Year-End Information Quality Report FY 2004

I.
Requests for Correction Received FY 2004

Department Name:
Department of Agriculture


Period Covered:
FY 2004

Web page location of agency information quality correspondence: 

http://www.fs.fed.us/qoi/

Agency Name

Number of Requests Received

Number Designated as Influential



Forest Service



1




0






Total
1



Total
0

II.
Final Responses in FY04 from FY03.

Agency Name

Number of Requests Received in FY03
Number of Appeals Received in 




Which were responded to in FY04 or
FY03 which were responded to in 




are still incomplete.


FY04 or are still incomplete

Forest Service



3




3







Total
3



Total
3

III.   Requests for Correction Received.

Request received in FY04:
1

· Agency Receiving Correction Request:   Forest Service, Office of Regulatory and Management Services, Records and Information Services Branch

· Requestor: Tony Tweedale, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, a public interest group

· Date Received: Date of letter – 9-14-04; dated logged in - 9-27-04. This request initially came via email; however, it was returned to the requester because the request was illegible as there were clumps of letters and words running together.
Summary of Request:   This request sought correction of information in 1) Table 3.5.3, Comparison of Harmful Chronic Effects of Herbicides Proposed for Controlling Weeds on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, which is in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Noxious Weed Control Final environmental Impact Statement of May 2002; 2) Table 4-7, Comparison of Herbicide Toxicity, which is in the Bitteroot National Forest Noxious Weed Treatment Project Final Environmental Impact Statement; and 3)  Table4-5, Comparison of Harmful Chronic Effects of Herbicides Proposed for Controlling Weeds on the Salmon-Challis National Forest, which is in the Salmon-Challis National Forest Noxious Weed Management Program Final Environmental Impact Statement.  In particular, the requester contends that the data in the charts does not meet the USDA Data Quality standards because, he contends, the Forest Service relied only on “pesticide registration data” which is typically unpublished.  The information at issue was published by being provided to interested parties under requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and by being placed on the web site of each forest.
· Description of Requested Correction:  Requester wants the Forest Service to cease the weed control projects and reevaluate the toxicity by examining more than pesticide registration information. 

· Influential:  ____Yes     __x_ No    ____ Undetermined 

· First Agency Response:  __x__ in progress    ____ completed 

· Resolution:  N/A

· Judicial Review: __x__none ____yes   ______ in 

Appeal Requests from FY03 and Completed in FY04:
3

Appeal 1 -

· Appeal Request:  ____ none   ____ in progress  __x__ completed on 1-8--04; reconsideration requested by letter dated 9-4-03 and received 9-8-03

· Summary of Request for Reconsideration: The requester appealed saying the initial response from the Forest Service was arbitrary and capricious and repeating the points made in the Request for Correction.

· Type of Appeal Process Used: Established a panel of three people, one from the forest Service and two from other USDA agencies, to review the initial review.

· Appeal Resolution: The Forest Service accepted the panel recommendation and denied the appeal and upheld the original decision.

Appeal 2 –

· Appeal Request:  ____ none   ____ in progress  _x__ completed on 2-11-04

Reconsideration requested by letter dated 9-10-03 and received 9-15-03.

· Summary of Request for Reconsideration:   Requester contended that Forest Service reliance on observation as a monitoring technique in the context of small timber harvests violated the Data Quality Act and should be replaced by measurement on all parameters and data points of monitoring soils, water quality, and measurable data for other resources where appropriate.  The requester demanded a reconsideration panel, contended that the information at issue was “influential,” and that the initial review was not conducted with due diligence.

· Type of Appeal Process Used: Established a panel of three people, one from the forest Service and two from other USDA agencies, to review the initial review.

· Appeal Resolution: The initial decision was upheld because documented on-site observations of Forest Service resource specialists provide sufficient precision to determine the individual and cumulative significance of the effects of limited timber harvests.

Appeal 3 - 

· Appeal Request:  ____ none   ____ in progress  _x__ completed on 4-20-04

Reconsideration requested by letter dated 9-6-03 and received 10-7-03.

· Summary of Request for Reconsideration:   Requester contended that Forest Service had disseminated the “Guidance Criteria for Determining the Effects of On-going Grazing and Issuing Term Grazing Permits on Selected Threatened and Endangered Species, and Species Proposed for Listing and Proposed and Designated Critical Habitat” by providing a copy to him and to a cattle growers association.

· Type of Appeal Process Used: Review and oversight by higher level officials.

· Appeal Resolution: The initial decision was upheld because Forest Service determined that providing copies to two discrete parties did not rise to the level of dissemination which clearly envisions making the information available widely.

