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Richard Hardt, BLM
>> C. Humphrey: 

So, thanks. We appreciate that. Now Richard, tell us about the new NEPA handbook. What's going on with it? How is it? What's up?

>> R. Hardt: 
As I said before, the Bureau is in the process of revising its NEPA handbook. This draft was just out for internal review. I hope you got your comments in by last week. The old handbook was essentially silent on cumulative effects analysis, which was a rather difficult. This handbook revision tries to address some of the confusion about cumulative effects analysis the other speakers have talked about and particularly the troubling court rulings that Roger has just detailed in that this discussion here, we don't want to get sidetracked into a debate about the merits of the handbook, but we thought it would be good to highlight some of the things that are in this revision that will challenge the conventional wisdom and the way we have been going about in the past cumulative effects analysis. So to highlight a few of the points that specifically pertain to cumulative effects analysis, there are five points I want to mention, and overall these proposed revisions ‑‑ they're really intended to try to help bound the analysis, which is something we've heard from a number of people today, and also to try to tie our cumulative effects analysis more closely to our decision making process, which is something Leslie talked about earlier. So for the first point, something we've heard from just about everyone today, if your action would have no direct or indirect effects on a resource, then there's no need to do cumulative effects analysis. Second point is about the geographic scope and this is consistent with what Leslie said earlier, the geographic scope for your cumulative effects analysis should represent the scope of the direct and indirect effects of your project. Hopefully this will address the Kern versus BLM case that Roger talked about. The third point is a simple one that the past actions should be able to be described by their aggregate effect. This is simply trying to incorporate that CEQ guidance from last summer. The fourth point is, we try to define what reasonably foreseeable future actions are a little bit more explicitly. In the handbook, what we say at this time is that these future actions that you need to address are things for which there are concrete proposals or commitments of resources or a NEPA analysis is begun to try to make it clear what are the future actions we do need to talk about. The last point is about trying to figure out what do you have to count of that cumulative effects analysis? And what the revision of the handbook tries to do is tie the significance of cumulative effects more closely to BLM decision making. So in all the actions you analyze in your cumulative effects analysis, you need to count those actions that BLM cannot affect by its decision making. That is trying to reflect what Roger was talking about with that Supreme Court case in public citizen. As I said, the handbook revision is in draft stage now. We have not had a chance to go through the comments we have received yet. We'll have to be responding to those comments. So we don't know how it will end up in the end, but this is where we stand right now today.
>> C. Humphrey: 
So the comments were supposed to be to you by Friday, right?
>> R. Hardt: 
Last Friday.
>> C. Humphrey: 
How many comments did you get?
>> R. Hardt: 
This was an internal BLM review. From BLM we got about 37 comments. Now, lot of these are collective comments in which a state put together all its comments in one consolidated comment.
>> C. Humphrey: 
That's great. What's process from here on out? What happens now?
>> R. Hardt: 
The team should be meeting at the end of July to try to go through those comments and we'll try to formulate our responses and make the necessary changes to the handbook and hopefully we should have something that will be out later in this year.
>> C. Humphrey: 
Great. I looked at the cumulative effects section for preparing for this broadcast, and it's a lot better than it was before.
>> R. Hardt: 
It had to be better than the last handbook.
>> C. Humphrey: 
I'm pretty excited about it because I think it will help people in the field. Plus I think the whole handbook is good. Have you looked at it? No, you're not ‑‑
>> W. George: 
I made a lot of comments on it.
>> C. Humphrey: 
And you're still friends. That's great. Thanks a lot, Richard, for that
