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Dear Sir or Madam:

Attached please find the comments of the Idaho Recreation Council relative to Forest Plan Revision
for the Salmon-Challis National Forest. A hard copy will follow by U.S. Mail.

Thank you,

David P. Claiborne
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david@sawtoothlaw.com
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Salmon-Challis National Forest

ATTN: Forest Plan Revision

1206 South Challis Street

Salmon, Idaho 83467

via U.S. Mail

and via Email: scnf plan _rev@fs.fed.us

RE: Comments of Idaho Recreation Council

Dear Sir or Madam:

Please accept this letter as the official comments upon all matters now pending related to the Salmon-
Challis National Forest (“SCNF”), Forest Plan Revision (“FPR”), and related processes, submitted on behalf
of the Idaho Recreation Council (“IRC”) and its affiliated entities mentioned herein. The IRC may be
contacted through undersigned counsel, or may be contacted directly at 501 Baybrook Court, Boise, Idaho
83706. Its Executive Director, Sandra Mitchell, may be contacted by telephone at (208) 424-3870. IRC
has several objections and concerns related to the FPR, discussed further and at length below.

The Idaho Recreation Council

The IRC is an Idaho nonprofit association representing Idaho motorized, mechanized and other recreation
interests, which acts through committee(s) comprised of representatives from numerous Idaho recreation
organizations, including but not limited to the Idaho Off-Road 4x4 Club, the Idaho State ATV Association,
the Idaho Aviation Association, the Backcountry Horsemen of Idaho, the Idaho Trail Machine Association,
the Gem State Mountain Bike Alliance, the Western Whitewater Association, the Northwest Jet Boat
Association, the Idaho UTV Association, and the Idaho State Shnowmobile Association. IRC members use
motorized and non-motorized means, including off-highway vehicles (motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles,
utility type vehicles, Jeeps/4-wheel drives), snowmobiles, horses, lamas and mules, mountain bikes, boats
(motorized and non-motorized), skiing and hiking, to access state and federally-managed lands
throughout the United States and especially in Idaho, including the SCNF, and adjoining wilderness and
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non-wilderness areas. IRC members have used and enjoyed, and hope for themselves and future
generations to use and enjoy, a variety of recreational, aesthetic, and commercial activities within the
SCNF, which require continued use and access to the SCNF, in particular by means of motorized travel.
These activities (including sightseeing, hunting, fishing, camping, wildlife and plant viewing, photography
and travel) require motorized access. IRC and its members regularly attend public meetings, submit input,
and otherwise participate in planning activities within the SCNF.

IRC supports a truly collaborative framework for recreation enthusiasts and environmental interests to
work together in cooperation with land managers, legislators, local government and the public to ensure
a positive future for responsible recreation access for everyone, now and into the future. IRC members

have enjoyed the motorized use of the SCNF. For some, OHVs and OSVs are primarily used to provide
access to points of interest or to gain entry to wilderness areas, while for others (particularly snowmobile,
UTV, ATV, and motorcycle users) riding the designated areas, roads and trails is the primary reason they
visit the SCNF. Motorized travel within the SCNF is a tremendous recreation asset, as well as an
increasingly significant economic asset for the local counties and communities. Accordingly, preserving
responsible motorized access to the SCNF is an extremely high priority for the IRC.

The 2012 Planning Rule

In 2012 the United States Department of Agriculture-Forest Service division, issued a planning rule for
National Forest System land management planning. This planning rule was published in the Federal
Register and received an enormous amount of comments from stakeholders and citizens who wanted to
be involved in the rule that would set the tone for forest management plans into the future. The planning
rule clearing outlines sustainability within forests. Under the sustainability section it states that the “plan
must provide for social, economic, and ecological sustainability within Forest Service authority and
consistent with inherent capability of the plan area.” See C.F.R. §219.8 (2012). Additionally, the rule states
under §219.8(4)(b)(1) that “the plan must include plan components, including standards or guidelines, to
guide the plan area’s contribution to social and economic sustainability, taking into account: (2)
sustainable recreation; including recreation settings, opportunities, and access; and scenic character...”
This mandates that the Forest Service must consider the viability of sustainability for different activities
throughout the SCNF before making any substantive decision, including the decision to study or manage
a potential wilderness area.

Wilderness Area Background

Before attempting to add more Wilderness in Idaho, government officials should be updated on the status
of wilderness areas in Idaho and the United States. See The Beginnings of the National Wilderness

Preservation System, The Wilderness Connect-The University of Montana, (Feb. 7, 2019). There are now

767 Wilderness Areas in the United States. See id. It would take a person more than two years to visit a
different Wilderness each and every day in order to visit all 767 Wilderness Areas. A total of 110,025,309
acres is designated as Wilderness. See id. This is an area more the twice the size of Idaho and slightly larger
than the State of California (3rd largest state in the Union). This is up from 9.1 million acres in the 1964
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Wilderness Act. See id. Today, there are 12 times more Wilderness acres than existed in 1964. On average,
the lower 48 states average 2.7% of their lands as designated Wilderness. In Idaho, we now have 9.0% of
our land base in Wilderness or 3 times the amount of the average in the lower 48 states. The Selway-
Bitterroot, Gospel Hump, and Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness are essentially separated by a
primitive jeep road (Magruder Corridor) or the Salmon River Wild River (Wild and Scenic Rivers). This
system is regarded as the largest contiguous Wilderness in the lower 48 with 3.9 million acres.

Forest Service Manual and Forest Service Handbook Policies

Forest Service Manual Policy: The Forest Service Manual (FSM) guides the Forest Service in drafting a plan
for the SCNF. Within the manual, it states that the agency should “use the current land management plan
as a starting point for revision, and make changes based on a need to do so.” Forest Service Manual,
Chapter 1920 (Jan. 30, 2015). This implicates that with all the motorized use throughout the SCNF, those
Evaluation Areas and Evaluation Focal Areas have not been properly categorized regarding their use.
Additionally, the FSM notes that the objectives of the Forest Service should be to sustain multiple uses
indefinitely while keeping in mind that the productivity of the land and the uses contribute to surrounding
communities social, cultural and economic vitality. See id. p. 9.

Forest Service Handbook Policy: The Forest Service Handbook (FSH) regarding wilderness management
echoes the FSM in many ways, but provides more detailed guidance for the agency. The FSH further delves
into the process of how lands may be recommended and then become a part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System or as a Wilderness Study Area. According to the FSH “the process occurs in four
primary steps: inventory, evaluation, analysis, and recommendation. Each step requires public

participation. All plan revisions or new plans must complete this process before the Responsible Official
determines, in the plan decision document, whether to recommend lands within the plan area to Congress
for wilderness designation.” Forest Service Handbook, Chapter 70, p. 4 (Jan. 30, 2015). It is evident that
the SCNF unilaterally overreached when taking the evaluation step in the process for the FPR. Public
participation for the inventory step in the FPR would show that a large number of groups oppose the
Evaluation Areas and the Evaluation Focal Areas. Given that public participation is mandated by the FSH,
it is also mandated that the Responsible Official overseeing the FPR should also include collaboration from
State and local governments. See id. It does not appear that any State of Idaho official was included in the
inventory process and still, at this time, does not appear that a State official has been incorporated into
the planning process.

Executive Order: The SCNF must also act and be mindful of the President’s Executive Order issued
December 21, 2018 (copy attached as Exhibit A), styled as the EO on Promoting Active Management of
America’s Forests, Rangelands, and other Federal Lands to Improve Conditions and Reduce Wildfire Risk.
The EO mandates policy including partnerships with State agencies and non-profit organizations to
improve forest health and for wildfire management preparation. As part of this policy, the SCNF is
directed to perform “maintenance on public roads needed to provide access for emergency services and
restoration work.” Seeid., at p. 3. This obviously cuts against closing areas to motorized travel. Continued
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use of motorized routes, as we all know, provides inherently for their continued maintenance, much of
which is performed by State partners and off-road clubs.

Need for Change

The Forest Service has outlined many objectives in the section of Needs for Change that should be
considered when developing the FPR for the SCNF. IRC agrees that continuity in the FPR is of upmost
importance. However, the addition of a sizeable wilderness area, or wilderness study area or
recommended wilderness area, appears to be arbitrary and concerning to the IRC because a number of
OHV trails are in the wilderness evaluation areas and focal evaluation areas.

Overall Needs for Change related to Usability of Plan Direction: The IRC agrees that there needs to be a

consistent approach to the organizational changes and the ability for all stakeholders to understand the
implementation of the FPR. The IRC also agrees with the Forest Service, that there needs to be clear
consistency and a reduction in redundancy for the updated FPR. Additionally, the IRC concurs with the
statement that the plan must be relevant.

Plan Components Needs for Change: The IRC specially keys in to parts 16-18. See U.S. DEP'T OF AGRIC.,
SALMON-CHALLIS NAT’L FOREST, DRAFT, NEEDS FOR CHANGE DOCUMENT (2017). The IRC agrees that the Forest
Service should sustain the ability of recreational use of the SCNF, especially for OHV and OSV

recreationists. Further, the IRC notes that it would be willing to work with the Forest Service’s direction
of “adaptive and flexible management” of issues on the basis that the Forest Service does not arbitrarily
deny recreational use. See id.

Assessment Report

Management of Recommended Wilderness. The IRC objects not only to the addition of wilderness area

to the Forest, but also to the management direction of managing recommended wilderness as if it is
already wilderness area. A variety of recreational opportunities exist in the RWAs, including motorized
and mechanized uses. There is no statutory basis to manage RWAs, or wilderness evaluation areas, in a
manner that would exclude historically allowed uses and activities.

Social & Economic Conditions: The IRC agrees with the assessment report of the SCNF that outdoor

recreation contributes to the economic conditions in Butte, Custer and Lemhi counties. See p. 99. Those
counties are the main counties that encompass the SCNF. See id. Over seventy-five percent of the land in
all three counties is federally owned and managed. See id. at p. 100. The IRC believes that if any further
restrictions or limits are imposed upon, or there are other opportunity losses for, motorized recreation,
the economies of all three counties will suffer due to inability to harvest natural resources, graze or
recreate with OHVs on trails within the SCNF. We invite you to carefully examine the studies and data as
to the economic contribution of motorized recreation compiled and attached hereto as Exhibit B (“Idaho’s
Billion Dollar Motorized Recreation Industry”) (2016 and 2017). As you will see, annual motorized
recreation expenditures in the three affected counties average $10,901, 481, and annual capital
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expenditures averages $6,564,563. Further, a heavy majority of OHV recreationists come from outside of
the aforementioned counties — constituting a significant contributor towards tourism and related
revenue. See id.

Wilderness Inventory & Evaluation

The Wilderness Inventory and Evaluation Process map that depicts the potential wilderness areas is
troublesome. A large part of the area that could come under the category of wilderness area has OHV
trails that many people utilize. These trails would become unusable for many recreationists if the Focal
Evaluation Areas and Evaluation Areas are converted to wilderness area, or RWA. The presence of these
trails present evidence that these areas are not suitable as a RWA and should not be categorized as such
by the Forest Service. Forest Service Handbook, Chapter 70, p. 4 (Jan. 30, 2015). Further, the SCNF has
noted a new category called focal wilderness areas. There is no clarity as to what stage in the process or
what will occur to these areas by their depiction on the Evaluation Map.

According to the FSH, inventory areas should be classified as areas “where the earth and its community
of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness
is further defined to mean . .. an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and
influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation.” Forest Service Handbook, Chapter
70, p. 7 (Jan. 30, 2015). The ecological condition of these areas that have been inventoried have been
disturbed by trails and OHV use, among other human uses. The naturalness of the SCNF is there in
concept, but over time has been changed to adapt with human interactions. It cannot be said that the
naturalness of the SCNF is the same as it was prior to OHV use.

Evaluation Focal Areas: The Wilderness Inventory and Evaluation report lists sixteen areas that are

classified as Evaluation Focal Areas. It should be noted that within the 2012 Planning Rule, the category
of Evaluation Focal Areas is not mentioned once. See C.F.R. 219 (2012). The Forest Service depicts the
difference between the Focal Evaluation Areas and Evaluation Areas as the amount of an inventoried area
with greater or less than 50 percent of roads as two distinct groups. See UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE, SALMON-CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST WILDERNESS EVALUATION PROCESS.

There are a number of Evaluation Focal Areas that have active use and they are included below with
descriptions of the type of use:

Focal Area 1 - North Slope Pioneers is an area used by motorcycles, All-Terrain Vehicles (ATVs), Utility
Terrain Vehicles (UTVs) and snowmobiles. This area receives motorized recreation use during most of the
year.

Focal Areas 2, 3 and 4 - These areas were left out of the McClure Jerry Peak Wilderness intentionally, and

by Act of Congress. No basis exists to reassess the same now. Congress declared that this area should be
excluded to “end the controversy over which lands within the central Idaho region will be designated
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wilderness” and in recognition of the fact that the excluded areas are “better suited for multiple uses
other than wilderness.”

Focal Area 5 - Spud Creek is home to some ATV use, and the size of the Spud Creek area appears to be too
small for wilderness inclusion.

Focal Area 6 —Borah Plus is an area that sees motorcycle, ATV and UTV use. It also sees a notable amount
of snowmobile activity.

Focal Area 8 - The Pahsimeroi Mountains is an area that is home to ATV and UTV use. Additionally, there
is snowmobile use if enough snow accumulates in the area.

Focal Area 9 - The South Cabin Peak area is a vast area from Lolo Creek to the Yankee Fork and from
Highways 21 and 75 to the Frank Church. This area sees a high use of snowmobile and ATV/UTV activity.
Mining has been a major activity in this area for 140 years. Out of all the areas being considered as a
Wilderness area, this is the least qualified.

Focal Area 11 — The West Fork Morgan Plus area is a popular spot for motorcycle, ATV and UTV use. The
area also is home to snowmobile usage.

Wilderness Evaluation Areas: The North Fork of the Big Lost was excluded from the Boulder-White Cloud

Wilderness area due to heavy snowmobile usage. There are a number of other areas on the southern end
of the map that are generally located around Mackay and these areas have become a destination for the
ATV and UTV crowd. The area from Yankee Fork to Challis is another area that is popular with motorcycle,
ATV and UTV use. It gets some snowmobile usage and much like the Cabin Peak area has a long and still
very active mining heritage. The area north of Highway 93 from Challis to Salmon is heavily motorized in
summer and gets snowmobile use north of Salmon in the winter. It is another area that has a long mining
history and contains many active claims.

Below are site specific comments regarding motorized recreation areas.
Burnt Creek — This area should be excluded from the Wilderness Recommendation. The Jerry Peak
Wilderness Bill excluded this area because it needed a good boundary. The SCNF FPR should not arbitrarily

set section lines because they do not make good recommended wilderness boundaries.

South Lemhi Range — This range has several roads in the area and these roads detract from wilderness
character.

Stein Mountain — This area is bisected by several roads and these roads detract from the wilderness
character of the mountain.
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Cooper Mountain — This area has a single track motorized trail and this valuable motorcycle trail should
exclude the area from the recommended wilderness.

South Cabin Creek Park — This park is an area that has an extensive single-track motorized trail system
located within it. Moreover, it is also adjacent to the largest Wilderness Complex in the Lower 48. It should
not be considered for a Recommended Wilderness area.

The SCNF FPR should protect Lake Creek ATV Loop from a Recommended Wilderness area because this
trail is a very popular ATV Trail on the SCNF. This opportunity should be protected from a Recommended
Wilderness Area.

North Lemhi Range — This area has extensive ATV and motorcycle trail opportunities within it. Any
Wilderness recommendation should be avoided in these areas.

In addition to the above concerns, it appears the criteria for a roadless area is that it must not contain a
road. However, the SCNF is failing to recognize that areas considered “roadless” are active with motorized
activity on two-track and single-track trails. The SCNF should re-examine it areas for potential wilderness
inclusion to qualify and categorize motorized trails as part of the “road system” for wilderness suitability
analysis. This would provide a much better indication of areas for potential wilderness inclusion, and
avoid inclusion of areas receiving significant motorized recreation.

Released Areas: The SCNF should also exclude from wilderness evaluation those areas just recently
considered, and rejected, by Congress when establishing the Jerry Peak Wilderness. Attached as Exhibit

Cis a map illustrating those areas recently considered and rejected by Congress for wilderness suitability.

Wild & Scenic Rivers Eligibility & Suitability

The FSM states that “a river study assesses the eligibility of a river for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System (National System) and evaluates the potential physical, biological, economic, and
social effects of adding the river to the National System. River segments in the National System may be
classified as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational.” Forest Service Manual, Chapter 1920, p. 21 (Jan. 30, 2015).
The IRC objects to any new designation of Wild & Scenic River segments in the SCNF to the extent any
segment so designated would include areas where motorized road or trail crossings occur, unless
provisions are included to preserve the access routes. This is of particular concern in the area of the
Yankee Fork, and its tributaries, but the comment applies throughout the Forest. Designation of Wild &
Scenic ought to not be used as a means to close motorized routes, or to bisect them in such a way as to
destroy their usefulness and value.
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Species of Conservation Concern

The SCNF is home to a vast number of animals. Some of those species are harvested during controlled
hunting seasons administered by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Examples include bear, deer,
elk and sheep. There are also some species that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in conjunction with
other federal agencies, has determined to be endangered or threatened. The IRC is very supportive of a
desired condition indicating that animal activity near and around existing human uses evidences that the
animals are accepting of the existing human use. This reflects wise recognition of actual conditions, and
the ability of animals and humans to coexist.

Canada Lynx: The Canada Lynx is a species placed on the threatened list in 2000. The main threats to the
lynx are “forest fragmentation from timber harvest and human development and natural disturbances,
such as wildfires and outbreaks of insects and disease.” U.S. DEP’T OF AGRIC., SALMON-CHALLIS NAT’L FOREST,
DRAFT, ASSESSMENT REPORT 82-83 (2017). If it has not already done so, it is expected that comments on the
FPR will be submitted by Mike Schlegel regarding lynx populations and factors concerning their habitat. If
Mr. Schlegel does not comment on the FPR, we invite you to carefully examine his studies and comments
as to the condition of the Canada Lynx attached hereto as Exhibit D (“Draft Assessment Report
Comments”) (2017). The IRC agrees with the concerns and assessments prepared by Mike Schlegel
regarding lynx populations in the SCNF. A number of theories have pointed that lynx competitors may
follow packed snowmobile trails into lynx habitat and compete with the lynx for their primary food source.
These theories have been shown to be less than factual. The first time this theory was proven false was in
the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment DEIS. That Amendment DEIS stated that “because no evidence
has been provided that packed snow trails facilitate competition to a level that negatively affects lynx, we
do not consider packed snowtrails to be a threat to lynx at this time.”

North American Wolverine: There is no scientific evidence that winter recreation has any significant

impact on wolverines. Studies have shown that trapping and predation are the major causes of
mortality. These animals cover huge territories and are constantly on the move. Their population
densities are naturally low, 500 square miles for males and 100 for females, and there is no real idea as to
whether they are at a healthy population level or not. They freely cross major highways on their travels
and do not hesitate to use snowmobile and ski tracks to ease their passage. The only time that they may
actually be vulnerable is during the period of natal denning during late winter and early spring, but the
data is so scarce that there can be no science-based conclusions drawn at this time. At those few natal
sites that have been found, researchers have excavated dens, removed the kits and tagged them. While
the females may relocate the dens following this heavy-handed human encroachment, we have seen no
reports of mortality. These are truly tough animals.

The results from years of studying wolverines in Idaho, will soon be completed. This study came about
through of the efforts of the snowmobile community. When the Payette NF proposed to close thousands
of acres to sledding based on wolverine concerns without any science to back up their proposal, the IRC
worked with Jeff Copeland to start the study. The results that have been presented show that wolverines
choose to live in high recreation areas. Itis apparent that wolverines are reacting to recreational presence
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based on increases in activity levels and movement rates. The question then is whether or not this has a
negative impact on their health or reproductive rates or otherwise. It is important to note that this study
is about winter recreation, both motorized and non-motorized, and how it impacts wolverines. Basing
any management decisions on the impact of snowmobilers on wolverines would be premature and unfair.

Recreation

Reduction in Motorized Trails in SCNF: Between 1978 and 2017 the SCNF saw a loss of nearly half of its
motorized trails. See BUREAU OF ECONOMIC STATISTICS, OUTDOOR RECREATION SATELLITE ACCOUNT: PROTOTYPE
STATISTICS FOR 2012-2016 (Feb. 14, 2018), attached as Exhibit E. With the potential categorization of
Recommended Wilderness Areas on the horizon, these trails could be radically reduced even more. This

condition cannot be allowed to occur. Motorized recreation is increasing in popularity year after year, as
the population ages, and as such there is increasing need for places and opportunities to recreate. Further
reduction of opportunity will cause needless congestion on a finite resource.

How Recreation Should be Managed: Many members of the various groups that compose the IRC camp in

the SCNF and ride OHVs on many of the trails within the SCNF. Our members have also been extensively
involved in working with the USFS on volunteer projects on the trails we enjoy. The IRC and its member
groups have played an important role in creating and preserving the recreational trail opportunities in the
SCNF. The Wilderness Evaluation Areas and Focal Wilderness Evaluation Areas do not accurately
characterize the needs and use of the area. The IRC does not support the addition of any Wilderness area
however denominated, whether it be WSA, RWA, an evaluation area, formally designated, or a focal area.

Itis IRC's hope that you will take this opportunity presented by the FPR to increase motorized recreational

opportunities in the SCNF. The demand for recreational access will only increase and it makes sense to

find ways to disperse use rather than to confine it. Access to the SCNF is important to not only the quality
of life of those who live, work and play in the area, but to the economic stability of the surrounding
communities.

In those instances where motorized recreation presents a threat to wildlife or plant/water quality
conditions, IRC supports the concept of route repair or relocation, as opposed to route obliteration or
decommissioning. It is unclear whether the SCNF will take this approach in the FPR due to the large
evaluation of Wilderness Area. The loss of recreation opportunity ought to be reserved for the most
extreme conditions. Repair, improvement and reconstruction ought to be the preferred alternative,
followed by relocation, followed by conversion to another road/trail type, followed by total
decommissioning.

Cultural Resources within the SCNF

Many people that visit the SNCF wish to view, enjoy and learn about cultural resources such as ancient
camps, villages, trail ways, homesteads, mines, mining camps, forest service sites and other historic
features. The IRC encourages the inclusion of an objective relative to cultural resources that would
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provide that where motorized access to such sites currently exists, such access shall be maintained. It is
important that all people, regardless of limitations, are able to access these sites if motorized means exist
under present on-the-ground conditions.

Infrastructure

The IRC objects to the objective of decommissioning and removing roads from the system. Rather than
decommissioning, as stated above, preferred alternatives should be developed such as conversion of the
road to a trail, with preference to creating OHV opportunity for UTVs, Jeep and 4WD vehicles, before
converting to an ATV or motorcycle trail. Road decommissioning should be the least preferred alternative
for road management and should be reserved for the extreme cases of absolute necessity. Instead of
decommissioning, the objective ought to be for the reconstruction, relocation or conversion of unneeded
roads to trails.

Support of Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory Comments

If it has not already done so, it is expected that comments on the FPR will be submitted by the Lemhi-
Custer Grassroots Advisory. The Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory is a group of more than 200 citizens
located mainly in the Lemhi-Custer County area that are concerned about the FPR. The IRC supports and
joins in the comments of the Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory, copies of which are attached at Exhibit F
and Exhibit G. These comments address the significant problem of legal noncompliance, or lack of
adherence, of the SCNF to its predecessor Forest Management Plans. “Compliance with the existing plans
must be concurrent with plan revision; the SCNF does not have the prerogative to set aside existing plan
direction while the agency is working on the FPR.” See Exhibit G (“Comment from Lemhi-Custer Grassroots
Advisory to Charles Mark, Forest Supervisor on the Forest Plan Compliance (Travel Plan) Effects on Forest
Plan Revision Products”) (Jan. 16, 2019). These errors must be corrected and new alternatives must be
created and offered before proceeding down a decision path.

Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User Association Comments

During the Assessment phase, the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road
User Association commented on the FPR for the SCNF. (Comment from Bitterroot Ridgerunners
Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User Association regarding Salmon-Challis National Forest.)
(Oct. 20, 2017). These two groups represent the recreation of around 700 citizens that routinely use the
SCNF. The IRC supports and joins in those comments. These comments address significant problems of
how the Forest Service plans to assess existing unroaded areas to receive Designated Wilderness Area
status. Moreover, the comments bring to light the fact that the concentration of recreation use is not a
critical hazard to the SCNF. The SCNF has large realm of area where recreationists are able to enjoy the
serenity of the forest in a wilderness setting and otherwise. The use of the SCNF by recreationists is spread
over a large area. The Forest Service needs to take into account the remoteness of the area and the ability
to spread recreation over a large swath of land. In analyzing the recreation opportunity spectrum, the
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FPR must recognize and include the non-motorized recreation experience offered by existing wilderness
area.

Additionally, the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User Association
followed up to their comment on the assessment report for the SCNF with additional comments. See
Exhibit H (Comment from Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User
Association regarding Salmon-Challis National Forest) (Mar. 8, 2018). The IRC supports and joins in the
comments. These comments address significant problems in the recreation assessment report and the
selection of the Forest Plan Revision Team. The FPR Team should be comprised of individuals that know
the SCNF, not individuals that have an outside agenda to incorporate as much Wilderness Area as possible
into the FPR for the SCNF.

Further, the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User Association made
final comments on the draft assessment. See Exhibit I (Comment from Bitterroot Ridgerunners
Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User Association regarding Salmon-Challis National Forest)
(Jan. 30, 2019). The IRC supports and joins in the comments. These comments dissect the individual trails
in the SCNF and make a clear argument as to why the Forest Service’s inventory evaluation is misleading.
These assessments by the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club and Ravalli County Off Road User
Association present clear problems in the draft assessment and the potential wilderness areas.

Conclusion

The Salmon-Challis National Forest is a tremendous recreation asset enjoyed by thousands upon
thousands of people each year. The ability to escape society and travel through secluded parts of the
forest for hours on end in motorized vehicles and vessels is a thrill and escape for many people that deal
with everyday life in an urban setting. It is important that a Forest Plan Revision be developed that
recognizes, appreciates and supports continued recreation, both motorized and non-motorized, within
the SCNF. The IRC believes the comments and suggestions set forth herein will be for the better of the
SCNF and the humans that appreciate all that the SCNF offers. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
We trust that the above will be well-received and fully considered.

Very truly yours,

David P. Claiborne

david@sawtoothlaw.com

Encl.

cc: Sandra Mitchell, IRC, via email
Jeff Cook, Id. Dept. of Parks & Recreation, via email
Rep. Dorothy Moon, via email
Dolores lvie, LCGA, via email

www.sawtoothlaw.com
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EXECUTIVE ORDERS

EO on Promoting Active Management of America’s
Forests, Rangelands, and other Federal Lands to
Improve Conditions and Reduce Wildfire Risk

—— ENERGY & ENVIRONMENT

Issued on: December 21,2018

*x Kk Kk

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States of

America, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Policy. It is the policy of the United States to protect people, communities, and
watersheds, and to promote healthy and resilient forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands by
actively managing them through partnerships with States, tribes, communities, non-profit
organizations, and the private sector. For decades, dense trees and undergrowth have amassed in
these lands, fueling catastrophic wildfires. These conditions, along with insect infestation, invasive
species, disease, and drought, have weakened our forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands,

and have placed communities and homes at risk of damage from catastrophic wildfires.

Active management of vegetation is needed to treat these dangerous conditions on Federal lands
but is often delayed due to challenges associated with regulatory analysis and current consultation
requirements. In addition, land designations and policies can reduce emergency responder access
to Federal land and restrict management practices that can promote wildfire-resistant landscapes.
With the same vigor and commitment that characterizes our efforts to fight wildfires, we must
actively manage our forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands to improve conditions and reduce

wildfire risk.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/eo-promoting-active-management-americas-forests-rangelands-federal-lands-improve-conditions-red...  1/7
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In recognition of these regulatory, policy, and coordinating challenges, the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture (the Secretaries) each shall implement the following policies in

their respective departments:

(a) Shared Management Priorities. The goal of Federal fire management policy for forests,
rangelands, and other Federal lands shall be to agree on a set of shared priorities with Federal land

managers, States, tribes, and other landowners to manage fire risk across landscapes.

(b) Coordinating Federal, State, Tribal, and Local Assets. Wildfire prevention and suppression and
post-wildfire restoration require a variety of assets and skills across landscapes. Federal, State,
tribal, and local governments should coordinate the deployment of appropriate assets and skills to
restore our landscapes and communities after damage caused by fires and to help reduce
hazardous fuels through active forest management in order to protect communities, critical

infrastructure, and natural and cultural resources.

(c) Removing Hazardous Fuels, Increasing Active Management, and Supporting Rural Economies.
Post-fire assessments show that reducing vegetation through hazardous fuel management and
strategic forest health treatments is effective in reducing wildfire severity and loss. Actions must be
taken across landscapes to prioritize treatments in order to enhance fuel reduction and forest-
restoration projects that protect life and property, and to benefit rural economies through

encouraging utilization of the by-products of forest restoration.

Sec. 2. Goals. (a) To protect communities and watersheds, to better prevent catastrophic wildfires,
and to improve the health of America’s forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands, the Secretaries
shall each develop goals and implementation plans for wildfire prevention activities and programs

in their respective departments. In the development of such goals and plans:

(i) The Secretary of the Interior shall review the Secretary’s 2019 budget justifications and give all
due consideration to establishing the following objectives for 2019, as feasible and appropriate in
light of those budget justifications, and consistent with applicable law and available

appropriations:

(A) Treating 750,000 acres of Department of the Interior (DOI)-administered lands to reduce fuel

loads;
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(B) Treating 500,000 acres of DOI-administered lands to protect water quality and mitigate severe

flooding and erosion risks arising from forest fires;

(C) Treating 750,000 acres of DOIl-administered lands for native and invasive species;

(D) Reducing vegetation giving rise to wildfire conditions through forest health treatments by
increasing health treatments as part of DOI’s offering for sale 600 million board feet of timber from

DOl-administered lands; and

(E) Performing maintenance on public roads needed to provide access for emergency services and

restoration work; and

(i) The Secretary of Agriculture shall review the Secretary’s 2019 budget justifications and give all
due consideration to establishing the following objectives for 2019, as feasible and appropriate in
light of those budget justifications, and consistent with applicable law and available

appropriations:

(A) Treating 3.5 million acres of Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service (FS) lands to

reduce fuel load;

(B) Treating 2.2 million acres of USDA FS lands to protect water quality and mitigate severe flooding

and erosion risks arising from forest fires;

(C) Treating 750,000 acres of USDA FS lands for native and invasive species;

(D) Reducing vegetation giving rise to wildfire conditions through forest health treatments by
increasing health treatments as part of USDA’s offering for sale at least 3.8 billion board feet of

timber from USDA FS lands; and

(E) Performing maintenance on roads needed to provide access on USDA FS lands for emergency

services and restoration work.

(b) For the years following establishment of the objectives in subsection (a) of this section, the
Secretaries shall consider annual treatment objectives that meet or exceed those established in

subsection (a) of this section, using the full range of available and appropriate management tools,
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including prescribed burns and mechanical thinning. The Secretaries shall also refine and develop
performance metrics to better capture the risk reduction benefits achieved through application of

these management tools.

(c) In conjunction with establishment of goals, and by no later than March 31, 2019, the Secretaries
shall identify salvage and log recovery options from lands damaged by fire during the 2017 and

2018 fire seasons, insects, or disease.

Sec. 3. Coordination and Efficient Processes. Effective Federal agency coordination and efficient
administrative actions and decisions are essential to improving the condition of America’s forests,
rangelands, and other Federal lands. To advance the policies set forth in this order and the goals set

by the Secretaries, the Secretaries shall:

(a) Coordinate with the heads of all relevant Federal agencies to prioritize and promptly implement

post-wildfire rehabilitation, salvage, and forest restoration;

(b) Streamline agency administrative and regulatory processes and policies relating to fuel
reduction in forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands and forest restoration when appropriate

by:

(i) Adhering to minimum statutory and regulatory time periods, to the maximum extent practicable,
for comment, consultation, and administrative review processes related to active management of

forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands, including management of wildfire risks;

(ii) Using all applicable categorical exclusions set forth in law or regulation for fire management,
restoration, and other management projects in forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands when

implementing the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.);

(iii) Consistent with applicable law, developing and using new categorical exclusions to implement

active management of forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands; and

(iv) Immediately prioritizing efforts to reduce the time required to comply with consultation

obligations under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
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Sec. 4. Unmanned Aerial Systems. To reduce fire and forest health risks as described in section 1 of
this order, the Secretaries shall, in coordination with the Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Administration, maximize appropriate use of unmanned aerial systems to accelerate forest
management and support firefighting and post-fire rehabilitation in forests, rangelands, and other

Federal lands.

Sec. 5. Wildfire Strategy. (a) In collaboration with Federal, State, tribal, and local partners, the
Secretaries shall jointly develop, by December 31, 2020, a strategy to support local Federal land
managers in project decision-making and inform local fire management decisions related to
forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands, thereby protecting habitats and communities, and

reducing risks to physical infrastructure.

(b) In developing the strategy described in subsection (a) of this section, the Secretaries shall:

(i) Identify DOI- and USDA FS-administered lands with the highest probability of catastrophic
wildfires, as well as areas on those lands where there is a high probability that wildfires would
threaten people, structures, or other high-value assets, in order to direct and prioritize actions to

meet land management goals and to protect communities;

(ii) Examine the costs and challenges relating to management of DOI- and USDA FS-administered
lands, including costs associated with wildfire suppression, implementation of applicable statutory

requirements, and litigation;

(i) Review land designations and policies that may limit active forest management and increase

the risk of catastrophic wildfires;

(iv) Consider market conditions as appropriate when preparing timber sales, including biomass
and biochar opportunities, and encourage export of these or similar forest-treatment products to
the maximum extent permitted by law, in order to promote active forest management, mitigate

wildfire risk, and encourage post-fire forest restoration;

(v) Develop recommended actions and incentives to expand uses, markets, and utilization of forest
products resulting from restoration and fuel reduction projects in forests, rangelands, and other

Federal lands, including biomass and small-diameter materials;
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(vi) Assess how effectively Federal programs and investments support forest-product infrastructure

and market access;

(vii) Identify and assess methods, including methods undertaken pursuant to section 3(b)(iv) of this
order, to more effectively and efficiently streamline consultation under the Endangered Species

Act;

(viii) In conjunction with the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, identify
methods to reduce interagency regulatory barriers, improve alignment of Federal, State, and tribal
policy, and identify redundant policies and procedures to promote efficiencies in implementing the
Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), and other

applicable Federal environmental laws; and

(ix) Develop procedures and guidance to facilitate timely compliance with the National

Environmental Policy Act.

Sec. 6. Collaborative Partnerships. To reduce fuel loads, restore watersheds, and improve forest,
rangeland, and other Federal land conditions, and to utilize available expertise and efficiently
deploy resources, the Secretaries shall expand collaboration with States, tribes, communities, non-
profit organizations, and the private sector. Such expanded collaboration by the Secretaries shall,

at a minimum, address:

(a) Supporting road activities needed to maintain forest, rangeland, and other Federal land health
and to mitigate wildfire risk by expanding existing or entering into new Good Neighbor Authority

agreements, consistent with applicable law; and

(b) Achieving the land management restoration goals set forth in section 2 of this order and
reducing fuel loads by pursuing long-term stewardship contracts, including 20-year contracts, with
States, tribes, non-profit organizations, communities, and the private sector, consistent with
applicable law.

Sec. 7. General Provisions. (a) Nothing in this order shall be construed to impair or otherwise affect:

(i) the authority granted by law to an executive department or agency, or the head thereof; or
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(ii) the functions of the Director of the Office of Management and Budget relating to budgetary,

administrative, or legislative proposals.

(b) This order shall be implemented consistent with applicable law and subject to the availability of

appropriations.

(c) This order is not intended to, and does not, create any right or benefit, substantive or
procedural, enforceable at law or in equity by any party against the United States, its departments,
agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or agents, or any other person.

DONALD J. TRUMP

THE WHITE HOUSE,
December 21, 2018
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Idaho’s Billion Dollar

Motorized Recreation Industry

Idaho’s motorized recreation industry is
BIG business, contributing nearly

$1 Billion combined in equipment,
fuel, food, lodging, and more. There is
an additional $543 million value added
through employment. Because of
these activities you add an estimated
$543 million in value added increases.

Local taxes, benefits, and labor in-
come see a contribution of well over
$250 million. The outdoor recreation
industry is among the nation’s largest

economic sectors from the smallest
rural town to the largest city. This eco-
nomic powerhouse creates billions
in spending and millions of good pay-
ing jobs.

When we invest in the foundation of
recreation economy, our public lands,
waters, and mountains produce a com-
pounding return in the form of healthier
communities, healthier economies and
healthier people. Motorized outdoor
recreation is a powerful force!

Boise
Caribou-Targhee
Idaho Panhandle

Nez Perce Clearwater
Payette

Salmon Challis
Sawtooth
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Idaho National Forest Motorized Trail Changes
Between 1978 and 2017

Issue: Access Denied |

Our public lands and waters represent
the best of America. With recreation
now part of the US GDP ($646 billion
total spending, 6.1 million jobs and $80
billion in tax revenue®), it is more im-
portant than ever.

The outdoor recreation economy de-
pends on access to public lands, which
contribute to the growth of our economy
and ensure we have beautiful places to
recreate.

*Source: Outdoor Industry Association, Nov 2016

Motorized recreation continues to grow
in popularity in Idaho. In contrast to

| this increased demand, is a loss of ac-
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® 1978 Motorized Trails

Idaho OHV Registration Growth

cess on all federal lands.

Preservation of our recreational oppor-
tunities protects the economy, business |

and communities.
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Recreation Trips & Expenditures by Vehicle and County
June 2017 Economic Impact and Importance of Recreational Vehicles throughout Idaho

OHV

Trips Expenses Capital Trips Expenses Capital Trips Expenses Capital

Taken ({fuel, food, parts) Expenditures Taken (fuel, food, parts) Expenditures Taken (fuel, food, parts) Expenditures
Ada 49,000 S 35,300,000 S 40,000,000 132 S 9,954,372 S 14,095,635 21,545 S 18,212,483 S 42,171,417
Adams 31,000 $ 800,000 S 1,000,000 3,801 S 3,091,126 § 120,895 4,069 S 1,242,942 S 121,699
Bannock 26,000 S 10,200,000 S 20,000,000 2,940 $ 5,047,801 $§ 3,125,617 1,575 § 1,786,681 S 2,572,289
Bear Lake 19,000 S 2,200,000 S 2,000,000 4,309 S 1,999,808 $ 255,932 7,102 § 3,112,397 S 336,501
Benewah 24,000 $ 4,500,000 S 4,000,000 719 § 2,116,667 §$ 298,871 27,684 S 3,041,904 S 568,479
Bingham 13,000 $ 8,470,000 S 10,000,000 1,179 S 2,246,427 S 2,275,135 3999 § 1,605,663 S 709,722
Blaine 17,000 S 2,800,000 S 2,000,000 3924 S 5,358,475 S 1,953,438 5,205 §$ 2,036,741 S 589,731
Boise 54,000 S 1,400,000 S 2,000,000 6,111 S 1,460,963 S 93,072 6,044 S 1,900,483 S 166,895
Bonner 38,000 S 9,500,000 $ 5,000,000 11,419 S 6,857,143 S 1,154,795 40,749 S 32,596,209 $ 6,697,112
Bonneville 41,000 S 24,100,000 S 16,000,000 6,131 S 5,926,474 S 4,905,587 20,269 S 8,048,495 S 4,087,655
Boundary 16,000 $ 500,000 S - 2,808 S 1,170,003 $ 134,844 3432 § 1,289,984 S 553,632
Butte 8,000 S 1,200,000 S 1,000,000 496 S 277,567 S 36,183 45 S 11,554 S 9,526
Camas 9,000 S 300,000 $ - 6,531 § 1,280,015 $ 105,766 536 S 53,106 S 21,731
Canyon 14,000 S 3,000,000 S 20,000,000 45 S 3,978,350 $ 4,006,638 9,233 S 6,643,267 S 5,924,312
Caribou 22,000 S 1,200,000 $ 2,000,000 3,841 § 1,790,579 S 219,740 3,928 S 1,567,081 $ 265,926
Cassia 15,000 S 3,300,000 S$ 7,000,000 4,125 S 2,584,615 $ 1,112,205 7,208 S 2,530,475 S 1,302,638
Clark 11,000 S - S - 972 S 196,544 S 5,900 22 S 8,459 $ 9,876
Clearwater 32,000 S 4,700,000 $ 3,000,000 4,002 S 1,590,367 S 96,210 20,202 S 6,958,350 S 608,486
Custer 21,000 S 700,000 $ 2,000,000 5812 § 2,674,495 S 49,791 9,903 S 2,908,379 $ 62,468
Elmore 33,000 S 2,900,000 S 2,000,000 7,587 § 4,436,376 S 515,049 21,782 S 5,665,459 §$ 729,194
Franklin 10,000 S 1,500,000 S 3,000,000 6,623 S 2,611,278 S 1,461,739 6,629 S 2,150,072 $ 220,925
Fremont 39,000 S 4,800,000 S 3,000,000 37,008 S 27,810,664 S 1,323,480 17,128 $ 5,583,830 §$ 367,882
Gem 13,000 $ 1,200,000 S 3,000,000 185 S 218,310 S 79,509 3,794 § 1,618,904 $ 199,133
Gooding 6,000 S 800,000 S 4,000,000 29 S 676,087 S 113,195 3,012 S 794,096 S 127,395
Idaho 45,000 S 5,600,000 S 6,000,000 7,738 S 2,799,280 S 1,056,485 7,282 § 3,191,697 S 633,172
lefferson 13,000 S 6,200,000 S 6,000,000 369 S 1,496,478 S 1,247,353 1,956 S 1,018,782 S 577,678
Jerome 4,000 S 1,400,000 $§ 6,000,000 53 S 823,943 S 862,801 1,266 S 495,010 $§ 1,432,860
Kootenai 53,000 S 17,500,000 S 22,000,000 5,449 S 6,167,927 S 5,572,702 55,474 S 50,485,355 $ 39,330,892
Latah 19,000 S 4,900,000 S 3,000,000 1,436 S 1,387,021 $ 156,166 270 S 520,701 $§ 1,173,697
Lemhi 22,000 S 1,700,000 S 3,000,000 982 S 227,783 S 324,331 1,676 S 1,201,703 S 82,264
Lewis 6,000 $ 500,000 $ - 10 S 232,196 S 46,852 764 S 302,411 S 100,111
Lincoln 2,000 §$ - S - 28 § 162,506 $ 71,050 22 S 5,016 § 59,433
Madison 13,000 S 2,000,000 $ 6,000,000 2,060 § 1,879,936 $ 3,772,966 770 S 590,314 S 587,179
Minidoka 9,000 S 2,000,000 S§ 3,000,000 126§ 1,325,022 S 669,123 5713 S 1,973,976 S 418,605
Nez Perce 11,000 S 2,200,000 $ 13,000,000 811 S 2,262,696 S 1,044,973 16,354 S 9,198,883 S 5,080,777
Oneida 4,000 S 200,000 $ 2,000,000 72 S 53,415 S 187,040 2,146 S 462,859 $ 96,126
Owyhee 55,000 S 1,100,000 $ 1,000,000 511 § 98,130 $ 27,506 9,708 S 2,239,050 S 238,976
Payette 5,000 S 600,000 $ 2,000,000 39 § 859,217 S 1,383,288 1,416 S 515,379 $ 692,956
Power 6,000 S 700,000 S - 583 S 449,663 S 161,507 7,596 S 1,702,365 §$ 57,137
Shoshone 44,000 §$ 4,700,000 S 7,000,000 8,785 S 4,199,275 S 514,972 625 S 501,366 $ 881,665
Teton 5,000 S 300,000 S 1,000,000 2,787 S 1,593,393 S 690,501 787 S 301,227 §$ 291,513
Twin Falls 19,000 S 6,100,000 S 14,000,000 3,751 $ 3,778,546 S 4,623,189 13,973 S 4,969,701 S 1,933,318
Valley 58,000 $ 2,700,000 S 2,000,000 33,481 S 36,370,631 S 1,471,826 28,608 $ 16,360,098 S 1,472,707
Washington 4,000 S 100,000 $ 1,000,000 880 S 230,547 S 191,822 10,056 S 3,953,608 §$ 399,191
Totals 958,000 S 185,870,000 $ 250,000,000 | 190,680 S 161,752,111 $ 61,615,679 | 411,557 S 211,360,515 S 123,964,881

Source: Idaho State Parks & Recreation, Economic Impact and importance of Snowmobiling, off-highway
vehicle and Power Boating in idaho, 2016 & 2017
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‘!da_i'ho’s OHV Recreation Industry

A million trips per year

Idaho OHV enthusiasts took close
to 1 million recreation trips in Ida-
ho during 2012 and spent about
$434 million - $186 million on
OHV recreation trips and $248
million on OHV capital expendi-
tures such as the vehicles them-
selves.

Of the $186 million that Idaho
households spent for OHV trips,
$84 million was for trips in the
home county and just over $100
million was for out-of-county
trips. Close to 76% of expendi-
tures for out-of-county trips were

The top 10 counties, as ranked by
total trips taken in the county, at-
tracted close to half of the total 1
million OHV recreation trips taken
in Idaho during 2012. Over half of
the OHV recreation trips were taken
outside the home county. Valley
County topped Idaho’s trip count -
49,000 trips from outside the county
and 9,000 trips by Valley County
residents. Owyhee County, with
51,000 trips by out-of-county
households, was Idaho’s top OHV
recreation destination county. In
contrast, 92% of trips in Kootenai

'« $250 million spent on
parts, labor and support
for vehicles

® 6 counties captured over

half of capital
expenditures

Off-Highway Vehicles

County were taken by residents of

made in the home county; the
the county.

remaining 24% were made in the
destination county.

$248M in Capital Expenditures

Other 3%

“It’s clear that increasing public access
to public lands is a driving force for our
economy,”

Tow vehicle (32%) OHV (44%)

“Opening up non-wilderness, public
lands to activities like biking, snowmo-
biling and hunting increases public ac-
cess and continues to strengthen local

economies that depend on outdoor jobs."

Fees (2%)

il Repairs (7%)
’ Equip (3%)

Trailer (10%)

—Steve Daines (MT-R)

$186M in Trip Expenditures

Quick Facts:

e OHV Registration dollars pay to maintain on average
1,800 miles of trail maintenance a year.

Other (2%)

Retail (9%) Lodging (9%)
‘ Dining (14%)

Groceries
Source: Economic importance of off-highway vehicle recreation: An analysis of Idaho Counties {Anderson, Taylor)

e  OHV fuels tax fund 1.2 million dollars of trail mainte-
nance/infrastructure needs annually.

e OHV dollars solely pay for the mapping application made
available to all trail enthusiasts across Idaho at
trails.idaho.gov

Fuel (39%

(27%)







OHV Recreation Trips & Expenditures by County (2012)

OHYV trips (thousands) Trip Expenses ($ millions) Capital
Out-of-county trips expenditures
Home County Out-of-County Within (S million)

County Households  Households Total County Home [ Destination| Total

Ada 31 18 49 7.1 22.7 5.5 35.3 40
Adams 3 28 31 0.2 04 0.3 0.9 1
Bannock 17 9 26 4.1 4.2 1.9 10.2 20
Bear Lake 10 9 19 1.0 1.1 0.0 2.1 2
Benewah 14 10 24 1.5 1.7 1.4 4.6 4
Bingham 9 4 13 4.5 2.5 1.4 8.4 10
Blaine 10 8 18 1.8 0.9 0.0 2.7 2
Boise 10 44 54 0.5 0.5 0.4 1.4 2
Bonner 19 19 38 1.7 2.7 5.1 9.5 5
Bonneville 19 21 40 3.1 18.0 3.0 24.1 16
Boundary 9 6 15 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.5 0
Butte 3 5 8 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 1
Camas 1 7 8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0
Canyon 11 4 15 2.1 0.8 0.2 3.1 20
Caribou 8 13 21 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 2
Cassia 7 8 15 0.7 2.3 0.3 3.3 7
Clark 0 11 11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Clearwater 11 20 31 4.5 0.1 0.0 4.6 3
Custer 5 16 21 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.7 2
Elmore 11 23 34 2.3 0.6 0.0 2.9 2
Franklin 8 2 10 1.2 0.2 0.1 1.5 3
Fremont 15 24 39 4.8 0.0 0.0 4.8 3
Gem 3 11 14 1.0 0.2 0.0 1.2 3
Gooding 3 4 7 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.9 4
Idaho 23 21 44 5.6 0.0 0.0 5.6 6
Jefferson 8 5 13 5.0 11 0.2 6.3 6
Jerome 3 1 4 1.1 0.2 0.1 1.4 6
Kootenai 49 4 53 12.4 4.3 0.9 17.6 22
Latah 13 6 19 2.9 1.2 0.8 4.9 3
Lemhi 7 14 21 1.6 0.0 0.1 1.7 3
Lewis 2 4 6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.5 0
Lincoln 1 1 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Madison 5 8 13 1.0 0.8 0.3 21 6
Minidoka 8 1 9 1.7 0.3 0.1 2.1 3
Nez Perce 10 2 12 1.9 0.3 0.1 2.3 13
Oneida 3 1 4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 2
Owyhee 4 51 55 0.3 0.8 0.1 1.2 1
Payette 3 2 5 04 0.3 0.0 0.7 2
Power 2 3 5 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.7 0
Shoshone 9 35 44 1.7 3.0 0.0 4.7 7
Teton 3 2 5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 1
Twin Falls 14 5 19 1.4 3.1 1.6 6.1 14
Valley 9 49 58 0.1 2.5 0.1 2.7 2
Washington 2 2 4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 1
Totals 416 543 959 84 78 24 187 248

Source: Economic importance of Off-highway Vehicle Recreation: An analysis of ldaho Counties (Anderson,

Taylor)








jdého’s Snowmobile Industry

Where recreation creates jobs

Snowmobiling provides a major
recreational opportunity in Idaho
given the State’s climatic condi-
tions and mountainous terrain. In
addition, it generates significant
impacts in employment and eco-
nomic activity in many counties
and for the State as a whole.

The economic impacts from ex-
penditures on snowmobiles them-
selves, trailers, parts, and related
equipment and as well as from
spending that occurs when snow-
mobiling trips are made.

Snowmobile owners spent over
$197.5 million on snowmobiles,
related equipment, fuel, lodging,

food, and other retail during the 12-
month period of July 2015-June
2016. The sales of the retailers in-
creased and, as a result, the em-
ployment, income, and sales of
local output increased.

The retailers and their employees
were then able to increase their
spending, thereby generating addi-
tional economic activity. Thus, the
total economic impact of the $197.5
million in spending by snowmobile
users on employment, income, and
output is greater than the impact of
just the spending by snowmobile
owners.

Snowmobiling | |

of $160 million

e Local Output increase
of $157 million

“About establishing snowmobile opportunities in
federal wilderness areas, back in 1977 I suggested
the establishment of an experimental snowmobile
trail through the Gospel-Hump Wilderness in Ida-
ho. The trail would have followed a route used by
snowmobilers prior to the area’s designation as
wilderness.---I intend to work in the future for
opening designated parts of wilderness areas for

snowmobile use. "

—Frank Church
September 15, 1980 letter to
Snowmobile Magazine

Quick Facts:

e There are over 5,000 miles of snowmobile
trails in Idaho; all being open to other
recreationists like cross-country skiers,
snowshoes, and more.

e  Snowmobiling produces hundreds of mil- models.

lions in income, much of it going to rural

cluded there are no detrimental effects to o
soil or vegetation with responsible use.

Capital and Trip Expenditures

Machines &
Equipment
28%

Food & Bev
23%

Mainterance
and repair
2%

Lodging
9%

Retail
16%

22%

Snowmobile clubs are active within their
communities and typically represent the
volunteer workforce to maintain access.

e  Snowmobile sound use has been reduced
as much as 94% as compared to early °

Snowmobilers have lost millions of acres
once opened to sledding because of law-
suits, wilderness bills and new Forest

areas. This keeps businesses open, jobs
intact and tax revenues flowing.

Numerous scientific studies have con-

e After years of studies conducted in Yel-

lowstone National Park, scientists con-
cluded that snowmobiles had no detri-
mental effect on wildlife.

Pians.

Source: Economic Impact and Importance of Snowmobiling in idaho (une 2017), Black, Fragkias, Hansen, Holley, Humphrey, Lowe







Spending on snowmobile related products by County (where spent)

Snomobiles, Snomobile  Campsites/ Food,
Trailers, Equip Maintenance and Vehicle  Overnight  Beverage,

County & Parts and Repair Storage Fuel Lodging Restaurant  Other Retall Total

Ada 14,095,635 811,012 145,959 3,221,072 118,069 2,897,586 2,760,675 24,050,008
Adams 120,895 72,000 1,080 807,388 220,666 1,020,846 969,146 3,212,021
Bannock 3,125,617 323,114 23,227 1,158,959 272,798 940,377 2,329,326 8,173,418
Bear Lake 255,932 63,404 - 799,890 238,613 482,793 415,107 2,255,739
Benewah 298,871 52,955 - 637,785 66,454 611,057 748,415 2,415,537
Bingham 2,275,135 154,880 1,803 1,076,106 - 639,658 373,980 4,521,562
Blaine 1,953,438 163,801 2,953 967,250 208,880 1,402,677 2,612,914 7,311,913
Boise 93,072 34,712 4,378 523,778 107,386 563,741 226,968 1,554,035
Bonner 1,154,795 183,390 13,235 2,264,960 703,086 2,569,858 1,122,615 8,011,939
Bonneville 4,905,587 508,727 26,212 2,387,753 53,652 1,573,445 1,376,685 | 10,832,061
Boundary 134,844 24,043 - 509,364 18,290 472,971 145,335 1,304,847
Butte 36,183 7,875 - 129,406 - 113,690 26,596 313,750
Camas 105,766 34,605 - 362,808 61,131 582,697 238,773 1,385,780
Canyon 4,006,638 226,955 1,242 1,392,276 239,480 1,139,366 979,032 7,984,989
Caribou 219,740 83,970 - 835,023 27,204 630,172 214,210 2,010,319
Cassia 1,112,205 83,030 6,038 708,953 38,204 736,086 1,012,305 3,696,821
Clark 5,900 - - 111,218 - 78,264 7,061 202,443
Clearwater 96,210 16,464 630 497,186 93,128 673,836 309,124 1,686,578
Custer 49,791 42,261 2,931 869,776 553,673 977,454 228,399 2,724,285
Elmore 515,049 139,648 12,202 1,492,882 909,486 1,152,191 729,968 4,951,426
Franklin 1,461,739 95,065 . 1,346,913 36,626 816,336 316,338 4,073,017
Fremont 1,323,480 181,141 17,051 6,931,317 7,165,856 9,429,215 4,086,083 29,134,143
Gem 79,509 18,635 - 111,032 - 63,882 24,762 297,820
Gooding 113,195 84,347 - 227,612 - 180,270 183,858 789,282
Idaho 1,056,485 143,712 9,980 619,667 79,729 1,356,620 589,571 3,855,764
Jefferson 1,247,353 185,271 17,886 589,423 16,399 371,478 316,021 2,743,831
Jerome 862,801 68,961 1,245 262,057 - 215,406 276,274 1,686,744
Kootenai 5,572,702 412,649 59,485 2,375,955 207,977 1,340,659 1,771,203 11,740,630
Latah 156,166 44,661 911 521,718 69,220 387,413 363,098 1,543,187
Lemhi 324,331 22,039 - 88,754 - 73,348 43,642 552,114
Lewis 46,852 12,164 - 87,442 - 65,881 66,709 279,048
Lincoln 71,050 17,912 926 75,108 - 24,151 44,408 233,555
Madison 3,772,966 154,688 23,320 726,647 32,813 537,870 404,598 5,652,902
Minidoka 669,123 72,616 2,354 491,935 109,082 489,745 159,290 1,994,145
Nez Perce 1,044,973 123,281 182 843,763 50,236 615,708 629,526 3,307,669
Oneida 187,040 - - 13,859 - 32,623 6,934 240,456
Owyhee 27,506 7,063 - 12,083 - 10,212 68,773 125,637
Payette 1,383,288 40,533 15,200 303,882 5,818 249,524 244,259 2,242,504
Power 161,507 39,990 1,240 185,032 - 166,931 56,470 611,170
Shoshone 514,972 60,196 2,791 1,118,002 153,508 1,292,770 1,572,008 4,714,247
Teton 690,501 79,660 14,125 512,717 64,866 704,886 217,139 2,283,894
Twin Falls 4,623,189 365,659 15,701 1,306,418 76,481 982,669 1,031,618 8,401,735
Valley 1,471,826 221,602 32,128 8,868,242 7,424,854 12,461,186 7,362,619 37,842,457
Washington 191,822 12,377 - 106,044 - 102,004 10,121 422,368
Totals 61,615,678 5,491,069 456,414 48,479,455 19,423,666 51,229,551 36,671,957 | 223,367,790

Source: Economic Impact and Importance of Snowmaobiling in idaho (June 2017), Black, Fragkias, Hansen, Holley, Humphrey, Lowe








\Idho’s Powerboat Industry

Lakes and rivers lead to economic plus

There are countless opportuni- As an aside, residents of the state (o7+) *Em p|oyment increase of
ties for power boating in Idaho. of Washington comprise the third .= 5.540
It provides significant impacts in largest group of boat owners regis- =] y : )
terms of employment and eco- tered in Idaho. 8 * Labor income Increase of
ngrplc benefits thflt are ginetr:t- In 2015, powerboat owners spent m $87 million
ed in many counties and for the $335 million on boats, equipment, — e Value Added increase of
State as a whole. . . i

fuel, lodging, food, and other retail. Q 5133 million
As expected, boat ownership The sales of the retailers increased ; ol | Output i f
and usage is concentrated in the and, as a result, the employment, 0O 2ics U PU lipietieelsic o
most populated counties and income, and sales of local output o 5228 million
thoske tBhat havel-awater: I,IAdaC,: Ban- it?creased. Somet oir’:his sanding ” * 6 counties accounted for
nock, Bonner, Bonneville, Can- ecame income to the retailers sell- .
yon, Kootenai, Nez Perce, and ing these goods and services. tOp expendltures

Twin Falls. The top counties in
terms total expenditures are Ada,
Bonner, Canyon, Kootenai, Nez
Perce, and Valley.

Capital and Trip Expenditures
“When it comes to the use of our rivers, lakes
and streams, people closest to the ground can

make the best long-term decisions related to Storage 3%

public lands access and other issues— Machines and Maint 8; Repair
decisions that will stand the test of time and equipment Lk
escape endless litigation cycles. Local eco- 37% Lodging 4%
nomic benefits such as recreation must be
considered along with the preservation of
habitat and wildlife benefits. This model of 5
locally-driven land use planning leads to de- > Retail
cisions driven by collaboration and consen- L2c
sus. In the long run, this effort will be best for
all who use the public lands.”
Food and
Beverages e
— Senator Mike Crapo (ID-R) 18% e 19%

Quick Facts:

e Motorized boaters are the only source of e  Kootenai County had 14,454 boat regis- e  Kootenai County had the most revenue of
funding for boating infrastructure in lda- trants in 2015, second to Ada County who Idaho counties after raking in $89.8 mil-
ho that is used by the non-motorized had 14,716 registrants. lion.

boaters as well. ) ) ) ]
e Idaho generated $335.3 million in power- e  Ada County checked in at No. 2 with

e 1.2 million in state gas tax money is dis- boating-related products and services in $60.3 million in sales and Bonner County
tributed via Waterways Improvement 2015 alone. was No. 3 at $39.2 million.

Fund (WIF) grants each year. o .
e The $335.5 million in 2015 increased em-

e 2.2 million of boater registration dollars is ployment by 3,088 jobs, labor income by
returned each year to the counties to be $88 million, and the of locally produced
used for waterway projects. goods and services by $227.9 million.







Spending on Power Boat related products by County (where spent) ‘

Destination
County

Ada
Adams
Bannock
Bear Lake
Benewah
Bingham
Blaine
Boise
Bonner
Bonneville
Boundary
Butte
Camas
Canyon
Caribou
Cassia
Clark
Clearwater
Custer
Elmore
Franklin
Fremont
Gem
Gooding
Idaho
Jefferson
Jerome
Kootenai
Latah
Lemhi
Lewis
Lincoln
Madison
Minidoka
Nez Perce
Oneida
Owyhee
Payette
Power
Shoshone
Teton
Twin Falls
Valley
Washington

Totals

4,636,642

137,603

3,440,582

5,254,583

60,383,900

42,171,417 3,357,122 1,385,951
121,699 45,642 24,627 448,798 140,446 378,700 204,730 1,364,642
2,572,289 480,947 266,977 277,876 24,645 276,654 459,583 4,358,971
336,501 140,296 77,642 1,147,363 450,188 1,048,486 248,421 3,448,897
568,479 133,232 108,805 1,000,089 68,676 1,134,357 596,745 3,610,383
709,722 172,850 71,804 710,148 16,458 285,461 348,941 2,315,384
589,731 113,598 42,880 712,783 41,345 796,954 329,181 2,626,472
166,895 579,050 63,836 595,477 993 465,615 198,512 2,070,378
6,697,112 2,504,421 1,612,777 8,266,994 5,494,454 9,903,021 4,814,541 39,293,320
4,087,655 848,081 238,205 2,487,246 402,757 2,156,674 1,915,532 12,136,150
553,632 145,580 135,623 398,482 67,943 333,919 208,437 1,843,616
9,526 2,810 1,508 958 - 519 5,761 21,082
21,731 2,374 - 27,257 - 15,134 8,340 74,836
5,924,312 1,723,566 183,313 1,699,370 338 1,050,031 1,983,649 12,564,579
265,926 49,442 13,132 470,768 130,037 537,149 366,554 1,833,008
1,302,638 180,933 61,154 713,942 24,515 758,886 791,044 3,833,112
9,876 3,667 = 2,023 - 495 2,276 18,337
608,486 187,511 35,879 2,542,454 533,632 2,699,056 959,818 7,566,836
62,468 13,711 8,272 752,250 276,571 1,325,255 532,321 2,970,848
729,194 236,228 96,271 2,302,050 402,876 1,918,718 709,317 6,394,654
220,925 59,673 40,010 887,821 105,033 792,840 264,694 2,370,996
367,882 80,906 27,062 1,878,863 680,330 2,207,973 708,696 5,951,712
199,133 47,838 16,345 781,377 5,116 464,397 303,830 1,818,036
127,395 35,546 20,306 410,098 11,005 244,207 72,934 921,491
633,172 104,920 24,615 1,258,507 287,105 1,169,410 347,140 3,824,869
577,678 209,090 41,675 269,864 = 230,753 267,400 1,596,460
1,432,860 129,582 17,484 117,193 1,372 73,092 156,287 1,927,870
39,330,892 6,965,164 5,096,999 14,259,503 1,096,680 12,964,472 10,102,534 89,816,244
1,173,697 137,721 101,413 28,422 - 36,299 216,846 1,694,398
82,264 33,546 7,468 410,095 253,690 295,561 201,343 1,283,967
100,111 38,418 4,960 160,041 1,844 69,591 27,556 402,521
59,433 4,664 - 1,178 - 655 2,519 68,449
587,179 189,402 62,812 176,661 688 98,019 62,732 1,177,493
418,605 141,680 39,723 843,824 5,220 556,919 386,611 2,392,582
5,080,777 1,119,151 216,693 3,746,509 240,787 2,135,768 1,739,975 14,279,660
96,125 15,807 2,090 147,676 24,794 197,897 74,596 558,985
238,976 48,656 25,471 849,658 126,996 722,852 465,417 2,478,026
692,956 147,646 3,245 181,730 - 78,592 104,165 1,208,334
57,137 8,247 10,288 859,514 94,757 573,083 156,477 1,759,503
881,665 66,842 30,383 137,401 = 126,582 140,158 1,383,031
291,513 29,680 18,999 93,010 - 112,724 46,814 592,740
1,933,318 716,900 153,591 1,760,854 82,028 1,215,582 1,040,745 6,903,018
1,472,707 561,045 564,150 4,664,383 1,763,081 6,085,652 2,721,788 17,832,806
399,191 47,830 24,891 1,690,315 339,767 1,128,636 722,170 4,352,800
123,964,879 21,861,015 10,979,326 64,807,468 13,333,770 60,107,221 40,271,714 | 335,325,397

Source: Economic impact and Importance of Power Boating in ldaho (Dec 2016), Black, Fragkias, Hansen, Holley, Humphrey, Lowe
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Wilderness and Released Wilderness Study Areas - BLM Challis Field Office
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December 11, 2017

Sandra,

Listed below are my comments concerning wildlife for the “Assessment Phase” and the “Need
for Changes Statements” of the Salmon-Challis National Forest Planning process.

The following Need for Change statements describe these focus areas:

(7) Direction to sustain or enhance hunting, trapping, and fishing and recognize their
economic impact. Recommend expanding upon the legislative request for determining
economic values for hunting and fishing activities as was done to determine the value of a
harvested elk and an elk hunter day in 2008. In 2008 the value of a harvested elk and an elk
hunter day were calculated at $8,000 and $127.40 respectively (Lance Hebdon and Sharon W.
Kiefer, IDFG). Attached is the letter to the Senator requesting that information. | computed the
economic data for elk hunter days during 2016 for the Salmon Region of the Idaho Department
of Fish and Game. There are 12 game management units administered by the Salmon Region of
IDFG. | am not familiar enough with the Salmon-Challis Forest to know what game management
units are within the Forest, therefore my economic data is for all 12 game management units.
During the 2016 elk hunting season, for all weapon types and hunt opportunity, 40,335 hunter
days were documented. | used an inflation calculator to compare the value of a dollar in 2008
compared to 2016 (www.usinflationcalculator.com). The 2016 inflation is $1.11. Thus, the
$127.40 value in 2008 has increased to $141.41 in 2016. Therefore, the economic contribution
from 2016 from 40,335 elk hunter days is $5,703,772.

(8) Direction that considers Idaho Fish and Game objectives from Species Management Plans
and State Wildlife Action Plans (e.g. elk and deer summer and winter ranges, migration
corridors, forested and non-forested habitat condition and connectivity, or invasive species)
and to work cooperatively in collecting and sharing data. It is imperative the USFS honor its
obligation to manage habitat and access management to enable the IDFG to achieve its species
population goals and management plans, as IDFG has no jurisdiction to manage habitat on
federal lands.

(15) Direction that addresses risk of disease transmission between domestic sheep and pack
goats and wild sheep and mountain goats. Since domestic goats are used in weed control on
federal lands, the statement should read “domestic sheep and goats”. The Forest needs to
evaluate the risk of contact between domestic sheep and goats for both bighorn sheep and
mountain goat.







Draft Assessment Report Comments:

Canada Lynx:

Mentioned several factors disrupting lynx travel corridors, however there is no
documentation regarding the location of travel corridors. IMO, the location of these travel
corridors should be displayed.

The USFWS considers lynx habitat in the planning area as “unoccupied” and “secondary,
thus is it realistic to expect lynx to become established on the Forest? A lynx was accidentally
trapped and released on the Forest in 2012, the first documentation of lynx during the past 15
years. A DNA sample was taken from this animal to determine its origin. It was estimated that
fewer than 100 lynx occurred, statewide, when this lynx was trapped.

In 2014 a lynx was accidentally trapped in the Panhandle area of Idaho. A DNA sample
was also taken from this animal, plus it was fitted with a transmitter collar. Also, in the
Panhandle region, 498 winter carnivore bait stations were monitored between 2010 and 2014.
During this time, only two lynx “hits” were recorded (see accompanying map). We need to also
ask for winter carnivore bait station data from all national forests and BLM lands in Idaho.

The dates of the two incidentally trapped Canada lynx in Idaho during 2012, plus the
two hits on the Panhandle winter carnivore bait stations suggests these animals appeared
during and/or shortly after the snowshoe hare high cycle in Canada (see enclosed graphic
regarding cycle events). Given the sporadic reports, plus the dates of lynx reports in Idaho, it is
most probable they are migrants associated with the highs in the snowshoe hare cycle in
Canada.

Also of interest, 218 lynx from Canada and Alaska were released in Colorado between
1999 and 2006. Although there is evidence of reproduction, the long-term viability of this
population has not been demonstrated (Devineau et al. 2010).

| have included a map of statewide lynx locations. Unfortunately, there is no indication
regarding the dates of the locations. | have contacted the Idaho Conservation Data Center for
the year of the point locations. In addition, | suggested color coding the points in 10-year strata.

| also contacted IDFG regarding lynx data. They have a website with lynx data; however
the data is time/site specific by county rather than a statewide map showing all locations.
Species reports are on file at the Idaho Fish and Wildlife Information System
(https://idfg.idaho.gov/species). Species reports are ranked in the following categories, verified,

trusted, possible, unreviewed, and reviewed. During the 100 year period 1917-2017 there have
been 72 reports of Canada lynx in Lemhi and Custer counties; 44 in Lemhi County; 28 in Custer
County. The following is a chronological record of the reports: 1-1917, 5 - 1950’s,

16 —1960’s, 19 — 1970’s, 11 — 1980’s, 19 — 1990’s, and 1 — 2012. Thus, during the past 27 years
there have been 20 Canada lynx reports in Custer and Lemhi counties combined, one of which

was verified, nine trusted and 10 unreviewed (28%). Of the 72 reports, 46 were observations,







22 were tracks, 1 was a nest (den), 1 hand (not sure), and 2 were specimens, a hide and one
live-trapped and released.

There was a DNA sample taken from the trapped animal before it was released in 2012.
I assume a DNA sample can be obtained from the hide of the specimen verified in 1917. The
DNA samples will give insight as to the origin of the animals from which the samples were
taken. | recommend results from DNA samples be requested for all samples taken from Canada
lynx, plus the movements data from any radio collared lynx, statewide.
Wolverine: “The North American wolverine is a year-round resident of the Salmon-Challis. They
occur on all ranger districts, but population densities are low.” Low population densities are
inherent with wolverine populations. Are the populations on the Salmon-Challis low when
compared to other forests and/or the literature or is the low population a characteristic of the
species?
Bald Eagle: “Habitat loss from urban development and logging, death from poisoning and illegal
shooting, low breeding success from exposure to environmental contaminants, and decreasing
food supply.” Please document these threats to the bald eagle on the Salmon-Challis Forest.
Common Loon: Disturbance at breeding lakes is listed as a threat, however, according to the

Idaho Conservation Data Center; there is no record of loons nesting on the Salmon-Challis

Forest. Also, document acid rain, mercury poisoning and predation are threats to loons on
the Forest.

Flammulated Owl: Given the frequency and magnitude of forest fires on the Forest, are closed
forest canopies truly a threat?

Golden Eagle: Document the instances of wind turbine collisions, car strikes, and declines in
nesting and nest success due to disturbance from off road vehicles.

Greater Sage-Grouse: Is direct mortality due to increased predation and strikes with structures
really a serious problem? If so, please quantify. Degradation of habitat by invasive annual
grasses is also caused by over grazing.

Peregrine Falcon: What counties within the analysis area allow the use of DDT? Also, what is
the source of bio-accumulated flame retardant chemicals and what prey species are involved?
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep: Has the Forest completed the Rick of Contact (ROC)
assessment? If not, when will it be completed for inclusion in the Forest Plan? Also, please
document how the combined effects of climate will threaten bighorn sheep on the Forest.
Gray Wolf: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game will regulate the take of wolves to prevent
the unsustainable harvest of wolves by trapping and hunting.

Mountain Goat: Please document areas within the analysis area where human encroachment
from road development, backcountry recreation, and aircraft has and/or will threaten
mountain goats. Also, what specific diseases, and from what source, may impact mountain goat
populations? What mountain goat habitat will be lost due to climate warming?

Regarding the entire section, “Potential Terrestrial Species of Conservation Concern for the
Forest”, threats to those species should be consistent with threats factors that occur on the
Forest.







Canada Lynx

Lynx canadensis

D Ecological Section

Predicted Distribution

® Point Locations

Map created on September 22, 2005

and prepared by Idaho Conservation Data Center.

Sources: Point data are from Idaho Conservation Data Center,
Idaho Department of Fish and Game (2005). Predicted distribution
is from the Wildlife Habitat Relationships Models (WHR),

A Gap Analysis of Idaho: Final Report. Idaho Cooperative Fish
and Wildlife Research Unit, Moscow, ID (Scott et al. 2002). Miles
Predicted distribution is approximate (for more information, go to 0 20 40 30
http://www.wildlife.uidaho.edu/idgap/idgap_report.asp).
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Outdoor Recreation Satellite Account: Prototype Statistics for 2012-2016
Outdoor recreation accounts for 2.0 percent of GDP in 2016

Prototype statistics from the Outdoor Recreation Satellite Account (ORSA) released today by the U.S.
Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) show that the outdoor recreation
economy accounted for 2.0 percent ($373.7 billion) of current-dollar GDP in 2016 (table 1). In addition,
the outdoor recreation economy grew 3.8 percent in 2016, compared to growth of 2.8 percent in the
overall economy.

“Businesses need the right data to help them hire, invest and grow. The historical lack of detailed
federal data regarding outdoor recreational activities has handicapped both the private and public
sectors. The public will no doubt be surprised at the economic importance of this industry as we release
prototype statistics measuring the impact of activities like boating, fishing, RVing, hunting, camping,
hiking, and more. This release is a milestone for business executives, small-business owners,
entrepreneurs, and government officials, who will rely on these detailed data to plan, grow, and gain
new insights into this dynamic part of the U.S. economy,” said U.S. Commerce Secretary Wilbur Ross.

6.0% Growth in Outdoor Recreation Value Added vs. Growth in U.S. GDP
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The new account is the latest addition in a series of satellite accounts complementing BEA’s statistics,
including accounts on travel and tourism and arts and cultural production. These accounts do not change
BEA's official statistics, including GDP. They provide greater detail and allow closer analysis of a specific
area of the economy by extracting information embedded in the official economic statistics.

Outdoor Recreation by Activity

In the Outdoor Recreation Satellite Account, gross output—nprincipally a measure of sales or receipts
associated with the outdoor recreation economy—is presented both by industry and by outdoor
recreation activity. Outdoor recreation activities fall into three general categories: conventional core
activities (including activities such as bicycling, boating, hiking, and hunting), other core activities
(including activities such as agritourism and outdoor festivals), and supporting activities (including
construction, trips and travel, and government). In 2016, conventional recreation accounted for 36.7
percent of total outdoor recreation gross output, other recreation accounted for 22.1 percent, and
supporting activities accounted for the remaining 41.2 percent (table 2).

Gross Output for Selected Conventional Qutdoor Recreation Activities (2016)

‘ 70

w F w1 @
< (=] o o

(Billions of current dollars)

~
(=]

10

Motorized Vehicles Boating/Fishing Hunting/Shooting/Trapping Equestrian Other Conventional Outdoor
Recreation Activities

e Motorized Vehicles was the largest activity within conventional outdoor recreation in 2016,
accounting for $59.4 billion of gross output. Recreational vehicles accounted for more than half

of this value at $30.0 billion.

e Boating/Fishing activities were $38.2 billion in 2016, an increase of 4.0 percent from the
previous year.

e Hunting/Shooting/Trapping activities were $15.4 billion in 2016, with hunting accounting for
over 60 percent of this value.

e Multi-use apparel and accessories, which include backpacks, bug spray, and other general-
purpose gear and accessories that could not be allocated to specific activities, grew 7.2 percent
in 2016 and accounted for 35.0 percent of conventional outdoor recreation gross output.
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Outdoor Recreation by Industry

Outdoor recreation value added is presented by industry in the ORSA and shows how an industry’s
participation in the outdoor recreation economy contributes to GDP. For example, the data show that
the retail trade, accommodation and food services, and manufacturing industries were the largest
contributors to the outdoor recreation economy in 2016, accounting for half of all outdoor recreation
activity (table 1).

Outdoor Recreation Value Added for Selected Industries (2016) |

(Billions of current dollars)

Retail trade Accommodation and food Manufacturing Arts, entertainment, and Transportation and Wholesale trade
| services recreation warehousing

—— — e S— |

e For the retail trade industry, outdoor recreation value added was $81.7 billion and accounted for
21.9 percent of all activity in the outdoor recreation economy.

e Qutdoor recreation value added was $55.7 billion in accommodation and food services, with
about 63 percent of this value coming from accommodations and 37 percent from food services
and drinking places.

e Outdoor recreation value added for manufacturing was $51.3 billion, primarily reflecting activity
in the subcategories of petroleum and coal products and other transportation equipment.

e Outdoor recreation value added was $47.4 billion in arts, entertainment, and recreation and
accounted for 24.7 percent of that industry’s total value added.

Public comment and feedback

The public is invited to submit comments and feedback on these preliminary statistics by emailing
OutdoorRecreation@bea.gov. Final statistics are scheduled for release in the fall of 2018, and feedback
will be used to help finalize the definitions, data sources, and methodology that underpin the new
account and the format in which final results are displayed. To ensure consideration, comments should
be submitted no later than April 27, 2018.








idaho National Forest Motorized Trails Changes Between 1978 and 2017
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Idaho National Forest Motorized Trails Changes Between 1978 and 2017
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December 28, 2018
Dear Editor:

The Salmon-Challis National Forest is out of compliance with the existing Salmon and Challis Forest
management plans. Both plans clearly specify the need for annual travel plan review and update as
needed (see Salmon Plan page 1V-102 and Challis Plan pages IV-13 and 1V-30).

This review is needed to ensure the existing open transportation network meets public access, public
safety (wildfire suppression and fuels reduction) and resource management needs. The SCNF doesn't get
to set aside existing plan direction while the agency is working on plan revision.

The review and update is also required to ensure two plan revision processes are accurate: assessment and
wilderness inventory, evaluation, and analysis.

The plan revision "Final" Assessment/Needs for Change was inaccurate on at least three points on this
issue: (1) The Assessment did not assess how well (poorly) the agency did at meeting current plan
direction for road reconstruction, annual maintenance, and new road construction. (2) The SCNF did not
seek or publish citizen, government, and tribal input regarding specific existing transportation
management direction that should be continued or revised. (Travel planning was "off the table.") (3)
Finally, it did not disclose the adverse resource management, public safety, and public use impacts of
line officers' decisions to systematically dismantle the Forests' transportation infrastructure. The
final assessment should not be considered "final" until the required annual travel plan reviews and
updates have been accomplished with public input and appropriate environmental (NEPA) analysis.

This failure directly affected the current wilderness inventory and evaluation outcomes.

Whether an area qualifies as prospective wilderness during initial screening (inventory) is based, in part,
on if the area has category 2 or above travel routes. Line officers have repeatedly moved category 2 roads
into category 1 status, thus allowing those routes to meet wilderness "inventory" standards (even if the
roads remain and the area doesn't actually have wilderness character). Areas with category 1 roads, or
decommissioned, unauthorized, temporary or identified-for-decommissioning roads qualify for
consideration as prospective wilderness during the inventory phase (FSH 1909.12.71.221(1)(a-c). Not
only did such roads make it through the inventory phase, they are still shown as prospective wilderness on
the evaluation (second screening) map! Logic dictates that areas with unauthorized and category 1 routes
"represent a departure from apparent naturalness"” (FSH section 72.1(1) (c)), are not primitive in
character, and should have been disqualified during the evaluation phase.

Public input during a 2019 annual travel plan review would seek to move at least some category 1 and
decommissioned roads back into seasonal or yearlong category 2 (open) status. This would reduce the
acres "qualified" for wilderness inventory. A Forest-wide travel plan review and update with public input
and requisite NEPA analysis must be done prior to finalizing the wilderness inventory and evaluation.
Only then will the Forest have an accurate picture of (a) areas that do or do not qualify as having
wilderness character; and (b) management areas and travel routes that should not be precluded from
future motorized use.

On December 21, 2018 President Trump issued an executive order "On Promoting Active Management of
America's Forests, Rangelands, and Other Federal Lands to Improve Conditions and Reduce Wildfire
Risk." To comply with this E.O., the SCNF must immediately commence travel plan review with public
input to identify the transportation network that is needed to provide for authorized public uses (including
those specified in the Forest plans), resource management and administrative needs, and firefighter and
public safety.

The information from the updated travel plan and associated NEPA analysis can then be used to produce
an accurate plan revision assessment and wilderness inventory and evaluation. The Forest clearly needs
to hit pause on plan development and take care of the required travel plan review and analysis first.







Sincerely,

Evalyn Bennett
6 East Ute Road, Salmon, ID (208) 756-3974

Dolores lvie, Coordinator
Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory
Box 521, Challis, ID (208) 833-5210
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Charles Mark, Forest Supervisor
Salmon-Challis National Forest
1206 South Challis Street
Salmon, Idaho 83467

RE: Forest Plan Compliance (Travel Plan) Effects on Forest Plan Revision Products
January 16, 2019
Dear Supervisor Mark:

This letter is a formal public comment related to the Salmon-Challis National Forest (SCNF) Land and
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) revision process and documents.

We are writing to inform you that the SCNF is out of compliance with the Salmon and Challis National
Forest management plans, and this lack of compliance has affected the accuracy of the Forest Plan
Revision "Final Assessment" and Wilderness study (inventory and evaluation).

Both Forest plans clearly specify the need for annual travel plan review, and update as needed. The
Challis National Forest LRMP states on page IV-13, under Recreation - Off-Road Vehicles: "1 D
Annually review and update, as needed, the Forest Travel Plan." The Challis LRMP also states on page
IV-30, under Facilities - Road Management: "8) The Forest Travel Plan will be reviewed annually and
updated as needed with public input and coordinated closely with cooperating agencies." The Salmon
National Forest LRMP states on page 102 under Management Area 2A-1, Dispersed Recreation -
Motorized on Designated Routes, Standards and Guidelines: "a. Existing designated routes are shown on
the Forest Plan map. Routes may be added or deleted for reasons specified in the general direction as
identified during annual Forest Travel Plan update." Given that off-highway vehicle (OHV) use on the
entire Salmon-Challis National Forest is now "designated routes only," the annual travel plan update
should be considering additions or deletions to the entire transportation system (not Jjust routes originally
mapped within Management Area 2A-1).

Regular travel plan review is needed to ensure the existing open transportation network meets current
needs for administrative and public motorized access, firefighter and public safety (wildfire suppression
and fuels reduction), and resource management (including restoration). Compliance with the existing
Pplans must be concurrent with plan revision; the SCNF does not have the prerogative to set aside
existing plan direction while the agency is working on Forest plan revision.

To the best of our knowledge, the only Forest-wide travel plan review and update since the 2009 Travel
Plan was published is the 2014 Supplemental EIS and associated Record of Decision (ROD). However,
the Federal Register notice for the SEIS describes a planning effort that (a) was mandated by court order;
(b) had no public scoping; and (c) was limited to analysis and decisions that would correct the four
deficiencies identified by the District Court of Idaho (Federal Register; March 5, 2012; pages 13072-
13073). The planning issues considered, public input solicited, and coordination with cooperating
agencies all seem to have been limited in the 2014 travel plan analysis. It thus appears that no
comprehensive travel plan review and update has occurred since 2009, making the SCNF nine years out

of compliance with LRMP direction.

The March 20, 2012 Public Notification letter was only sent to persons who commented on the 2009
travel plan draft EIS, and only for the purpose of verifying addresses and if/how the persons wanted to
receive the draft SEIS. There was no public scoping to identify travel planning issues that may have
existed in 2014. The SEIS and Revised ROD did not address significant planning issues that existed on
the SCNF in 2014, such as the dramatic increase in hazardous fuels that need to be mechanically treated,
the extensive catastrophic wildfires that have burned within and outside wilderness (with associated
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resource damage, threats to lives and property, evacuations, fatalities and burn-overs, smoke impacts,
etc.), and changes in public demand for motorized access to Forest lands (e.g., 2018's "Rally in the Pines"
that brought thousands of visitors to Lemhi County). In 2015, another significant change occurred that
produced cumulative effects related to travel planning: Congressional designation of the Jerry Peak-J im
McClure Wilderness, which increased the Forest's non-motorized wilderness acres to 30% of the entire
SCNF.

In addition, the 2014 ROD did NOT amend the above-quoted sections of the Salmon and Challis Plans
pertaining to the requirement for annual travel plan review and update (Revised ROD, p. 31). Those
provisions are therefore still in full effect. The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, which is not listed in
the "Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations" section of the Revised ROD (see pp. 31-38), is
also still in effect and relevant to the discussion of travel planning issues (e.g., road access to administer a
variety of multiple uses).

Your own Final Revised Record of Decision for the 2014 SEIS states on page 1, "Travel planning is an
ongoing process and further adjustments may be made in the future as resource conditions and demands
for public motor vehicle use change." We agree. Travel planning should have been an annual, ongoing
process since the LRMP's were signed in the late 1980's; changing resource conditions and demands for
public motor vehicle use necessitate changes to the existing travel plan.

In preparation for the 2017 initiation of Forest Plan Revision, the SCNF should have completed a
thorough travel plan review, with public participation. Because this review was not done. the assessment
and wilderness study components of the plan revision are not accurate.

Travel Plan Compliance - Effects on Plan Revision Assessment

The plan revision "Final" Assessment/Needs for Change (July 2018) is inaccurate on at least three points
relating to travel planning and transportation management: (1) The Assessment did not assess how well
(poorly) the agency did at meeting current plan direction for road reconstruction, annual maintenance, and
new road construction. The Forest's lack of transportation management implementation directly affected
the prospective areas and individual routes that could have been included as motorized routes in the travel
plan. (2) The SCNF did not seek or publish citizen, government, and tribal input regarding specific
existing transportation management direction that should be continued or revised. Instead, the Forest Plan
Revision team repeatedly stated that travel planning was "off the table." This position was totally
inappropriate, since transportation management (including travel planning) is a component of the existing
plans and therefore must be addressed during plan revision. (3) Finally, the "Final" Assessment did not
disclose the adverse resource management, public safety, and public use impacts of line officers’
decisions to systematically dismantle the Forests' transportation infrastructure.

The final assessment should not be considered "final" until the required Salmon and Challis Forest plan
annual travel plan reviews and updates have been accomplished with public input and appropriate
environmental (NEPA) analysis. The process of completing a comprehensive travel plan review and
update will identify current transportation management issues, trends, and needs and thereby inform the
assessment phase of plan revision. The (revised) final assessment needs to add the following data, trends,
and assessment of current condition in order to present an accurate picture of transportation management
on the SCNF:

1. Progress made toward the transportation desired future condition for the Salmon National Forest:
"All areas designated for timber management will eventually be roaded with permanent
roads...During the first decade we expect a maximum of 50 miles of new road construction per
year, and about 16 miles of reconstruction” (p. IV-93).

2. Progress made toward Salmon National Forest Planning Issue 4: "Whenever possible, road users
will be assessed for the road maintenance funds" (p. I1I-2); chronology of road user fee
assessment for road maintenance funds, including category of use (mining, timber harvest,
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

recreation (has an angler or rafting user fee ever been assessed for use of the Salmon River
Road?)).

Actions taken to address the Challis National Forest LRMP assessment that "Maintaining roads at
the present levels [400 miles per year] will result in a deteriorating road network" (p. II-41); and
actions taken to accomplish this identified need for change: "Initiate a road reconstruction
program to bring present arterial and collector roads to a maintainable condition" (p. I1-44).
Progress made to address issue #7: "The Plan establishes management direction to maintain an
additional 142 miles of Forest roads [i.e., 542 miles/year] and programs for reconstructing 12.5
miles of local arterial or collector roads yearly" (p. III-3). Progress made to achieve Facilities
Goal 2, Objective 1: "Reconstruct 400 miles of the presently substandard road system, by the end
of the third decade to ensure safety, provide a maintainable road system and protect water
quality" (p. IV-10). Progress to achieve Off-Road Vehicles direction: "Sign to clearly indicate
whether an area or trail is open, closed, or restricted to ORV use" (Note: a map is not enough;
there need to be signs) (p. IV-12). Progress to achieve this direction: "By the end of the third
decade, one hundred percent of the reconstruction needs will be completed. The reconstruction
needs have been identified as 347 miles of arterial/collector roads, and 55.8 miles of local roads"
(p. [V-44).

Mapped location of roaded natural and semi-primitive motorized category recreation areas, with
overlay of currently open and closed roads and trails within those zones; calculation of road
density (open vs. closed) and trail density (open vs. closed) within those areas (include all "u"
roads).

Mapped locations of semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive recreation category areas, with
overlay of currently open and closed roads and trails within those zones; calculation of road
density (open vs. closed) and trail density (open vs. closed) within those areas (include all "u"
roads).

A chronological summary of LRMP transportation management actions that have been
accomplished to date (e.g., miles and locations of road reconstruction; miles and locations of new
road construction for timber harvest/salvage or other purposes (minerals, developed recreation
sites, communication site access, etc.); miles and locations of annual maintenance of existing
roads and trails; closed roads that were opened to public and administrative use; road-related
structures that were maintained (bridges, cattleguards, etc.); and annual budget for and expenses
related to the above management actions).

A description of the transportation management direction that is still pending implementation.

A discussion of resource use and condition impacts that occurred because various transportation
management actions were nof implemented to date (e.g., lack of fuel breaks associated with
timber harvest units because roads for timber harvest were not built).

A chronological list of the motorized use changes (additions/deletions of specific routes, with
miles) from 1988 to present, including how those changes complied with current plan direction
such as mapped recreation opportunity spectrum classifications; refer to all landscape level,
watershed level or site-specific NEPA analyses and decision documents that produced these
changes.

A summary of the acres affected by road closures since 1988 (which also result in area closures);
(this information is needed for cumulative effects analysis).

Specific description of current management direction that the Forest or public identified as
needing to be changed (citations of the applicable LRMP, with specific pages).

Specific description of current management direction that the Forest or public has identified as
beneficial to retain.

A summary of management decisions that resulted in revenue-generating activities, and whether
any of those funds were directed toward road maintenance, construction, or re-construction (with
accomplishments).

Effects of travel management decisions on the travel/tourism, recreation, mining, forest products,
and agriculture sectors of the local economy, and tribal access to treaty rights resources.

Page 3 of 5







Travel Plan Compliance - Effects on Wilderness Inventory and Evaluation

The SCNF's failure to do annual travel plan review also directly affected the current wilderness inventory
and evaluation outcomes.

Whether an area qualifies as prospective wilderness during initial screening (inventory) is based, in part,
on if the area has category 2 or above travel routes. Line officers have repeatedly moved category 2 roads
into category 1 status, thus allowing those routes to now meet wilderness "inventory” standards (even if
the roads remain and the area doesn't actually have wilderness character). Areas with category 1 roads,
or decommissioned, unauthorized, temporary or identified -for-decommissioning roads qualify for
consideration as prospective wilderness during the inventory phase (FSH 1909.12.71.221(1)(a-c). Not
only did such roads make it through the inventory phase, they are still shown as prospective wilderness
on the December 2018 evaluation (second screening) map.

In addition, the 2018 wilderness inventory and evaluation did not include unauthorized ("u") roads in the
evaluation of "substantially noticeable" intrusions or other assessment of impacts to wilderness character.
The 2009 Travel Plan ROD states on page 2 that the Forest inventoried 2,700 miles of unauthorized
routes! This information was NOT used in the wilderness evaluation. These routes may not have been
"purpose built" by the Forest Service, but they serve a purpose for the users that pioneered the travel way
(e.g., power line, fence, or water development maintenance; firewood access; dispersed recreation use)!
Furthermore, Appendix A in the 2014 Revised ROD lists numerous "u" routes that are included in the
travel plan (e.g., with R1, ATV, or OHV1 use authorization). All of these routes should have been
included in the wilderness evaluation road density analysis, alongside Forest Service routes from the
travel plan. Finally, logic dictates that areas with unauthorized and category 1 routes "represent a
departure from apparent naturalness" (FSH section 72.1(1) (c)), are not primitive in character, and should
have been disqualified during the evaluation phase, even if those routes are not on an approved travel
plan.

Public input during a 2019 annual travel plan review would likely seek to move at least some Forest
Service category 1 and decommissioned roads back into seasonal or yearlong category 2 (open) status.
The public would also likely identify "unauthorized" routes that they want to be open to public use (added
to the travel map). These changes would reduce the acres "qualified" for wilderness inventory and
evaluation. A Forest-wide travel plan review and update with public input and requisite NEPA analysis
must be done prior to finalizing the wilderness inventory and evaluation. Only then will the Forest have
an accurate picture of (a) areas that do or do not qualify as having wilderness character; and (b)
management areas (like the wildland urban interface) and travel routes that should not be precluded from
future motorized use (motorized use restrictions are one outcome of wilderness designation).

Travel Plan Review - Presidential Executive Order

In case you don't think it's important to initiate travel plan review in order to comply with the Forest
Plans, please also consider that on December 21, 2018 President Trump issued an executive order "On
Promoting Active Management of America's Forests, Rangelands, and Other Federal Lands to Improve
Conditions and Reduce Wildfire Risk." To comply with this E.O., travel plan review is essential to
identify the transportation network needed to provide for authorized public uses (including those specified
in the current Forest plans), resource management and administrative needs, and firefighter and public
safety (reduced wildfire risk). "Active management" requires a functioning transportation network. Too
many acres on the Forest are at unnecessary risk of catastrophic fire and associated degraded resource
conditions (loss of wildlife habitat, weeds proliferation, soil erosion, stream sedimentation) because the
agency lacks the open roads network to actively manage fuel loads; evacuate endangered fire fighters,
private land owners and Forest users (open and maintained egress routes); and effectively and efficiently
suppress wildfires.

Page 4 of §







CONCLUSION

The information from the updated travel plan and associated NEPA analysis can be used to produce an
accurate plan revision assessment and wilderness inventory and evaluation. The Forest clearly needs to
"pause" plan development and take care of the required travel plan review and analysis first.

Sincerely,

Cr ? 4 s p
Tzl Dennill”

Evalyn Bennett, Representative
Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory
6 East Ute Road, Salmon, Idaho (208) 756-3974

/s/
Dolores Ivie, Coordinator

Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory
Box 521, Challis, Idaho (208) 833-5210

cc: Representative Dorothy Moon; Braden Jensen, Idaho Farm Bureau; Nora Rasure, Regional Forester;

David Rosenkrance, Deputy Regional Forester; Brian Dilenge, Idaho Parks and Recreation; David
Claiborne, Idaho State ATV Association; Idaho Pathfinders; North Idaho ATV Association
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March 8, 2018

Salmon-Challis National Forest
Attn: Forest Plan Revision Team
1206 S. Challis Street

Salmon, ID 83467

To Whom it May Concern:

This letter constitutes comments on the Draft Assessment Report published by the
Salmon-Challis National Forest dated October 2017. These comments are submitted on
behalf of the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club (BRR) and the Ravalli County Off
Road User Association (RCORUA). Collectively, these groups represent the recreational
interests of about 750 citizens, many of whom routinely pursue their activities in the Salmon
Challis National Forest (SCNF). We request that these comments be included in the
Administrative Record for the Assessment Phase of the SCNF Forest Plan Revision
currently underway.

A. GENERAL COMMENTS

A.1 Wilderness Assessments

In our comments submitted to the Forest Plan Revision Team dated October 20,
2017 we objected to the elevation of the Wilderness portion of the SCNF Plan Revision to a
hand-picked team from the Region 4 Staff. We pointed out that Wilderness Assessments
are best performed by the SCNF staff that is most intimately familiar with the Forest. We
submit that this Draft Assessment illustrates why our comments are justified. The portions
of the Draft Assessment Report dealing with Wilderness, Inventoried Roadless Areas, and
Wild and Scenic Rivers are perfunctory and uninformative. Presumably, this is because the
special Wilderness team is dealing with these topics from Region 4. Yet we have not
received any communication from this team, even though we have previously commented
on these issues. s it really going to be necessary to track two independent and separate
processes simultaneously? | am quite certain Big Environment and their financially
dependent minions would be delighted at that prospect, because they hire paid
professional comment writers. But for individual citizens and small grass roots
organizations like BRR and RCORUA this parallel process is disastrous. It is unlikely that
individual citizens or small groups will be able to effectively participate in this disconnected,
confusing, resource-intensive process.







Equally important is the fact that Designated Areas are just one of many multiple
uses of Forestlands. Finding an appropriate balance among public needs, water, air,
timber, grazing and whatever benefits Designated Areas may provide is the purpose of
Forest Planning. It can’t effectively be done individually one piece at a time. It's an
integrated, synergistic process. The Draft Assessment is a demonstration of the adverse
consequences of the Region 4 decision to evaluate Wilderness separately from other
multiple uses and we again recommend that Wilderness issues be returned to the Forest
Supervisor for full incorporation into the Revision process.

A.2 Wildfire and Climate Change

There can be no doubt that the dramatic increases over the last few decades in the
frequency and intensity of wildfire is the single most harmful issue that public land
managers have do deal with. These wildfires pose threats to human health and safety,
create threats to water and aquatic resources, destroy valuable timber resources, kill or
displace wildlife (including TES species), disrupt downstream irrigation infrastructure, and
discourage recreation activities. In today’s world, wildfires release enormous amounts of
sediments (many orders of magnitude more than roads and trails) into our streams and
rivers every year. These sediment pulses are no longer occasional, but have become
chronic harmful events. Forestlands denuded of vegetation by wildfires encourages earlier
and faster snowmelt and releases soils for transport to streams, rivers, and lakes. Faster
snowmelt impacts groundwater by encouraging surface runoff rather than infiltration.
Depending upon the severity of the wildfire, these adverse consequences can persist for a
decade or more following the fire.

For several decades, the Forest Service doctrine concerning the increase in the
frequency and severity of wildfires has been that fire exclusion has created conditions in
our National Forests that are responsible for increasing wildfires. More recently, many
Forest professionals are questioning this hypothesis, and coming to the realization that
climate warming may be the primary driver of increasing wildfires. These scientists note
that Wilderness areas, which have never experienced effective fire exclusion, burn at
precisely the same rate as non-Wilderness areas, and that the increase in the frequency
and intensity of wildfires appears to be a global phenomenon. These facts tend to
contradict the “fire exclusion” hypothesis and support the “climate change” hypothesis.
Which of these hypothesies is a dominant driver for increasing wildfires is important
because land management responses are quite different for the two cases. If “fire
exclusion” is the dominant driver, then the “let it burn” management philosophy may be
appropriate in the hope that nature will eventually establish a balance. If “climate change”
is the dominant driver, then active management (such as those proposed by noted forest
scientists Arno and Fiedler1) to proactively manage for fire resistant forests is more
approgriate, since we can expect continued warming of the climate for the foreseeable
future”.

! Stephen Arno and Carl Fiedler, 2005. Mimicking Nature’s Fire: Restoring Fire-Prone Forests in the
West: Island Press. This important publication is nowhere referenced in the Draft Assessment.

> The agency should avoid any debate concerning the causes of climate change, because, for the
purposes of Forest Planning, it doesn’t matter. The climate will continue to warm for the
foreseeable future regardless of the cause.







A.3 Grazing

Grazing by cattle and wild ungulates is consistently listed in the Draft Assessment as
an ecological stressor. Yet nowhere in the Draft Assessment are the ecological benefits of
grazing accounted for.

As any farmer or rancher will confirm, grazing is amazingly effective at clearing out
the understory and establishing a thick carpet of ground cover to the soil. If you have a
patch of overgrown land, put cattle on it and within a few years your patch of overgrown
land will be transformed into a park-like setting with tree limbs trimmed six or seven feet
high and lush green grass established on the soil. From the point of view of managing
forested lands, this means a reduction in ground and ladder fuels and stabilization of soils.

There are many large private ranches in Idaho, many of which date back to the
1850’s. These lands have been in continuous use for grazing and hay production for over
160 years. Amazingly, these large ranches are far more resistant to wildfires, bug
infestations, erosion, and invasive plants than National Forest lands. While this increased
resilience is the result of a variety of tools in the toolbox, grazing is a significant contributor.
So we would like to ask the SCNF a simple question: If grazing is so terribly harmful to the
land, how have these large ranches maintained their productivity and resilience for so many
years?

A.4 Natural Range of Variation

The Draft Assessment presents much of its information as maps of indicators of the
health of a particular component of the ecosystem. These maps are constructed by taking
physical measurements or semi quantitative observations, combining these data into
ecological “indicators” and presenting the departures of these constructed indicators from
their “natural” range. This is an excellent way to present this information, and the Draft
Assessment is fairly consistent with this format throughout the document. For example
Figures 17 and 25 (they are identical) show the deviations from the “natural range” of
riparian ecosystems. Areas shown in green are within the natural range, yellow areas are
trending towards the natural range, and areas in red are outside the natural range of
variation. Areas in red are treated as “red flags” in the Assessment, in need of some sort of
remedial attention.

The problem is that the period of time for all this baseline information is the past 160-
or-so years — the period of time for which we have observational data or can reasonably
infer data from historical records. The baseline period does not include the past ten million
years of information scientists glean from the geological record or ice core measurements.
For example, 13,000 years ago as the ecosystem began to adapt from the last glacial
period, riparian areas marked in red on Figure 25 were likely muddy, raging torrents of
water carrying an enormous load of glacial debris and silt — entirely “natural”!

Technically, these maps should be labeled “Historical Range of Variation ...”
because that is what they are. More importantly, areas shown in red as being outside the
historical range do not necessarily fall outside the natural range and should not be used to
justify remedial action. These areas are not necessarily the result of human activities, but
are likely to be the response of the ecosystem to warmer temperatures that are also
outside their historical range of variation.








A.5 Environmental Consequences of Concentration of Uses

In our comments to the SCNF dated October 20, 2017, we pointed out a deficiency
in the way the Agency evaluates the environmental impacts for dispersed recreation.
Those comments were ignored in the Draft Assessment, but we will repeat them again
because it truly deserves more attention.

In considering the environmental impacts of any decision that concentrates more
visitors into smaller spaces, the beneficial and adverse impacts of those decisions have to
be considered and appropriately balanced. Traditionally, the Forest Service has focused
on the beneficial impacts achieved by displacing an activity but have ignored the adverse
impacts in the area to which the activity has been displaced. This is an exceedingly flawed
approach that should be corrected in the SCNF Plan Revision.

What we do know is that the adverse impacts to soils and vegetation on any trail or
road is a nonlinear function of the intensity of use of that trail or road. This is true for all
forms of transportation (hikers, mountain bikes, stock, OHVs, etc.). Weaver and Dale®
suggest that environmental impacts increase exponentially as the number of visitors who
utilize the trail. Data developed by Wilson and Seney4 are consistent with that hypothesis,
but those authors do not explicitly recognize the logarithmic relationship between
environmental impacts and intensity of use. The point is this: If a use is displaced from
Area 1 to Area 2, resulting in doubling the use in Area 2, the adverse environmental
impacts in Area 2 increase by a factor of 10 — far outweighing any benefits realized by
eliminating the use from Area 1.

The bottom line is that concentrating uses into smaller and smaller areas is
enormously harmful from a resource point of view. Crowding also decreases the quality of
the experience for the displaced users. These factors, including the cumulative effects of
past actions, should be taken into consideration when developing the SCNF Plan Revision.

The overriding policy for recreation should be to keep dispersed recreation as widely
dispersed on the Forest as possible so the forest can naturally absorb the impacts of those
activities and avoid long term environmental damage.

A.6 Recreation

The section on Recreation in the Draft Assessment is fairly well done. There are
some glaring omissions and inconsistencies that we will note.

There is no discussion on visits to Wilderness or other non-motorized allocations,
even though 55.6% of the Forest is reserved for non-motorized activities. When this
analysis is objectively done, it will demonstrate that a very small percentage of Forest
visitors visit Wilderness or Wilderness-like areas on the Forest. This highlights the
imbalance between what recreational visitors like to do and the opportunities the Forest
provides for those activities. We submit that this is important, relevant, and factual
information for any Assessment. All of the data necessary to perform this analysis is
readily available and should be explicitly made available to the public and decision-makers.

> T. Weaver and D. Dale; “Trampling Effects of Hikers, Motorcycles and Horses in Meadows and
Forests”, Journal of Applied Ecology (1978), Vol. 15, 451-457

% John P. Wilson and Joseph P. Seney, “Erosional Impact of Hikers, Horses, Motorcycles, and Off-
Road Bicycles on Mountain Trails in Montana”, Mountain Research and Development, Vol. 14, pp.
77-88 (1994)







Figures 47, 48, and 49 are very informative. However, the discussions associated
with these data fail to explicitly state the obvious conclusion that the needs of the public for
recreation are out of balance with the land areas allocated for those activities.

Many Forests in the western states have recognized that they have an inadequate
inventory of OHV trails, and have, at the project level, instituted steps to correct that
inadequacy. In some cases, ML1 roads have been connected together with short
constructed trails to form attractive OHV routes. In other cases, old mine access roads
and/or fireline roads have been reconstructed as OHV routes. Historical wagon roads
(such as the road from Williams Summit to Moyer Creek) sometimes make ideal OHV trails.
Some Forests have proactively engaged local OHV groups to help identify and fund these
projects. It is our hope that the SCNF Plan Revision may enable these kinds of projects.
But that isn’t going to happen unless the Assessment clearly defines a need to do so.

Table 24 attempts to compare opportunities for motorcycles and ATVs on the SCNF
to those opportunities on other nearby forests (we note that the adjacent Bitterroot and B-D
Forests are not included). That is relevant information, except that the metric chosen
(miles of trails) is not an appropriate metric, since the sizes of these forests are much
different. A more accurate metric would be miles/100K acres. That would normalize the
data for variations in Forest size and make comparisons meaningful.

Figure 51 shows areas on the SCNF where concentrations of motorized trails occur.
However the discussion of Figure 51 does not illuminate whether these concentrations are
intentional (i.e. Forest policy) or circumstantial. If these concentrations are intentional, and
the Forest is proposing to continue or enhance these concentrations, then this is a
demonstration of poor Forest management, and violates the fundamental tenant of
managing dispersed recreation, i.e. keep dispersed recreation as widely dispersed as
possible on the landscape. (See section A.5 of this document.)

Immediately following Table 25 on page 146 of the Draft Assessment, the following
statement is made: “The public has not expressed interest in increased or better quality
oversnow motorized recreation opportunities on the Forest and seems to be satisfied with
the current opportunities.” \We emphatically disagree. During the SCNF Travel Planning
process, snowmobilers objected to the closure of large areas to off-trail snowmobiling.
These closures were made based on unsubstantiated claims of disturbance to wolverine
and lynx. There is no credible scientific justification for those allegations, and the Forest
Plan should review that decision.

There is a very brief discussion of Non-motorized Oversnow Trail Recreation
beginning on page 143 of the Draft Assessment. The only type of skiing considered is
cross-country skiing. No discussion of skate skiing, downhill skiing, or backcountry skiing.
From our point of view, it is important to note that backcountry skiers are very often
snowmobile-assisted, so any Forest Plan decisions to limit snowmobile access to alpine
areas will also deny access to many (perhaps most) backcountry skiers.

B CONCLUSION

Big Environment and all their financially dependent nonprofits promote and market a
narrative: This narrative identifies all human related activities on public lands to be harmful
to the environment. All forms of vegetation management (thinning, fuel reduction,
restoration projects, prescribed fire), commercial logging, wildfire management, road and
trail construction and maintenance, grazing, mining, and recreation are harmful to the







environment and should be discontinued on public lands. This narrative asserts that
humans and human activities are “unnatural” and do not constitute part of the ecosystem.

Based upon our reading of the Draft Assessment, we conclude that in many
respects it incorporates the Big Environment agenda hook, line, and sinker. We found the
Ecosystem Assessment sections’ to be totally deficient. The authors of these sections
claim than road, trail, and dam maintenance are stressors even though we all know that
properly constructed and maintained infrastructure has minimal impact (and often benefits)
to ecosystem integrity; they claim that any form of vegetation management and prescribed
burning harms ecosystems in spite of the many examples to the contrary and in defiance of
expert scientific opinion (see, for example, Arno and Fiedler, loc. Cit.); and they claim
wildfire management and obtaining water from streams, lakes and ponds to combat wildfire
is harmful to fish but fail to recognize the harmful impacts to fish and fish habitat if wildfires
are not managed.

In reading through the Draft Assessment, it is often possible to discern the personal biases
and ideology of the author of a section or subsection. That should never happen. The
public has the right to expect public servants to adhere to the highest standards of the
scientific method and leave their personal biases at home. Equally important, Forest
Managers have the responsibility to enforce the accurate, unbiased, balanced treatment of
issues.

The Draft Assessment needs extensive revision, and the Forest Leadership Team needs to
provide appropriate oversight to ensure the scientific integrity, objectivity, and balance of a
revised Assessment. Some of the issues that need to be addressed are:

* Wilderness Assessments should be included;

* Increasing frequency and intensity of wildfire should be recognized as the single
most important issue to be addressed by the Revised Forest Plan;

* Recognition that a warming climate — not fire exclusion — is the primary driver of the
increase in wildfires;

* Recognition that vegetation treatments (restoration projects, thinning, fuel reduction)
do result in an ecosystem that is better adapted to the increase in wildfires; these
are benefits — not stressors; there are many examples, albeit on a small scale;

* Recognition that grazing by wild and domestic ungulates has environmental benefits
as well as some undesirable impacts;

* Explicitly recognize that variations in ecological parameters outside the historical
range are not necessarily due to human activities; they are equally likely to be
driven by temperature which is also outside its historical range;

* Explicit recognition that concentration of uses has disproportionate adverse
environmental impacts; recommend the Plan Revision incorporates this reality into
the EIS;

> Except the subsection “Water and Watersheds” which we found to be very concise, informative,
and balanced. In only seven pages the author of this subsection conveyed more credible
information than the authors of the previous two subsections conveyed in 64 pages.







* A more thorough treatment of Wilderness visitation rates and the implications of that
analysis;

* Explicit recognition that motorized trail activities are currently underserved on the
Forest, and a recommendation that the Forest Plan encourage and enable
additional responsible and sustainable motorized trails to be developed;

Respectfully Submitted,

Dan Thompson

Public Land Coordinator

Ravalli County off Road User Association
Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club
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January 30, 2019

Salmon-Challis National Forest
Attn: FPR/Wilderness

1206 S. Challis Street

Salmon, ID 83467

Sent by email to: scnf_plan_rev@fs.fed.us
To Whom it May Concern:

This letter constitutes comments on behalf of the Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile
Club (BRR) and the Ravalli County Off Road User Association (RCORUA) concerning the
Wilderness Evaluation phase of the SCNF Forest Plan Revision currently underway.
Collectively, these groups represent the recreational interests of about 700 citizens, many of
whom routinely pursue their recreational interests in the Salmon Challis National Forest
(SCNF). We request that these comments be included in the Administrative Record for the
SCNF Forest Plan Revision.

A. GENERAL COMMENTS
This section of our comments deals with some general issues relating to the evaluation
process.

A.1 System Roads, Non-System Roads and Motorized Trails

During the inventory phase of the wilderness identification process it may have been
sensible to use system road densities as a metric for narrowing attention to the focus areas
identified on the maps. However, during the evaluation process it is necessary to include
known non-system roads and motorized trails as a criteria to determine areas that meet the
requirements of the Wilderness Act. The Agency must acknowledge that non-system roads
and motorized trails affect the wilderness character in the same manner as system roads and
must be accounted for during the evaluation phase.

Similarly, areas of the forest that have been used for snowmobiling must be identified,
mapped, and accounted for during the evaluation phase of the process.

A.2 Cherry Stemming

“Cherry Stemming” is the practice of establishing non-wilderness corridors into a larger
area of land that is generally roadless. While there may be some instances where cherry
stemming is desirable (e.g. the McGruder corridor), it is generally undesirable because it
interferes with the natural processes necessary for wilderness designation. The primary
purpose of wilderness designation is to severely restrict access so that natural processes can








proceed without human influence. Cherry stems are a conduit for human activity into the
proposed wilderness area, introduce non-native plants and animals and are clear evidence of
human disturbance.

Many of the focus areas identified on the maps are cherry stemmed to an extraordinary
degree. We submit that this represents a flawed process, and that the SCNF should revise the
identification of their focus areas to virtually eliminate the cherry stems.

A.3 Inventoried Roadless Areas

From the mapping presented, there is no way for us to determine where the IRAs in the
SCNF are. But from our own personal experience, it appears that some of the focus areas
include many system roads and are not likely to be included within the boundary of an IRA.
Under no circumstance should any portion of a focus area lie outside the boundary of
an established IRA!!

A.4 Consistency With Existing Forest Plans

During the development of the Challis NF Forest Plan in 1987 and the Salmon Forest
Plan in 1988, most of the areas identified as focus areas in the current planning process were
evaluated and determined to be inadequate to satisfy the requirements of the Wilderness Act.
Should the current Forest Planning process identify additional areas as Recommended
Wilderness, the SCNF must provide rational justification why an area was inadequate for
wilderness recommendation in 1987/1988 but is now suitable for wilderness recommendation.
Even though the rules and policies employed in the planning processes have changed, the
requirements for wilderness recommendation in the Wilderness Act have not changed. The
only possible explanation for new RWA recommendations is to document how wilderness
character has changed on the ground from their 1987/1988 condition.

A.5 Consistency With the Travel Plan

The SCNF completed their Travel Plan in 2009. During that process, roads, trails, and
areas suitable for motorized travel were identified. In other words, the question of whether any
area of the Forest is suitable for motorized travel has already been asked and answered.
Reconsideration of those travel decisions during the current Forest Planning process would be
a form of “double jeopardy” for motorized activities on the Forest. We submit that any road,
trail, or area approved for travel in the SCNF Travel Plan should remain open in the Forest
Plan Revision.

B. SPECIFIC COMMENTS
This portion of our comments will address each of the sixteen focus areas identified
during the inventory process.

B.1 North Slope Pioneers

Mackay is a highly valued recreational destination for both summer and winter
motorized activities. Many of our members travel once or twice a year to Mackay to enjoy the
motorized recreational activities on the north slope of the Pioneer mountains. Several of our
members maintain recreational properties in the area.

Even a casual examination of the MVUM for this area shows a well-established
historical network of roads, OHV trails, motorcycle trails and organized campgrounds. This is
an example of overly enthusiastic and inappropriate cherry stemming.








Designating this area as Recommended Wilderness would have a devastating effect on
recreationists as well as to the economy of the area. It should be eliminated as a candidate for
Recommended Wilderness.

B.2 Burnt Creek Big Lost

The problem with this focus area is that it would appear to deny access to a section of
private ground. Road 40410 appears to be the only legal access to private property.
Presumably, when the Jim McClure-Jerry Peak Wilderness was established, the boundary was
deliberately established to permit continued access to said private property. Since it is illegal
for the Forest Service to deny access to private property, some legal accommodation would
have to be defined in the Forest Plan should this focus area be identified as an RWA.

B.3 JMJP Sagebrush

When the JMJP Wilderness area was established, a portion of its northern boundary
followed a historical and well-used motorized route. On the SCNF MVUM, this route is
identified as a motorcycle trail that connects to the public road system at both ends and in the
middle. This boundary was established in order that a motorized route would not be included
in the wilderness designation.

This focus area proposes to extend the northern boundary of the JMJP to the north
across the motorcycle trail and would recommend providing wilderness protections to
approximately 2500 acres of land. The motorcycle route would presumably be cherry
stemmed.

We certainly have no objections to this focus area provided that the motorcycle trail is
gquaranteed to remain open by the Forest Plan. On the other hand, if the long term intent is to
eventually close the motorcycle route in order to improve the ecological integrity of the
recommended wilderness additions, we would vigorously oppose this proposal.

B.4 JMMP Pine
The supplied map does not differentiate this focus area from the previous focus area, so
our comments above apply to this proposed addition as well.

B.5 Spud Creek

This focus area is bisected by at least six system trails and an even denser network of
non-system roads and trails, all of which connect to a series of routes on surrounding BLM
land. Proximity to the city of Clayton makes this area a popular recreational area for local
citizens. Given the heavy motorized use of this area, its dense network of roads and trails, it
seems unlikely it would meet the “substantially undisturbed by human activity” requirement for
wilderness designation.

B.6 Borah Plus

We are aware that a portion of this area was specified as an RWA in the 1987 Chalis
NF Forest Plan. From the maps provided, however, we cannot determine precisely where the
existing Borah RWA is. It would seem reasonable that the Borah RWA specified in the existing
Forest Plan would be included in the Plan being revised.

However, any extension of the existing Borah RWA may be problematic when
snowmobile use areas and nonsystem roads and motorized trails are considered. It would
also be necessary for the Agency to explain why any proposed extension to the Borah RWA
was evaluated and rejected during the 1987 planning process and the Borah designation
process.








Since this focus area is in the vicinity of the popular recreational destination of Mackay,
the economic consequences of recommending more wilderness areas to the local economy
should be a consideration.

B.7 South Lemhi Range

Based upon the map provided, this area would appear to have potential as an RWA in
the Forest Plan Revision. However, when existing ATV trails designated in the SCNF Travel
Plan are considered, it is clear that any area suitable for recommendation would necessarily be
very small indeed.

We point out that these ATV trails are highly valued, especially trails 4342, 4209, 4254,
4236 and 4257.

B.8 Pahsimeroi Mountains

Our memberships have limited experience in this focus area. A study of the area
around Grouse Creek Mtn., properly taking into account nonsystem roads and trails and
snowmobile areas, timber and mining potential and other factors may be warranted. Cherry
stemming the Christian Gulch area should be avoided.

B.9 South Cabin Peak

This focus area appears to be a desperate attempt by wilderness advocates to bolt-on
additional wilderness to the enormous Frank Church designated wilderness area. Clearly,
cherry stemming all of the roads and designated motorized trails in this area would be
unacceptable by any standard. There is simply no way the area could be considered
“substantially undisturbed by human activities” as required by the Wilderness Act.

This is a popular multiple use recreational area and recommending it as wilderness
would have devastating impacts on recreation and the economy of Stanley.

B.10 Horsethief

This is a curious little focus area that we estimate at about 2500 acres. It is bordered on
the west and south by BLM land and to the east by the B-D Forest in Montana. Several of our
members have extensive experience in the Medicine Lodge Valley to the east of this focus
area and have actually accessed the Idaho-Montana boarder by ATV. We are aware that
access to the boarder is unrestricted on the Montana side of this focus area. This appears to
be someone’s pet project that should be dropped from further consideration.

B. 11 West Fork Morgan Plus

This focus area appears to be another pitiful attempt by wilderness advocates to bolt on
more wilderness to the already enormous Frank Church wilderness area. This is also an area
where some of our members have extensive experience. We note that there are many
nonsystem roads and trails in this area that negatively impact the wilderness potential of this
focus area.

There are several inholdings in this area that use nonsystem roads for access to their
private land.

There has been extensive mining activity in this area that are obvious to even the most
casual observer.

The area is bisected by numerous trail bike routes designated for travel by the SCNF
Travel Plan.

This area was evaluated for its wilderness potential during the designation of the Frank
Church wilderness area and again during the 1988 Salmon Forest Plan and found deficient in








wilderness character both times. We suggest that it remains deficient in wilderness character
and should be dropped from further consideration.

B.12 North Lemhi Range

The entire portion of this focus area has a fairly dense network of system roads and
trails. Consultation with the Hunt Idaho database shows the presence of many more
nonsystem roads and trails. Access to the area is from both the Lemhi and Pahsimeroi
Valleys, both of which have good public access routes. Adjacency to the city of Salmon makes
the northern portion of this focus area attractive for motorized recreational activities.

Many of our members have reported enjoyable recreational experiences in the Lembhi
mountain range. Notable positive reports have been received for trips out of Baker, Tendoy
(McDevitt Creek), Lemhi (Hayden Creek, RD 60199), Leadore (Big Eightmile, Little Timber)
and the Gilmore Summit area.

The relatively dense network of system and nonsystem roads and trails, the popularity
of the area with motorized visitors and the proximity to population centers it us unlikely any of
this area will meet the requirements of the Wilderness Act.

B.13 Leecock Point

This focus area is not shown on the Wilderness Evaluation Map we downloaded. We
assume this area is located immediately west of the Deep Creek Campground and boardered
on the north and east by the Panther Creek Road. This is an area we are intimately familiar
with. The presence of two prominent high voltage power lines, observable on satellite
imagery, run through this area. How “wilderness” is that?

B.14 Chipps Creek

We are familiar with this area, especially the Leesburg Stage road to the north, the ridge
road to the west, and the Old Baldy roads and trails to the south. Old Baldy Mountain is a
prominent landmark in the area with multiple communications sites visible from long distances.
The city of Salmon is clearly visible from many locations in the area. A portion of this area was
designated for snowmobile travel by the SCNF Travel Plan.

The portion of this focus area designated for snowmobile travel should be excluded
from further consideration.

Indeed, a visitor to this area, with a clear view of Bald Mountain and the
communications equipment installed thereon and a clear view of the city of Salmon to the east,
would not enjoy a “sense of solitude” and be free from “evidence of the works of man” as
required by the Wilderness Act.

B.15 Blackbird Mountain

Once again, as with B.13 above, this focus area is not shown on the Evaluation Map we
downloaded. We assume this area adjoins the boundary of the Frank Church Wilderness area
on the west, the Panther Creek road to the east, and roughly Rd 167 to the south.

We point out that this focus area was evaluated during the designation process for its
wilderness potential when the Frank Church Wilderness was designated and again during the
1988 Salmon NF Plan and found deficient for wilderness in both cases.

We have already pointed out the presence of prominent high voltage transmission lines
and the associated maintenance roads in this area.

The collection of mining claims, exploration roads, and access roads associated with
the Blackbird Mine complex, as well as areas with high undeveloped mineral potential, must be
excluded from the area.








Access to the inholding north of Little Deer Creek must be accommodated.

The remaining area, north of Deer Creek and west of Panther Creek has no motorized
access and might be appropriate for wilderness recommendation provided the Agency can
explain why it was excluded during the Frank Church designation process. There may be
issues here that we are not aware of.

B.16 Stein Mountain

Many of our members utilize the northern two thirds of this area (and adjacent areas in
Montana) for summer travel, for snowmobiling, and during hunting season.

Extensive cherry stemming of system roads and inholdings badly fragments this focus
area. When system trails identified for motorized use in the SCNF travel plan are accounted
for, this fragmentation will be even more severe. It is doubtful that an ecologically intact area
could be identified that would satisfy the requirements of the Wilderness Act.

This focus area is bounded on the east by lands managed by the Beaverhead-
Deerlodge NF. During the development of their 2008 Forest Plan, the B-D NF evaluated these
adjacent lands and found their wilderness potential to be deficient. None of the land in the B-D
adjacent to this focus area were recommended for wilderness in their 2008 Forest Plan.

C. CONCLUSION

Most of the areas identified as focus areas during the Inventory phase of the Wilderness
process are heavily cherry stemmed, and will be even more heavily cherry stemmed when
system trails are accounted for. The Agency must deal with the fact that cherry stemming
severely detracts from wilderness character and provides a conduit for the introduction of
noxious weeds and other non-native plants. We urge the SCNF to be much more conservative
in their use of cherry stemming. At the end of the day, cherry stemming and wilderness
character on not compatible.

There is some potential to identify RWAs that “bolt onto” existing designated wilderness
areas, and we have mentioned some of these opportunities in our comments. However, it is
incumbent on the SCNF to provide rational explanations why these additions were found
deficient in past evaluations of the area.

In our comments on the Assessment phase of the SCNF Plan Revision, we questioned
the logic of elevating the wilderness process to a team from Region 4 while leaving the
remainder of the revision process in the hands of forest level staff. Our concern was that
Region 4, in elevating wilderness processes for special attention, was signaling a
predetermined intent to create vast areas of additional wilderness. We must say that the
outcome of the Inventory process has sharpened our concerns on this question.

We note that motorized trails approved for travel in the recent SCNF Travel Plan are not
“cherry stemmed” in the focus areas. This is a matter of concern for us because it may signal
the Agency’s intent to close these trails and snowmobile areas in order to make the focus
areas more wilderness-like. We request that the SCNF make a public and unequivocal
policy statement on this question.

Respectfully Submitted,
@OM L5 Soy2~

Dan Thompson, Public Land Coordinator
Ravalli County Off Road User Association
Bitterroot Ridgerunners Snowmobile Club















