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Request for Reconsideration 

Request for Cooection Nos. 3001-3005 

September 4 , 2003 

Mr . Glen Contreras 
USDA Forest Service 
Data Quality Team Leader ORMS St~f f 
Mail Si::op 1150 lS Yates Builriing 
14th & Independence Avenue SW 
Washington, DC 20250- 1150 

Dear Mr. Contreras , 

We request tha t the USO~ ~crest Service initial decision for the following 
five requests for correction be reconsidered, as provided by the USDA ' s 
" Procedure to Seek Correc~ion of Information Disseminated by USDA" 
(http://www.ocio.usda.gov/i[!!lfgi guide/corrections.htm), and OMB 1 s "Guidelines for Ensuring 
and Maximizing 'the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of 
I nformation Disseminai::ed by Federal Agencies 11 , paragraph III.3 . ii (66 FR 
8459). 

The petitions were received by the USDA For est service on January 21, 2003 . 
The decision/response let~er from the USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain 
Research Station (RMRS), dated July 25, 2003, is enclosed as Attaclunent 1. 
The five petiti9ns, as referenced by the USDA Forest Service, are: 

#3001. Management Recomm~nd~tions tor th~ Northern Goshawk in the 

Southwestern United States , Rocky Mountain Fore9t and Range 
Experiment Station, (GTR-RM-217, August 1992) 

f.3002 . Black Hill~ National Forest Phase I Goshawk An~~y~is , 

Black Hills National Forest (2000) 

#3003. Expert Interview Summary for the Black Hills National 
Forest Land and Re5ource Management Plan Amendment , Black 
Hills National Forest (2000) 

i3004 . Record of Decision for Amendment of t orest Plans Arizona 
and New Mexico Southwestern Region (June 5, 1996} 

~3005 . Conservation Assessment for the Northern Goshawk in 
Southeast Alaska, Paci!ic Northwest Research Station (GTR­
PNW-387 , November 1996) . 

A copy of each petition is enclosed. 
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~Jl outl i ne o f thi s r econs iderati on request fol lows: 

I. Petitions Timeline 

II. Basis for Request tor Reconsideration - RM-217 Petition (#3001) 
( 1) The RMR.S Response 
(2) RMRS response to petition body (RM-217 Petition #3001, Sections I-XII) 

is arbitrary and capricious. 
(3) Process does not substitute for quality. 
(4) Utility violations are not necessarily propagated from, or dependent on, 

the existence of errol'S. 
(5) Peel' review failed to ensure and maxirnb!e quality of the disseminated 

information. 
(6) Validated errors not identified. · 
(7) Errors and quality violations are universally incorporated into RM-217 

methods. analysis, discuS'Sion and results. 
(8) Review of RM-217 errors and quality viOlations and their relationship to 

RM-217 analysis. discussion, and results, including desired forest 
conditions and specific management recommendations. 

Ill. Basis for Request for Reconsideration - Petitions Nos. 3002-3005 

Attachments 1-8 
Table RQR-1 

Requestor(s) Contact Information 

WilUam K. Olsen (Primary contact) 
President I Forester 
W. K. Olsen & Associates, LLC. 
247 Falls CrMk Drive 
Bellvue. CO 80512 

Phone: 970-4~1719 

William Pick.ell 
Manager 
Washington Contract Loggers Assn. 
P.O. Box 2168 
Olympia, Washington 96507 
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Howard Hutchinson 
Executive Director 
Coalition of Ari%ona/New MeiQCQ Counties 
f>.o . eox 12s 
Glenwood, NM 88039 

Allen Ribelin 
Ex~ive Director 
Northern Arizona Loggers Association 
504 East Butler Avenue 
Flagstaff. AZ 86001 
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I. Petitions Timeline 

Dates of significant events and actions pertinent to petitions 3001- 3005 are 
outlined below . 

January 17 , 2003 : all five petitions were sent by FedEx to the USDA Forest 
Service, Chief ' s o=!ice. 

January 21 , 2003: petitions , including PDF file enclosures on CD, received at 
USDA FS, Washington Office. FedEx proof of delivery attached (Attachment 2). 

January 21, 2003 : PDF files of petitions on CO ~eceived by Forest Service for 
John King. FedEx proof of del ive r y attached {Attachment 3). 

January 21, 2003: sent petition notification to webmaster~fs.fed. us . 

March 21, 2003 : date of acknowledgement letter from OSDA FS, Rocky Mountain 
Resea~ch Station (Attachment~) . 

April 18 , 2003; sent signed letter, dated April 17 , to OSDA FS ctief 
Bosworth, asking for his attention to several issues surrounding the goshawk 
petitions {FedEx proof of delivery, Attachment 5). No response was received 
from the Chi ef ' s Office. 

Because the USDA FS had demonstrat~d it was experie~cing difficulty with 
tracking fedEx deliveries to the Chief's Office, an unsigned copy (Attachment 
6) was sent to Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell , asking for his interventi on 
~n an effort to assure the Fore5t Service would indeed receive, and respond 
to, the letter. 

May 13, 2003: date of USDA FS response tc April 17 letter to Chief 
(Attachment 7) , in response ~o Sen . Carnpb~ll's inquiry . 

June 13, 2003 ; date of letter from the USDA Fs, Office of Regulatory and 
Management Servi ces (Attachment. 8) . "In your letter to Senator Campbell you 
state that you sent the lett@r to the Chief ... we have no record of recei~ing 
your Apr~l 17 letter in the Chief ' s Office." Refer to Ped£x proof of 
delivery, Attachment $ . 

July 25, 200.3: date o! OSDA ?S RMRS decision, "Response to Request for 
Correction Nos. 3001 - 3005" (Attachment 1) . 
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II. Basis for Request for Recon~ideration - RM-217 Petition (#3001) 

(1) The RMRS Response 

The RMRS response co~sists of three ~arts. 

(a) Processes that were used to create and. disseminate the 
information. 

RMRS provided a p r ief accounting of the review proces s used 
for RM-217, concluding 

These reviews meet the criteria stated in the USDA lnfO!Tflation Quality Guideline& 
"Objectivity of Scieotffic Resea.rch lnfonnation" that r~uire a high quality and objective 
peer review. 

(b) Information being challenged. 

RMRS addressed none of the errors and quality violations, 
whatsoever, pr esented in the body of the RM- 217 peti tion . 
RMRS concl~ded only that (Attachment 1 , p . 2.l: 

The request to retract (witttmaw) is denied because no significant errors were found and no 
substantive changes needed. 

RMRS claimed to have validated eight errors explained in 
Appendix 3 of the RM- 217 petition, but failed to identify 
or discuss seven of those errors , even though it is 
specified that 

An errata will be distributed with the publication that corrects these eight ~. 

on p. 2 of t he response , RMRS provided a conclusion to 
suppor t its decision f or petitions 3002~3005 : 

Since no significant efrors were found In RM-217, no $1.lWtantive c;hanges are needed; 
your requests to retract (withdraw} these QQCVments andfcr expunge sections of the 
documents are denied. 

(c) Conformity of the information and those processes with both OMB 
and USDA Information Quality Guidelines . 

RMRS listed selected process statements from USDA 
guidelines, but failed to address RM-217 conf ormity with 
CMB and USDA guidelines regarding the qual i ty of the 
disseminated informat i on - the subject of the petitions. 
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(2) RMRS response to petition body (RM-217 Petition #3001, Sections I -XII) ~ atbitrary- and 
capricious 

RMRS Iaiied to Qaa~ess ~ny of the e••ors and quality violations carefully 
docU11Jented and fully explained in the body of the RM-217 petition, sections 
I-XII. RMRS also failed to address section XIII of the RM-217 petition, 
"Recommendations and justification for how the information should be 
corrected". 

Instead, RMRS chose only to state (Attachment 1, p. 3 . } : 

In conc:.lusion, the Forest Service carefully eongidered tl"le information you provided. 
However, after full consideration and careful, thorough review we f1nd no substantive merit 
to your claims. The infomurtion you provided dog not demons\~ th~ RM-217 ig 
Inconsistent with USDA 's Information Quality Guidelines_ 

We believe the RMRS swmnary conclusi on, that there is "no substantive merit 
to your claimsn in the RM-217 petition, is wholly incorrect, and the review 
process implemented by RMRS is arbitrary and capricious . 

The decision is arbitrary because RMRS failed to address the errors and 
quality violations documented in the RM-217 petition within the context of 
both USDA's Information Quality Guidelines and OMB guidelines; the decision 
i s capricious because RMRS selec~ively chosee'rrors from RM-217 petition 
Appendix 3 to validate, and then chose but one validat€d €rror to disclose 
and explain. 

RM-217 is not.consistent with USDA's Inform.;i.tion QvaJ.ity Gl.1.i..0.el.ines, c.nd RM-
217 is not consistent with OMB guidelines. 

Public Law 106-5S4 § 515(b) (2) (B) requires establishment of 

administrative mechanisms allowing affected pel"$On$ to seek and Obtain corredion of infOR'nation maintained 
and disseminated by the agency that does not comply with the guidelines issued un~ subsection (a), 

where in Public Law 106-554 § 515{a), OMB is directed to 

provide poJJey and ptouduraf guidance to Fedetal agencies for ensuring and maximizing the quality, objeetillity, 
utility, and integrity of information (including statistical Information) disseminated by Federal agencies. 

In OMB's Supplementary Information accompanying its '1Guidelines for Ensuring 
and Maximizing the Quality, Obj~ctivity, Utility, and Integrity of 
Information Disseminated by Federal Agencie$", the purpose of the guidelines 
is stated (67 FR 8452 ) : 

In accordance IMth section 51 S, OMB has designed the guideline~ to neip agenei~~ e"isure and l'flaxlmize the quality, 
utlllty, objectivity and integrity of the information 'hat they di$seminate {meaning to share with, or give access to, the 
pubic). It i~ crucial that information l=ederal agencies disseminate meets these guidelines_ 
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Second, OMS designed the guidelines so that agencies wiU meet baeio information quality standards. Given the 
adminletnltive rneehanism$ required by section 515 as well as the standards s« fattl Ki the Paz>erwoi1t 
Reduction Act, it la clear that agencies should not disseminate substantive information that does not meet a 
basic level of quality. 

We submitted the petitions to request corrections regard~ng the quality of 
RM- 217 and its conformity with OMS and OSDA information quality standards. 

When providing for 1;he establishment of administrative mechanisms, OMB s tates 
th~t disseminated information must comply with OMB guidelines in paragraph 
II . 2 . (67 FR 8458) : 

Establish <ldministrative mechanisms allowing affected p81$00S to seek and obtain correction cf information 
maintained and disseminated by the agency ttiat does not comply wttn these OMB guidafi~. 

Accordingly, on p. 2 0£ "B9ck9round of the U. S. Depa rtment of Agriculture's 
Quality of Information Guidelines " (http : //www.ocio . usda.gov/i.rm/qi_guide/ 
January 03 repo=t.htrnl}, USDA also states that information disseminated by 
OSDA ag;ncies must meet both OMB and OSDA info~mation quality guidelines : 

OMB's guldelWles &tipulate that Information that agencies first cfisseminate on or after Oct\Obef 1, 2002 must 
comply with OMB and :wgency lnformalk»n quality guldall"es. Agency administrative m~hanisms shal 
apply to infonnatlori that me agency d~mlnates on or after October 1, 20o:?, regardl9$9 of when the agency 
first disseminated the information. (Emphasis added.) • 

USDA incorporated OMB ' s guidelines into the OSDA information qual ity 
guidelines , and ther@fore violations of OMB guidelines (i.e ., nonconformity 
with OMB information quality guidelines) are also violations of USDA 
guidelines: 

USDA's information quality guidC!line$ and administrative mechanisms confoon to the requirements of OMB's 
information quality guideines. In addition to revisions made in response to public comments, USDA's guideUnes 
inclUde revisions to incorporate the deta~ed guidance contained in OMS'$ supplemental guidance of June 10. 
2002. USDA's information quaity guidelines adopt the definitions inclueled in OMB's guideline9. 

Whereas OMB (67 J:R 8458- 8459) 

l)tavid• guidelines that provide policy and procedural guidance to Federal agencies for ensuring and 
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information, including statistical information. 
disseminated by Federal agencies, · 

ano definitions in section v {67 FR 8459-84601, USDA incorporates the same 
language from Public Law 106-554 § 515 and the OMB guidelines into "General 
Guidelines for the Quality of Information Disseminated by OSDA Agencies and 
Offices " (http; //www . ocio.usda.gov/irm/qi_9uide/General_Guidelines.html) on 
pcige l: 
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These general infomiation quality guidelines apply to all types of lnfomiation disseminated by USDA agencies 
and offices. 

• USDA Wi~ !lltive to ensure a~ ma)(imizethe quality, objectivity, utility, al'ld integrity of the information 
that Its ageneie$ and Off.ees disseminate to the public. 

On the same page, USDA proceeds to define objectivity, utility and integrity 
(in accordance with the OMB definit ions in section v {67 FR 8459-8460)) afte= 
stating: 

The following information quality Cfiteria comprise the general quality standard& tnat USDA agencies and offices 
will foUow in developing and reviewing information and disseminating It to the public. 

In the R.~-217 petition, numerous errors and quality violations are documented 
and desc=ibed in the context of OMB's and USDA ' s inforrr~tion quality 
guidelines, including object ivity and utility violations. In its response, 
RMRS never discussed relevant OMB guidelines, nor the inclusion of and 
reference to OMB information quality guidelines in USDA guidelines, even 
though R.1'4RS included the subheading "Conformity of the information and those 
processes wi~h both OMB and JSDA Information Quality Guidelines". Instead, 
RL'1RS chose to arbitrarily list a~d acclaim con=o~nce to selected bulleted 
process guideline~ rrom OSDA's "Supplementary Guidelines for the Quality of 
Scientific Research Information Disseminated by USDA Agencies and Offices" 
(http : //w-.fw.ocio.usda .gov/ irm/qi guide/General Guidelines.html). Immediately 
following the same bulleted item~ in the USDA SupplernentQry Guidelines, RMRS 
chose to overlook object ivity and utility standards listed immediately 
afterward. RMRS chose to over look obje~tivity and utility standards in 
"<.:ieneral Guidelines for tne Quall.ty of Information Disseminated by USDA 
Agencies and Offices " (http : //www.ocio . usda.gov/irm/qi_9uide 
/General_ Guidelines.htmlJ. RMRS chose to overlook objectivity and utility 
standards in OMB quidelinM (67 FR B459-9460}. RMRS chose to overlook .the 
mandate of Public Law 106-554 § 515 - to ensure and maximize "quality, 
objectivity, utility, and integrity of information" disseminated by the 
agency. 

The errors and quality violations documented and described in the RM- 217 
petition are violations of objectivity and utility requirements, as is stated 
in each petition section in accordance with USDA procedures for correction 
.requests. 

For the main body (Sections I-XII ) of the RM-217 petition, RMRS chose only to 
make an arbitrary statement of alleged conformance to selec~ed bulleted 
process guideline~, a$ discussed above. RMRS failed to explain its findings 
of conformance to the bulleted process items , and it remained silent on 
quality and its constituents, objectivity and utility, for RM- 217. 

Regarding our claims in Sections I-XII of the RM-~li ~etition, and repeating 
from within the first quote of this section of this r equest , RMRS ~tated only 
that: 

However, after full consideration and careful, thorough review we find no substantive merit to your claims. 
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In t he OSDA document "Procedure to seek Correction of Information 
Dissemi nated by 0$DA" (http://www . ocio . usda. gov/irm/qi guide/ 
co~rections .html), it is s tated that : -

After tile responsible USDA agency has made its fin~I determination p8Ttaining to a reQuett for eor'rsctlon d 
infomurtion, that agency win respond to the requestor in writing by Jetter, ~mail, or fax. n:ormally within 60 
calendar days of receipt. The response will explain the findlng9 and the actions the agency will take (If any) In 
response to the complalnl C!Smphaais ac;l.Qec.t . ) 

The OSDA procedure is consistent with OMB inLorma~ion quality guidelines in 
III.3 . i {67 FR 9458- 8460) : 

i. Agencies shah Sl)eeify ;:.pproptlate line periods fOf' agency det;lsions on whether and how to correct the 
infonnation, and agencies shall nottfy the affected persons of th• c;orrKtiol"IG made. (Emphasis 
added. ) 

The gu:'..delines do not state the agency is to "report the finding'' and do so 
without explanation , whatsoever . The petitioners are to be notified of 
corrections made , rather than simply Qe pri vy to a report of seven 
unspecified unexplained valida t ed errors from a supporting petiti on Appendix, 
with one additional validated e rror in the same Appendix explained ~t whim. 

The "™RS ~.esponse is arbitrary beceuse it was constructed in total disregard 
of OMB and USDA guideli·nes, and it is capricious because FMRS selected, at 
whim, the Endi ngs it chose to explain . RMRS followed no rules,, and responded 
in a r andom and incomplete manner . 

It i s inconceivable that with more than 6 months to give the petitions ~full 
consideration and .careful, thorough review", RMRS f ailed to exp l ain tqe 
findings that culminate in the RMRS s ta tement th.at ou;r; claims are of "no 
substantive merit". 

R..l\.ffiS acknowledged validating 8 errors in RM-217 Petition Appendi~ 3, but for 
the 26 e rrors surnmarized in Section X i~ reg~rd to citations, R.t.t.RS failad to 
specify which it verified anct intends to correct . Seven e r rors are 
unidenti 'fied a nd unexplained; t he e ighth error, an errant numeric range for 
PFAs, was acknowledged by RMRS- This acclaimed "misquote " i s but the l eading 
edge of serious e rrors and quality vio l ations explained in Section II of the 
RM-217 pe tition that was summarily r ejected by RMRS , without explanation . 
(The 8 validated errors are furthe r discussed in subsection (6) below. ) 

Ey presenting only a shield of sile nce , RMRS h~s failed, i n every inst ance, 
to explai n thei r finding that the demonstrated err ors and quality violations 
i n the RM-217 petition sections are mere assertions of ''no s ubstantive 
merit " . 

By failing to review and address our claims in the RMF.S response, and by 
doing so in a n arbi~rary and capricious manner, the documented errors 3nd 
quality violations ~n our RM-217 petition r emain unrefuted a nd unchallenged 
by t he Forest Servi ce . 

Consequently, the arbitrary and capricious RMRS response and decision 
impl i cates 5 use § 706{2) (A) by failing to provide a r ational connect i on 
between t he RMRS findings and the facts p~esented in the RM-217 petition . 
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(3) Process does not substitute for quality 

Claims made by RMRS regarding p~ocesses used to create the disseminated 
information can not, and must not, substitute for consideration or the 
qi.iality of that information . 

On page 2 of "Procedure to Seek Correction of Information Disseminated by 
trSOJi.", under the .subheading "USDA Rev!.ew of the Request for Correction", 
differentiation is made between t3e quality of the information, and tte 
processes used t o create and disseminate the information : 

The request for corre.ction wiD be processed by the USDA agency that disseminated tne information or 
infOTTnation product in question. Based oo the explanation and evidence submitted with the reque$t for 
corr~ion, the USCA ageooy wiU conduct a review of the information being cnallenged, the processes that were 
used to Cl'eate and disseminate th(t information. and the confonnity of the Information and tJl09& procena 
wttn botn OMB's and USOA's Information Quality Guidelines. (Emphasis added.) 

On p. 2 of the R:.'ffi.S response, under the subheading "Contormi ty of the 
information and those processes with both OMB and USDA Information Quality 
GuidelinQs ", 12 bulleted items are reiterated f rorn USDA and Forest Service 
guidelines in its claim that RM-217 conforms to guidelines for ensuring and 
maximizing information quality. All of the items are process requirements, 
and as described previously, RMRS stopped short o! specifying that the RM- 2:7 
petition was considered in the context of conformity with obje~tivity and 
utility ~tandards as defined by both USDA and OMB . Three of the process 
guidelines specified by RMRS, in particular , when violated, will result in 
direct consequences inherent in the quality of the disseminated information . 
Excerpting from "OSDA Information Quality Guidelines for Scientific Research 
Information": 

To ensure the objectivity of scientific research information developed and disseminated by USDA, its agencies 
and offiees will: 

• Require a elear &tatement of the research objective& end a description of the approaches and methods 
used ~ conducting the research. 

• Provide research infOl'motion to the public that 1$ reliable, unbiased, accurate, and !)(e$ef'lted clearly. 

• Provide an explanation ttiat accompanies all research information detailing how it was obtained, what it is, 
the conditions to which tt applies, and the limitations or resen.oations that should be appUed In using the 
information. 

However, RMRS did not proceed forward beyond processes . The informaticn 
quality guidelines are inte~ded to ensure and maximize the quality of 
disseminated information . It is the outcome of the processes, the 
disseminated in!orrnation, that must conform to informati on quality standards. 
The differentiation between quality processes and information quality is also 
made clear in "Background of the U.S. Department of Agriculture ' s Quality of 
Information Guidelines": 

OM B's guideline$ require Federal agencies subject to the Papeiwork Redvcti<N'I Aet (44 U.S.C. Chapter ~5) to: 
(1) issue information quality guidelines for tl'le infomialion the agencies diSseminate; (2) establish admlnls1rative 
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mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain correction of information dissttminated by the 
agencies on ot after October 1, 2002 that does not comply with OMS or agency gu ldelines __ _ 

The first item (1) applies to quality processes, and the second item (2) 
refers to inrormation quality and conformit y of the dissemina ted information 
to quality standards. 

I t is ltinformation qual i t y " that is the llltimate measure of process adherence 
and function. The di~ ~eminated information may, or may not, meet required 
quality ~tandards, re9ardless of whether or not the development of that 
inf ormation adhered to process 9uidelines. 

RMRS , therefore , has decl ared in its respons~ that RM-217 mee ts process 
requirements , but RMRS failed to address quality conformity for the 
disseminated information in RM- 217 , i.e. the errors and quality vi olations 
documented and described in the RM-217 petiti on . 

Information disseminated by the Forest Service must not only be subject to 
the ?recess guidelines , but the disseminated i nformation product must comply 
witn OMB a nd USDA i nformation quality standards . 

According to Section I of OMB ' s information quality 9uidel~nes {67 FR B45B l , 
OMB issued 

government-wide guidelines that •provi~ POiicy and procedural guidance to Federal agencies for ensuring 
and maximizing the quality, objectivity, uti~. and integrity of information {including statistical information) 
dmeminatod by FE!der;il ;igencies ... (Emphasi s added . ) 

In OMB 's Supplementary Information accompanying the OMB guidelines, OMB 
slates (67 FR 9452) that 

It is crucial that information Federal agencies disseminate meets these guidelines. 

I n II.2 of the OMB guidel ines (67 FR S4$8), it is stated that it is an agency 
responsib i lity cc 

Estabish administr<tive mechanisms anowing affected persons to $eek at1d obtain C«Tection of informi!tiori 
maintained and disseminated by the agency that does not comply wtth these OMB guldellnes. 

In V .1 ( 67 FR 8459) , OMB defines ''quali-:.y" as 

an eneompi3$$ing tenn comprising utility, objeGtlVity, and integrity. 

OMB defines utility in V. 2 (67 FR 8459} : 

"\Jtlllty" refers to tne usefulness ti the Information to its intended u5era. including \he public. In 
assessing the usetuln0$.$ of infotmation that the agency d$stminates to the public, the agency 
needs to reconsider the U5e5 of the informatlOn° l'IOI only from perspective o( the agency but also from 
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the pet'Spective of the public. A$ a result, wtlen transparency c:l lnfomiation Is relevant for as&essing 
tile information's UGefulness from the public's perapeQlve, the agency must take eare to ensure that 
transparency has been (ldd~sed in ltG review cl the information. 

For objectivity, OMB defines two elements i n V. 3, for presentation and 
substance . For presentations, in V. 3 . a (67 FR 8459): 

~abjectlvitY" iliciudes whether disseminated information ls being presented in an accurate, cia.ir, 
60mplete, 3nd unbia9ed manner. 

Regarding substance , in V.3.b (67 FR 8459) : 

In addition, "objectivity" invol\1'8& a focus on ensurtng accurale, reliable, and unbiased information. 

Given the above definitions for infor mation quali ty , it i s i mper a tive to 
again discuss t he difference between quality processes int ended to assure 
"ther:e is goal- oriented structure in information pr oduetion, a nd the quality 
standards the final information product must meet . 

The differentiat i on between qual ity pr ocesses and quality information in OM3 
guidelines is derived direct:ly from Public Law 106- 554 § SlS(al : 

The Director d the Offiee of Manag•metit and Budget $hall, by not lator than September 30, 2001. and with 
publlc and Federal agency involvement, iss~ 91.1idelines under sections 3504(d)(1 )and 3516 of tile 44, United 
States Code, that provide policy and proce<lural guidanc;e to Federal agencies for en&Uring and maximizing 
the qu~. obj~ivity, utlUty, and integrity of infoonation (Including stati.stlcaf infonnatioo) disseminated by 
Federal agencies in futfilhnent oft~ purposes and provisions d chaptef 35 of title 44, Unlted States Code, 
commonly referred to eG the Paperwolk ReduetiOn Act. (Emphai;J;i.S addad. J 

To "ensure" is to guarantee the qua l ity of dissernir.atec;i information . To 
"maximize " is to act so as t:o hincreasc to the maximum" and "raise to the 
highest possible degree" . Process 'gui delines guide act.ion:;; to maximize 
i nformation quality. The qual ity of the dis seminated information is to be 
guaranteed, or ensured . OMB guidelines set st~ndards for the quality 
guarantee, and OMB also sets the framework for processes enacted to maximize 
quality i n support of the guarantee . 

In our RM- 217 petition, numerous err ors and quality violations are documented 
in RM-Z l 7 that vi olate OMB ' s objectivity and utility standards , i ncluding 
many inaccuracies in presGntation and substance, numerous pres entations of 
unclear and incomplete information that is unreliable in subst:ance (such as 
numerou:s cita~ion errors documented in peti tion Section X, supported by 
Appendix 3) , ~nd documented bia~ pre5ent in both presentation a nd substance 
(collectively described in petition Section XI) . 

In i ts response , RM!{S failed to address documented utility violations, 
i ncluding subst antive transparancy violations that result in t he failure of 
RM- 217 t o reveal how crucial data, models, analysis, decisions and 
conclusions, including prese~ted qualitative decision models of petition 
Section v, were developed and applied. (RMRS never mentioned "utility", and 
j 1.ls t once mentioned "transparency", but only in the cont.ext of quali ty 
processes, and never in regard to inrormation quality and the conformity of 
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RM- 217 to utility guidelines.) Subsequently, we show in the RM-217 petition 
~ow transpa~ency violations disguise substantive e rrors that are tightly 
~ntegrated into the development and present ation of required and recommended 
forest conditions and management recommendations in RM-217 . 

It is clear that ~n our RM-217 petition, numerous documented violat i ons ot 
objectivity requ i rements> for both presentation and substance, are described, 
as is the magnitude of each violation and th~ irnp~ct on outcomes in RM-217: 
the disseminated information is presented in an inaccurate1 unclear, 
incomplete and biased manner. In addition, the substance of RM-217 is 
inaccura~e, unreliable and biased. 

It is the quality of disseminated information in RM-217, inherent in the 
outcomes and r esults th€rein, as detined by OMB and USDA for objectivity and 
utility to ensure and maximize the quality of disseminated infor:;nation, that 
has been challenged ~n the RM-217 petition . 

Fo~ RM-217, RMRS has failed to ensure and maximize "the quality, object i vity, 
utili t y, a nd int~grity of information, including statistical information, 
disseminated by Federal agencies 0

, as specified i n the OMB Guide l ines. 

The purpose of the BMRS process review should have been to identify flaws in 
institutional processes that allowed documented errors and quality violations 
to become integrated into RM-217 . m1RS should have first reviewed RM- 217 and 
the RM-217 petition fo r conformity of the disseminated information with 
qiJality guidelines. ·instead, it has gi ven no indication whatsoever that it 
did so, save for the arbitrary statement, " In conciusion, the Forest service 
carefully considered the information you pr ovided." (Attachment 1, p. 3 . ) 
RMRS ind.:..cates on-1.y that it investigated selEicted "err ors" in supporting 
~ppendix 3 of the RM-217 petition. For the quality tripod of objectivity, 
utility and integrity that OMB and Congress intended to support disseminated 
:i.nfoz:mation, objectivity and utility collapsed, and R.l-1-217 has no support. 
The errors anQ quality violations involved in eitacions, explain~d in 
petition Appendix 3 , are tremendously serious in and of t hemselves, and hence 
the reason for petition Section x. But the serious citation errors and 
quality violations are embedded into the data, analysis, models , results , 
conclusions, ~iscu~~ion, requirements and recommendations of RM-217 - the 
subject of the other petition sections . Somehow, RMRS decided i t was 
unnecessary to investigate, present and explain i~s findings for the body of 
the petition, and instead attempted to escape scrutiny by presenting only a 
recitation of unsupported, unexplai~ed procesg bulle~s, s9rinkled with a few 
unexplained error validations . 

For t he main body of the RM-217 perition, RMRS failed to demonstrate i t had 
considered t he conformity of RM- 217 with OMB and USDA guidelines, given the 
tacts provided in the RM-217 petiti on . The listing of selected process 
guidelines, i n the absence of substantive explanation regarding the 
"conformity of the info:i:mation" with OMB and USDA. guidelines, indica·t:es RMRS 
intended to substitute process findings for conformity findin9s. The RMRS 
response and deci sion implicates 5 osc § 706(2) (Dl through i~~ failu~e to 
observe OMB and USDA review procedures fo r the RM- 217 petition. 
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(4) Utility violations 3.(C not necessarily propagated from, or dependent on> the existence of 
errol'S. 

A.$ .shown in the RM-217 petition, numerous RM-217 quality violations involve 
utility standards . Diminished utility, including transparency and 
reproducibility deficiencies, may, or may not, be propagated from or 
otherwise depend~nt on ex1s ting errors . Viol ci tions of uti l ity guidelines, 
however, may result i n t he masking of objectivity viola tions that should have 
otherwise been discovei;able . . RMRS contends that they "fQund no significant 
ei;rors requiring substantive chan ge to RM- 217", implying tha t abs5mt of 
inaccur~cies, ~ll quality guidelines are met , and utility standards need not 
be reviewed and addressed. This RMRS n6tion is incor rect. 

Under OMB guidelines, t he absence of objectivity violations does not 
automatically imply a nd confirm adherence to utility requirements. The 
importance of transparency and reproducibility to both objectivity and 
utility in OMB guidelines is clear . 

In the OMB guidelines , OMB defines utility in V. 2 (67 FR 9459) : 

"Utility" refers to the usefulness of the Information to Its intend$d users, including the public. In 
assessing the l.1$efulness of information that the agency disseminates to the public, the agency 
needs to recons icier the uses of the Information not only trorn perspective d the agenoy but also from 
the perspective ot the public. Ar. e result, when tran$~r9nq of infonnatloo Is relevant for 
assessing U.. lofonnation·s ut>Vfulness fn;lm \he publ~·s perspective, the agency must take 
care to ensure th.at transpantney Ila& been addteued in Its nwiew of the information. 
(Emphasis added . ) 

OMB specifies that a "high degree of t:i::ansparency" is necessary to facilitate 
reproducibility of analytic results (V.3.b.ii, 67 ~R 6460): 

ii. If an agency Is responsible for disseminating influential t;Cientifcc, flnancial, or statistical inrormatlon, agency 
guidelines shall include a high degree of transparency about data and methods to facilitate the reproduclllllty of 
such information by qualified thinf parties. 

OMB expounds on the L-npo~~ance of transparency to r @producibility i n 
V. 3 . b . ii.B (67 FR 84 60) : 

B. With regard to analytic results related therf)(o, agency guidelines Ghall generally require sufficient 
1ransparoncy about data end methods tflat an indepenaent reanalysis could be undertaken by a qualified 
membef of the public. TIMtse transpantn«:¥ standards a~ to agency analysis of data from a Single swdy 
as wall <t& to analyses that combine Information from multiple studl95, 

I. Making the data and method$ pub~cly avallable w~I assist in determining wnether analytic results are 
reproducible. .• 

ii. ... Agency guidelines shall, t,QWWer, In atr cases, require a disclosure at the speclfle data 90Ul'CH 
that hav• been used and the specific quantitative methoda and assumptions that have been emplayed ... 
(Ell\Phasis added. l 

" Reproducibility" is def ined .:.n v . 10 (67 FR 8460) . OMB fur ther explains 
reproducibility i n Supplementary Information (67 FR 8455- 8457) , incl uding, 
from 67 FR 8455, 

The reproducibility standard appUc:able lo influential scientific, financial, or statistical infomiation is intended to 
ensure that Information by agenoies is suffleleotly transparent in tenn& of data and methods of analy&ls that it 
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would be feasible for a repfk:ation to be cooctucted. The fad that the ~ of original anCI supporting data and 
analytic results have been deemed "defensible" by peer-review procedures does not necessarity in'lply that the 
resulls afe transparent and replicable. 

and from 67 FR 8456: 

The primary benefit of public transparency is nQC necessarily that errors in analytic results wifl be detected. 
althou9h error correetfon is ckr.lrty valuable. The more important bef'lefrt of tranSl)arency is that the public will be 
able to assess haw mucti an agency's analytic result hinges on the specific analytie choices made by the 
agency. ConcretenEIS.$ about analytic choices allQws, for example, the tmplicatioris of alternative technical 
cholees to be readily as$9$$ed. This iype of sensitivit)' analysis is widely regarded as an a!i~ential feature of 
high-qualify 'il.nalysiS, yet sen$ltivity analysis cannot be uncSertaken by outside patties unless a high degree ar 
transparency is achieved. The OMS guidelines do not c001pel such sensitivity analysis as a nec8$$al)' 
dimension a quality, but ttie transparency achieved by reprodueir>ility will auow the pubric to undertake 
sem1itivity studies Of interest. 

RMRS states in its response (Attachment 1, p. 2 ) : 

Information belng cJllilllttnged 

In our review af the infonnation being ehallenged In request #3001. we foulld no significa!'11 errora requllfog 
substantive ehonge to RM-217. The review dlGcown;id eight err01$. None of the errors affected tt\e desired 
forest conditions or the specific management recommendations. 

The request to retract (withdraw) is denied because no significant en"OtS were found and.no substantive 
change$ needed. 

Regarding petitions 3002-3005, RMRS fu r ther states (Attach:m~nt 1, p. 2): 

Th~e requests are denied because the requests use the rationale <:A errors identified in Petition #3001. 

Rather than adhere to OMB and USDA guidel inss by evaluating RM-217 for 
conformi ty to information quality guidelines for objectivity a nd utility, 
RMRS arbitrarily narrowed the review process to selected errors explai~ed in 
petition Appendix 3, avoiding the errors and quality violations of 
objectivity and utility criteria documented and explai ned in the RM-217 
pet ition . 

Sy avoiding discussion of the inforrn~tion provided in the RM-217 petition 
regarding utility v i olations, it is clear RMRS did not evaluate information 
provided to document and explain transparency and reproducibility 
i nadequacies. Therefore, RMRS d i d not adhere to established 

administrative mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain cOl'rectioo d information disseminated 
by the agencies on or after October 1, 2002 that does not comply with OMB Of' agency guideli'les ... 

as stated on page 1 of "Backgrouno o f the U. S . Department of Agriculture's 
Quality of Information Guidelinesn . 

Otility violations documented and descr~bed in the RM- 217 pet ition i nclude , 
but are not limited to, nest area size, quantity and stand structure i n 
Section I ; Pf~ size in Section II; thQ arbitrary increase i n nest site buffer 
described in Section III; canopy cover in Section IV; development of foraging 
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area conditio~s, including qualitative decision models, in Section V; 
development and application of the VSS model and classification system in 
Section VI ; extrapolation of nest stand and foraging area requirements and 
recommendations from targeted populations in cited lit@rature, explained in 
Section VII; grazing/forage utilization restrictions in Section VIII ; and 
minimizatio~ of road densities , Section IX. The transparency and 
reproducibility violations are explicitly stated at ~he end of each petition 
sect ion, under "Explanation of noncompliance wi th OMB and/or USDA Information 
Quality Guideli~~s ". 

RMRS limited i ts response end decision to the "discovered eight errors", 
concluding that. "no significant errors were found and no substantive -changes 
are needed." RMRS did so while failing t o demonstrate it had considered RM-
217 conformity with util~ty 9uidelines. !ts impliea rationale is that the 
RMRS finding of "no significant errors" precludes any possible validity to 
our utility claims, including transparency and reproducibi lity violations, in 
RM-217. 

The RM'RS review methods are incorrect because R.MRS failed to observe OMB and 
USDA review procedures that require a review of both process guidelines, and 
conformity o f the disseminated information with OMB and USDA quality 
guidelines, including objectivity and utility. 

(5) Pett review failed to ensure and maximize quality of the dissem.Ulated info.nnation. 

RMRS con tends that RM-217 meets "the criteria stated in the USOA Inforrn~tion 
Quality Guideiines 'Objectivity of si:;:,i.entLfic Research Information' that 
require a high qual i ty and objective peer review.'' (Attachment: 1, p. 2.) RMRS 
discussion ends with the aforementioned quote, without addressing peer review 
issues that were discussed and documented, in deta:i.l, in Se.ccion XII of our 
'RM-21' peti t:ion. 

In i ts response, RMRS continues on pages 2 and 3 (Attachment 1) to describe 
the peer r eview process . RMRS did not address the substQntive peer review 
process failures documented ~nd discussed in the RM-217 petition that are 
evident ~n the outcome - the dis5&n.inated information . Further, even though 
RMRS states in its response that ''These reviewers ' comments were reconciled 
into the final document ", by failing to explain its finding , RMRS h~s 
demonstrated that i t failed to cons i der the critical links between peer 
reviews of the initial manuscript, and rational expectations that substantive 
reviewer concerns should be, and must be, properly addressed. Errors and 
quality violations in 'RM-217 are the result . 

RMRS failed to provide any link between its discussion of the peer review 
orocess and its final conclusion that there is "no substantive merit to your 
·clc:tims." RMRS on p. 3 (Attachment 1) s aw fit to state·: 

It is important to also riote that ti\~ USDA Supplemental Guidelines states tnat .... rfthe data and analytic results 
have been subjected lo such a review, the information can generally be presumed to be of acceptable 
olljeetivlty, However, In accordance with the OMS standard, this ptesumptlon is rebuttable based on a 
persuasive showing by a petitioner in a parlleular instance, although the burden ar proof is on the complainant· 

~ne RM.RS observation is neither new nor novel. 0MB 1 $ Supplem~ntary 

Information to the OMB Guidelines include extensive attention to peer review 
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issues in the section t:itled "The Presumption Favoring Peer-~eviewed 
Information", including an explanation of objectivity and utility concerns 
regarding "formal , independent, ext.ernal peer re'View" (67 FR 84 54 - 8 455). To 
address concerns that ''peer review was not accepted as a uni versal standard 
that incorporates an established, practiced, and sufficient lev&l of 
obj ec;:tivity", anC. that "peer revie•11 does not establish whet.her analytic 
res~lts are capable of being substantially reproduced", OMB included the 
following statement in paragraph V.3 .b. i of it~ quality guidelines (67 FR 
8459 ) : 

However, this pres1.1T1ptlon 19 rebuttable ba9ed on a persuasive showing by the petitioner in a particular 
instance. 

we stated on p. 125 of the RM- 217 petition "that each section of this 
petition (I - XII} is a 'pe~suasive showing ' that any presumption of acceptable 
obj ectivity is .r:ebuttable. " RMRS claim~ in its .1;esponse that RM-217 follow@d 
che pee~ .rnview pz:ocess specifi@d in corest Service Manual 1600 Chapter 
1631 .15 , but RMRS failed to show it had considered and addressed our 
documented ~eview of RM- 217 in regard to the quality of the disseminated 
inf ormation and non-conform?-nce with OME and USDA .qual ity guidelines that is , 
in part, a result of the failed peer review process. 

Peer reviews (ref erred to as '1 technical reviews" in RM-217) , not ;;i.ll of which 
were made available to the petitioners by RMRS , are 'discussed in depth in the 
RM-2l7 petition in Section XII, pp. 125-145. Explicit comments of revi ewers 
are linked in Section XII directly to topical sections r-x of the petition. 
It is c l ear that many of the errors and quQlity violatioQs described and 
documented in petit~on sections I - X were ~rldressed by r~viewers, but 
corrections were not incorpora ted into the final RM-217 publication. In 
addition, many otne~ errors and quality violat~ons revealed in the RM-21i 
petition were not addresseo in the techni cal revi,ews . 

The resulLs and i mplications are t wo- fold. First, the peer review process 
failed because reviewers did not show necessary diligence that was required 
to discover certain errors and substandard quality issues. Seconct, many 
problem~ that were di scovered and discussed by reviewers in the draft 
manuscript should have been but were not addressed in the final RM-217 
publication . Failure o: t he authors to correct errors and quality violations 
in the f inal manugcript must not be excused by a Forest Service claim that a 
pee~ ~eview process can super sede and justif y the publication and 
dissemination of errant informa t ion of substandard quality t hat does net 
conform to information quality guidelines . 

~s f ailed to discuss , or even demonstrate it had considered, that many 
errors and quality violations in RM- 217 exist, as documented in the RM-217 
peti tion , in spite of the peer review process RMRS describes as "scrutiny 
above and beyond what would be t e.tmed normal i n the scientific peer r e view 
process" (Attachment 1, p. 1) . Not once did RMRS demonstrate it had 
cons idered outcomes and results , ~ublished in RM- 217 and the subject of the 
RM-217 petition, to be as important, if not more so, than its summary 
declarations regarding processe~. 

There are many insta nces where errors and quality viol ations in RM- 217 not 
only escaped the peer review process , but were also ignored by RMRS i n i ts 
decis i on letter . One exampl e is the incorrect canopy cover measurement 
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methodology defined by the GSC in RM-217 that ditfers completely from the 
~ery methods described in literature cited by the RM-217 authors. I n Section 
IV of our RM-217 petition, we car~fully document and explain the canopy cover 
error, as well as the magnitude of the error and its impacts on the 
discussion, methods, analysis, 9nd r~commendations i n RM-217 . As we state on 
p. 130 of the petition, "No revi ewer was found to have discussed the bias 
introduced in RM- 217 for defined canopy cover measurement proceo~res. " 

Another example involves nest area s ize, quantity and stand structure, 
(Section I of the RM-217 petition), and incorrect extrapolation tram targeted 
populations in cited l i terature (Section VII) . In petition Section XII, i t is 
shown that r eviewers questioned the basis for the size , quantity, and stand 
structure required and recommended in RM~217. In the RM-217 petition, it is 
fully oocumented that ektrapolation resulted in impossible requirements and 
mandates not supported by references cited to explicitly support them. No 
reviewer explai ned or noted the 180- degree conflict between even-aged nest 
stand structure requirements and uneven-aged conditions shown in the same 
cited l~terature used in RM-217 to s upport nest stand requirements and 
recommendatio!1S. 

No reviewer ictentified the errors involved with extrapolating foraging ~rea 
-conditions from tightly-focused studies, centered on small~scale attributes 
of special interest to cited authors, used to support the GSC ' 5 recommended 
foraging area conditions across forest landscapes (RM- 217 petition, Section 
VII}. 

No reviewer explicitly identified the b i as in qualitative decision models 
used to justify the very core of the GSC's goshawk for aging area 
recoIIlI!\endations cased on purported goshawk prey $pecies habitat requirements 
{RM-217 Petition, Section V) . Aowever, numerous reviewers were dissatisfied 
with the GSC's ~odeling approach, and transparency and reproducibility issues 
were flagged (RM-217 Petition, p. 130-133). The authors failed to address 
these rev~ewer concerns in RM-217 . 

As explained in RM- 217 Petition Secb.on v , the. qualitative decision models in 
RM-217 are no~ transp9rent and result s cannot be reproduced. The failure by 
the GSC to explain model inputs, details and methods masks the bias in model 
results and GSC conclusions and recoron:-~ndations. OMB set standards t~at 
supersede any general claim by RMR.S that RM-2~7 is correct and of high 
quality simply bec~use the draft manuscript was subject to technical re~iews 
( 67 FR 845~): 

The reproduclbility standard applic<ible to influential &elentific, financial, or statistical Information la Intended to 
ensure that information disseminated by agencie& i5 sufficlentlY transparent in terms of d:ita and methods of 
analysis that It would be feasible for a rep&cation to be conducted. The fact that the use or original and 
support.Ing data <Ind analytic resutts have b6sn deemed "defensible" by peer-review procedures does not 
necessarily Imply that tile resu.,. we transparent and repicable. 

The RMRS finding t hat there .is "no substant;..1.ve merit" to our cla.i.ms is 
incorrect, and cannot be supported by its vague citation of and dependence on 
the peer review process. 
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(6) Validated ettors ttot identified. 

Eight errors were validated b y RMRS, but RMRS fai.J.ed to j,den ti. :Ey s~ven of 
t.;,ose errors . 

R..111RS cla ims the s even uni dentified errors are "minor e.rroi;s revealed in 
Ap~endix 3 of you r request " (Attachment 1, p . 2} . The eighth error, described 
by RMRS as a Hmisquote", is i dentified in t he RM- 217 peti tion i n Appendix 3. 

Appendix 3 i~cludes supporting information c ited in the mai n body of the 
petition. FurthGr, section x of the RM- Zl7 petition explicitly s ummarizes 
err ors and quality violations described in Appendix 3 in support of our claim 
in the int roductory paragraph of t he section : 

Numerous erroneous .statements, low-quality $J.ipp0rtfng citstio/1$ and misntpl9$entstlon of cif&:J mterences 
wsm used in RM-217. 7he quantity of the$e probl&ma :ren·ously ~ the quar11y of the {JIJbfit:Bt/on. The 
good faith requesttxf of the n1ader by the stJthors in their ability to reliably convey supporting informsVotl, Is. 
indeed, lost · 

The violations of OME Guidelines are explai~ed on p. 121 of the fu~-21 7 
petition: 

Errors in statements using supporting cilatlons are c; VIOiation of the object.lvity requirement<!$ defined in V.3.a. 
lnfomlation presented in RM-217 is inaccurate. unclear and incomp!Qte. 

RMRS !ailed to demonstrate it con~idered the 26 citation errors identified on 
pages 116-119 of section X of the RM-217 pstition, and detai led in Appendix 
3, in the context of OMB g~idelines. 

By failing to disclose or discuss the errors validated, it is not possible 
here to address the RMRS decision re9ardin9 them (At tachment 1 , p . 2) : 

The request to tetracl (withdraw) Is denH!d l>ecause no signiftcant errors were foulld and no sub6tanlive 
changes needed. An errata will be distributed with tM public«ion that corrects lhese eight errors. 

USDA Guidelines suggest t hat petitioners i nclude a section titled 
"Recommendation and J ustification for How t he Inf oi:ma::ion Should be 
Corrected'' . This was done in the RM- 217 petition in section xnr. 

Because RMRS chose to wi thhold information specifying which errors it 
validat ed, and which were not validated, RMRS f ailed t o explain its findings 
and incorrectly negated our ability to evaluate, address and refute their 
cor.ten-: ion that the erroX's are "minor'' and not significant, and that "no 
substantive changes a;re ne~cted.". Given the limited timeframe available for 
this r equest for reconsideration, th~ withholding of critical decision 
information i s par ticularly abhorrent . RMRS, having decided it· needed 6 
months and 10 days to provide ~n "i n-depth" response to the RM-2 17 petition 
("It Will require a more in-~h technical and legal evaluation. Theterore, you can expect a mofe irr<iepth respon.se to your frst 
peUtlonby July31 , 2003." (Attachment 4, p. 1)) , failed to meet its r esponsibility to 
notify us and fu lly disclose and expl ain, in a timely manner, exactly what 
decisions had been made. OMB states in III . 3. i of the OMB guidelines (67 FR 
845 9) : 
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Agendas shaft specify appropriate time JlAl'iods for agency dec:lslon$ on whether and how to correct the 
Information, and agencies shall notify the effected persons d the CQrreclions made. 

RMRS failed t o identify 7 errors it validated . Therefor e , it is not possible 
to evaluate the RMRS decision for the erro=s it did not validate, and 
furt her, it is impossible to address an RMRS explanation of t he magnitude of 
the 7 errors that caused it to classi~y said erro.rs as being so "minor" as to 
"not affect the desi.red fores-: conditions or t:he specific management 
recommendations ". R~S has made it impossible to trace the impact of the RMRS 
decision on the disseminated information covered by the four additional 
peti t i ons (#3002-#3005}. 

(7) Errors and quality violations are universally incorporated into RM-217 methods, analysis, 
discussion and results. 

The RMRS response f ailed to disclose decisions regarding the validi ty of our 
documented claims of e.r.r:ors and quality vio).a t.i. ons specified in the main body 
of the RH-217 petition (Sections I -XI). Instead, RMR.S justified its · 
correction decision based on petition Appendi~ 3 errors it validated by 
creating its own custom quali t y criteria for RM-217: 

None of the errors 11fected the desired forest conditions or the spacffie managoment tecommendations. 

In factr the errors ~nd quality violati ons documented in RM-217 , both in the 
main body ox the pe tition and in supporting Appendix 3, ar~ univ~rsally 
incorporated into RM-217 methods, analysis, discussion and results, i .ncluding 
desired forest cor.di tions and specific management recommendations . Upon 
.reconsideratlonr the universal incorporation of errors end quality violations 
into RM-217 mus t be considered in conjunction with the 9cope and influence of 
RM- 217 tor deterrni~aeion of how the information should be corrected. 

In addressing the val idity of error and quality violation claims in t he RM-
217 p@tition , there are three steps that should be logically followed in the 
determination of confo.rrnance to USDA and OMB data quality guidelines and 
subsequent determination of corrective actions . These steps, outlined below, 
simply follow OMB direction in III.3.i (67 FR .8459): 

Agencies shall specify appropriate time periods for agency decisions on whether and how to correet the 
information. and agencies shall notify the illffected persons of the corrections made. re:mph~~i~ ~dded . ) 

The Forest Se~vice must, based on the info~mation provided in the RM-217 
peLition, f or our claims in each petition section : 

1. Determine the validity of the e r ror and quality violation 
claim. 

2 . For each validated error a~d quality violation, determine the 
impact or extent of the violation within the publ ication, and 
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upon publ ication results , outcomes and conclusi ons , incl uding 
consideration for objectivity, utility and integrity 
requirements. 

3 . Decide how to correct the information, given thl=l impact or 
extent o f the e rror/qucl ity viol~tion , and the scope and 
influenc@ of RM- 217 . 

Step 1 is "whether" to correct tne information, and Step 2 is a necessa ry 
prerequisite for implementing "howff to correct information in Step 3. 

For the ~ain body of the :RM-217 pet i t i on and the sections cont ained the rei n 
(pages 10-14 7) , RMRS responded only that {Attacn..~ent l, p . 2) ; 

In our review cl the information beil\9 Challef'lged In request #3001, we found no significant errors requiring 
substantive change to RM-217. The review dl&oowred eight errors rm Apl)endix 3). None of the errors effected 
the desirad forest condition~ or the 5pecific mariagement recomrnend~IOns ... The request to retract (withdraw) 
is denied because no significant errors were found and no substantive changes needed. An errata will be 
dl$llibuted with ttte publicat[on that correct'S these eight errors.· 

Attachment 1, p . 3 : 

In concruslon, the Forest Service carefuRy considered the infonnatiOtl ~provided . However,. after full 
consideration and careful, thorough review we find no substantive merit to your clal~. 

({MRS has concludect i t must only report t he re~ults o f Step 3, wit hout 
explaininG the detaile of , and th~ factual basis for , i t s deci sions in Steps 
1 and 2. 

By attempting to merge ~teps l, 2 and 3 for all petit i on s ections into the 
single concluding statement that ~here is "no substantive merit ~o yo~r 
claims " , RMRS chose to avoid both discus~ion of the va l idit y of our error and 
quality violation claims (Step 1) and their impact on RM-217 results , 
outcomes and conclu~ions (Step 2). 

We are l~ft only with t he RMRS conclusion that whether or not t he re is meri~ 
to any and all error and quality violation claims in the main body of the 
petition, th~~e i~ inadequate substanc~ to our c l aims i f there are any errors 
and quality violations, and as such, if there are err ors and qual ity 
violations , they are not acti onable (Step 3) because they do not "affect the 
desi red forest conditions or the speci!ic management recornrnendations ." 

We petit ioners , and the public, have absolutely no idea which of our error 
and quality violation claims in t he body of the RM- 217 petition, i f any, were 
validated by the FS {Step 1 ), For claims judged by RMRS to be invalid, we do 
not know why. For those unknown claims judged by the ~S to be valid, we do 
not know why the FS decided there was "no subst~ntive merit" {Step 2) , and we 
are unable to directly evaluate, understand and address the FS cl~im that 
those unknown val idated errors and quality viol ati ons "do not affect the 
desired ~orest conditions or the s~acific management recommendations" (Step 2 
and 3) , since t he FS did not disclose and explain 9ny details of its 
decisions. 
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The failure of RMRS to reveal and explain the precise nature of their 
decisions p~events the petitioners, and t he public , from evaluating and 
understanding tne subst ance and reasoni ng of their summary decision for each 
section of the RM- 217 petition . 

The RMRS decision is incorrect , just as is its review appr oach, decision Qnd 
response methodology ar e incorrect and incomplete. 

First, we believe that the errors and quality violations described in each 
section of the RM- 217 petition have bee n fully documented and hence 
validated . Corresponding to Step 1 above, in reconsidering the RMRS decision 
and the RM- 217 petition, the errors and quality violation claims in each 
section must be reviewed and reconsidered for validation by the Forest 
Sei;vi ce. If any cf our claims a=@ deern@d incorrect and not validated, i~ is 
critical that the Forest Service reveal and explain its decisions. 

Second, and corresponding to Step 2 above, the impact or extent of the error s 
and quality violations are discuss@d and documented i n each topical section 
(I- X) of the RM-217 petition . Secti on XI explicitl y assembl es and summarizes 
the collective impact of the errors and quality vio~ations documented in 
previous sections . RMRS claimed onl y tha~ (Attachment l, p . 2) 

Non& of the etrOrs affected the desirE:d fore$1 condition$ or the specific management recommendations ... 

without offe=in9 any documentation or explanation of their decision. Under 
item (7) below, to address this simplistic and incorrect RMRS conclusion, the 
r amifications of our documented c l aims ~re !urther e~plained by showing wher@ 
the errors and quality violations affect "desired for est conditions o~ the 
3pecific management recommendations" in RM-217 . 

'third, .:he corrective action offer~c;\ by &'-m.S ("1\n errata will be distributed 
with the publ i cation t hat corrects tr.ese eight errors . " - Attachment 1, p . 2) 
falls far short of what must be implemented to notify the public and affected 
persons of the errors and quality violations . In requesting reconsider ation, 
we ask that the corrective act~on speci! ied by RMRS be reevaluated in 
conjunction with Section XIII { .. Recommendation and justification for how the 
information should be corrected") of the Fw.-217 petition. In her let~er of 
May 13, 2003 , Ms . Patton-Mallory, Sta~ion Director, emphasi~ed her 
concurrence with the broad impacts and influence of RM-217 and dependent 
aocth~ents on forest management policies in the West (Attachment 7, last 
paragraph). The proposed RMRS corrective action falls far short of 
recognizing even t he scope and influence acknowledged by M5. P~tton-Mallory . 

(8) Review of R.M-217 eaors and quality violations and their relationship to RM-217 analysis, 
discussion, and results, including d esired forest conditions and specific management 
:recomm.ettdatiot.ts. 

RMRS summarily rejected the e rrors and quality violations specified in the 
main body of the RM- 217 petition by explaining only that (Attachment 1, p. 3) 
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.•• we find no :subitantive merit to yoor Claim&. 

and (Attachment 1, p . 2 ) 

The reqoe$t to retract (withdraw) is denied becau.:;e no signiflcant errors were found and no substantive 
changes needed. 

The RMRS decision to reluctantly correct B errors specified in ~ppendix 3 of 
the Ri.~-217 petition i5 l ocate d on p . 3 of their response: 

We Wiii release an emita on lhe eight errors dlseovered, eveti lho119n they do not affect the 4esired for1!1$I 
cond•ions or t.lle $~iftc management recommendation$. 

RMRS is inco:::::ect to state that our claims are of "no substantive rne.::it ", a nd 
the acclaimed standard that said claims ~do not affec t the desi r ed forest 
conditions or the specific management r ecommendat ions" is without basis, 
absen t of explanation, and is incorrect . 

In addition to the explanations of the substant~ve nature of the e rror s and 
quality violations explained in the RM-~17 petition , it is pertinent here to 
show, by pet.i.tion secti on, how the errors and violations are extensivel y 
inr.egrated into RM-217, includi~9 "desired f orest conditions and specific 
management recommendations ''. 

The fo.i;rna~ below include~ RM-217 peti t ion section number and name, the 
i talicized i ntroductory SUl'!'lttlary frc.i" 1:e1c..:ll petition seci:ion , the pa9e 
locations of peti tion components for the sec~ion, f ollowect by RM- 217 
statements demonstrating the incorporQtion of t he errors and quality 
violation~ int o the document. The contextual location of RM-217 passages 
below are als o summarized by RM- 217 petition section i n Table RQR-1 
(attached) . 

Clearly, and cont•ary to the RMRS claim, t he RM-217 errors a~d quality 
violations are tightly integrated into ru.1-217 results and outcomes. 

Section I. Nest area size, quantity and stand s tructure 

RM- 217 petition, p. 12·: 

The required nest area size in RMw217 originated with a substandatd reference that 
offered only speculation in support of a nest stand area of 20 to 25 acres in s;ze. The 
GSC incrementally inflated this specu/atiVe value to finally include 6 nest areas, each 30 
acres in area, or 180 acres total, and it did so by misrepresenting cited literaturs and/or 
without providing substantive explanations. 

For nest area size and quantity, the !:xp1anation of 01.Jbstandard qual1ty 
issues, with supporting docUJDGntary evidence, is located on pp . 12 and 14-17 
of Lhe RM-217 peti~ion. 

The Ezplanat.ion of noncompliance with OMe aud/or USDA In£Q.aaation Quality 
Guide1invs is located on pp. 13 and 17- 18 ot the RM-217 petition . 
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The Explanation of the Effect of the Al.l&ged Error is located on p. 28 of the 
RM-217 peti tion . 

StQtements showin9 the incorporation of nest area si ~e and quantity e rrors 
and quality violations into the RM-217 sections titled Ex~cutive Summary, 
Conserv~tion of the Northern Goshawk ! Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest 
Condit1c~s, and Management Recommendations· for th~ Home Range: 

Nest area size 

RM-217 p. 3, Executive sumrnary, Components of the Nesting Home Range: 

The nest area (approxlmately 30 a<:l'es). which may Include more than one nest, 1$ typically located on a 
northerly aspect in a drainage or canyon, and Is often near a st~m. 

RM-217 F · 6, Management Recommendations , Nest Areas : 

Nest Areas (30 aCl'9S eadl) 
Three suitable nest areas r.hould be maintained per home range. In addition, three replacement nest areas per 
home range should be In a development phase. using Intermediate treatment and prei;eribed fire ... Nest areas 
aretyplfied by one or more stands of mature or old trees and dense forest canopies. No adverse managem~n~ 
QC!ivities should occur ot any time In suitable nest areas. Desired forest conditions for the nest stands and 
management recommendations for maintaining and developing nest stands within nest areas are presen·ted in 
Tables 1 and 2. 

RH-2:7 p . 7, · Table 2, Executive Summary, Management Recommendations: 

Size of nest area: 0 30 (fota1=1&0t 

RM-217 p . 13, Conservation of the Nort hern Goshawk: Approach, Nest Area: 

The size (20-25 acres) and shape of nest area& depend on topography and the availallility of patehe& of dense, 
largo trees (Reynolds 19&3). 

RM-217 p . 22, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Nest Area: 

Size; ApproXimalely 30 acres (3 suitable and 3 replooement totalll'lg 180 acres per horYie range}. 

Nest area quanti~y 

R~-217 p .3, Executive summary, Components of the Nesting Home Rang~: 

Most goshawks havo two to four altemate nest ar~ within their home range; alternate nest areas may be used 
in different years, and some may be used for d~es. 

RM-217 p . 6, Executive Summary, Management Rscommendations , Nest. Are~s ; 

N9't A!'9~ (30 acres each) 
Thr~ '"'!table nest area:; Ghoukl be maintained per llome range. In addition, three replacement nett areas per 
home range should be in a development phase, using lntermecriate !r&<1tment and prescribed fire ... Nest are<tS 
oire typified by one OI more stands of mat\Jfe or old trees and dense forest canopies. No advetSe m31'agement 
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activttfes should occur at atiy tin'le irl suitable nest areas. Desired.forest conditions for the nest stands and 
management recommendations for maintaining and developing n8$t stands within nest areas are presented In 
Tables 1 and 2. 

RM-217 p. 7, Table 2 , Executive Summary, Management Recommendations: 

Number of nest areas, suitabl e and replacement (6 , including 3 
s~itable and 3 replacement} . 

RM-217 p. 13, Conservation of the Nor t hern Goshawk: Approa ch, Nest Area: 

Many pairs at goshawks have two to four alternate nest areas within their home range. 

RM-217 p. 22, Mar.agement RecoITllllendati ons for the Home Range , Nest Area : 

Size: Approximately 30 acres (3 suitable and 3 teplacement totaling 180 ae~ per home range). 

RM-217 p . 22, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Nest Area: 

Maintain at least 3 sultable nest areas per home range 

Provide at least 3 replacement nest areas (in addition to the 3 suitable nest areas) pei' home range 

Nest area/nest stand structur e 

RM-217 petition, p. 19: 

Evan-aged goshawk hest area and nest stand structure is recommended in RM-217. No documentation 
was offer'ed to support this requirement. All references are inadequate for empirical determination of nest 
stand strtJCture. Four cited references provide diameter distributions for sampled nest sites and strongly 
contradict RM-217. 

For nest area stand structure , t he Explanation of substanda%d quality issues , 
with supporting docum.ental:y evidence, i s located on pp . 19- 27 of the RM-217 
petition . 

The Explanation of noncoaipli.nca with OMB and/or USDA Info%mation Quality 
Guidel ines, is l ocated on pp. 27- 28 of the RM-217 peti tion. 

The Explanation 0£ the Effect 0£ the AJ.l.eged Erro;r is located on p . 28 of the 
RM-217 pet.l.tion. 

Statements showi~g the incorporation of nest area stand structure errors and 
quality viol ations i nto the RM- 217 sections titled Executive Summary, 
conservation of the Nor. t hern Goshawk ; Approach, synthesis of Desi red Forest 
Condi tions , and Management Recom.mendationg for the Home Range ~ 

RM-217 p. 7 , Tabl e 1 1 Executive Summary, M~nagement Recommendations : 
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Specification of stand structure in nest areas is even-a9ed, 
thr ough designation of vss classes 5 and 6. 

RM- 217 p. 1( Table 2 , £xecutive Summery, Management Recomrnendatiol:'l.s : 

"ThinnlngfrombelC'Ni" is an even-aged silvicultural treatment . 

RM- 217 p . 16 , Synthe~i5 of Desired Fores t Conditions, Nest Area : 

Fig. 7 shows even-aged conditions requ.ired (RM-217 Taole 5) for 
nest a~eas in ponderosa pine fors~ts . 

Fig . 8 shows even-aged conditions required (RM- 217 Table 5) for 
nest a reas in mixed-species forest . 

RM- 217 p. 22 , Management Reconunendations for the Home Range , Nest Area, where 
"thin unwanted understory trees" and "thin from below" are even-aged 
s ilvicultural t reatments: 

~referred treatments for malrltalnlng stand structure in ne:1t areas; 

In suitable nest areas: thin unwanted understory trees, with non-uniform spacing, ln using prescnbeo fire 
(except for spruce-fir). and/or hand operated tools 

In n11placement nest a~: 
1) thin from below (remove trees from the urv1erstoty), wiV'I non-uniform ~pooing in the tl'lree youngest VSS tu 
maintain '™' densities to proniote faster tree growth and crown development. and 
2) allow for stand density inCfeases in the three older VSS to develop interlocking crowns {F'3. 10). 

RY.~217 p. 22, Management Recommendations =or the Bome Range, Nest Area . In 
RM-217 Tables, specification · of stand s tructure in nest areas is even-aged, 
through designation of vss classes 5 and 6: 

Stand structUJe: See Table 5, page 14. 

Section II . Post-fl@dqing Family Areas (PFA~ 

RM-217 petition, p. 29 ; 

The concept of the post-fledging family area (PFA) was arbitrarily created by the GSC. 
PFAs ha11e no demonstrated basis in cited J;terature. References were misrepresented 
and ~suits distorted to achieve a preconceived outCCJme - the expansion of buffers 
already offered by nest areas. Because there is no basis for the existence of PFAs, there 
could be no empirical or research record for either a quantitatwe or qualitative 
des;gnation of PFA characteristics. In RM-217, all desired PFA characterist;cs appear to 
have been presented without any demonstrated basis in science or the literatvre record. 

For PFAs, refer to E.zpJ.anati.Q~ of s~ata.ndard qua1ity issues , with supporting 
docmaanta.z:y evidence, located on pp . 29-38 of the RM-217 petition . 
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The Explanation. of n oncompliance with OMB and/or USDA :Cnt'ol:matl.oA Qua1ity 
Guid$linee is located on p. 38 of the RM-217 petition . 

The Explanation of the Effect of 1:he Alleged Er.or is located on p . 38 of the 
RM-217 petition . 

Statements showing the incorporation of PFA errors and quality violations 
into the RM-2 17 sections title.d Executive Sum.zn.a.ry, Conservation of the 
Northern Goshawk : Appr.oach 1 Synthes is or Desired Fores t Conditions, and 
Management Recommendations for th~ Home Range ! 

Pos~~fledginq Family Area~ (PFAsl 

RM-217 p . 3-4 , Executive Summary, Components of the Nesting Horne Range : 

The PQSt fledging-family area (PFA) (approximately 420 acres) surrounds the nm area. Because of its size, it 
typically includes a variety of forest types and conditions. The PFA appears to correspond to the territory 
(defended area) of a goshawk pair, and represents an area of concentrated U9e by the family from the tine the 
young leave the nest unU they are no longer dependent on the adults for fOOd (up to two months). PFAs have 
patches of dense trees, developed herbaceous and/or 9hnklby understories, al'fd habitat attributes (snags, 
downed logs, small openings) that are cr~ical for many gO!Jhawk prey (Fig. 4). 

RM-217 p. i, - Table 1, Executi ve Sununary, Wanagement Recommendati ons : 

Specif~cation of desired forest conditions for PFAs . 

RM- 217 p. 7, Table 2, Executive Sumna~y, Management Recommenaations : 

PFA size of 420 acres is specified. 

RM-2 17 p. 6, Executive Summar y, Management Recommendations, Post-Fledging­
Family Aleas : PFA size and conditions ar e specifi ed in the section 

Po9t Fledging-Family A.l'tas (PFA) (420 acr~) 

Management recom.~endations for foraging a reas are specified as being 
identical to PFA recommendations : 

RM-217 p. 6, Executive Summar y, Management ~ecomrnendationsf Foraging AI:ea . 

Specific management recommenda(ions to obtain the desired comfrtiQl'l$ for the foraging area are identical to 
the PFA (Table 2). 

RM-2 17 p. 6, Executive Summar y, Management Recotmne ndations, Foraging Area: 

The distribution and proportion of vegetative st.NCtural stages and the requirements fa- habitat ~ttrltlutes lJUQh 
as reserve trees, s11ags. and downed logs are the same as ltle PFA. 

Additional stat@ments describing PFA conditions, when PFAs have no 
demonstrated basis in literature cited t o support them: 
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RM-217 p . 13- 14, Conservation of the Nor the rn Goshawk : Appr oach, Post­
f l edgi n9 Family Area (PFA}: 

In a radio-telemetJy S1Udy of the post-fledging behavior of goshawks, Kennedy (1989, 1990) described an area 
used by the adults and young fran the time the young leave the nest untU they are no longer dependent on the 
adult$ for food. Thi$ •post-fledglnQ f~ily area (PFA)" surrounds the n~t area anct, atthough it generaUy 
includes a vaciety of forest conditions, the vegetation structure resembles that found within nest stands. PFAs 
vary in size from 300 to 600 acres. (mean = 415 acres} and may correspond tot~ tenitory (a defended area) r1 
a pair d goshawks (Kennedy 1989). PFAs provide the young hawks wih eover from pte<Sators, and sufficient 
prey to develop hunting skills and feed thelTl$elves in the weeks before juvenile clispetSal. 

R.111- 217 p . 15 , Synthesis of Desired Fo.test Condit ions, Post- fledgin9 Family 
Area (PFA) : 

Post-fledging family areas (PFAs) eontain patches of dense, lar~ trees that provid• proteciion for fledglings 
and small trees for hiding cover near the ground. 

RM-217 p. 16, Synt hesis of Desired For es t Conditions , Post-fledging Family 
Area (PFA) : 

Features of prey habitat in the PFA include: 

3) palches or mid-aged forests with nigh canopy cover (up lo 70%} that provide meslc conditions fot fungi 

PFA conditions are an average of nest stand and f or =ging area conditions . 

RM-217 p . 16, Synthes is of Desired Forest Conditions, Post-fledging Family 
Area (PF.A.) : 

The PFA is an intetmixture of forest cond~ions intermedia~e between the high foliage volume and canopy cover 
of the nest stand$ and the more open foraging habitat$, 

PFA conditions ar e the s ame as in nest sta nds . 

RM-217 p. 13 , Conservation or the Norther n Goshawk : Approach, Pos~-fledging 
Family Area (PFA) : 

This "p09t..fledging family area (Pr A)" surrounds the nest area and, although~ generally Includes a variety d 
forest conditions. the vegetation structure resembles that found within nest stands. 

PFA condit ions a re t he s ame as i r. foraging a r eas . 

RM- 217 p . 6, Executive Swnmar y , Fo• aging lU:ea : 

Balh the desired conditions and the management recommendation$ for the foraging area are similar to the PFA. 

Portio~s of PFAs are the same as ne~t st~nds . 

RM-217 p . 22, Management recommendat i ons £or the Home Range , Nest ~ea, 
Management Recommendations : 
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Replacement nest areas Shcwld be first sel8ctecl from stands in the PFA that resemble vegetatioo and landform 
d suitable nest areas. 

RM-217 pp. 22-26, Management recommendations for the Horne Range , Post­
fl edging Family Ar~a (PFA} : 

E~rors and quality violations are incorpora~ed throughout this 
section . PFA conditions have no basis , because PFAs had not been 
identified and documented prior to RM-217 . 

Section III. Nest tree buffer arbitrar ily increased 

RM-217 petition, p . 39 : 

As exp/aitted in Section II, the arbitrary creation of PFAs was incorrectly used as 
justification by the GSC to capriciously expand nest area buffers far beyond the 20-25 
acres offered in referenced specu/atory discussion reviewed i11 Section I. The cumulative 
result of inflated nest araa size, nest area quantity, fabricated PFA ares and de~rod PFA 
forest condffions. together, represent a signfficant policy mandate not adequately 
explainw or substantiated in RM-217. 

Fo~ the nest tree buffer increase , r efer to E~1anati.on of substanc;!ard 
quality issues, with supporting ~oc:umentai:y evidence, located on pp. 39 - 41 of 
the RM-217 petition. 

The ExplaAation of noncompliance with <:ldB and/o;r USDA Infor111ation Qual.ity 
Guida1ines is located on pp. 41-42 of the RM-217 petition. 

The Exp1anation 0£ the E££ect of the A11egad. Error is located on p. 42 of the 
RM- 217 petition. 

Statements showing the incorporation of nest tree burrer errors and quality 
violations into the RM~217 sections titled Executive Summary1 Conservat ion of 
the Northern Goshawk : Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, and 
Ma1Mgernent Recommendations for the Home Range : 

Nest tree buffer arbitrar~lv increased 

RM~217 p. 7, Table 2, Execut i ve Summary, ~anagement Recommendations, total of 
600 acr@s: 

Nest oreas: 6 

Nest area size of 30 acres, 180 acres t otal 

PFA area of 420 acres 
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RM- 217 p . 22, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Post-fledging 
Family Area CPFA), Desired Conditions, A~~ Forest ~ypes: 

Size: Approximately 420 acres (not iocluding the acres in suitable and replacement nest ;irea.s). 

Section IV. Canopy cover 

RM-217 petition, p. 47 : 

For canopy cover, application of the vertical projection technique specified in RM-217 
introduces severe bias that forces forest managers to carry residual stand stocking that is 
approximately twice as high as any legitimate interpn1!lation of supporting literature 
substantiates. As described above, tne reason for the error lies in the incorrect departure 
the GSC made from canopy cover definitions and measurement methods used in cited 
references to legffimate and original research. Here, the fundamental reasons for the 
errant canopy cover tequirements are quantitatively explained and demonstrated. 

The result of the publication of arrant canopy cover r&quirements is to force irrational, 
incorrect and unsubstantiated stand density mandates across the Nafione1I Forests of the 
southwest that are directly contradictory with the forest utilization needs of goshawks. 
The errant requirements and recommendations mandate the implementation of 
nonsensical stand densities that diminish the utility and effediveness of sound, science­
based forest management practices. 

For canopy cover, refer to Explanation of substandard qu.a1ity issues, with 
supporting documentary evidence, locateo on p. 43-49 of the ~M-217 petition . 

The Explanation of noncompl iance with OMB and/or USOA Information Qua1ity 
Guidel.ines is located on p . 51 of the RM-217 ~etition . 

. · The Explanation of the Effect of the Al1eged Error is located on p. 51 of the 
RM-217 petition . 

Statements showing the incorporation of canopy cover errors and quality 
violat ions into the RM- 217 sections ti tled Executive Summary, Conservation of 
the Northern Goshawk : Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, and 
Management Recommendations for th~ ~Qme Range: 

canopy cover 

RM-217 p. 7 , Table 1, Executive Summary, Management Recommendations; 

Includ~s entries for canopy oover for nest areas , PFAs and 
Foraging Areas, all specified forest types . 

RM-217 ~· 6, Executive S~ry, Management Recorranendations, Post-Fledging­
Fai-nily Areas (PFA) : 

Secausc the foraging area need no< provide hiding co11er for fledgling gcshawk.s, a more open canopy is 
preferred - 40 percent in the mid-aged forests and 40 to 60 percent in the mature and old forests, depending on 
the forest type. 
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RM-217 p. 14 , Table 5, Conservation of the Northern Goshawk : Approach, Nest 
Area: 

E"or nest stands, the ''minimum attriDutes required for goshlfWk!'\ 011 loeatioffl with 'IOw' :i11d 'high' 
$/teproductlvity" (RM-217 p . 14) include canopy eover requirements fo r 
five forest types as specified in Table 5 . 

RM-217 p . 14 , Conservation of the Northern Goshawk~ Approach, Post-fl ed9ing 
Family Area (PFA} : 

Thus, forests fn the F'FAs should contain overstories with a canopy cover greater than 50% ... 

RM-217 p. 15, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Nest Area, where the 
canopy cover reference r efers to Table 5: 

In each of the three soutl'lwestern forest types, goshawk$ nest in oldet-aged stand& that have a high density of 
large trees, high tree canopy caver, and high ba&af areas (Table 5, Fig. 7, and Fig. 8). 

R.~-217 p. :6, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Post-fledging Family 
Area (PFA): 

Features of prey habit.It in the P_FA include:• . 

S) patones of mid-aged fore$iS with high canopy cover (up to 70%) that provide mesic conditlona fOI' fungi 

.RM- 217 9 . 18, Syntho!;is of Desired Forest C'1ucli. Lious, Foraging Area : 

F'or the m0$t part, forests in the older age classes are relatively open (40-60~ c<mopy cover) with illQ'eased 
sunlight and moislure reaci'lir1g the forest floor. 

RM-217 p . 18, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging Area : 

Tabla 7, iclel'ltifies the VSSs and canopy cover classes rn which selected specl~ Qf g0$hawk prey occur at nign, 
medium, and low populatiOOs ... 

R.M- 217 p. 19 , Table 7 Synthegis of Desired forest Cond~tions , Foraging Area : 

Qualitati ve decis i on model =or desired forest condi tions within 
ncrthe~n goshawk home ranges is based on canopy cove~ classes 0-
40%, 40-601, a nd >60%. 

From Table 5, f or nest stands, the "minimum attributes required for goshawks 
on locations with ' low' and ' high ' site productivity", including canopy cover 
requirements for five forest types, are directly ~eferenced and included i n 
~he management r ecommendations for nest areas , PFAs and foragi~g areas: 

RM- 217 p. 22 , Management Recom.'Tlendations f or the Home Range, Nest Al;'ea, 
Desired Conditions : 

Stand WUift\lre: See Table 5, page 14. 
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RM-211 p. 23, Management Recommendations for the Horne Range, Post-fled9ing 
Family Ar ea (PFAJ , Addition~l Desired Conditions, Ponderosa Pine Forest Type: 

Stand structure: The portions rJ 1tle PFA in the mature and old VSSs have " minimum canopy rover of 60%. 
One-third tfthe area In the mid-aged portion hais a minimum canopy cover ot 60%, and the remaining two­
thirds has a minimum eanopy covet Of 50".k. 

RM- 217 p . 24 , Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Post-!ledgin9 
Family Area CPFAl , Additional Desired Conditions, Mixed-species and Spruce­
fir Forest Types 

Sland structure; The portions af the PFA in the mature ano Old vsss have a minimum canopy cover ct 60% in 
mixeid-species and 70% in spruce-fir. In tile mid-ageci portion of the ?FA, the minimum canopy cover is 60% for 
lxllh forest types. 

RM- 217 p. 27 , Management Recommendations !or ~he Home ~ange, Foraging Area, 
Additional Desired Conditions, ?onoerosa Pine Forest Type 

Staod Wucture: The portions of the f0fa9lng area in the mature and old VSS should have a minimum c<inopy 
cover of 40%. 

RM-217 p . 28 , Management Recommendations for the Horne Range , Foraging Area, 
Additional Desired Condit~ons, Mixed-species Forest Type : 

Stand structure: In that portion of the foraging area that is VSS 6, there is a minimum canopy cover el 60%. In 
the portion cJt the foragi"lil area that 1$ in the mature stage (VSS 5), there is a minimum canopy cover(;( 50%. In 
the portion of tile foraging area that is in the mi(J.aged stage (VSS 4), one-third of the~ '1as a minimum 
caoapy cover c160"Ai, and the remaining two-thirds has a minimum canopy eo11er cl 40%. 

RM- 217 p. 28, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Foraging A;i;-ea , 
Additional Desired Conditions , Spruce- fir Fo~est Type : 

Stand :.ttuGture: In the portions of the foraging area In the two old~ VSSs {5,6), there is a minimum canopy 
oover of 60%. In the portion of the foraging area in the mid-aged stage (VSS 4), one-third a1 the area hes a 
minimum canopy cover <i 60%, and the remaining tw°"thirds ha.s a minimum canopy cover of 40%. 

RM-217 p. 87 , Appendix 7 , Glossary of Terms: 

Canopy cover-The percentage d a fixed area covered by the crowns of plants delimited by a vertical 
protection of the outermost perimeter of the spread c1 the foliage. 

RM-217 p. 89, Appendix 7, Glossary of Terms: 

Total c;anopy covM-The overall area covered by the Cl'Owns of plants delimited by a vertical pro;edion of the 
outermost perimeter c:A the 9pread of the foliage in all vertical layers. 

Section v. Goshawk prey s pecies and desireo foraging area condition~ 

RM-217 petition, p . 52 : 

Qualitative decision models used to develop desired forest conditions for foraging areas 
are not accompanied with fundamental explanations necessary to understand and 
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reproduce outcomes. An analysis of decision model outcomes and cited supporting 
references shows that the process is flawed and was likely designed to produce desired, 
! priori results. 

For gosha~k prey species a.nd desired foraging area conditions, refer to 
Explanation of substandard qua1i.ty issues, with supporting documentary 
evidence, located on pp. 52-74 of the RM-217 petition. 

·rhe Explanation 0£ noncompliance with 01-tB and/or USDA Infoz::mation Quality 
Guidel.i.ne~ is located on p. 74 of the RM-217 petition. 

The Explanation of the Effect of the Alleged Error is located on pp . 74-75 of 
the RM-217 petition. 

In l'{M-217, the GSC used the res~lts of these qualitative decision models as 
the founcta~ion for stand structure goal~, as implemented through VSS 
requirements and recommendations. The GSC summarized their conclusion and 
approach on RM-217 p. 19, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging 
Area: 

GO$hawk foraging habitat will have 5ustainabte and abundant prey when the majority rl forests are In 01<1er ege 
classes. 

In &~-217, f oragin9 area stand structure requirements and recommendations are 
i mplemented ~hrough vss specifications derived from the qualitative decl.sion 
models in RM- 217 Tables 6 and 7 , for speciai habitat attributes and desired 
forest conditions of selected goshawk prey. The incor~oration of vss 
requirements for stand structure based on these errors and quality violations 
include statements in the RM-217 sections titled Executive summary, 
Conservation of the Northern Goshawk : Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest 
.Conditions, and Management Recommendations for the Home Range: 

Goshawk Pre~ seecies and desir~d foraging area conditions 

Ri."1-217 p . 4, Executive summary, Components of the Nesting Home Ranqe : 

The foraging arH is approximately 5,400 acres in $b:e, and surrounds the PFA. Hunting 9oshaw1ts evidently 
use available habiats opportunistlc~ly. Thi& opportunism suggests that the choice of foraging habitat by 
goshawks may be as closely lied to prey availability as to habitat structure and composition •.. The 
recommendations presented here are based on lnformatiOn available on how foraging goshawks use their 
habitat, and was supplemented with information on the habitats, fOOds, and cover of important 90$h9WIC prey. 

RM-217 p. 4, Executive Su.'l\Il\ary, Goshawk Prey: 

Fourteen species were important in the diot of &outhwestern goshawks. Information on the distribution, habitat, 
speci;;d hebitat needs, home range size, and PQpulations of these 14 prey spedes were gleaned from tne 
literature. A synthesis of this Information provided a set of "desired forest conditions" that would result in 
sustainable populations of each prey. 

RM- 217 p. 5, Executivg Summary, Goshawk Prey : 
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Prey populations within goshawk foraging areas. will be abundant and sustainable when: 

5} the majority offor@$l$ are In the "mid-~." "mature,· ~nd "okr structural stages. 

RM-217 p. 7, Table 1, Executive SUi'ttmary, Mana9ernent Recommendations: 

Speci fication of vss d~stribution for foraging areas , all 
specified forest types . 

RM-217 p. 12, Table 4, Goshawk Populations and Prey Species , Prey Species : 

Solected northern goshawk prey In the Southwnt. 

RM- 217 p. 16, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions , Foraging Area : 

Table 6 s~marizes the importance CJI cnagt, downed logs, woody debriS, openings, large lr88$, herbaceous 
anCI shrubby undel'stones, and interspersion Of VSS to tl'ie selected prey species of the goshawk. 

RM-217 p . 17, Tab: e 6, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging Area: 

Qualitativ~ decision Jitodel for special habitat attributes for 
selected northern goshawk prey . · 

RM-217 p . 18, Synthesis of Desired ForQst Conditions , Foroging Area: 

Althoogh some species of g0$haw!( prey occur al medlurn to low population le11el~ in each of the structural 
stages. it is evident that the older age ela~es have the most species at an abundant population level (12 Of 14 
specie&). 

RM-217 p. 18 , Synthesis of Desired Fo~est Condi tions, Foraging Area: 

A total of 12 speoles attain high or medium populations in older forests (VSS 4-6); of these 12 :species, 5 occur 
only at low densities ir1 the young f~ts (VSS 2~3)(Table 7). 

RM- 217 p. 19, Table 7, Synthesis of Desired Forest conditions, Foraqin~ Area : 

Qualitat ive decision model for desired forest conditions within 
northern goshawk home ranges. 

RM- 2;J.7 p. 23, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Post- fledging 
Family Area (PFA), Desired Conditions, All Forest Types: 

Stand structure: A mosaic cA vegetation structural stages (VSSs) Interspersed throvghout the foraging area in 
$1lltlll patches. 

The majority (60%) Of the foraging area should ultlmately be in the three older VSSs (4,5,6), approximately 20% 
in each. Of the remaining 400/9, ~ GhOuld be in young forest (VSS 3) and 10% in the ~eed~og/sapling (VSS 2) 
and 10% in gresslfOl'b/shrub (VSS 1). 

RM- 217 p. 27, Management Recommendations for the Horne Range, Foraging Area, 
Desired Conditi ons, Al l Forest Types : 
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Stand strulOWre: A mosaic of vagetatioo structural stages interspersed throughout the foraging area in smaU 
patches. 

The majority (60%) of the foraging area should ultimately be in the three older VSSs (4,5,6), approximately 20% 
in each. Of the remaining 40%, 20% should be in y01Jng forest (VSS 3) and 10% In tne seedling/sapllng (VSS 2) 
and 10% in grass/forblshrub (VSS 1). 

section VI . Vegetat~on Struct ural s~a~e 

RM-217 petition, p . 76 : 

The Vegetation Structural Stage classification scheme for forest development is poot1y 
conceived, using only on an inadequate and misrepresented citation as a theoretical 
basis, and is readt1y sho~n to b& impossible to apply to uneven-aged stand conditions. 

For VSS , refer to E.a:pl~tion of substandard quality i.ssuee, wi.th suppcrti.p.g 
documentary evidence, located on pp . 76-8 5 of the RM-217 petition. 

The Explanation of noncompliance with OMB and/or USDA In£o.z:mation Quality 
Guideline.s is located on pp . 85- 86 of the RM- 217 petition . 

The ExplaDation of the Effect of the Alleged Error is located on p . 86 of the 
RM-217 petition. 

Statements showing t he incorporation of vss erro~s and qual~ty violations 
into the ~-217 sections titled Executive SU!1llllary, Conser vation of the 
Nor thern Goshawk : Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest Condicions, and 
Management Reco~endations for the Home Range: 

RM-217 p . 1, Executive Summary : 

"Six vegetation structural stages (VSS) were used to describe regeneration, grQWth, and <1eve10pment of forests 
in lhe Southwest (Fig. 1). The propottlol'IS of the vss and their Interspersion in the for~ Is how tne GSC 
described the f~t mosaic.~ 

RM-217 ~ · 4- 5, Ex@cutive Summary, Goshawk Prey: 

"Specific habitat attributes used by these species ine!ude: snags, downed logs, woody detlris, large trees, 
openings, herbaceous and shrubby understories. and an intermlxture cf various forest IH!gstatlve structural 
stages." 

RM-217 p. 5, Executive Summary, Goshawk Prey : 

Prey popufatlons within goshawk foraging areas will be abundant and sustainable when: 

5) ttie majority of forMts are in the "mid·aged," •matt.Ire: and "old" structural stages. 

RM- 217 p. 7, Table l, Executive Summary, Management Recommendations ; 
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Entries for VSS distribution for nest areas , PF.As ano foraging 
Areas, all specified forest types. 

Canopy cover values as specified for VSS classes 4, 5 and 6, for 
nest areas, PFAs and Foraging Areas, all specified forest types . 

RM- 217 p. 6, Executive summary, Management Recommendations, Foragi ng Area: 

The distribution and prop0t1lon of vegetative structural stages and the requirements for habitat attributes such 
as rei:$rve trees, snags, and downed logs are the $arne as the PFA. 

RM-217 p. 14, Table 5, Conservat ion of the Northern Goshawk : Approach, Nest 
Area : 

For nest stands, the ~minimum ~ributes required for goshawks on loclltiol'IS with 'low' and 'high' 
site productivity" include e:x:pl.ici t vss require..rnents. for five forest 
types . 

RM-217 p . 16, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging Are~; 

Table·6 summarizes the importa~ of snags, dawned logs. woody debris, opening5, large trees, herbaceous 
and shrubby under&torfes, ana interspsrsion cl VSS to the selected prey speeje.s of the goshawk. 

RM- 217 p. 17 , Table 6, Synthesis of Oesired Forest Conditions, Foraging Area: 

Qualitative decision model for special habitat attributes for 
selected northern goshawk prey includes VSS criteria . 

RM-217 p . 18 , Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging Area: 

A total of 12 species attain high or modium populations in older forests (VSl;I 4~); Qf Ulese 12 species, 5 OQCur 
onry at low dert:Jitles in the young fore9ts (VSS 2-3)(Tab1e 7). 

RM-217 p. 19, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraging Area: 

Goshawk foraging habitat will have sustainable and abundant prey Wilen the majority of forests are in older age 
classes. 

RM- 217 p. 19, fora9ing area, Table 7, Synthesis of Desired Forest Condi tions , 
Foraging Area: 

Qualitative decision model for desired forest conditions within 
northern goshawk home ranges is based on VSS classes . 

~rorn Table 5, for nest stands , the "rninirr.um attributes required for goshawks 
on locations with ' low' and 'high' site productivi t y", including explicit VSS 
re~Qirernents for five forest type$, are directiy referenced and included in 
the management recommendations for nest area desired conditions. · 
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RM-217 p . 22 , Management ~ecommendations fo~ the Home Range, Nest Area , 
Desired Conditions : 

Stand structure: See Table 5, page 14. 

R..~-217 p. 22-~6 , Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Post-fledging 
Family Area (!?FA) : 

Numerous reconunendations are m~de for PFAs based on vss . 

RM- 217 p . 26- 30, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Foraging 
Area : 

Numerous recommendations are made for foraging a reas based on 
vss. 

Section VII . Extrapolation from targeted populations 

RM-217 petition, p . 87: 

In RM-217, the GSC failed to identify target population$ for the sources of its own 
presented data, a.s well as for data and conclusions originating from cited references. The 
result is that the goshawk management recommendations present required and desired 
forest stand criteria that are intended by the GSC for application beyond the legmmate 
populations that we~ t(!lrgetea for sampling, producing irrational result8 that ai'e 
impossible and/or illogical to apply. 

For extrapolation from targeted populations to nest stands and nest ar@as, 
refe:r to Explanation of substandard qu&1ity issues, with supporting 
documentary evidence, located on pp. 87- 105 of the RM- 217 petition. 

The Explanation of nc:in~liauc:e with OHB and/or USDA Information Quality 
Guidelines is located on p . 109 of the RM-217 petition. 

The E~ati.ou of the F.ffect of the A1leqed Error is located on pp. l09- ll0 
of the RM-217 petition . 

Statements showing the incor~oration of extrapol~tion eh~o~s and quality 
violations into the RM- 217 sections titled ExecutiV€ summary, Conservation of 
the Northern Goshawk : Approach/ Synthesis of Desired Fores t Conditi ons, and 
Mana gement Recommendat i ons for the Home Range: 

Ext=apolation f=om targeted populations, nest . areas 

RM-217 p . 6, Executive Summary, Management Recommendations, Nest Areas: 

Nest are<!$ are ~ified tiy ooe or more stands cl matute or old trees and dense f0test catiopies. 
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RM-217 p . 13, Conservation of t he Nortnern Goshaw~ : Approach, Nes~ Area: 

Goshawk nest stands have a relatively high tree canopy caver and a high density of large lrees (Bartell 1974, 
McGowan 1975, Hennessy 1978, Shuster 1980, Reynolds et al 1982, Saunders 1982, Moore and Henny 1983, 
Hall 1984, Speiser and Bosakowski 1987, Crocket'-Bedford and Chaney 1988, K•nnedy 1988, Hayward and 
Escano 1989). 

RM-217 p . 13 Conservation ·of t~e Nort hern Goshawk : Approach, Nest A~ea ; 

lnfonnation on tree height, dl;imeter, and canopy cl06ure of goshawl( ne$t areas in Interior pandel'O$a pine and 
mixed-species forests is provided by Reynolds el al. (1982), Moore aoc2 Henny (1983), Crocker-eedfOfd and 
Chaney (1988), Kennedy (1988),and Patls (1990). 

RM-217 p. 14 , Table 5 , Conse rvation of t he Northern Goshawk : Approach, Nest 
Area: 

For nest stands, the "minimum attributes requi.-ed for goshawk$ on locations with 'low' and 'high' 
s~e productivity'' include explicit structur al at tributes for five forest 
t ypes, includi ng trees per acre , mean DBH/DRC, age , total basa i 
area and canopy cover. 

RM- 217 p . 15, synthesis of Desi red Forest Conditions, Nest AL-ea ; 

In eaeh of the three southwestern fcnst types, goshawks nest in older-aged stands th!'! l'lave a higl'l dCflsity of 
large trees, high tree canopy cover. and high basal areas (Table 5, Fig. 7. and Fig. 8). 

From Table S, for nest stands, the "minimum attributes required for goshawks 
on locations with 'low' and 'high' site produc~ivityft, including explicit 
requirement s for trees per acre , mean DBH /DRC, age, basal area and canopy 
cover, f or five··forest types , are dil:'ectly referenced and incl uded in the. 
mana9ement recommendations for nest area desired conditions . 

RM- 217 p . 22, Management Recommendations for the acme Range , Nest Area, 
Desired Conditi ons : 

Stand structure: See Table 5, page 14. 

Extrapolat i on from targeted populations, foraging areas 

RM-217 pet ition, p . 107: 

In RM-217 Table 1, p. 7, various attribute values are specified as "desired forest 
conditions" for foraging areas. The GSC failed to explain how these values were deriv&d, 
and it did not attempt to explain how results from sampled target populations in 
supporting literature could be extrapolated for applicatio'1 to tftf'I S,400 acre foraging 
areas (area from RM~217 Table 2, p. 7). 

For extrapolation f rom targeted popul~tions t o f or aging ar eas , refer t o 
ll:gpl anation of sub.:itan~d quality i as.ues, wi t?\ supporting docrumnntaxy 
evidance, located on pp . 107- 108 of the RM- 217 pet i tion . 

3? 

~ 010 



09/ 24/ 03 WED 14:20 FAX 70 360551 04 FOIA/ PA 

The Explanation of noncompliance with CffS and/ or USDA rnfo~tion Qaa1ity 
Guidelines is located on p. 109 o f the RM- 217 petition . 

The Explanation of the Effect of the A1leged Error is located on pp. 109-ilO 
of the RM- 217 pet i tion. 

RM-217 p. 4 , Executive Sununa~y, Components of the Nesting Home Range; 

Ttw;t ~onimenditions pnll!ented hel'e are ba:ied on information 11v11ilable on how fOl'aging goshawks use their 
h:;ibltat. and was supplemented With information on the habitats, foods, and cover ct important g~hawk prey. 

RM- 211 p . 7, Table 1, Executive summary, Management Recommenoations; 

Specification of all foraging area forest conditions , including 
canopy cover. 

RM- 217 ?· 17, Table 6, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions, Foraginq Area : 

Qualitative decision model for special habitat at t ributes for 
selected northern goshawk prey . 

RM- 217 p, 19, Table 7, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditi ons, For agi ng Area; 

Qualitative decision model for desired forest conditions within 
northern goshawk home range~ is based on VSS classes . 

RM- 217 p . 23, Management Recormnendations for the Horne Range, Post-fledging 
E'a:mily kea (PFAl, Desired Conditions , 1:\11 Forest Types, whers VSS 
distributions are based on qualitat ive decision models ; 

Stand structure: A mosaic of vegetation structural stages (VSSs) inteispersed throughout the fOl"aQi"9 area in 
small Palches. 

The majority (60%) of tile foragilg area should ultimately be in the thi-ee older VSSs (4.5,6), approximately 20% 
in each. Of the remaining 40%, 20% should be in you"9 forest (VSS 3) and 10% in the seedling/sapling (VSS 2) 
and 10% in grags.'fort/shrub (VSS 1). 

~-217 p . 27, Management Recommendations for the Horne Range , Foraging Area, 
Desired Condit i ons, All Forest Types; 

Stana structure: A mosaie ~vegetation structural stages interspersed throughout the foragintJ area in small 
P*h~. . 

The majority (6116.4) of the foraging area &hould ullim .. ~y be In the lh~e older VSSS (4,5,6), apPf()Xlmately 20% 
in each. Of the r@malning 40%, 20% should be In young forest (VSS 3) and 10% In the seedi ng/sapling (VSS 2) 
and 10% in grassJforblshrub (VSS 1). 

Section VIII. Gra~ing/forage utilitation restrictions 

RM-217 petition, p. 111: 
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The restrictions on forage utilization are poorly referenced and. subsequently, incorrect 
and unjustifiably restrictive. 

For grazing/rorage utilization r estrictions , r e fer t o ElCplana.tion of 
substandard quality issues, with supportiilg documentary evidance, located on 
p . 111 of t he RM-217 petition . 

The Explanation of noncompl~ance with OMB and/or USDA Xnfo1:J1M&t.ion Quality 
Guidelines is located on p . lll of the RM-217 petit i on . 

The Explanation of the Erfeot of the AJ.leged Error is located on p. 111 o! 
the RM- 217 petition . 

Statements showi ng ~he incorporation of grazin9/fora9e utilizat~o~ errors and 
<'.J'Jality violations into the RM-217 sections titled Executive Swnmary, 
Conservation o f the Northern Goshawk; Approach, Syn t hesis of Desired ~orest 
Conditions, and Management Recommendations for the Rome Range: 

Grazing/forage utilization restric~ions 

RM-217 p. 7 , Table 2, Executive Summary, "Management Recommendations: 

Forage utilizat ion is specified for nest area$, PFAs and foraging 
areas . 

RM-217 p. 6, Executive Sununary, Management Recomm~ndations, Post- Fled9ing­
Family Areas (PrA) : 

FOl"age utilization should average 20 percent by weight and sh~ld not exceed 40 percent in any area to 
maintain gr009 and forb layer. Browse utilization should average 40 percent by weight (Tabl.e 2) . 

RM-217 p. 22 , Management Recomnendations for tne Home Range, Nest Area, 
Management Recommendations : 

Wildlife and live&todt uliizatlon of grasses :ind forbs should average 20% by weight and not e,;ceed 40% In any 
area, and &hrub utilil!ation should average 40% by weight and not exceed eoo/. in any area. These l@vels of 
utilization should maintain native food and eover for many of the ptey species (Schmutz 1978, Wasser 1982). 

RM-217 p. 21, Man~gement Recommendations for the Home Range , Post-fledging 
Family Area (PFA), Management Recorranendations , All Forest Types : 

w adrrte and livestoc)( utilization of gras&es and forbs should average 20% by weight al'ld not exceed 40% in any 
area, and shrub utniution should average 40% by weight and no\ ~xoee<I 60% In eny area. These levels of 
utilization should maintain native food and coV(!r for many of the prey 9pecies (Schmvtx 1978, Was~ 1982). 

RM- 217 p. 28, Management Recommendations for the Home Range , Foraging .!irea, 
Management Recommendations For All Forest Types: 

Wildlife and llvestoek uUizatlori of grasses and forts should average 20% by weigl'lt and not exeeed 40% in any 
area, and shrub utilization &houkl average 40% by weight and not exceed 60% in any area. This level of 
utilizatiOn shwld maintain n~lve fOOd and cover for many of the prey species {Schmuti 1978. Wasser 1982). 
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Section IX . Road densities 

RM-217 petition , p. 112 : 

Though the GSC repeatedly required and recommended that roads be "minimized", no 
~upporting citations or other information were provided to support the mandate. 

For roa<;i densities, re fEa r to i:xplanation of sub~tandard qua.li.ty issues, wi th 
~upporting docwnentary evidence, loca~ed on p~ . 112- 114 of the RM- 217 
petition. 

The Explanation of noneomplianc=e with OMB and/or USDA Inf o:;mation Qua1ity 
Guidelines is located on p. 114 of the RM-217 petition. 

The Explanation of the Effect of the Al.l&<Jad Error is located on pp. 114-115 
of the RM-217 petition . 

Stat ements showing the inco~poration of road density errors and quality 
viol ations into the RM- 217 sections titled Executive Summary, Conservation of 
the Northern Goshawk ! Approach, Synthesis of Desired Forest Conditions , and 
Management Recommendations for the Home Range: 

Road densities 

RM-217 p. 7 1 Table 2, Execut ive Surrunary, Man.agement Recomme ndations: 

Transpo~tation system/roads are specified to be at "minim1.Ut\~ 
densities for nest areas, PFAs and foraging areas. 

RM-21 7 ~· 6, Executive Summary, Post Fledging- Family Areas (PFA): 

Road densities shOuld be mioimiz8d, and penn:ment skid trails should be used Ill lieu of pennanent road~. 

RM- 217 p. 22, Management Recommendations fo~ the Heme Range , Nest Area, 
Management Recommendations : 

Man<19e fOild densities at the lowest level possible to minimize disturbance in the nest area. 

RM- 217 p. 24, Management Recommendations for the Home Range, Post-fledging 
Family Area (PFA), Management Recommendations , All Forest Types: 

Manage road den.si~ at the lowest level possible to minimi:l:e dlsturoance in the PFA. 

RM- 217 p. 28 , Management Recom.."'Mlndations for the Home Range , Foraging Area, 
Managemen~ Recommendations For All Forest Types: 
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File Code: 1390 

:1150 Centre Avenue 
Jluildiq At Suite 376 
Fort Collins, CO 
BOSl'-1891 

l>ate: July 25, 2003 

Mr. William K.. Olsen 
W X. Olsen & Associates, L.L.C. 
247 Falls Creek Drive 
Bellvue, co 80512 

Re: Response to Request fot' Correction Nos. 3001-3005 

Dear Mr. Olsen: 

We received from you the following five requests for correction on January 31, 2003, under the 
United States Department of Agriculmre (USDA) Information Quality Oui9elines and Data 
Quality Act (DQA) (Public Law 106-554 §SIS): 

#3001. Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in tbe Southwestern 
. United States, Rocky M01.mtain Forest and Range Experiment Station, (GTR-RM­

. 217,August 1992), 
#3002. Black Hills National Forest Phase I Goshawk Analysis, Black Hills National Forest 

(2000), . 
#3003. Expert Interview Summary for the Black Hills National Forest Land and Resource 

Management Plan Amendment, Black Hills National Forest (2000), 
#3004. Rec.ord of Decision for Amendment of Forest Plans Arizona and New Mexico, 

Southwest.em Region (June 5, 1996), and 
#3005. Conservation Assessment for the North.cm Goshawk in Southeast Alaska, Pacific 

Northwest Research Station (OTR-PNW-387t November 1996). 

The Forest Service has given your requests for correction careful consideration and your 
concerns have been thoroughly reviewed. According to USDA Information Quality Guidelines, 
the review of your request for correction must be based on the explanation and evidence 
provided in your request. · We reviewed~ (a) processes that were med to create and disseminate 
the information, (b) information being challenged, and (c) conformity of the information and 
those processes with both Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and USDA Information 
Quality Guidelines. 

Processes that were u~td to create and d.lssemiute the information 

RM-217 had substantial internal and ex.teroal scientific peer reviews prior to publication. It 
received scrutiny above and beyond what would be termed normal in the scientific peer review 
process. Prior to publication, the dr.aft manuscript was reviewed by 19 scientists and managers at 
universities, state wildlife management agencies, USDA Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife 

Carmi for the Land ad Serring People 
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A~tachment 1 . USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Res€arch Station . 
Response to Request for Correction Nos . 3001-3005 . 
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Attached: 

A~tachment 1. USDA ?crest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 
Response to Request for Correction Nos . 3001-3005 . 

Attachment 2 . FedEx p~qof of delivery to OSDA Forest Service, Chief• s 
Office, Request for Correction Nos . 3001-3005. 

Attachme?\t 3 . FedE::< proof of deli very to ~SDA Forest service, Mr . Joh!') 
Ki ng , Petition Nos. 3001-3005 . 

Attachment 4 . USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station . Letter 
acknowledg~ug r eceipt of fetition Nos. 3001-3005. 

Attachment 5. FedEx proof of delivery to USDA Forest Service, Chief's 
Office, of petitioner's letter to Chief r~questing attention to issues 
surrounding the goshawk petitions. 

At~achment 6. Duplicate of letter sent to USDA Forest Service Chief 
Bosworth (!i'edEx proof of delivery, At-;~chme:it 5), sent to Sen. Campbell. 

Attachment 7·. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 
Response to letter to Chief Bosworth , sent to Sen. Campbell . 

Attaclunent 8 . USDA Forest service, Washington Office. Communication 
stating letter to Chief Bosworth (Attachments 5 , 6) was not r ecei ved . 

Table RQR-1. Integration of erro=s and quali~y violations into RM-217 . 

Enclosed: 

Petition Nos . 3001 , 3002 , 3003, 3004 , 3005 
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Manage road densities at the lowest level possible to minirnae disturbance in the foraging area. 

Ill. Basis for Request for Reconsideration - Petitions 3002-3005 

In the RMRS r e$ponse, petitions 3002-3005 aTe denied (Attachment 1, p. 2) : 

These requests are denied because the reQuests use the rationale af errors id8ntified in Petition 1#3001. Since 
no significant errors were found in RM-217, no sub~tantlve chan9es are needed; your requests to retract 
(withdraw) th$$e crocumeots and/or expunge sections of the documents are denied. 

We request that the RMRS decision for petitions 3002, 3003, 3004 anci 3005 be 
reconside~ed becaus e : 

1. The RMRS decision and review procedure for RM-217 Petition 
43001 is incorrect, as ctesc~ibed above . 

2 . RM.RS wi~hheld cr~tical decision i nformation regarding the 
seven unknown but val i dated errors in A9pendix 3 of the RM-217 
petition, described ~bove. For this request f or reconsideration, 
without knowing which errors have been validated, and which have 
not , in both the Appendix and main body of the RM-2l7 petition, 
our ability to add~ess the impacts of validated errors on the 
information that is the subject of pet~tions 3002-3005, and the 
Fo~est SP.rvtce response, iG irrepar~oly har~ed. 

41 

~014 



09/ 24/ 03 WED 14: 22 FAX 7036055104 

· Mr. William K. Olsen 
FOB.IPA 

2 

Service, and a natural history musewn.. These reviewers~ comments were reconciled into the 
final document. In addition to these reviews, RM-217 was orally defended· in front of a panel of 
Rocky MoUlltain Station scientists. Workings of the Goshawk Scientific Committee were also 
continually reviewed by a task force made up of private citizens, individuals from n.on­
govemmental otgan,;zations (e.g., Audubon Society). University of Arizona, N~ Mexico and 
Ari7.0na State organiz.ations, Fish and Wildlife Service, industry representatives, and Forest 
Service managers. 

TheSe reviews meet the criteria stated in the USDA Infonnation Quality Guidelines "Objectivity 
of Scientific R.esearoh Information" that require a high quality and objective peer review. 

Information bein& daallcaged 

In om review of the information being challenged in request #3001, we found no significant 
errors requiring substantive change to RM-217. The review discovered eight errors. None of the 
enurs affected the desired forest conditiQns or the specific management recommendations. In 
addition to the seven minor e:rrotS revealed in Appendix 3 of your req~ RM-217 misquoted a 
reference on ~e 14 by stating PF As vary in size from 300 to 600 acres. The correct range was 
84 to 811 acres. The misquot.e does not change or influence the outcome. The request to retract 
(withdraw) is denied because no significant errors were found and no substantive changes 
needed. An errata will be distributed with the publication that corrects these eight errors. 

The following requests for correction are denied: the Black Hills National Forest Phase I 
Goshawk Analysis {#3002), the Expert Interview Summary for the Black Hills National Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan Amendment (#3003), the Record of Decision for 
Amendment of Forest Plans Arizona and New Mexico (#3004), and the Conservation 
Assessment for the Northern Goshawk in Southeast Alaska (#3005). These requests are denied 
because the ~ts l,lSe the rationale of errors identified in Petition #3001. Since no significant 
errors were found in RM-217, no substllntive changes are needed; your requests to retract 
(withdraw) these dOC\.\ments and/or expunge sections of the documents are denied. 

Conformity of the information and those processes with both OMB and USDA Information 
Quality Guidelines 

RM-217 conforms to the criteria for quality of information outlined in the Supplemental 
Guidelines for the Quality of Scientific Research Information Disseminated by USDA Agencies, 
under the USDA Information Quality Guidelines by: 

• providing a clear statement of the reseatch objectives and description of the approaches 
and methods, 

• being the subject of a high quality and objective review, 
• having appropriate oversight to ensme sound scienti.fic practices were followed, 
• adhering to the Research Misconduct Policy, 
• providing research information to the public that is reliable, accurate, and presented 

clearly, and 
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• providing an explanation of how the res~ infurmation was obtained. what it is> the 
conditions to which it applied, and the limitations or reservations that should be applied 
in using the info1D1ation. 

RM-217 also follows the procedures for release of scientific infonnatio~ outlined in the 
Supplemental Guidelines fot tbe Quality of Scientific Research Information Disseminated by 
USDA Agencies. by: 

• conducting a peer review that meets the standards recommended by OMB, 

3 

• subjecting the information to fonnal. independent external peer review to ensure its 
objectivity. It is important to also note that the USDA Supplemental Guidelines states 
that "if the data and analytic results have been subjected to such a review, the information 
can generally be presumed to be of acceptable objectivity. However, in accordance with 
the OMB standard, this presumption is rebuttable based on a persuasive showing by a 
petitioner in a particular instance, although the bmden of proof is on the complainant", 
and 

• conducting an internal review-, which for the purpose of estabJ.WtiD.g trusparency, 
ensures that a report or research product clearly states what the infonnation and data are, 
on how they were obtain~ and reservations or limitations on their use. 

Like all Forest Service scientific studies, RM-217 underwent~ .rigorous soientific peer review 
prior to publicatio~ following the Forest Service· Manual 1600 Chapter 1631. l 5. This chapter 
states that "line offices must ensure that authors: . 

• Solicit written comments from at least two peers competent in the subject matter, 
• Solicit statisti~ review when appropriate, 8Dd 
• Supply the line or staff officer who is to Pe:rf'onn the final review with a revised 

manuscript, along with review comments·and reasons for any rejection of review 
comments.'" 

In conclusion. the Forest Servioo carefully considered the information you provided. However, 
after full consideration and ~ thorough review we find no subst.antive merit to your claims. 
The information you provided d~ not demonstrate that RM-217 is inconsistent with USDA 's 
Information Quality Guidelines. The Forest Service denies your claim to retract (withdraw) RM-
217. We will release an errata on the eight errors discovered. even though they do not affect the 
desired forest conditions or th<' specific management recommendations. Y om requests to retract 
{withdraw) and/or expunge sections of documents (requests #2-5) are also denied based on our 
RM-217 decision. 

You may submit a reque:st for reconsideratlon iJ you are dissatisfied with this decision. Details 
on how to file a request for reconsideration can be found on the USDA website: 
hUP;{/www.oeio.µsda.gov/jnn/gj guide/index/html. The request for reconsideration should 
reference this letter and follow the "Procedures for Requesting Reconsideration of USDA's 
Decision." Please submit written material to support your case for reconsideratioiit and a copy of 
the information originally subtnitted to support the request for correetio~ and a copy of this 
response. Requests for Reconsideration filed after the 45-day deadline may be denied as 
untimely. All requests for reconsideration must be submitted by overnight delivery service. 
letter, ~ or email to: 
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Data Quality Team Leader ORMS Staff 
Mail Stop 1150 1 S Y ~ Building 
14th & Independence Avenue SW 
Washington, DC 20250-1150 

Phone (202) 205-2938 
FAX (202) 26Q.-6S39 
Email gco.ntreras@fs.fed.us 

If you should have additional questions please contact Glen Contreras, Data Quality Team 
Leader, at (202) 205 .. 2938, or e-mail gQQntreras@fs.fed.us. 

cc: 
Station Directors 
Regional Foresters 
Deputy Chiefs, R&D and NFS 
Dat.a Quality Team Leader 
ADRs,RMR.S 

~020 
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Jl,ttachrnent 2 . FedEx proof ot delivery to USDA Forest Service , Chief's 
Office, Request for Correction Nos . 3001- 3005. 
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1of1 

FecEx,~-
Express 

2/412003 

Oe:;ir Cu~omer': 

F~Ex ExprCl$S 
euetomor $11pPOrt T rvoe 
~1~ Al~ eouievare1 
Module H. ~ Floor 
Memphis; Thi 38116 

U.S. Mail: PO Box 727 
Memphis, TN 38194-4643 

Te4ephone: 901-369-3600 

Here is the proof of delivery tor the shipment with ttaciting number 834031029763. our recol'dS 
reflect the following infomiation. 

Delivery Information: 

Signed For By: V.FOWLER 

--. . . ,.. . . . :~, .. · :. 
, . 

. . 

.. . ~. •: .... . 

Dellvery L~tlon: 201 14TH ST SW 

Delivory Date: January 21 . 2003 

De!Wery Time: 1300 

Shipping Information: 

Tracking NO: 834031029763 

Recipient: 

20250 
us 

Shipment Reference 1rdormatlon~ 

.. : .. 1· . 
' . 

A· 

Ship Date: January 17, 2003 

Shipper: 

Thank you for choosing FedEx Express. We look forward to working witn you in the future. 

FedEx Worldwlde Customer Service 
1-800..Go..fedEx® 
Reference No.: R2003020400070622732 

~ 022 
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Attachment 3. FedEx proof of delivery to USDA Forest Service, Mr . 0ohn 
King, Petition Noa. 3001- 3005. 
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1 of1 

FedEx~ U.S. Mat PO aoxrn 
~ Si.ciport Traott Memptria, m 38194-4843 
3875 AkWllJI 13o4lklvmd 
Module H, ..ui Floor Telepllon9: OOt-369-3600 
Memphia, TN 3811~ 

2/412003 

Dear Customer: 

Here is the proof of deliveryf0r1he shlpmentwitti traokil9 number83C0310Z9741. Our record$ 
reftect the fOllawing lnfonnation. 

Delivery lnfonnatlon; 

Signed For By: L.OKUN 

DeHvety Location: 1$21 N KENT 

Delhary Data: Jsiuary 21. 2003 

Del~Tbne: 1316 

Shipping Information: 

Tnaekine No: 834031al9741 

Recipient: 
JOHN KING 
USDA FOREST SERVICE 
1621 N KENT ST 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
us 

Shipment Reference lnfonnatlon: 

Ship Date: January 17, 2003 

Shipper: 
WIL.UAM K OLSEN 
W. K. OLSEN & ASSOCIATES, LLC 
247 FALLS CREEK DR 
BEl.LVUE, CO 805127501 

Thank y0u tor dloosing FedEx Express. we IOok fOl'W8rd to working With you i1 the future. 

FedEx Wot1<2wiQe CUS10mer Service 
1-800-Go-FedExe 
Reterence NO.: R2003020400070623292 

141 0 24 
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Attachment 4. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. Letter 
acknowledging receipt of Petition Nos. 3001-3005. 
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• 

United. States Forest Rocky Mountain 2150 Ce11tre Avenue 
Department of Service Rete:arch Station Bnllding A, Suite 376 

~Agri:.:i;z;;~·cn1;.;;;;;;;.tnr-....e __________ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~F~o_rt_c_o_run_.fu_c_o_s_os __ 26-_l_8_9_1_ 

Mr. William K. Olson 
W.K ... Olsen and Associates, L.L. C. 
247 Fall Creek Drive 
Bellvue, CO 80512 

Dear Iv1r. Olson, 

FD~ Code: 1570 

Date: MAR 2 1 2003 

Tilis letter serves to acknowledge receipt of five petitions to correct information disseminated by 
the Forest Service on the northern goshawk, submitted under (a) Public Law 106-554 §515, (b) 
OMB Guidelines for Ensuring Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility, and Integrity of 
Infonnation by Federal Agencies, and (c) United States Department of Agriculture's Information 
Quality Guidelines. We acknowledge receipt of your five petitions, dated January 17, 2003, on 
January 31, 2003: 

1. Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United 
St.ates, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, (GTR-RM-217, August 
1992) 

2. Record of Decision for Amendment of Forest Plans Arizona and New Mexico, 
Southwestern Region (June 5, 1996) 

3. E:xpert Interview Snunnacy for the Black Hills National Forest Land and Resm,rrce 
Management Plan Amendment, Black Hills Natiollal Forest (2000) 

4. Black Hills National Forest '.Phase! Goshawk ..4...nalysl.$, Black Hills National Forest 
(2000) 

5. Conservation Assessment for the Northern Goshawk in Southeast Alaska, Pacific 
Northwest Research Station (GTR-PNW'-387, November 1996) 

We are currently in the process of going through the :five petitions, but will need additional time 
to respond more thoroughly to them. It is important that we initially focus on the first petition 
because it is the basis for the other four petitions (#2-5). It will require a more in-depth technical 
and legal evaluation. Therefore, you ean expect a more in -depth response to your first petition 
by July 31, 2003. That response will also include:: a b~er c;sfunate of response time for the 
petitions #2-5. 

141026 
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If you should have additional questions please contact Alison Hill, Assistant Director for 
Researc~ at 970-226-1980 or ahillOI@fs.fed.us. 

AH:cbp 

cc: 
Station Directors 
Regional Foresters 
Deputy Chiefs, R&D and NFS 

@ 027 
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Attachment 5 . Fed.Ex proo= of delivery to USDA Forest Service, Chief ' s 
Office, of petitioner·~ letter to Chief requesting attention to issues 
surroundin9 the goshawk petitions. 
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1ol'1 

61112003 

Dear CUstcmer: 

FedEx Elcprw$ 
~torilor Support Trar;;e 
3875 Ar*"/& Boulevm"d 
Module H, 4IJl Arxr 
Memphis, TN 38116 

U.S. Mail; PO b 7Z'f 
Memphis, TN 36194-4643 

Telephone: 901-389-3600 

Here is the prod d delivefy tor the shipment wilt lraddng ~ber 839870994632. our records reflect the foll(lwi"9 
infarmSion_ 

Oelivory lnformatlon: 

Slaned For By: RHARRJSON 

Delivery Locatlo0; 201 14TH ST SW 1SW 

Delivery Data: April 21, 2003 

Deftv11ry Time: 0834 

Shipping lnfonnatlon: 

Tracking No: 839670994632 

~eclpient 

CHIEF DAl..I:. BOSWORTH 
USDA FOREST SERVICE 
2011.fTH ST SW CHIEFS OF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20250 

us 

Shtpment Referer1ca lnfonnMl.on: 

Ship 011ta: Apri 1 B, 2003 

Shipper: 

WILLIAM K OLSe.N 
W. K OLSEN & ASSoCIA TES, LLC 
247 FAL.l.S CREEK OR 
BELLVUE. CO 805127501 
us 

Thank yeu for choosing FedElc Express_ We look fotwatd to woc1c.ing W..-. you in the Munl. 

FedEx Wcrtct.Ytde Cuctomet SeMc. 
1~ 
RefeRlnce No.: R2003060100083139292 

141029 ··--· -------------·-~ ....-- .... _,....-
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Attach.~ent 6 . Duplicate cf letter sent to USDA Forest Service Chie= 
Bosworth (FedEx proof of delive ry , Attachment 5) , sent to Sen . Campbell. 
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Chief Dale Bosworth 
OSDA Forest service 
Chief's Officer 4 NW 

· 201 14th St. SW 
Washington, D.~. 20250 

Dear Mr. Bosworth, 

W. K. Olsen & Associates, LL.C. 
""""'*....ie....nr.s..w-.. ~,.__tnd~~ 

.April 17, 2003 

In late January, under provisions of Public Law 106-554 § 515 (Data Quality 
Act), I submitted five petitions to the USDA Forest Service requesting 
corrections be made to d~sseminated information related to the northern 
goshawk. Haracopy and PDF versions were sent to your office, in your name, 
and PDF versions were also sent on CD to Mr. John King. Both were delivered 
by FedEx on January 21, 2003 . 

In a letter received from the Rocky Mountain Research Station (RMRS), the 
Forest Service acknowledged that the petitions had been received, and notice 
was included stating that any decision regarding the RMRS publication GTR-RM-
217 would be made by July 31, 2003 . No respon~e time will be provided 
~egard.it1g the remaining four petitions until July 31. A copy o! the RMRS 
letter is enclosed. 

I have several procedural concerns regarding t~~atment of the petitions. Your 
review ot these conce•n~ would be appreciatad, and your i ntervention may be 
appropriate and necessary to ~nsure petition review procedures are correctly 
followed and respect Congressional intent. 

(1 ) Stated review periods are excessive in length, and stated reasons 
for delay are inadequat~ and uninfoPnative. 

OMB, in its information quality guidelines, has required that 
submitted petitions be reviewed in a timely manner. As you are 
aware, issues surrounding the no+thern go~hawk impact many 
busine~~es and rural colM\un1ties across ~he West, as well as th~ 
potential viability of 9oshawk populations. Timely resolution of 
the important concerns presented and reviewed in detail in the 
petitions is crucial, and expeditious resolution is imperative. 

However, the self-imi;>osed deadline of July 31, 2003 for an 
initial review decision by RMRS falls 6 months and 10 days after 
receipt of t~e GTR-RM-217 petition. Further, the deadline set for 
the !our additiOnQl petitions is open-ended, meaning there may be 
no consideration of the petitions, whatsoever, until July 31 or 
late~. Reasons provided for the delays are cursory and 
uninformative. 

USDA information quality guidelines, dated October 22 , 2002, 
deaeribe response requirements as follows; 

--~o.. . ....... c. *""2 

USDA R~PONSE TO THE RE.QUEST FOR CORRECTION 

After the responsiblQ USDA agency has made Its final detennimllion pertaining to a 
request for correction of informa1io11. that agency will resp0nd to the reqoestor in writing by 
letter. e-mail, or fax. The reGponSe wll explain the findings aod the actions the agency will 
taJte or an'/} in response to the complant 
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If the request requires more than 60 calendar days to resolve, the agency wtll inform the 
complainant \Whin that time period that more time is required, a.nd t~ ~11$ fOf the 
delay, and an estimated deasion date. 

The f i rst 60 days ce:ctainl y appear to have been ineffecti~ely 
utilized, particul arly when considering it ~~s on tne 60th day 
that an acknowledgement letter was finally drafted. 

! am seeking a valid explanation for the delays . 

Further, !or your consideration, I suggest an evaluation ot the 
Forest Service petition review process is necessary to ensure 
review of the five petitions is implemented in a manner that is 
timely and consistent with Congressional, OMB and USDA intent. 

(2) The petition review ven~e is not objective, to the detriment of 
the Forest Service, petitioners and other affected persons and 
enti ties. 

All indications are that pet~tion reviews will be implemented 
internally at RMRS. However, RMRS is at the center of concerns 
raised in the petitions. An internal re'(riew at RMRS ris·ks 
diminishing the quality of the reviews as well as subsequent 
decisions and remedial actions that may be proposed. 

I strongly encourage the Forest Service to transfer review 
responsibilities for the five petiti ons to a venue that is 
impartial and independent, such as ' a separate Research Station, 
where an objective review can be expected. 

(3) Inte~im action should be considered by the Forest servi ce. 

Many of t he e rrors discussed in the GTR-RM- 217 petition are 
obvious, and as explained .require little more than veri~ication 
by referral to GTR-RM-217 and its supporting references. 

It has been brought to my attention th.at internal policy changes 
are al.ready being implemented at RMRS in response to the 
petition$ and issues discussed therein , even though the stated 
review period is of such significant duration and not yet 
expired. 

I encourage tbe Forest Service to consider interim action as an 
available, proper and honorable procedure in regard to the 
subject petitions. Interim action could include public 
notification of intent to revise or to enact other corrective 
actions before a final, comprehensive review decision is made 
av~ilable and final corrective actions ar@ implemented . 

Thank you, i n ad~ance, for your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, 

William K. Qlgen 
Pre5ident I Fore5ter 
W. K. Olsen & Associates, L. L. c . 
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Attachment 7 . USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station . 
Response to letter to Chief Bosworth, ~ant to Sen. Cam~bell. 
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Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
United States Senate 
3500 John F. Kennedy Parkway 
Suite200 
Fort Collins, CO 80526 

Dear Senator Campbell, 

FOIA/ PA 

2150 emtre A.wmue 
&ildiDg A. Sam: 376 
Fon Com-. CO 80526-1891 

We Cod£: 4100 

Date: May 13, 2003 

I arn respondmg to your April i4, 2003, inquiry regarding a letter you received from William K. 
Olsen, dated April '.ll, 2003. Mr. Olsen raises several questions/concerns regarding the Forest 
Service's handling of five petitions submitted under the provisions of Public Law 106--554 § 515, 
the Data Quality Act (DQA). As Director of the Rocky Mountain Research Station {RMRS), I 
ha11e the initial lead on responding to the petitions. 

Of the five petitions submitted by Mr. Olsen and others, the fir~ dated January 17, 2003, is a 
"Petition to Correct lDformui.on Disseminated by the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) ;Forest Service" (GTR.-RM-217). GTR.·RM-217 is aRock.yMountain General 
Technical Report titled "Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the 
Southwestern United States," co-authored by nine authors-scientists/managers. The Forest 
Service received the five petitions on January 31, 2003. RMRS took the lead in coordinating a 
response to the first petition because a response on the remaining four petitions is highly 
dependant on a detennination of the merit ofGTR-RM-217. 

RMR.S responded to Mr. Olsen on March 21) 2003, within the 60-day time limit outlined in the 
USDA information quality guideline~. My letter acknowledged receipt of the petitions and 
requested an e«tended deadline of July 31, 2003, to thoroughly and adequately review the 281-
page petition on GTR.-RM-~17. We stated that it was imponant to focus on this first petition as 
it was the basis of information for the other four petitions and we would be able to better 
estimate response time for the other four petitions once our review of GTR.-RM-217 was 
completed. 

I will address Mr. Olsen's concerns in the order they appear in his letter to you. 

1) The petitioner believes the Forest Service is circumventing the timely review requirements of 
Ofjlce fJj MQllQgmnent and Bwiget (OMB) and [JS[)A. 

The Forest Service believes it is aaing in a titnely nianner and in accordance with O:MB and 
USDA guidelines. 1be DQA is 1"ela:tively new to the federal government and the Forest Service 
and the five petitions are the first DQA petitions the Forest Service has received. We recognize 
that it is imperative that they be handled in a timely manner; however; it is important that all of 

Cari.Qg for the I.ud lllld Serving People 
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Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 2 

I 
the petitioners concems are adequately and thoroughly addressed as the outcome can have 
significant impact on managing the nations' forests and rangelands. 

This is considered a high priority and our scientist/authors have devoted and continue to devote 
significant time and effort in reviewing the petition, so that we can provide a response by the 
July 31, 2003, timeline. The first petition is a 28"1-page document stating very specific concerns 
and information request changes to the 90-page GTR-RM-217 publication. The authors must 
evaluate each of the petitioners' specific requests in order for the agency to niake a valid 
response on the merit or the requested corrections. Ibis requires evaluating the complex issues, 
reviewing cited literature, obtaining new Ji~ and developing a written response in regards 
to the issues and the process. Each of the remaining four petitions average about five pages each 
and should require less time to respond to once this first petition is reviewed. 

2) The petitioner believes thai the Forest Service '.s selected review venue will lead to decisions 
that are not objective. 

The review venue was selected via discussion and consuhation with O:Mll, USPA, the Chief's 
Office, Regions. and Stations. It was agreed that the selected review venue and time frame is the 
most pertinent relative to the petitioner's request. It is consistent with the requirements and 
guidelines of OMB. USD~ and Congressional intent. 

The DQA process provides the petitioner an opportunity for reconsideration. once the agency 
makes a decision. If the petitioner is not satisfied with the agency' s decision, the petitioner may 
submit a Request for R,c(;onside.ratio11 (RFR) within the timeframe outlined by the USDA · 
guidelines. We believe we are addressing the petitions in a timely manner and well within the 
guidelines and intent of the DQA 

As Mr. Olsen states: "'The impact of the goshawk doc;uments and dependent U.S. Forest Service 
forest management policies is substantial and particularly influential for private industry and 
rural communities across the West" Please be assured that we are taking this matter seriously 
and responding to it in a timely fashion. If' you have further questions on this matter please 
contact Alison Hill, Assistant Director ofResearch, at 970-295-5942 . . 

~~ 
../H MARCIAPATION·MAILORY 

I . Station Director 

cc: Alison Bill, ADR, RMRS 
Cynthia West, ADR, PNW 
ltick Cables, Regional forester, :RM Region 
Glen Contreras, WO R.&D 
Robert Lewis, Deputy ChiefR&D, WO 
Dale Bosworth, Chief, WO 
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Attachment 6. USDA Forest Service, Washington Office . Communication 
sta~ing letter to Chief BO$worth (Attachments 5, 6) was not received. 
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.-

Mr. William K. Olsen 
W.K. Olsen & Associates, LL.C. 
247 Falls Creek Drive 
Bellvue, CO 80512 

Dear Mr. Olsen: 

FOL.\./PA 

1411o & IDdependmce SW 
P.O. Box 9'090 
Waslliapa,DC ~ 

FUe Code: 1300 
Date: JUN 1 3 2003 

We recently received a copy of a letter from the Rbcky Mountain Research Station Director to 
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell regarding a Go~hawk inquiry generated by you. With Senator 
Campbell's letter was a copy of an unsigned letter· from you dated April 17, 2003, addressed to 
the Chief of the Forest Servi~- In your letter to S~or Campbell you state that you sent the 
letter to the Chief. I understand the importance of'this matter to you and wish to inform you we 
have no record of receiving your April 17 letter in ,the Chiefs Office. Like many Federal 
Agencies in Washington, D.C., we have been experiencing delays in receivi.ng mail due to it 
being .. sanitized0 before reaching agency mailroorils. Security measures implemented by the 
U.S. Postal Service may have affected delivery of your letter to the Chief. 

For your information, we are enclosing a copy of the Rocky Mountain Station Director's 
response to Senator Campbell that adcJresSes the ~ taised in your letter to the Chief. Please 
contact Glen Contreras, Data Quality Team Leader, at (202) 205-2938, or gspntreas@fs;fed.~ 
if you have additional questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

agement Services 

cc: Station Director, Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region, Glen Contx"eraS, Oa:ta Quality 
Temn Leader . 
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United States 
l>epartment of 
Agriemture 

Porest 
Service 

Mr. Wi11iam K. Ol$en 
W.K. Olsen & Associates, L.L.C. 
247 Falls Creek Drive 
Bellvue, CO 80512 

Dear Mr. Olsen: 

Washlngton Office 14tb & Independence SW 
P.O. Bf;tx 96090 
Washi~Ol;!, DC 20090-6090 

File Code: 1300 

Date: JAN 8 aJ04 

This letter provides our detennination 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 ofinfonnation in General Technical Report 217 (GTR-RM-217), which is about 
management recommendations for the northern goshawk. 

We have given your Requests for Reconsideration careful examination and thoroughly reviewed 
your concerns. According to USDA Information Quality Guidelines. the reView of your Request 
for Reconsideration was based on the explanation and evidence you provided. In order to 
determine whether panels would be effective and necessary, USDA did convene a panel to 
review your Request for Reconsideration even though GTR-RM-217 is considered non~ 
influential information by the Forest Service. I understand that this request would not normally 
be paneled in the future under USDA IQG. Nonetheless, this panel was formed because your 
Request for Reconsideration was one of the first received by USDA · 

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

The reconsideration panel affirmed the Fore8t Set.'Vice response and found no compelling 
e:vidence to support retraction or amendment of the original agency response dated July 25, 2003. 
The panel determined the initial agency response was conducted with a great deal of care and 
due diligence, resulting in identification of eight technical errors unrelated to your request for 
~econsiderati.on, which will be corrected by the agency. In addition, extensive scientific review 
was conducted by the agency in examination of the claims .of the requestor. 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
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Mr. William K. Olsen Page2 

The panel found that GTR·RM-217 was the product of extensive peer review in the scientific 
~mmunity qualified to produce the specified data and recommendations. The panel thought the 
request was developed as a surrogate ''peer comment" on the overall document and request was 
based upon a directed policy outcome rather than identifying a clear informational deficiency. 
The panel determined that such requests, while appropriate input for reviewetS while the 
document is under development, are problematic for review under USDA IQG . Forest Service 
policy·makers must rely upon the whole of s.cientific and public input in a coordinated and 
concerted effort. The agency cannot be expected to consider larger policy questions outside of 
this context. The fact that the Forest Service discovered eight errors that were technical in nature · 
in their review demonstrates the kind of diligence that the panel found throughout their review. 
The errors will be colTected with an etTata sheet.in future references. 

In conclusion, the infonnation you provided wa5· earefully considered. Howeveri 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 GTR-RM-217 is inconsist@.t 
with USDA's IQG. A copy of the panel's recommendation along with the attachment and a 
copy of the errata sheet are enclosed for your information. 

Sincerely, 

)~)-&ti 
BOVB. EAV 
Acting Deputy Chief for Research & Development 

Enclosures 



USDA Quality of Information 
Request for Reconsideration Review Panel 

Review Panel Participants: 

Douglas J. ~IcKalip, Director of Le.gislative Affairs, 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Gary S. Becker, Economist, Food Safety Inspection Service 
Glen Contrer~, Wildlife, Fish, Watershed and Air Research Staff 

RFC#3001 
RFC#3002 
RFC#3003 
RFC#3004 
RFC#3005 

Subject of Review: 

.• 

Th~ subject of the Reconsideration Panel was Requests for Correction Numbers 3001-
3005. These requests collectively dealt with Management Recommendations for the 
Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States. The individual requests were 
consolidated and considered as a single reques~. . . 
The request for reconsideration and original request f<;>:i: corryction were submitted by; 

Mr. William K. Olsen 
W.K.. Olsen and Associates, L.L.C. 
2A1 Falls Creek Dri~e 
Bellevue, CO 80521 

The document under review is a General Technfoal.RepQrt (GTR-RM-217) issued by the 
Forest Service Rocky Mountain Research Station in 1992. The document was developed 
by the Goshawk Scientific Committee in order to establish appropriate bases and 
parameters for management decisions involving goshawks in the Southwestern United 

· States. The document is relevant in that it influe.Q.ces Forest Plans in the western U.S. and 
serves as a component of rulemaking and National Environmental Policy Act processes 
for numerous Forest Service Activities. 

Legal Authority for Request: 

The request was submitted under the Da~a Quality Act (Pub. L. No. 106-554, Sec. 515) 
and subsequent USDA Information Quality Guidelines. 
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Timeline of Requests; 

January 21, 2003 -- Original request for correction received by the USDA Forest 
Service. 

July 25, 2003 -- Agency response provided to requestor, indicating request to 
retract information denied. 

September 4~ 2003 ". Request for reconsideration submitted to agency. 

October 29, 2003 •• Reconsideration Panel convened. 

Summary of Request: The requestor asserts substandard qualicy issues throughout 
GTR-RM-217 with respect to processes used to develop the information, specific items 
such as recommended nest habit.at requirements, and also compliance by the Forest 
Service with processes within the Office of Management and Budget and USDA on 
information quality. · 

Summary of the Reconsideration Panel charge and deliberations: 

The reconsideration panel on GTR-RM-217 began action on October 20, 2003, by 
collecting background on the request. The charge of the reconsideration panel was to 
determine whether the initial agency review of the Request for Correction was conducted 
with due diligence. The panel on GTR-RM-217 first convened on October 29, 2003. 
Extensive ·background was provided by Forest Service personxiel. Panelists outside the 
original agency of request performed subsequent.examination of the original request, 
response document, and additional background information provided by Forest Service 
staff. Panel Members included USDA employees intimately familiar with the Data 
Quality Act, and who assisted in development of Departmental guidance in this area. 
Consideration of the request was conducted by panelists outside the original agency of 
request in order to formulate an ind~endent review. 

Review of Potential Disqualification of Request 

The Reconsideration Panel first examined whether the initial request adhered to the 
requirements for review under the Data Quality Act. In this case, GTR-RM-217, was 
examined to determine whether the document was subject to review. The panel 
considered the following: 

• Was information intended exclusively for use by government employees, 
contractors, grantees? 

The Reconsideration Panel determined that the information had a broad application 
including input into development of future management plans. 
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• Was information intended exclusively for intra-agency or interagency use? 
The Reconsideration Panel determined that since the infonnation would be utilized in 
cases where public coroment is solicited it was not determined to be exclusively for intra­
agency or interagency use. 

• Did the requestor follow and include all required items? 

The Reconsideration Panel determined that all required component~ and documentation 
had been submitted by the requestor. 

·• Was the request frivolous, submitted in bad faith, the subject of prior 
complaints that have been resolved, or related to stale information? 

The Reconsideration Panel determined that the request was valid and bad not received 
prior review. Panelists determined that infonnation under review met several other 
criteria under the USDA information guidelines, including: 

I . support for a regulation, guidance, or other decision 
2. implications or a broad range of parties or have an intense impact 

The Reconsideration Panel determined that the information in question was not "s~ale" 
under USDA information quality guidelines in that it is still an important component of 
USDA Forest Service policy development. However panelists questioned whether data 
fonnulated before enactment of the Data Quality Act were subject to review under the 
newly issued guidelines. Panel Members on this ~ase did not arrive at a conclusion on 
this question and gave the Request for Reconsideration a full review. 

Findings: 

The Reconsideration Panel found no compelling evidence to support retraction or 
amendment of the original agency response dated July 25. 2003. Development of the 
initial agency response was conducted with a great deal of care and due diligence, 
resulting in identification of eight unrelated technical errors unrelated to the request for 
reconsideration, which will be conected by the agency. In addition, extensive scientific 
review was conducted by the agency in examination of the claims of the requestor. 

The Reconsideration P~el found that GTR-RM-217 was the product of extensive peer 
review in the scientific community qualified to produce the specified data and policy 
recommendations. In this case the requestor lacked a pointed claim of deficiency in a 
specific instance. Instead, the request was developed as a surrogate "peer comment" on 
~e overall document. The request was also based upon a directed policy outcome rather 
~an identifying a clear informational deficiency. Such requests, while appropriate input 
for reviewers while the document is under development, are problematic for review under 
USDA guidelines. Forest Service policy-makers must rely upon the whole of scientific 
and pul?lic input in a coordinated and concerted effort. (In this case the Goshawk 
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Scientific Committee) The agency cannot be expected to consider larger policy questions 
outside of this context. Future development of Goshawk technical reports may serve as 
an appropriate forum for this discussion. The fact that the Forest Service incidentally 
discovered eight errors that were technical in nature in their review demonstrates the kind. 
of diligence that the Reconsideration Panel found throughout the study. The errors will 
be corrected with an errata in future references. 

While the Reconsideration Panel did determine that the initial agency action was 
conducted with due diligence, the Panel also determined that documentation provided 
back to the requestor did not reflect all relevant background information. In fact the 
agency developed a more descriptive response O'P ~ itemized basis that addressed the 
claims of the requestor and would have served as a more appropriate response to the 
original request. The Reconsideration Panel has included that additional documentation 
in this report. 

Recommended Agency Action: 

The panel recommends affinning the Forest Service response dated July 25., 2003 and 
rejecting the Request for Reconsideration. The Reconsideration Panel recommends that 
the Forest Service provide to the extent practicable a more complete response (similar to 
that attached) to future requests. Beyond this item, the.Reconsideration Panel does not 
believe further reconunended agency actions are warranted. 
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Signatures of Panelists: 

Gary S. cker, Economist, 
Food Safety Inspection Service 

.Glen Contreras, Wildlife, Fish, Watershed 
and Air Research Staff USDA Forest Service 
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Review of the 
Request to Correct Information Disseminated 

By USDA Forest S~I'\tice 
Iu 

MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TIIB.NORTHERN GOSHA WKlN THE· 
SOUTHWESTERN UNITED STATES. General Technical Report 217. Fort Collins, CO: U.S. 
Department of Agriculrure, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment 
Station. 90 pp. l 992. 

By 
USDA Forest Service 

Rocky Mountain Research Station 

Requestors: 
William K. Olsen (Primary Contact) 
President I Forester 
W. K. Olsen & Ac;sociates, ~.LC 
247 Falls Creek Drive P.O. Box 125 
Bellvue, CO 80512 

William Pickell 
Manager 
Washington Contract Loggers Assn. 
P.O. Box 2168 
Olympia, Washington 98507 

Howard Hutchinson 
Executive Director 
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties 
Glenwood, NM 88039 

Allen Ribelin 
Exec~tive .DirectorNorthern Arizona Loggers 
Association . 
504 East Butler Avenue 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

liltrodnction: In ·1anuary2003, a Request for Conection (Request) was filed under p~ovisions of 
the Federal Data Quality Act by W.K. Olsen & Associates, L.L.C., and others to correct 
information .dissemiilated by the United States Government in a USDA-Forest Service research · 
General Technical Report (Rocky Mountain Research Station, GTR RM-217, 90 pp.). This 
report was prepared by the Goshawk Scientific Corµmittee in 1992 to develop habitat · 
management recommendations that would sustain goshawks· in the southwestern United States. 
Forest Service land managers have amended numerous Forest Plans in the w~stem United States 
. to 'incorporate these innovative recommendations. This review addresses the Requestors' 
assertions, reviews the RM:-217 statements and citations, and either supported or refuted rhe 
Requestors' assertions. 

This review found that the Requestors: 1) failed to carefully read and understand RM-217. 2) 
misinterpreted RM-217, conducted analyses to support their misinterpretations, and then 
inappropriately ~ttributed them to R..\11-217, 3) claimed that RM-217 restricted forest 

.. management when in fact RM-217 :1ecommends active management, and 4) discovered eight 
mirier errors that did not affect the recommendations. 

Summary: In 1990, the USDA Forest Service established the Goshawk Scientific Committee 
(GSC) to recommend habitat management strategies to conserve goshawks. Over a two year 
period, the GSC developed and synthesized the best information available on goshawk ecology 
and habitats . 
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After extensive peer review by 19 scientists and managers from universities, museums, and 
government organizations, the Rocky Mountain Research Station published, in 1992, the 
''Management Recommendation for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern Unitro States" 
as. General Technical Report RM-217. 

In the late 1980s, factors limiting goshawk populations were poorly known. The literature of the· 
time showed goshawks lived in a variety of forests and that some populations were affected by 
fluctuations in food abundance. The GSC included members with mi intimate knowledge of 
goshawks and they noted that because of the goshawk's large size, sub-canopy foraging 
behavior, and trophic position (top level predator) they were likely to be limited by both food 
and habitat structure. The GSC, therefore, used a food web approach to specify desired forest 

·habitat.conditions for the goshawk and important prey species. 

The GSC assembled and synthesized infonnation on goshawks, their prey, and the development 
patterns of southwestern forests. This data synthesis used specific habitat information on 15 bird 
and mammal species along with concepts of forest ecology to produce a general set of desired 
forest conditions that will likely sustain populations of goshawks and their prey. Three home 
range components were identified (nest area, post-fledging family area, and foraging area.) 3nd 
different recommendations were developed for each component. 

The GSC used the native composition, strucrure, landscape pattern, and patch dynamics of the 
forests in the southwest as templates for assembling goshawk and prey l?.abitats. This approach 
increased the likelihood that the desired forest conditions could be sustained through time and 
space. To facilitate an understanding of these forest dynamics, the GSC useo a Vegetation 
Structural Stage (VSS) classification to describe these forests. The reco~enda.tions in RM-217 
mimicked the effects of natural disturbances that shaped southwestern forests . Most importantly 
RM-217 assumed active management could replicate these native conditions and disturbances 
and a "reserve'~ approach for sustaining goshawks would not be necessary. ln-addition to 
benefiting goshawks, this approach wouJ.d produce forest-s.resilient to non-lethal surface fir~s and 
resistant to catastrophic crown fires. These forests would also provide an may of other goods · 
and services including forest products. 

After publication, four independent reviews demonstrated RM-217' s significance and high 
quality. In 1994, The Wildlife Society and American Ornithologists' Union completed a 
Technical Review and determined the "scope and the review of the biology of northern 
goshawks in RM-217 is excellent," and that" ... the recommendations represented an innovative 
approach to forest management because they encourage forest managers to consider forest 
ecosystems as assemblages of interacting S{>ecies of plants and animals" (Braun et al. 1994). In a 
1995 Journal of Forestry article. Dewhurst, Covington", and Wood declar~d RM-217 "as a forest 
management plan with explicit assumptions and hypotheses about system structures and 
processes, clear articulations of management goals, objectives, and specific actions were 
identified" (Dewhurst et al. 1995). In 1999, the USDA committee of scientists in their report 
"Sustaining the People's Land: Recommendations for Stewardship of the National Forests and 
Grasslands into the Next Century" recommended RM-217 as an example of a "bioregional 
assessm~nt for a large-scale conservation s~ategy that was collaboratively developed." In 2000, 
RM-217 was reviewed by Long and Smith in the Journal of Forestry, concluding that RM-217 
"while superficially another example of narrow, single species focus, is in fact a coarse filter 
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approach that includes a mosaic of age and structural classes to provide habitats and food chains 
for a broad spectrum of wildlife species including goshawk prey species ... approximating the 
composition, structure, and landscape patterns existing in southwestern ponderosa pine forests 
before fundamental changes in natural disturbance regimes and forest structure"( Long and 
Smith 2000). 

In 1991, the USDA Forest Service Regional Forester (Southwestern Region -3) issued Interim 
Directives providing Region-wide management direction (following RM-217 concepts) for 
goshawk habitat. Al.most immediately, timber harvest activities were appealed and law suits 
were filed by the environmental community opposed to using these novel habitat 
recommendations, but the court ruled in favor of the Forest Service. In 1996, a Record of 
Decisiem (ROD) formally amended all Forest Plans in Region-3. The ROD implemented 
standards and guidelines for managing goshawk habitat. Similarly, the Forest Service hi Alaska, 
Intermountain Region, Rocky Mountain Region, and Pacific Northwest Region relied heavily on 
RM-217 for developing goshawk habitat management strategies. 

ln January 2003, a Request for Correction (Request) was filed under the Federal Data Quality 
Act by W .K. Olsen & Associates, L.L.C., and others to correct information clisseminated in RM-
217. The Requesters alleged that the GSC relied on '1'reconceived notions and non-transparent 
qualitative decision models" to develop RM-217; this is not true. The Requestors discovered a . 
few minor errors in RM-217. However, after more than J.O years, RM-217 remains applicable for 
sustaining habitats of goshawk and their prey, and continues to be a roQust and fi~ting template 
for addressing forest health and wildfire concems in westem forests. 

The following is a listing nf the main Request ~opics and .responses to the alleged errors in RM-
217: J._?.equestors' statements are in italics. 

I. Nest area siz~, quantity and stand strucrure: The Requesters challenge the 
determination of the recommended size; number, and structure of goshawk nest areas. 

Nest area size: Southwestern forests have widely varying capacities for producing 
desired forest conditions and it was prudent to minimize the possibility of ~mmediate 
loss of goshawk habitat. In "the opinion of'tbe GSC (e.g .. based on literature, 
experience, deliberation) 30 acre nest areas were recommended to provide for 
uncertainty associated with correctly incorporating requisite habitat structure and 
landform in both suitable and replacement nest areas. This was paramount in the 
Southwest where there is considerable variation in site~specific tree growth potential. 
"Sites have widely varying capabilities to produce the desired conditions; pn certain 
sites desired conditions cannot be attained, while on others the conditions can be 
exceeded" (RM 217, p. 21). 

Nest area quantity: Many pairs of goshawks have two to four alternate nest areas 
within their home rarige. Additionally, replacement nest areas are required because 
nest stands are subject to loss from catastrophic events and natural decline and rrees 
and forests require many years to grow (RM- 217, p. 13). 

Nest area structure (Request, p. 19):.Even-aged goshawk nest area and nest stand 
structure ts recommended inRM~217. RM-217 does not recommend even-aged nest 
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area strucrure as the Requestors claim. Tbe Requestors failed to read and understand 
RM-217 (RM-217, p. 14. Table 5) that allows for many nest area structures 
(footnote 1: The entire nest area may not support all of the attributes displayed in 
the table). 

The pertinent literature was properly cited and synthesized to dev.elop a set of 
"desired conditions" for nest areas that in the best estimate of the GSC will sustain 
goshawk pqpulations in the Southwestern Region (RM-217, p. 9)~ The result is that 
RM-217 ~s correct in the way that nest area size, quantity and stand structure were 
determined and the rationale was complete and fully revealed in RM-217 (p. 13). 

· ll Post-fledging family area (PFAs): The Requestors claim that the (Request., p. 29) 
PFA existence is based on biased, ·speculation'and arbitrary procedures. The 
concept oftht?. post-fledging family area (PFA) was arbitrarily created by the GSC 

Young goshawks (fledglings) must learn to hunt, survive, and fend for.themselves. 
Radio-telemetry research of the movements of adult nesting female goshawks and 
their young after fl.edging (leave the nest) detected core areas of concentrated us.e by · 
the adult female goshawk and her fledglings that averaged 415 ac. This core area is 
an important part of the breeding home range of goshawks as it includes perches, 
roosts, preferred hunting areas near the nest, and training areas for the fledglings: 
Because the female core ar~ included the fledgling dependency area> the GSC 
coined the term "post-fledging family area" (PFA). °Therefore the concept of a PF A 
was not arbitrarily created by GSC (RM-217, p. 13). 

. 
The result is that RM-217 i~ correct in the way that PFAs were determine4 and the 
ratfonal~ was complete and fully revealed in R¥-217 (p. 1~). 

m. Nest tree buffer: The Requestors' allege that (Request, p. 39): the arbitrary.creation 
of PF As was incorrectly used as justification by the GSC to capriciously expand the 
nest area buffer: k discussed above in Section n of this review, the PFA was not 
arbitrru:1.ly created nor incorrectly used as a justification for expanding the nest area 

: by the GSC. As a result, the PFA had different desired forest conditions than the 
nest area and the foraging area. The desired forest conditions were not fabricated as 
alleged by the Requestors. Moreover, active management is recommended in PFAs 
to develop and maintain the desired structure in contrast to the concept of a nest 
area buffer. The process is fully explained and documented in RM-217 (pp. 13, 15). 

The result is that RM-217 is correct in the way that PFA.s were determined and the 
rationale w~ complete and fully revealed in RM-217. 

IV. Canopy cover:: The Requestors allege that the definitions and methods of estimating 
canopy cover in RM-217 are biased. 

RM-217 properly defines canopy cover (RM-217, pp. 87, 89). Both are proper 
definitions and disclose how.the GSC intended canopy cover to be estimated and all 
recommendations in RM-217 are based on these definitions and measurement 
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methods. 

Canopy cover was defined according to standard scientific practice to ensure that it 
would not be misinterpret~. Because of the many ways it can be measured the 
GSC chose to base their recommendations on the most simple and easily applied 
method, the vertical canopy projection method. The definitions and the 
recommended method of measuring canopy cover are accurate. The estimates are 
qujck and efficient and provide good estimates within the VSS structural stages in 
which canopy cover recommen<4tions are provided. The entire argument and 
discussion by the Requestors as to the merits of using densio.meters vs. the vertical 
projection are moot if the estimates are made according to the recommendations. 
R.i.\1-217 recommends classifying the vegetation (VSS) in clumps, groups, stands or 
over any spatial scale and then estimate canopy cover. 

The result is that RM-217 is correct in the way that canopy cover was defined and 
measured and the rationale was complete and fully revealed in Rl"\1-217. 

V. Goshawk prey species and desired foraging area conclitions: The Requesters allege 
that the methodology used to select prey and defme forage area conditions was 
flawed. 

. , • . 

Requesters claim that the GSC had a preconceived notion of desired forest 
conditions and then searched for supporting evidence. This is a fallacious claim. 
The Requesters ~;ocorrectly interpreted the purpos.e of Tables 6 and 7 (RM-217, pp. 
i 7, 19). The purpose of the tables was to show the importance of habitat attributes 
(e.g., SJ?.ags, openings, VSS) and not the importance of prey. As a result1 the · 
Requestors1 influence analysis was·UI)warranted and the inferences made from the 
an~ysis irrelevant. These tabies were used to develop the desired conditions for the 
foraging area which are fully documented on pages 17-19 RM-217. 

The result is that RM-217 is correct in the way that the desired foraging area 
conditions were developed and the ·rationale was complete and fully revealed in 
RM-217. 

VI. Vegetation structural stage: The Requestors' claim (Request, p. 76) VSS 
inadequately supported by documentation and lacks theoretical basis. The 
Vegetation Structural Stage clanification scheme for fort;st development is poorly 
conceived, using only an inadequate and, misrep.,-esented citation as a theoretical 
basis, and is readily shown to be impossible to apply to uneven~aged stand 
conditions. 

The GSC recognized there were numerous ways to classify vegetation ranging from 
potential vegetation to forest type. These classification systems were not readily 
adaptable for describing the strucn.rre of southwestern forests. In reviewing the 
literature on vegetation classifications and those applicable to describing wild.life 
habitat, the GSC chose to develop their vegetation structural classification after 
those used to describe vegetation in northeastern Oregon. The GSC developed the 
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v.egetati.on structural stage classification that was used in RM-217 (Figure 1 p. 2, p. 
15, Appendix 5 p. 90) with 6 structural stages ranging from grass-forb·shrub to old 
forest. Most importantly these c:lassi:fi~ations can be used to classify vegetation of 
any size, age, or composition and at any spatial scale. RM-217 advocates that they 
be used to classify the groups and clumps of vegetation outlined in RM-217 but 
similar classifications have been used to classify the entire interior Columbia River 
Basin in the northwestern United States. The Requestors, through arguments on 
Request pages 82-84 claim that the VSS, as defined by R...N!-217, classification can 
only be a_pplied to even-aged "s~ds" which is untrue. 

The result is that RM-217 ~s correct in the way the vegetation strocrural stages were 
de~eloped and used, and the rationale was complete and fully revealed in RM-217. 

Vll. Extrapolation from targeted populations (Request, p. 87): In RM-217, the GSC 
failed to iden.rify target populations for the sources of its own presented data, as 
well as for data and conclusions originating from cited references. 

The Requesters argue that gosha:wk nest site vegetation data, collected in plots 
centered on goshawk nests, cannot not be extrapolated from the sample plots to 
entire nest stands. RM-217. Table 5 (structural attributes for suitable northern 
goshawk nest stands in the southwest) allows for within-stand variation. Footn9~e 1 
in table 5 clearly states that structural attributes in table 5 may not be supported in 
the entire nest area. 

The GSC extrapolated the structural conditions identified in Table 5 to only that 
portion of the nest stand within the 30-a¢re nest area. The synthesis of prey habitats 
resulted in generalized landscape.h~~itats. Specific habitats derived from the 
literature for each species were nor extrapolated to landscapes as claimed by th.e 
Requestors. · 

The Requestors incorrectly assumed that T·able 5 (RM-217, p. 14) presented even­
aged conditions. The Requestors' resulting analysis and inferences as the result of 
this ·error were irrelevant. Also in this. section the Requestors argue that RM-217 
recommends (Request, p. 1 OS) the canopy cover requirements for foraging areas in 
RM-217 apply ar the landscape levd but they orily apply to the clumps and groups 
of VSS 4, 5,or 6 shown in Table 1 (RM-217, p. 7). 

The result is that RM-217 clid not inappropri~tely extrapolate data mcorrectly. The 
alleged error was the result of the Request ors misinterpreting Table 5 (RM-217). 

vm. Grazing/forage utilization (Request, p. 111): The restrictions onforage utilization 
are poorly referenced and, subsequently, incorrect arid unjusrifia.bly restrictive. 

To attain the recommended forage utilization, the desired herbaceous ~d shrubby 
conditions included plants with sufficiently large leaf surfaces to produce quality 
forage, abundant inflorescences and seed production, and sufficient plant height to 
provide cover for these species. The recommended understories in addition to 

6 



providing habitat for prey also provides hiding and protection cover for fledglings 
as they learn to hunt and fend for themselves. 

The photo guides cited in R.t\1-217, are an invaluable aid in correlating prey habitat 
needs of individual species considered in RM-217 with the levels of range use (by 
weight) by ungulates and other grazers or browsers: By combining and synthesizing 
information from separate habitat users (grazers vs. prey species) the ability to 
make recorµmendations was possible. 

The result is that RM-217 is correct in the way the forage utilization 
recommendations were developed and the rationale was complete and fully 
revealed in R.~p217. 

IX. Road densities (Request, p. 112: .Though the GSC repeatedly required and 
recommended that roads be "minimized", no supponing citations or other 
inf orma.tion were provided to support the manda.te. 

Roads are an important component of forested landscapes that influence goshawk 
habitat quality. One could not attain the desired forest conditions in nest areas with 
a high road density. The GSC' s intent in recommending minimum densities of 
roads was made in the recognition that to create and maintain the .desired forest 
conditions throughout a goshawk home range, active forest management was 
needed and recommended. In addition, the minimum road recommendation allowed 
local managers the utmost flexibility in creating the desired forest conditions (RM-
217, pp. 22, 23, 28). The GSC recognized that closing.of roads was extremely 
difficult in the gentle terrain that occurs in· much of the southwest. · 

The result is that RM~217 is oorrect ID. recommendlng minimum road d~nshies 
when developing the desired forest conditions. 

X. RM-217 Citations 

The issues raised in this section are the same as those that appear :in Appendix 3. 
Rather thah repeating responses to Appendix 3 here, the reader is referred to the _ 
responses located in Appendix 3 of this document. · 

XL Inherent bias reveals lack of objectivity for whole publication (Request, p . 122); 
Collectively, the errors and biases revealed in Sections J-X above suggest that RM-
217 was conceived, written and published with the intent to achieve preconceived 
and desired "utcomes. 

The outcome of the broad-based approach used in RM-217 was initially unkn.own 
and, therefore, could not have been preconceived. There was sufficient published . 
empirical evidence (RM-217, p. 11, and the literature cited therein) to support the 
food web approach and that a "perception" on part of the OSC did not supercede the 
empirical evidence. 
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Bias is ubiquitous in human endeavors. Nonetheless, internal bias within tbe GSC 
was minimized by continuous, often contentious, interactions among committee 
members with diverse knowledge bases. Bias was further minimized by the broad­
based approct:Ch used in RM-217. That is, the diverse habitats of multiple species 
were incorporated into sustaining landscapes wbose compositions, structures, and 
patterns that were constrained by the biology and ecology of the dominant 
vegetation in the targeted forest types. Thus, other than a directed focus on home 
range components (nest area, PF A, foraging area) of goshawks, the habitats of no 
one species doxninated the desired landscapes. Furthermore, the draft RM-217 was 
peer reviewed by 19 scientists and mangers, and, after it was published, it was 
favorably reviewed by an independent (non-Forest Service) committee of scientists 
appointed by two professional wildlife societies, The Wildlife Society and 
American Ornithologists ' Union (Braun et al. 1996). In addition, RM-217 was 
favorably reviewed for its potential for successful implementation in southwestern 
ponderosa pine forests in a J oumal of Forestry article (Long a.nd S:m..ith 2000). 

In none of the components of a goshawk home range do the recommendations in , 
RM-217 preclude timber management activities. In fact, RM-217 when 
implemented, RM-217 (p. 32) suggests intensive management through understory 
tr~tments of forests to produce large trees quickly. These intermediate treatments 
pro_vide small saw-logs and wood material for small product and fiber-based 
industries. Jn addition to providing goshawk habitat, large trees will make excellent 
saw-logs 

The result is that RM-217 is correct and most importantly nei1:Qer this review nor 
the one performed by the Request6!S ,reveaied any substantive errors in RM-217. 

XII. Technical reviews (Request, p. 125): .. :the review and discussion of technical 
reviews in this section (XII), in conjunction. with presented discussion arid materials 
in the previous sections, shows that tht tecJuzical review process zi.sedfor RM-217 
was in.adequate for ensuring objectivity standards were met. 

The Requestors under the Freedom of Information Act requested and received 
copies of 13 memos from peer reviewers of RM-217. Contrary to the Requestors• 
claim their review comments were reconciled and included in the final document. In 
addition to these reviews RM-217 was orally defended in front of a panel of Rocky 
Mountain Scientists chaired by an Assistant Director. Moreover, the workings of 
the GSC were continually reviewed by a Task Force made up of private citizens, 
individuals from nongovernmental organizations (e.g., Audubon Society), 
University of Arizona. New Mexico and Arizona State organizations, USDI Fish 
and Wildlife Service, industry representatives, and Forest Service Managers. This 
review of RM 217 during its development and prior to publication made the 
document receive the highest scrutiny above and beyond what would be termed 
normal in· the scientific peer r~view process. 

The GSC reviewed all comments received and made appropriate changes where 
needed in the RM-217 and retained important observations when it was helpful for 
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the discussion. The Requestors' allegation that the reviews supported their thesis 
that RM-217 was inherently biased and reveals lack of objectivity for whole 
publication is wrong. These reviewers provided an invaluable service to the GSC 
arid their comments were an integral part of the final RM-217. RM-217 is a 
recommended habitat management hypothesis designed to sustain goshawks, the 
food web, and the major forested communities that species depend upon for their 
long-term survival. The habitat recommendations were developed with considerable 

· th.ought. A vast body of knowledge was synthesized in order to develop the 
recommendations-not a simple task. No competing habitat management 
recommendations exist that provide for the long-term sustainability of goshawks. 
Those who seek to openly detract from the important GSC contribution and 
advancement of the management of forested landscapes, fail in particular by not -
providing alternative management recommendations. The GSC has yet to see 
another set of h~bitat management recommendations that challenge the veracity of 
RM~217 . 

Appendix 3: Over 350 citations were used in the preparation of RM-217 supporting lOOs of 
statements. The Requestors found 26 ~tatements and citations they allege were improper. Of 
these 26 alleged errors the Requestors misinterpreted RM-217 6 times, mis.interpreted the 
citation ·m RM-217 once, were wrong in claiming RM~2 l 7 in error 9 times, prefers one statjstic 
over another once, erred on inference of data location once, mislead reader once, and found 7 
minor errors. These errors include oinitting a persop.al communication (letter), citing the wrong 
work of the same author, and transposing a data column in the final printing of RM-2l 7. These 7 
errors (causing no need for substantive changes) all:occurred in supporting material.found in 
Appendix 3 ofRM-217 and norie in the body ofRM-217. 

In summary, this review of the Request to correct RM-217 found no errors.requiring substantive 
change. In addition to the errors revealed in Appendix 3, RM-217 erred on page 14 by-stating 
PFAs vary in size from 300 to 6oo·acres. The correct range was 84 to·s12 acres. RM-217 
presents the available (1992) information on b-Oth goshawk and goshawk prey habitat in an 
accurate, Clear, complete, and unbiased manner. This information was synthesized into desired 
forest conditions that in the _view of the GSC would·sustain goshawks and sub_sequent research 
.has affirmed RM-;217. The Request and the review of the Request reinforced the strength and 
robustness of the recommendations in RM-217 for sustaining goshawk habitat in the Southwest. 
Its combination of forest ecology, goshawk habitat, and goshawk prey habitat synthesized to 
produce a template for sustaining forested landscapes in the Southwest is still sound. This 
Request is only another challenge to RM-217 and the decisions it has infonned over the last 13 
years. 

9 



ERRATA, October 2003: The following corrections are hereby made to "Managell\ent 
Recommendations for the Nofthem Goshawk in the Southwestern United States," General Technical 
Repon, RM-217, USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fort CollinS, CO. 1992: 

Pai;c 131 patagrapb 8: J>FAs V'flrY in si2e !torn 300 to 600 Mrcs (mean= 415 acm) and trJJJ.y coll'CSJ)ond tO !be territory (a di;fended 
area) of a pair of goshawks (l<.ennedy 1989). Should read! PFA.s vacy in size from 84 to 812 acres (mean"' 415 acn:.s) and mEly 
co=:spond lO the territory (a defended !UU) ofa pair of gosh11.w.ks (Kennedy 1989). 

Appendix 2, pages 51-52: Appendix 2 con~ counting. rounding. and iranspe>5ition crrou. A corrected Appeodix l i$ atuchcd. 

Ap_pend.ix 3, page 53, par-agrapb 9: Citation (Stauffer a.ad Best 1986) ~bould :read {Stall!!~ and B~t 1980). 

Appendix 3, page 54, paragraph 4: Sites that were clearcllt h:id th~ lowest densities of breeding birds, 0.5 birds per )00 11.Cl'C$ 
(Haldema.J'l 1968, SZSIO and Bold!i 1979). SbooJd iud; Of sites silviculturally treated, clcarcots had the lo~st density of breed.in:; 
birds, 0.5 birds per 100 aon::s (Haldeman 1~68, Szaro and Bald.o.1979b). 

Appendix 3, page S7, paragraph 9; Ci tad on (Stauffer 1983; Zw\ckel Bild Be1Jdcll 1985) .should ~d (Stauffer 1983). 

Appeadlx 3, page ?1, par.11grapb 1: Canopy ~vcr ill a 33-foot-radios plot catimd on prima.ry middens nvaagcd 89% (n: l44) for 
Mollllt Grnham rcd squirrels (Mannan and Smitb 1991). Should rr.a\j.: Canopy cover in a 33-f'oot-radius plot cent::IM on pri..awy 
miMens l\Vet:iged over 90% (n::;J#) for MoUnt Graham red sq\li.rrels (Mannan and Smith 1991). 

Appendix 3, 'Jl&8c 75, paragr:iph 4: Mature trees o&n produce Ille most COD~ (Larson and Schllbelt 1970), and abUDdsnt tXUffie 
foods 11.(C ofi~ associalCd with young pi.De SWtcls with ~opy cover greru.cr than 657o (StateS 1985). Should nad: Mo.tu.re trees 
often produce the mo.st cones (Larson and Schnb..-t 1970), and abundant truffle foods are often associated wilh yo11ng pine staitd.s with 
c~opy cover gteatcr than 60% (1. Swcs, ~onal communicaaon). 

Appendix 3, page 54, paragraph 6:Ciw:ion (SZllit> and Bald.a 1979) should read (Sr.am and aalda 1979b). 

Corrected; Appendix 2. Vertebrates in the diets of nestlng northern 
goshawks from various locatiof'!s·in North America. 

Spades are listed In approximate order of decreasing sizs and potential 
lb . t th bi b wk contr Ution o e omass consumed 1v the Qosha s. 

Number of Prav (% in Dietl 

Reynolds MaMan 
Sc~men Men~ & Meslow &·Boal -Kennedy 

Soecias1 195s2 1959 19844 . 19905 19[:)1 6 

Great-homed owl 1 (0.4) 

Mallard 3 . (3:4) 2 ".(0.9) 

Cat l Fefis sco.) 1 . ('\.0\ 

Black·talled jackrabbit 2 (U) 

Snomh0e hare , (1.1) 24 (10.6) 
Blue grouse 5 (2 .2) 

UnknOIM'I Ql'OU3e 1 (0.4) .. 
Cottonblls 7 (3.8) . 3 (1.3) 16 (12.5) 21 (20.0) 

Grav sQulrrel 4 (22) s (2.2) 

Common raven 3 (2.9) 
~rairie faJeon 1 (1 .0) 

Ruffed Qrouse s (2.7 ) 2 (0.9\ 

"igeon (Columbia spp.) 1 (1.1) 2 (1 .9) 

Common crow 63 ('4.9) 

Tassel-eared sQulrrer 7 15.5) 9 (8.6) 

C.OO?Qr's hawk 1 (Q,4) 2 (1.9) 

Bushy·talled WQOdrat 1 (0.4) 

l='iieated woodoecl<er 1 (0.4\ 

Rock squirrel 3 (2.3) 

Treie squirtul spp. 7 (6.1) 

BAldino's (lrouhd sauirrel a 13.4) 4 (1 .8) 

Woodrat spp, 
. Continued on next page (back of thls sheet) 

1 (0.4) 



.. . 

Mountain quail I 1 (1.1) 

'Olsky footed woodrat 

!Squirrel (Tamlasclurus spp.) 5 (5.7) 58 (31.4) 

IBlack-billed magpie -
Screech oWI 

No.rttiem flying squirrel I 

Mantled ground $quirrel 6 (6.8) 

Northern flicker 

rT'ownsand's ground squirrel 

Mourning dove 

Cl.merican kestrel 3 {1.6) 
Slellar's jay 22 (25.0) 

Scrub jay 
Clark's nuterack0r 

18ette~ kingfisher 

Blue jay 7 (3.8) 
Lewis' woodoecker 

Unknown mammal 5 (5.7) 

~ownsend chipmunk 

Me~do~ark 

Unknown jay 

INorthem saw-v.tlet oWI 
Norfltem 0110mv·owt 
American robin 27 (30.7) 

v arlec! th11.1$h 

k'.2rav jay 

~airy woodi:iecker 

lillackbird spp. 15 (8.1) 
Unknown bird 1 (1.1) 

California mole 1 (1.1) 
Chipmunks {Tamlas spp.) 5 (5.7) 3 {1.6) 
IWllllamson's sapsucker , (1.1} 

Weasel 1 (1.1) 

Woodpecker spp. 
. . 

Rcd·naped sapsucker 

Black·headed grosbeak 
Evening grosbeak 

Lttast chipmunk 

W0stem b!ueblrd 
Western tanager 4 (4.S) 
Henn it thrush 

C>ark·eyed junco 

Unknown sparrow 

Y ellow-rumtlM warbler 1 (1.1) 

Total.$ 88 185 
1 highlighted species ,,. selected prey of the norttiem goshawk. 
2 California 
3 New York and Pennsylvania 

•oregon 

'Arizona 

~ NewM~xioo 

10 (4.4) 

1 {0.4) 

13 (5.8) 2 (1.6) 3 (2.9) 

1 (0.4) 
1 (0.4) 

15 (6.6) 

17 (7.5) 21 (16.4) 2 (1.9) 

15 (6.6) 5 C3.9) 15 (14.3) 
' 

2 (0.9) 

7 (3.1) 1 (0.8) 
1 C1 .m 

29 (12.8) 7 (5.5) 9 (8.6) 

1 (1.0) 

3 lB\ 

2 (1 .9) 

1 (0.4) 

6 (2..7) 28 (21 .9) 5 (4.8) 

3 (1.3) 

2 {0.9) 

1 (0.4) 2 (1.9) 

1 (0.4) 
1 (1 .0) 

20 (B.8) 7 (6.7) 

4 (1.8) 
5 (2.2) 

1 (0.4) 3 . (2 .3) 

.14 (10.9) . 1 (1.0) 

1 (:l1) 2 (1.9) 

2 10.9) 
.. 

1 (1.0) 

' 

1 (0.4) 

1 (0.4) 

1 (D.4) 
1 (1 .0) 

1 (0.41 1 B. (14.1 l 

2 (1.9) 
2 (0.9) ' 

1 (1.0) 

2 (0.9) 1 (O.B) 

3 (1.3) 

226 128 105 
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