mining, grazing, and road construction. 

 Site-specific management is tied directly to the completed Forest Plan.
   NFMA requires that site-specific projects comply with the management prescriptions established in the Forest Plan.
  Accordingly, the Forest Plan functions as a frame within which the Forest Service must fit its management activities. The project level decisions determine actual on-the-ground management and consequently, determine how successfully the goals and objectives of a Forest Plan are met.
  The District Court in Citizens for Environmental Quality v. United Sates described the relationship between the LRMP and site-specific management:  

The [Forest Plan] defines the "management direction" for the forest.  It constitutes a program for all natural resource management activities and establishes management requirements to be employed in implementing the plan.  It identifies the resource management practices, the projected levels of production of goods and services, and the location where various types of resource management may occur.  Implementation of the LRMP is achieved through individual site specific projects, and all projects must be consistent with the LRMP.

In sum, the Forest Service first prepares a Forest Plan which is subject to the NEPA public participation process.  The Service than initiates site-specific projects which also must comply with the NEPA public process and are required to be consistent with the management direction of the Forest Plan.  Accordingly, NEPA must be complied with at both stages of the NFMA management strategy.  This leads to the concept of “tiering” in the NEPA process.  Tiering occurs when site-specific documents incorporate, by reference, the general discussions of the broader programmatic Forest Plan.
  This is discussed in greater detail below. 

III.  Monitoring, Analysis, Revision, and Amendment

a.  Monitoring and Analysis
NFMA and the Forest Service implementing regulations also mandate monitoring and analysis of the conditions of the forests.
   Monitoring and analysis are not "actions", and therefore are not required to comply with NEPA, and do not go through the public participation and environmental review procedure.  Accordingly, these documents can not make actual decisions about the management of the forest. Analysis and monitoring is required to ensure that the management systems in place are not producing substantial and permanent impairment of the productivity of the land,
 and to determinate and evaluate the effects of management practices.
   These analyses may, and should, recommend revisions and/or amendments to the Forest Plan in response to changed conditions or demands.
   However, they may not, themselves, amend or revise the Forest Plan, nor make on-the-ground, site-specific decisions.  Monitoring and analysis, and the amendment and revision procedures are discussed in greater detail below.

Monitoring and analysis of the condition of the forest is required by NFMA and the implementing regulations:  NFMA mandates that "the regulations shall include... specifying guidelines for land management plans...which insure research on and (based on continuous monitoring and assessment in the field ) evaluation of the effects of each management system to the end that it will not produce substantial and permanent impairment of the productivity of the land."
  The regulations require Forest Plans to contain "[m]onitoring and evaluation requirements that will provide a basis for a periodic determination and evaluation of the effects of management practices."
 

Analyses are the means of assessing the extent to which Forest Plan goals, objectives and desired conditions are being realized, and, more importantly, whether these prescriptions are the right ones for the forest.  If they are not, the analyses can encourage changes in the Forest Plan. However, analysis documents are not decision documents and cannot impart new management direction upon the forest by establishing new, or revised, Forest Plan standards, objectives and desired future conditions.  While analyses may, and should, recommend revision or amendment of the LRMP,
 such revision and amendment is to be done separately and in compliance with the applicable statutes and regulations. 

According to NFMA and the implementing regulations, NEPA must be complied with when the Forest Service revises or amends the Forest Plan
   NFMA states that  "[p]lans...shall be amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption after public notice...".
  "If the amendment would result in a significant change in such plan", than an EIS and the appropriate public review is required.
   The Forest Service regulations state that "[t]he Forest Supervisor may amend the forest plan".
  If the amendment is significant, than an EIS is required; for a non-significant amendment public notification and an environmental assessment (EA) is sufficient.

In Citizens for Environmental Quality v. United States, plaintiffs claimed that landslides and slope failures, which occurred after the implementation of the Plan, required the Forest Service to amend the plan in order to reevaluate soil conditions.
  The court disagreed,  stating that "[t]here is nothing in the enabling statute or the implementing regulations which requires the Forest Service to amend the Plan".
  The court deferred to the agency judgment and "good faith...in dealing with the changes revealed as part of the monitoring process".

However, the court did note that it reached this decision, at least in part, because plaintiffs had not exhausted their administrative remedies.
  "Plaintiff's proper remedy is to request a ruling on the post-plan events from the agency, who may then decide if the changes warrant an amendment to the Plan.  Plaintiff may not circumvent established agency procedures and remedies by asking us to conduct a de novo hearing as to this issue."
  This raises the issue of whether this may be interpreted to mean that, had the plaintiff's exhausted their administrative remedies, the court could find that the agencies decision not to amend the Plan was arbitrary and capricious, and require a Forest Plan amendment. 

 
According to NFMA, Forest Plans shall be revised from time to time when the Secretary finds conditions in a unit have significantly changed, but at least every fifteen years."
  The regulations state:

 "[a] forest plan shall ordinarily be revised on a 10-year cycle or at least every fifteen years  It may also be revised whenever the Forest Supervisor determines that conditions or demands in the area covered by the plan have changed significantly....In the monitoring and evaluation process, the interdisciplinary team may recommend a revision of the forest plan at any time.
  

Monitoring, analysis, amendment and revision are clearly related.
  However, while monitoring and analysis are mandatory, Forest Plan revision and amendment are discretionary.  

 
The forest planning process is long and complex - Plans have taken between five to more than ten years to complete.
  Even during the time it takes to complete a plan, the data bases upon which the Forest Service relied are outdated.
   "Changing conditions and improved techniques made the data -- and even the planning issues -- inaccurate reflections of the current situation."
  “While Forest Plan decisions are made at a particular point in time, changes in the national forest resource base (such as catastrophic changes due to fire, weather, insect infestation, or disease), changes in economic conditions, or changes in public values can alter a key element of the forest plan decisions."
  Because revision is only required every 10 to 15 years, and because of the significant amount of time it takes to develop a new Plan, the forests are being managed according to outdated data and standards.  Revision and amendment provide the means to keep the data bases and the Plans updated and to incorporate changing conditions and values.  When analysis and monitoring recognize the need to amend or revise the direction in the Forest Plan,  such amendments or revisions can, and should, occur at the site specific or landscape level.  Instead of conducting one enormous, labor and time intensive revision every 10 to 15 years, the Forest Service may make amendments or revisions to Forest Plans more frequently and on a smaller scale.  This would ensure that the Plans are more up-to-date and can more adequately provide for changing conditions, technology and science.  Forest plans would evolve and mature along with the forest.  Of course all amendments and revisions would have to comply with NEPA as required by NFMA and the regulations.

IV.  Tiering
The planning and management requirements of NFMA are inextricably linked to NEPA.  The Forest Service is required to comply with NEPA at both stages of management - planning and site-specific projects.  This leads to the process of "tiering".

In general, tiering is used in project level EIS and EA's to incorporate issues already specifically addressed in the Forest Plan.  NEPA encourages tiering as a way of reducing excessive paperwork and to avoid duplication and delay.
   According to the CEQ regulations, 

"Tiering" refers to the coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact statements (such as national program or policy statements) with subsequent narrower statements or environmental analyses (such as regional or basinwide program statements or ultimately site-specific statements) incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the statement subsequently prepared.  Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of statements or analyses is: 

(a) From a program, plan, or policy environmental impact statement to a program, plan, or policy statement of lesser scope or to a site-specific statement or analysis.

(b) From an environmental impact statement on a specific action at an early stage (such as need and site selection) to a supplement (which is preferred) or a subsequent statement or analysis at a later stage (such as environmental mitigation).  Tiering in such cases is appropriate when it helps the lead agency to focus on the issues which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not yet ripe.

Tiering is not required, but is authorized when an agency determines it is appropriate.
  The CEQ's Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations describes when tiering is appropriate: 

An [EIS] is required for proposals for...major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  In the context of NEPA, "major Federal actions" include adoption of official policy, formal plans and programs as well as approval of specific projects, such as construction activities in a particular location or approval of permits to an outside applicant.  Thus, where a Federal agency adopts a formal plan which will be executed throughout a particular region, and later proposes a specific activity to implement that plan in the same region, both actions need to be analyzed under NEPA to determine whether they are major actions which will significantly affect the environment.  If the answer is yes in both cases, both actions will be subject to the EIS requirement, whether tiering is used or not.  The agency then has one of two alternatives:  Either preparation of two [EIS's], with the second repeating much of the analysis and information found in the first [EIS], or tiering the two documents.  If tiering is utilized, the site-specific EIS contains a summary of the issues discussed in the first statement and the agency will incorporate by reference discussions from the first statement.  Thus, the second, or site specific statement, would not duplicate material found in the first EIS.

In the context of the Forest Service, the programmatic EIS is the Forest Plan, and a site-specific project, such as a timber harvest, implements the Plan and may tier to the Forest Plan. The site-specific timber harvest may require an EIS or simply an EA.  In either case, tiering may be used to discuss issues addressed in the Forest Plan.  Show how decision made in lsa is major fed. Action sig aff....and therefore must go/comply with nfma which means compliance w/nepa’s procedural requirements for public participation.

[cases: 744 F.Supp. 121, 123, Coker v. Skidmore, Glisson v. USFS, 876 F.Supp. 1016, 1033; CEC v. BLM; CLF v. Fed Highway Admin: tier to prior sutdies for information included in those studies, info contained in an EIS - public review.
A.  May only tier between NEPA documents.
“Tiering” is inappropriate from a site-specific document to a non-NEPA document, such as an analysis.  In Northcoast Environmental Center v. Glickman, the Ninth Circuit discussed this issue.
  In this case, environmental orgainzations challenged a Forest Service plan to manage disease infected cedar trees. This plan, the Port-Orford cedar (POC) management plan, did not undergo NEPA.  This was the root of the groups challenge: they claimed the management plan was a final agency action requiring an EIS under NEPA.  Although the Court did not find the POC management plan was “a specific enough action to trigger NEPA’s procedural requirements”
, they did find the agency could not “tier” site specific projects to the POC management plan because it had not undergone NEPA.  “...[N]or do we believe that the ‘catch-22' argument, advanced by NEC, prevents effective review of agency actions effecting POC.  There is no reason plaintiffs cannot challenge the sufficiency of an agency EIS when a discrete agency action is called for.   The agencies will be unable to shield their POC program from NEPA review because they will not be able to avail themselves of the Council on Environmental Quality’s ‘tiering’ provision.  Although CEQ procedures allow agencies to incorporate by reference certain materials to cut down on the bulk of an EIS, they cannot “tier” their site-specific EISs to the broader POC program where the program itself has not been subject to NEPA procedures....As we stated in Salmon River, judicial estoppel will prevent the Secretaries from arguing they have no further duty to consider their POC management policies when site specific programs are challenged”
 Accordingly, if the Forest Service need not perform NEPA for certain management plans, such as the POC plan, they may not later “tier” to these management plans in site-specific NEPA documents.  If the agency were to tier to the management plan, its’ management policies would be subject to NEPA at the site-specific level.(?)
 B.  Inconsistency with Forest Plan. 
   “The forest and site-specific plans may be incorporated by reference, or “tiered” -- so that the site’specific plan need not reiterate issues adequately discussed in the forest plan.... Both stages must, nevertheless, fully comply with the NFMA’s regulations.  See 16 U.S.C. §1604(i) (requiring site-specific plans to be consistent with forest plans, which in turn must be consistent with NFMA’s substantive requirements)”

This is because the Forest Service is bound to ensure that their site-specific projects are consistent with the Forest Plan.  Also, the CEQ regulations specifically state that tiering is appropriate from one NEPA document to another.
  For example, when an analysis recommends new Forest Plan standards, guidelines or desired conditions that would require amendment or revision of the Forest Plan, the site-specific project document cannot rely on, or tier to, the recommended Forest Plan prescriptions, because then the site-specific project will not be consistent with the Plan, and the analysis document did not go through public review.  The public does not have any input into the desired conditions established in the analysis. The recommended changes to the Plan must go through the proper legal procedural requirements for amendment or revision before they can be implemented through site-specific projects.  If the Forest Service could simply implement new standards and desired conditions identified in an analysis, this would undermine the need for a Forest Plan and  prevent the public from participating in important management decisions in violation of NEPA and NFMA.    
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Citizens for Envt'l Quality, at 977.  The Forest Service regulations delineate the required contents of Forest Plans:  "The forest plan shall contain...Forest multiple-use goals and objectives that include a description of the desired future condition of the forest...; [and] [m]ultiple use prescriptions and associated standards and guidelines for each management area including proposed and probable management practices...."








      Jack Tuholske & Beth Brennan, The National Forest Management Act:  Judicial Interpretation of a Substantive Environmental Statute, 15 Pub. Land L. Rev. 53, 103 (1994).








�An example of how these concepts might be used to depict the management and future of a resource within a specific management area on a National Forest:


DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION - Wildlife winter range supports sizeable herds composed of diverse ages and genders.


GOALS - Improve the quality and quantity of wildlife winter range through prescribed fire, and planting.


OBJECTIVES - Improve wildlife winter ranges by seeding and planting 500 acres, and by applying prescribed fire to 300 acres by 1995.


STANDARDS - Impact no more than 10 percent of total winter range acreage in one year.


Land and Resource Management Plan for the Boise National Forest, IV-3 (1990).


 


      16 U.S.C. '1604(g)(1); 36 U.S.C. '219.10; See Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, at 1511-1512.








      36 U.S.C. '219.10(b), (c)(1);  See Sierra Club v. Robertson, 28 F.3d 753, 755 (8th Cir. 1993).








�Our Approach, Desk Reference, United States Department of Agriculture, Northern Region, Forest Service (1989) p. 6.
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� George C. Coggins,  Public Natural Resources Law, 10F.05[3][e], 10F-56, (1996).  "Resource plans and permits...shall be consistent with the LRMP's." 16 U.S.C. '1604(i); 36 C.F.R. '210(e).





� Resource plans and permits, contracts, and other instruments for the use and occupancy of National Forest System lands shall be consistent with the land management plans. 16 U.S.C. §1604(i).  See Ohio Forestry Association, Inc. V. Sierra Club, get cite, “The National Forest Service...develops land and resource management plands pursuant to NFMA, and uses these Forest Plans to ‘guide all natural resource management activities’. (citations ommitted).





�Ackerman at 728.


      731 F.Supp., at 977 (citations omitted).  See Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, at 1512 (Direct implementation of the LRMP occurs at a second stage, when individual site-specific projects are proposed and assessed.  The Forest Supervisor must ensure that all projects are consistent with the plan.).
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      16 U.S.C. '1604(g)(3)(C); 36 C.F.R. '219.11(d); 36 C.F.R. '219.12(k) include what statute says.
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      36 C.F.R. '219.11(d).   The regulations further provide:


(k)  Monitoring and evaluation.  At intervals established in the plan, implementation shall be evaluated on a sample basis to determine how well objectives have been met and how closely management standards and guidelines have been applied.  Based upon this evaluation, the interdisciplinary team shall recommend to the Forest Supervisor such changes in management direction, revisions, or amendments to the forest plan as are deemed necessary.  Monitoring requirements identified in the forest plan shall provide for--


(1) A quantitative estimate of performance comparing outputs and services within those projected by the forest plan;


(2) Documentation of the measured prescriptions and effects, including significant changes in


productivity of the land; and


(3)  Documentation of costs associated with carrying out the planned management prescriptions as compared with the costs estimated in the forest plan.


(4)  A description of the following monitoring activities:


(i)  The actions, effects, or resources to be measured, and the frequency of measurements;


(ii)  Expected precision and reliability of the monitoring process; and


(iii) The time when evaluation will be reported.


(5)  A determination of compliance with the following standards:


(i)  Lands are adequately restocked as specified in the forest plan;


(ii)  Lands identified as not suited for timber production are examined at leas every 10 years to determine if they have become suited; and that, if determined suited, such lands are returned to timber production;


(iii)  Maximum size limits for harvest areas are evaluated to determine whether such size limits should be continued; and


(iv)  Destructive insects and disease organisms do not increase to potentially damaging levels following management activities.
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      16 U.S.C. '1604(f)(4); 36 C.F.R. '219.10(f) (Based on an analysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of the forest plan, the Forest Supervisor shall determine whether a proposed amendment would result in a significant change in the plan.  If the change resulting from the proposed amendment is determined to be significant, the Forest Supervisor shall follow the same procedure as that required for development and approval of a forest plan.  If the change...is determined not to be significant for the purposes of the planning process, the Forest Supervisor may implement the amendment following appropriate public notification and satisfactory completion of NEPA procedures.)
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