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Comments
o1
Bagh Gouniiry ATW Assn, lue,

www.backcountryatv.org

February 15, 2006
BLM Coeur d’ Alene Field Office
ATTN: RMP
1808 N Third Street
Coeur d’ Alene, ID 83814

As President of Back Country ATV Association of Coeur d” Alene, I represent over
250 active bers and 32 A iated Busi Memb

Back Country ATV Association is an organi d to keeping our public
lands open. By working with state, federal, and private organizations we can secure long-
term usage which benefits all trail users. We actively oppose any laws and regulations that
are determined to be detrimental to the best interest of our members. We look for ways to
support other ATV clubs that shares mutual goals and objectives, hence expanding our ATV
community. We also take environmental concerns seriously. We assist in trail clearing
efforts, having our volunteer labor augment the primary agency resources. Back Country
ATV believes public lands should be left in the same condition or better upon completion of
our organized rides.

We want to acknowledge the BLM and all the Clubs and Associations that have been
working on the RMP Planning Process for the past 2 years. We commend you on the hard
work and the resulting Documents are proof of this. It is a very important milestone you
have all reached and is a compliment to the existing Federal Land Policy Act of 1976. This
is proof that the work that has gone into this planning process will survive for the next 20
years.

Upon review by our membership leaders, of the Draft RMP/EIS, and in keeping

1 within the function of our club to interface with local, state and federal governmental
organizations, to help us assure equal rights in the National Forest, we endorse the
Alternative D the (Preferred Alternative) as presented. We also feel that it represents the
best mix and variety of management actions, to resolve the planning issues, and to achieve a
balance between all the user groups involved. We are grossly opposed to the BLM taking no

2 action as in Alternative A, as it will be too prohibitive, when it comes time for
impl i needed to address our concerns, related to the growing

recreational uses we enjoy, and the adverse impact on the local economies of our area. We

acknowledge some of the constraints this alternative impacts, but concede to the fact that

we must be flexible in the decision making in order to continue to use our public lands.
Thank you for this opportunity to publicly comment on this document.

dedi

Sincerely, P ,
Lodr. ./ w«wﬂf/%#
’kichardL{anfbe

President

Backcountry ATV Association, Inc.

Coeur d'Alene Audubon
P.O. Box 361
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816

Scott Pavey March 20, 2006
United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Coeur d’Alene Field Office

1808 N. Third Street

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814-3407

Dear Mr. Pavey:

The following comments concern the Draft Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and
Envir I Impact St: (DEIS).

Preferred Alternative:

We support Alternative C as described in the DEIS. This Alternative would provide the highest level of
environmental protection for wildlife habitat, fisheries, and water quality in the planning area. Alternative C
would also create 19 new Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and all eligible stream segments would be
found suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

Concerning the proposed closure of 149 acres in the planning area with Alternative C as shown on page ES-4.,
2 the Final EIS should supply high quality information that will indicate whether this Alternative would continue
to allow access to areas that have identified hazardous materials. It appears this Alternative would allow for
access to 320 acres that include hazardous materials, in contrast to Alternative D that would close a total of 469
acres.

Old Growth Issues:

The vegetation analysis in Volume I of the DEIS did not include any old growth data or maps that indicate

3 [current old growth stands in the planning area. The discussion on page 4-11 of the DEIS concerns incomplete
or unavailable information. The following sentence is found on page 4-11. “No incomplete or unavailable
information was deemed essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed in this EIS.” Appendix
C in Volume II consists of US Forest Service Old Growth Definitions, but no data or maps.

The Final EIS needs to indicate whether accurate BLM old growth information exists for the planning area. If
accurate old growth information is unavailable, what information was used when analyzing potential impacts to
old growth stands with Alternatives B, C, and D?

We wish to remain on the mailing list for this project. Thank you for considering our comments.

\Since ly,

7 Py
—~—L— ) C
Lisa Hardy
President

Coeur d'Alene Audubon

Responses

O1-1: Thank you for your comment.

O1-2: Thank you for your comment.

O2-1: The range of planning issues identified during the
public scoping period indicated that while resource con-
servation is a goal that the public expects of BLM when
managing their resources, many constituents see BLM
lands as a source of renewable or non-renewable com-
modities or as a location to practice recreational practices
that may not be promoted under the Conservation Alter-
native (Alternative C). To accommodate those needs
while still providing a structured framework to conserve
and protect natural and cultural resources, BLM devel-
oped Alternative D as a compromise. More specifics
about the process of choosing the preferred alternative
are given in Section 2.3.1 of the DRMP/EIS.

02-2: Under Alternatives B, C and D areas with hazardous
materials would be protected by the Limited Travel Area
designation that restricts motorized vehicles to the
designated roads near or through the sites. In addition,
Alternative D would close all sites with significant known
hazardous materials (149 acres) to motorized travel. This
was proposed in part to incur the need for BLM approval
of mining plans as required by 43 CRF 3809.11, and as
alternative to making the major sites ACEC ateas (see

Appendix G).

O2-3: Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old growth
stands would follow direction in the Vegetation - Forests
and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6, or VF
D1.2.7. Location data on old growth stands is not neces-
sary to determine the affects of these actions.
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CAPITAL TRAIL VEHICLE ASSOCIATION (CTVA)
P.0. Box 5295
Helena, MT 59604-5295

October 21, 2005

BLM Coeur d'Alene Field Office ATTN: RMP
1808 North Third Street

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-3407
ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov

Re:  Comments on the draft Coeur d”Alene Resource Management Plan
Dear Sir/Madam:

We have assembled the following information and issues from our members and other motorized
recreationists for the project record. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments for the
draft Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan. We enjoy riding our OHVs on primitive trails and
roads on lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management and these provide a significant source
of these OHV recreational opportunities. We feel strongly about OHV recreation because of the
following:

Enjoyment and Rewards of OHV Recreation
e Opportunity for a recreational experience for all types of people.
e Opportunity to strengthen family relationships.
e Opportunity to experience and respect the natural environment.
« Opportunity to participate in a healthy and enjoyable sport.
e Opportunity to experience a variety of opportunities and challenges.

Acknowledged Responsibilities of Motorized Visitors

o Responsibility to respect and preserve the natural environment. We are practical
environmentalists who believe in a reasonable balance between the protection of the natural
environment and the human environment.

e Responsibility to respect all visitors.

e Responsibility to use vehicles in a proper manner and in designated places.

e Responsibility to work with land, resource, and i . We are
resolving issues through problem solving and not closures.

o Responsibility to educate the public on the responsible use of motorized vehicles on public
lands.

to

We feel that we are also representative of the needs of the majority of other public land visitors who
may recreate and not be organized with a collective voice to comment on their needs during the
public input process. These independent multiple-use recreationists include visitors who use
motorized routes for weekend drives, mountain biking, sightseeing, exploring, picnicking, hiking,

We are a loCally supporeed association whose purpose is to preserve trails For all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 1 of 109
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rock climbing, skiing, camping, hunting, RVs, shooting targets, fishing, viewing wildlife,
snowmobiling, accessing patented mining claims, and collecting firewood, natural foods, rocks, etc.
Mountain bikers seem to prefer OHV trails because we clear and maintain them and they have a
desirable surface for biking. Multiple-use visitors also include physically challenged visitors who
must use wheeled vehicles to visit public lands. All of these multiple-use visitors use roads and
motorized trails for their recreational purposes and the decision must take into account motorized
designations serve many recreation activities, not just recreational trail riding.

Many federal actions have led to the continual closure of motorized recreational opportunities and
access and at the same time the number of OHV recreationists has grown to 50 million. The
motorized closure trend has created significant cumulative effects and has reached the point where it
is causing severe public distress. Reasonable alternatives to motorized closures must be pursued.
The continual loss of motorized recreational opportunities is our primary concern. We would ask
that this project address the attached checklist of issues and incorporate the goals and needs
identified. Using this checklist would help identify and address concerns and, hopefully, the needs
of the public would be adequately met by impl ing a reasonable multiple-use alternative.

Basically in order to address our concerns the project evaluation must address:

1. The majority of visitors to the project area do so to enjoy multiple-use opportunities
including motorized access and motorized recreation opportunities.

2. Why are motorized recreationists the only ones to lose ground in every action?

3. Where does the public go to replace the motorized access and motorized recreation that will
be closed?

4. What is the cumulative effect on the public of this motorized access and motorized
recreational closure combined with all other motorized access and motorized recreation
closures in the state?

5. The development of a plan to mitigate the significant impacts on the public from the loss of
motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities from the proposed action and the
combined cumulative effect of all other actions in the state.

6. There are no compelling reasons to close as many motorized access and motorized
recreational opportunities as proposed. It is simply contrary to the public need in the area and
the way that the public uses the area.

7. There are compelling reasons to maintain and enhance the existing level of motorized access
and motorized recreation in the project area.

The BLM lands in the Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan project areas with their current
level of motorized access and recreation is where we go to enjoy motorized recreation. The project
area and motorized recreation is where we go and what we do to create those memories of fun times
with family and friends. Management of these lands for multiple-uses including reasonable
motorized use allows the greatest enjoyment of these lands by the widest cross-section of the public
to continue. These lands are designated as multiple-use lands and we ask that management for
multiple-use continue.

Our comments document that the management trend of motorized closures is not responsible to the
public’s needs for motorized access and recreation and is contrary to the multiple-use management

We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 2 of 109
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directives specified by congress. The agency can no longer ignore that motorized access and
recreation are the largest (over 50 million) and fastest growing group of visitors. The agency can no
longer ignore the needs of motorized recreationists and act irresponsibly by continuing to close a
large percentage of existing motorized access and recreation opportunities. The agency can no
longer ignore the significant cumulative effect that all of the motorized closures over the past 30
years have had on motorized recreationists.

There is nothing radically wrong with the existing condition except that it does not meet all of the
needs of motorized recreationists and does not adequately address the growing needs of motorized

ionists. These are the sup issues that this action must address. The current evaluation and
proposal must adequately address these two issues. The current proposal does not accomplish what
should be the supreme goals of this action and that is to meet the needs of motorized recreationists
both today and tomorrow. We respectfully request that the evaluation and proposal be re-directed to
adequately address these issues and goals.

Motorized recreationists have become the new conservationists'. We are ready and committed to
working with the BLM to preserve and enhance motorized trails for all recreationists through
responsible environmental protection. We respectfully ask that the selected action for the Coeur
d’Alene Resource Management Plan be structured to produce this end result by addressing and
implementing the comments provided. We respectfully ask that all of our comments and
information be used to justify motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities in the
project area and to counter any opposition to those opportunities.

Sincerely,

Action Committee

Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA)?
P.O. Box 5295

Helena, MT 59604-5295

Contacts:

Don Gordon at (406) 458-9577 DGordon315@aol.com
Bob Mullenix at (406) 449-2470 mllnxbj@cs.com

Ken Salo at (406) 443-5559 ksalo245@msn.com
George Wirt  at (406) 443-7923 gwirt@bresnan.net

Attachments: Checklist of Issues Affecting Motorized Recreation

CC:  Russ Ehnes, President MTVRA
Mona Ehnes, President GFTBRA

' Rothman, Hal, New West Front Page, January 15, 2006. http:/www.newwest.net/index. /main/article/5318/

2 CTVA is also a member of Montana Trail Vehicle Riders Association (MTVRA) and Blue Ribbon Coalition (BRC).
Individual memberships in the American Motorcycle Association (AMA), Western Environmental Trade Association
(WETA), United Four Wheel Drive Association (UFWDA) and Montana Multiple Use Association (MMUA)

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throusgh responsible environmental protection and education.
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Checklist of Issues That Affect Motorized Recreation
May 4, 2006

INTRODUCTION

NEPA and CEQ guidance require that the proposed action be issue-driven. Additionally,
many past actions have enacted wholesale motorized closures. The cumulative effect has
become significant and this trend is no longer acceptable. Therefore, meeting the
unanswered needs and frustrations of over 50 million motorized recreationists is the most
significant issue at hand for this proposed action.

This action and others to follow should address the issues and needs of the public by;

(1) Preserving all reasonable existing motorized recreational opportunities,

(2) Enhancing existing and developing new motorized opportunities to address the growing
needs of the public for motorized recreational opportunities, and

(3) Implementing mitigation plans to compensate for excessive amount of past motorized
closures.

The following is a checklist of issues that affect motorized recreationists and define the
current management situation. This checklist is provided with the request that it be used to
develop, select, and defend a reasonable multiple-use alternative. For every issue presented,
there is a positive action that could be taken that would address the issue. Many solutions are
obvious. For those problems that have less obvious solutions, motorized recreationists would
work collaboratively with the agency to develop innovative solutions. We are committed to
working towards that end and provide this checklist in the spirit of cooperation.

Checklist of Issues:

Note:

Please note that many of our comments include discussion of adjacent national forests lands in the
Coeur d’Alene area. Public use of the project area is closely tied to the management of national

1 forest lands and the draft Resource Management Plan must include an adequate evaluation and
consideration of the management of the adjoining national forest lands and the needs of the public
for motorized recreational opportunities on public lands.

Issue:

The typical use of public lands and the typical needs of the public in our region are described on
Table 2-7 in the Social Assessment of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest dated October
2002 (http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-

2 | d/forest plan/revision/reports_d ocial/Forest%20Social%20Assessment%20Masterfinal%
20.pdf). This document reported that the total number of forest visitors in Forest Service Region 1
for year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total number of wilderness visits was estimated at 337,000 or
2.55% *. Therefore, millions of visitors to public lands (nearly all at 97.45%) benefit from

3 1tis revealing that this report chose to present and emphasize wilderness visits which were the minority statistic at
2.55% and ignore the fact that the overwhelming majority of the visitors (97.45%) are multiple-use and, therefore, the

We are a [0Cally Supporeed assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails For all
recregtionists through responsible environinental protection and eaucation.
Page 4 of 109

Responses

O3-1: Initial steps in the planning process for this RMP
included coordination of various issues with adjacent

national forests.

O3-2: Please see response O3-45.

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resounrce Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
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management for multiple-use and benefit from motorized access and mechanized recreational
opportunities which are consistent with our observations of visitors enjoying motorized access and
mechanized recreation on public lands.

An important note, agency planning staff has overlooked one important aspect of the visitor use
data. The visitor use data cited above is based on a percent of the total population. However, the
percent of the total population visiting our public lands is a fraction of the total population. Public
lands should be managed for those people that actually visit them. We request that this adjustment
be made in this evaluation.

The total number of individuals that visit our national forests is about 56 million (personal
communication Don English, National Visitors Use Monitoring Program, Forest Service, November
29, 2005). Our total U.S. population is about 286 million (2000 Census Data). Therefore, only about
20% of the total U.S. population visits our national forests.

Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth recognized the true popularity and magnitude of motorized
recreation in his January 16, 2004 speech which stated “Off-highway vehicles, or OHVs, are a great
way to experience the outdoors. But the number of OHV users has just gotten huge. It grew from
about 5 million in 1972 to almost 36 million in 2000.” We agree with the Forest Chief that 36
million is a significant number of recreationists. Additionally, the USDA Southern Research Station
has recently validated the growing popularity of OHV recreation in their Recreation Statistics
Update Report No. 3 dated October 2004 (http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/RecStatUpdate3.pdf
This document reports that the total number of OHV users has grown to 49.6 million by the fall
2003/spring 2004. Based on the 2000 estimates OHV and motorized recreationists are about 64%
of the population that actually visits the forest (36 million / 56 million).

).

This is further substantiated on page 9 of a report prepared by National Survey on Recreation and
the Environment (NSRE 2000) titled Outdoor Recreation Participation in the United States
(http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/Nsre/summary1.pdf ) which asks the question “During the past
12 months. Did you go sightseeing, driving for pleasure or driving ATVs or motorcycles?” The
percent responding “Yes™ was 63.1% and the total number in millions was estimated at 130.8
million.

Additionally, the Southern Research Station in their report Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in the
United States, Regions and States
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV_final_report.pdf ) determined that of the total
U.S. population 27.3% participated in OHV recreation and that out of the total population in Idaho
33.5% participated in OHV recreation. The percentage of Idahoans that actually visit our public
lands is higher than the national average and is estimated at ' of the total state population. Based on
this estimate, about 67% (33.5% x 2) of the actual visitors to Idaho public lands participate in OHV
recreation.

These surveys and data demonstrates the significant popularity of motorized and OHV recreation
and the tremendous public support and need for motorized and OHV recreational opportunities. We

greatest need is for multiple-use recreational opportunities. This is an example of a predisposition in the presentation of
the facts that has crept into the entire process.
We are a [ocally supported association whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
Page 5 of 109
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maintain that motorized recreationists are the main group of visitors out of the total population of
visitors to the national forest visiting the forest 5 or more days per year. The needs and support of
motorized recreationists must be adequately addressed in this planning effort by preserving all
reasonable existing motorized recreational opportunities. This planning effort must also adequately
address the increasing popularity by creating new motorized recreational opportunities.

Issue:

Access to and use of public land should be the highest of priorities for multiple-use lands. However,
current decision-making is out of touch with these priorities. The minority interests (non-motorized
recreationists) are recipients of new recreational opportunities with each decision while the majority
interests (motorized recreationists) lose opportunities with each decision.

The evaluation and decision-making must take into account that the total area of designated
wilderness and non-motorized areas in Idaho versus the total area truly open to motorized
recreationists. Every multiple-use acre must remain available for multiple-uses in order to meet the
needs of over 90% of the public who visit public lands in Idaho for multiple-uses. Every reasonable
multiple-use acre must remain available for multiple-uses in order to maintain a reasonable balance
of opportunities. The proposed plan does not meet the basic needs of the public for multiple-use
opportunities, a proper allocation of multiple-use recreation opportunities and the laws requiring
multiple-use management of these lands. These are serious and significant deficiencies surrounding
the proposed plan and we ask that adequate corrective action (a revised alternative analysis and
plan) be taken quickly to address these issues.

Issue:

Additionally the decision must consider that non-motorized recreationists have the opportunity to go
not only to designated wilderness areas but anywhere while the opportunities for motorized
recreationists are limited to designated routes in a small portion of multiple-use areas.

Issue:

The current allotment of recreation resources on all Forest Service lands is way out of balance with
44,919,000 acres out of 192,300,000 acres or 24% in wilderness designation while no more than
2.55% of the visitors are wilderness visitors. The same comparison for BLM managed lands should
be disclosed and adequately considered in the Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan.

If Roadless acres are included in the Forest Service total, it becomes even more unbalanced with at
total of 103,437,000 acres or 54% in wilderness or roadless designation while only 2.55% of the
visitors are wilderness visitors.

Issue:

Additionally, specific NVUM data for the Idaho Panhandle area which are represented by the
Kootenai NF shows that there were 1,489,000 total site visits to the forest and only 19,000
wilderness visits (http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/revised_vis_est.pdf ). Therefore,
wilderness visits in the Idaho Panhandle area are only about 1.28% of the total visits. The proposed
Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan must provide a proportionately large and an increased
number of recreation opportunities for multiple-use and motorized visitors and a lesser number for
non-motorized users.

We are a 10Cally Supported association whose purpose is to preserve trajls for all
recreationists throusgh responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 6 of 109

Responses

O3-3: BLM has presented a reasonable and viable range of
alternatives. The preferred alternative makes every at-
tempt to provide a balance between the needs of various
user groups, including OHV users. Managing for multiple
uses includes taking into account the needs of a large
vatiety of recreational users, wildlife needs, water, soil,
and vegetation quality, and commercial needs.

The issue you described is the number one planning issue
identified for this RMP. The change in total area available
for motorized use (i.e. not designated as closed) ranges
from 96,608 acres (99.8% of the BLM-managed land in
the planning area) under current management, to 96,139
acres (99.3% of BLM-managed land) under the Preferred
Alternative. Thus land where motorized recreation is
allowed is only reduced by 0.5% in the Preferred Alterna-
tive. All of the added closed areas are either ACECs, or
sites where mine tailings would present a health hazard to
users. No areas where motorized recreation is currently
allowed were closed under any alternative to allow for
non-motorized recreation.

The FLPMA definition for multiple use includes “the use
of some land for less than all of the resources.” Thus
every acre does not need to be open to every use, to be
considered managed under multiple use.

Also, please see response to O3-124.

O3-4: Please see response O3-124.

O3-5: Table 1 4.3.6-1 clearly compates areas available for
motorized use and management designations under each
alternative. The change in total area available for motor-
ized use (not designated as closed) ranges from 96,608
acres (99.8% of the BLM-managed land in the planning
area) to 96,139 acres (99.3% of BLM-managed land).
Thus land where mototized recreation is allowed has only
been reduced by 0.5% in the Preferred Alternative. Al-
most all of the added closed areas are sites where mine
tailings would present a health hazard to users.

O3-6: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1, O3-45,
and O3-75.

K-22

Proposed Coenr d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement



Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses

Comments

. 03 (Cont.)

In addition to the studies cited above, we have observed that 96% of the visitors to multiple-use
areas are enjoying multiple-use activities based on motorized access and motorized recreation.

TOTAL ANNUAL OBSERVATIONS ON MULTIPLE-USE PUBLIC LANDS 1319000
1 P F) £
g ol B o E o= £ 8 ¢
zzs sl 2 3 B ol = 2zF =
ggx = 24 s s § ® zE8| 2
bate) @B T8 El B G E General gl &
1999 5] 342 37] 11 10} 0 25] See specific years and notes below| 0]
2000 11 223 49 26 3| 7] 15 See specific years and notes below| 0)
2001 433 425 58 28 36 3] 12' See specific years and notes below| 15|
2002 626 499 87 72 23 7] ﬂ See specific years and notes below] 46,
2003 904 651 17] 66, 15' 10| 27| See specific years and notes below| 26
2004 869] 571 62 21 1319 11 See specific years and notes below] 35|
2005 1.322) 847 89| 38 2_9{» 6 20, See specific years and notes below| 80
] |
| |
Column Total 4170 3558] 399] 262] 132 62| 139 202}
Total Observations on Multiple-Use Lands| 8,706}
Total] _8,389] Non-mech Total] 314 |
Mechanized % __ 96% _ Non-Mech% 4% | |
Note 1: Molorized access counted as vehicies being used for fishing only in 1999, Counted as vehic vsitors.

Note 1: Motorized access counted as vehicles being used for fishing and hunting only in 2000. Counted as vehicles (not occupants) which under-estimates actual
motorized visitors.

Note 1: Motorized access counted as vehicies being used for fishing, hunting. sightseeing, picnicing, dispersed camping, rock climbing, and wildife viewing not counted in
other categories from 2001 forward. Counted as vehicles (not occupants) which under-estimates actual motorized visitors.

Note 2: Vehicles at hiking trailhead from 2001 forward are shown to demonsirate magnitude of use but are not counted because they are not visiting multiple-use lands.

Our observations of recreationists on multiple-use public lands from 1999 through 2005 is
summarized in the table above (yearly data sheets available upon request) and demonstrates that out
of 8,706 observations, 8,389 recreationists or 96% of the visitors were associated with multiple-uses
that involved motorized access and/or mechanized recreation. The agency does not observe visitors
on weekends and holidays and consequently is unaware of actual visitor usage. The agency simply
needs to go out and count the different recreationists and mode of access on multiple-use lands on
any weekend. This is what we have done and our data is an accurate representation of actual visitor
usage on multiple-use lands.

Therefore, nearly all (95 - 97.45%) visitors to public lands benefit from management for multiple-
use and benefit from motorized access and mechanized recreational opportunities which are
consistent with our observations.

Therefore, over 96% of the public land should be managed for multiple-uses including motorized
access and mechanized recreation. However, over 50% of the public land is managed by wilderness,
wilderness study area, national park, monument, roadless, non-motorized area, wildlife
management, and other restrictive management criteria that eliminates most or all motorized access
and motorized recreation. Note that the Final Roadless Rule published on January 5, 2001
(http://roadless.fs.fed.us/documents/rule/roadless_fedreg_rule.pdf ) included the following directive
“The proposed rule did not close any roads or off-highway vehicle (OHV) trails”. The agency must
honor this commitment.
We are a loCally Supported association whose purpose Js to preserve trails For all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
Page 7 of 109
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Therefore, all (100%) of the remaining public lands including roadless areas must be managed for
multiple-uses in order to avoid further contributing to the excessive allocation of resources and
recreation opportunities for exclusive non-motorized use.

Issue:

We are very concerned that a built-in bias exists with visitor use monitoring data based on the fact
that all wilderness visitors must sign-in in order to visit a wilderness area and at the same time there
are no self-reporting opportunities for multiple-use visitors. Therefore, multiple-use visitor data
does not exist or is under-stated.

Issue:

The process used puts the average working class citizen at a great disadvantage. The process is
inordinately confusing, cumbersome and intimidating to the members of the public who are not
organized or experienced which is the majority of the public. The process is inordinately demanding
of participation and has unreasonable expectations for the involvement of individuals and families.
A 600+ page draft resource management plan with appendices and maps is too much for the general
public to understand and participate in. Coupled with the current number of other ongoing actions
shown in Table 2 the situation is overwhelming. The size of the DEIS document is being used as a
mechanism to overwhelm the public and allow the agency to effectively ignore the needs of the
public for motorized access and motorized recreation. Council on Environmental Quality
regulations for the proper implementation of NEPA can be found at
http://ceq.ch.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/toc_ceq.htm . Sec. 1502.7 Page limits. The text of final

envir [ impact s (e.g., paragraphs (d) through (g) of Sec. 1502.10) shall normally
be less than 150 pages and for proposals of unusual scope or complexity shall normally be less than
300 pages.

Issue:

On top of the shear volume is the fact that the document does not address the significant issues
affecting motorized recreationists. Just because the public cannot digest all of this paper or
understand the process does not mean that the agencies are free to ignore the needs of the public.
NEPA never intended for the process to take away the quality of human life for individuals and
families but because the process is so overwhelming it is doing just that. Given these conditions, it
is not reasonable to expect the level of unorganized public and working class citizen participation to
be high. Given these conditions, the needs of the overall public must be carefully determined. The
most equitable alternative to meet the public’s needs would be a reasonable multiple-use alternative.

Issue:

The results from most visitor use surveys do not directly or adequately reflect the importance of
motorized access and mechanized recreation to the typical visitor to public lands. The importance
and magnitude of motorized access and mechanized recreation is hidden and dispersed within a
number of different categories including: viewing wildlife, birds, fish, etc. (motorized access);
picnicking (motorized access); viewing natural features (motorized access); hunting (motorized
access); fishing (motorized access); general/other (motorized access and mechanized recreation);
driving for pleasure on roads (motorized access and mechanized recreation); hiking or walking
(motorized access to trail heads); gathering mushrooms, etc.(motorized access); camping (motorized

We are a [oCally Supported a$SoCiation wWhHose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

O3-7: Thank you for the information. The Forest Service
rule cited does not apply to the BLM. Instead, please
refer to 43 CFR 8340. The BLM used “roadless’ as a
criterion during the wilderness inventory process in ac-
cordance with the FLPMA. However, the BLM carties
out no “roadless area” management outside of designated
WSAs. Consequently, the BLM does not use the term
“roadless area” as a land classification or as a specific
designation similar to how the Forest Service does.

O3-8: The BLM manages no wilderness within the planning
area. Please see response O3-129.

0O3-9: BLM combines the NEPA and land use planning
processes. A Draft and Final EIS for an RMP is typically
lengthy because each alternative is a separate management
plan for all of the public lands and resources managed by
the specific BLM office. This is much different than
NEPA documentation for a site-specific project.

O3-10: The preferred alternative makes every attempt to
provide a balance between the needs of various user
groups, including OHV users. Managing for multiple uses
includes taking into account the needs of a large variety of
human uses, wildlife needs, and commercial needs. All
groups are given an equal opportunity to be involved in
the planning process, including during the public scoping
process and the public comment period.

The issue you described is the number one planning issue
identified for this RMP.

O3-11: Thank you for your comment.
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access); resorts (motorized access); visiting historic and prehistoric sites/areas (motorized access);
nature study (motorized access); off-road vehicle travel (motorized access and mechanized
recreation); downhill skiing (motorized access): cross-country skiing (motorized access); primitive
camping (motorized access); backpacking (motorized access); visiting a nature center, etc.
(motorized access); snowmobile travel (motorized access and mechanized recreation); motorized
water travel (motorized access and mechanized recreation); other motorized activities (motorized
access and mechanized recreation), horseback riding (motorized access); bicycling (motorized
access and mechanized recreation); non-motorized water travel (motorized access); and other non-
motorized activities (motorized access).

Issue:

Allowing travel up to 300 feet off of a designated route, both roads and trails, is an absolutely
necessary opportunity for reasonable use of the area by the public. This access is needed for
retrieval, woodcutting, and to reach dispersed campsites and the public’s use of the area would be
unreasonably compromised without this access. The use of this access can be qualified to restrict it
in situations where it results in unreasonable resource damage.

Issue:

It is our understanding that dispersed campsites are proposed for closure. These are very desirable
camp sites. Closure of these sorts of dispersed campsites would have a very significant impact on
the public and we request that they remain open. If water quality concerns are the basis for these
closures, then there are reasonable alternatives to mitigate these concerns, such as allowing only
self-contained camping units to use them. Additionally, a sense of magnitude needs to be applied
when assessing the water quality impacts from camping. For example, it appears that cattle grazing
along the stream have a much greater impact than any camp site that we observed. Now don’t get us
wrong, we support all reasonable multiple-uses of the forest including cattle grazing. We are
concerned that the incremental impacts on the public of closing dispersed camp sites are relatively
significant while the real improvement to the environment will be relatively insignificant. Again, we
request that all reasonable camp sites located along water courses remain open.

Issue:

If dispersed camp sites are to be closed based on water quality concerns, then we request that the
decision include a water quality monitoring program to establish the baseline water quality prior to
the closure of dispersed camp sites and continue that program after the closure to establish whether
any significant water quality improvement was realized. The decision should also include a
provision to re-open closed camp sites when no significant improvement in water quality was
realized by the closure.

Issue:

In general there is a very high demand for camp sites and especially dispersed camp sites. If a
dispersed camp site is closed, then we request that the closure be mitigated by creation of new camp
sites on at least a 1:1 basis in order to avoid a significant cumulative effect on the public of too few
camp sites.

Issue:
We are a [0Cally supported association whose purpose Is to preserve tralls for all
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We are very concerned that the proposed plan tends to manage the forest as a national park and not
as a national forest where multiple-use opportunities are sought in order to adequately meet the
needs of the public. There is no mandate from Congress or the public to manage the project area as
national park yet the proposed plan seeks to do that. We request that the project area including the
semi-private areas, continue to be managed for multiple-use including motorized recreation.

Issue:

We are concerned that comprehensive inventories of existing routes has not been completed.
Comprehensive inventories must also include all historic mining routes in the project area. If a
motorized route is not identified during the combination of forest and travel planning, then it will be
closed to the public at the end of those two processes. Therefore, comprehensive inventories are
extremely critical and this is a significant issue.

Issue:

Timber harvests have included many motorized closures as associated actions. Many timber
harvests have had associated motorized closures that were done without adequately addressing the
impact on motorized visitors. Many of these motorized closures were done as a concession to those
opposed to the timber sales and without input from motorized recreationists. Many of the closures
and obliterations included historic travel ways used for exploration, mining, and travel since the
pioneer days. Planning actions must adequately address these impacts and re-open the routes that
were unfairly closed.

Issue:

Forests are a renewable resource and impacts associated with cutting units are relatively short-lived.
Therefore, motorized routes that were closed due to timber harvests should be reopened (returned to
pre-harvest condition) now because the vegetation and cover has been reestablished. However, most
of the motorized closures associated with cutting units have been long-term. All forest planning and
travel management planning actions must now evaluate all past motorized closures including road
and trail obliterations done to mitigate wildlife security concerns as part of timber harvest. It is
logical and fair that once the harvest area has been re-vegetated, then the motorized closures must be
lifted. Additionally, the cumulative negative impact of these types of closure actions on motorized
access and recreation must be adequately evaluated and mitigated by this action.

Issue:

The impact of OHV recreation on wildlife has been incredibly overstated by the agency and wildlife
biologists. First, wildlife populations are at all time high
(http://www.mtstandard.com/articles/2005/11/30/outdoors/hjjeiigjjcefib.txt ) at the same time when
OHV use is increasing. If there is any impact to be identified, it appears that it should be that the
positive impact associated with increasing OHV use and increasing wildlife populations. Secondly,
OHV use does not kill wildlife. Wildlife coexists just fine with OHVs. This was recently confirmed
again by a study in Yellowstone Park which found that “Most elk, bison and trumpeter swans barely
reacted last winter to the presence of snowcoaches and snowmobiles in Yellowstone National Park,
according to a study released Tuesday. Scientists watched more than 2,100 interactions between
over-snow vehicles and wildlife last year to try to determine how they responded. Of those, 81
percent of the animals had no apparent response or they looked and then resumed what they were

We are a [0Cally Supported 3ss0Ciation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection ahd education.
Page 10 of 109

Responses

O3-12: Your suggestion may be appropriate in some areas
but not in others. The BLM prefers to evaluate such
implementation level actions on a more site specific basis
through activity planning.

0O3-13: No camp sites are proposed for closure.
0O3-14: Thank you for your comment.

O3-15: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-13.

0O3-16: The alternatives propose multiple use management
of BLM-administered lands in the planning area, in accot-
dance with FLPMA, 43 CFR 1610, and BLM Policy.
BLM does not manage national forests or private lands.

O3-17: BLM used existing inventory data, staff knowledge,
and consulted with local user groups to identify routes for
potential designation.

O3-18: The planning of individual timber sales is an imple-
mentation action not addressed in the RMP. The BLM is
not aware of unfairly closed routes on BLM managed
lands in the planning area.

0O3-19: Thank you for your comment. Please see response
03-18.

0O3-20: Increasing development and use of roads, including
both forest roads and highways, stand out as primary
factors affecting carnivores. Increased human access to
remote areas can result in higher mortality from hunting,
illegal killing, and accidental deaths among many carni-
vores. Highways also act as significant barriers to move-
ments for some species, although the impacts of roads
and other barriers to animal movements are not well
documented in ways that improve understanding of carni-
vore population dynamics. Reduced development, clo-
sure after use, and management of roads in forest and
riparian environments are critical to carnivore conserva-
tion. Large carnivore populations have difficulty persist-
ing when road access and interactions with people exceed
threshold levels. Studies of wolves and grizzly bears sug-
gest that reducing the number of roads in forest environ-
ments is important to the maintenance of normal habitat
use patterns and to lower human-caused mortality
(Witmet GW, Martin SK, Sayler RD. 1998. Forest carni-
vore conservation and management in the interior Co-
lumbia basin: issues and environmental correlates. Port-
land OR: USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Re-
search Station. General Technical Report PNW-GTR-
420. 49 p.).

Various road-associated factors negatively affect habitats
or populations of most of the 91 species of focus. Ef-
fects of road-associated factors can be direct, such as
habitat loss and fragmentation because of road construc-
tion and maintenance. Effects also can be indirect, such
as displacement or increased mortality of populations in
areas near roads in relation to motorized traffic and asso-
ciated human activities. Because of the high density of
roads present across large areas of the basin, effects from
road-associated factors must be considered additive to
that of habitat loss. Motreover, many habitats likely are
underused by some species due to the effects of roads
and associated factors; this may be especially true for
species of carnivorous mammals, particularly gray wolf
and grizzly bear (Wisdom MJ, Holthausen RS, Wales BC,
Hargis CD, Saab VA, Lee DC, Hann WJ, Rich TD, Row-
land MM, Murphy WJ, Eames MR. 2000).

(continued on the following page)
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03-20 (Cont.): Source habitats for terrestrial vertebrates of focuc in the interior Columbia basin: broad-scale trends and management imple-
mentations. Portland OR: USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. General Technical Report PNW-GTR-485. 3 vols.)

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (2006 Big Game Seasons, p. 13; http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/issues.cfm; and
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/facts.cfm.) offers the following: Roads that are open to motor vehicles increase access into
big game habitat and as a result the number of hunters increases. Generally, the number of hunters in an area is directly related to the num-
ber of roads.

The combination of more hunters and increased mobility of hunters in roaded areas increases the vulnerability of deer and elk to harvest.
Deer and elk living in a heavily roaded area are more likely to be killed during the hunting season and for that reason these areas have fewer
old bulls or bucks. It also means that hunting seasons have to be shorter to prevent over harvest.

Research shows that slow moving vehicles on primitive roads and trails are more disturbing to elk than fast moving vehicles on highways.
Slow moving vehicles traveling cross country have the same effect. Deer and elk often flee from the sound of motor vehicles and may leave
the area.

The number of ATVs in Idaho has increased five-fold since 1994; in 2005 over 90,000 off highway vehicles were registered in the state.
Most people who own ATVs use them for hunting.

Conflict is occurring where ATVs have increased access into areas that were lightly used in the past. Conflicts also occur because some
people specifically select areas that are closed to motor vehicles for hunting and are upset when these rules are violated by others.

Cross-country travel with motor vehicles can create a network of new travel ways that cause erosion, spread noxious weeds, and damage fish
and wildlife habitats. Much of this cross country travel occurs during the hunting season.

To reduce these impacts, Idaho’s land and wildlife managers ask all hunters using motorized vehicles to stay on roads and trails and use
designated routes where they’re established. Do not travel cross country with a motor vehicle.
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doing, the study said” (http://www.helenair.com/articles/2005/12/14/montana/a10121405_04.prt
and http:/www.nps.gov/vell/technical/pl ‘'winteruse/plan/reports/winterrec05.pdf ).

It appears that the disturbance of wildlife by OHV issue including wildlife corridors is being
fabricated to further the conversion of multiple-use lands to non-motorized lands. The agency is
20 encouraged to avoid road and trail closures based on wildlife concerns except where negative
wildlife impact can be specifically identified and documented. Motorized use on existing trails has
little or no verified effect on game animal welfare (see additional references provided in later
sections). In fact, areas that have been more intensely visited by motorized visitors have experienced
significant increases in wildlife populations; further substantiating the fact that motorized recreation
does not create a significant impact on wildlife.

Issue:

It is our understanding that some i are pushing the wildlife corridor concept as a reason to
close areas to motorized use. We have not seen adequate documentation or reasoning to justify this
position and suspect that it is being used inappropriately as a reason to justify defacto wilderness by
non-motorized interests. Significant issues must be answered before this concept can be given any
credibility. Issues include:

1. Why would wildlife follow physically challenging basin divides where food and water is
21 scarce versus other corridors? They don’t. This is easily verified by open areas such as
McDonald Pass or the jagged areas of the continental divide where we have never observed
any significant number of wildlife crossings versus great numbers of wildlife crossings that
we have observed in other areas that are more favored by wildlife.

2. Where is the doc ion that the conti I divide or other basin divides are favored for
wildlife migration? Especially theories that purport that wildlife will migrate from Mexico to
Canada. This is counter-intuitive to the types of habitat that different species require in order
to survive. There is a significant lack of credible evidence to support these claims.

3. The lack of authorization or mandate from congress.

4. The socio-economic issues associated with the attempt to use the wildlife corridor concept to
convert multiple-use lands to defacto wilderness.

Issue:

While Revised Statute 2477 was repealed by the 1976 National Forest Management Act, the
revision clearly stated in the Act was to insure that no new roads from the effective date of the Act
would be considered for RS 2477 consideration. It further clarified the historical highways would
be honored. That is all that the Act modified or repealed.

22 Recently, Utah Counties were challenged in court for their actions similar to the challenge at
Jarbidge Road in Nevada. The foundation in both cases is the fact that the Counties even without a
charter form of government have the authority to exercise rights afforded to them by the federal
government. Until the federal government completely repeals the 1866 Act, (Revised by the 1872
Act) in its entirety the citizens of the United States still have the right to access lands for the benefit
of the people of the United States. The recent decision rendered by the 10th circuit re-affirms this
(http://www.kscourts.org/cal 0/datefile/datefile.htm look under 9-8-2005, and then 04-4071 -
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Bureau of Land Management).

We are a loCally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible envir protection and education.
Page 11 of 109
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The court has ruled that the rights exercised by the counties would be valid if the routes in question
were indeed 2477 classified. The county has records that show that the routes were there prior to
the establishment of the 1976 NFMA and FLPMA and, are therefore, valid RS 2477 routes.

22 Additionally, it is the responsibility of the agency proposing a closure action to adequately research
those records and establish which routes meet RS 2477 classification and then consult and
coordinate with the County with respect to that classification. We request that this planning project
include adequate research of the county records and adequate formal consultation and coordination
with the county to get their input on RS 2477 routes.

Issue:

Every planning action "re-invents" the line weights, color, and line styles for the different motorized
and non-motorized road and trail designations. This is very confusing to the public and, once again,
23 | puts motorized recreationists at a disadvantage. A national mapping standard for travel planning
actions must be developed starting with proposed action in order to address this inadequacy and
environmental justice issue.

Issue:

Road decommissioning funds should be used instead to maintain motorized trails. We suggest that
24 | this expenditure would benefit the public and environment in a more positive way and have a more
positive environmental impact.

Issue:

We are working hard to convince OHV recreationists to “tread lightly”. We have been informed that
trails were closed because they “saw very little motorized use™ as part of the BLM Sleeping Giant
Travel Plan and Mormon Gulch timber harvest in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. These
actions would suggest that we should “power on™ so that our tracks and usage are obvious. We think
25 that it sets a bad precedent to close a route because it appears to see little use. It is not fair that
motorized recreationists practice “tread lightly” principles and are then penalized for following that
practice. Additionally, forces including cattle grazing, horses and wild animals, and rain quickly
obliterate motorcycle tracks. We observed this condition again recently when the tracks of 7
motorcyclists that we observed using a single track trail were quickly erased with one light rain
shower.

Issue:

If light use is being used as a criterion to close motorized routes, then it would also seem fair to
26 | convert non-motorized trails that see light use to motorized routes in order to address the concern of
over-usage and shortage of motorized routes. We ask for your consideration of this reasoning.

Issue:

Because of the cumulative negative effects of the motorized closure trend, the recreational
opportunities for motorized recreationists is dramatically being reduced to a limited number of
27 motorized routes and the lesser used routes are becoming hard to find and, therefore, they must be
considered invaluable to motorized recreationists. The level of use should also be evaluated along
the logic that the most valuable motorized routes now days are the ones that are remote and see less
use. Therefore, barely visible 2-track roads and single-track trails are invaluable to motorized

We are a [0Cally supported association wWhose purpose is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists througl) responsible environmental protection ahd education.
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Responses

0O3-21: Servheen, Waller, and Sandstrom (2001, Identifica-
tion and management of linkage zones for grizzly bears
between the large blocks of public land in the northern
Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the
draft EIS for the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment
(2004) identified important travel corridors for grizzly
bears and Canada lynx. Many of these travel corridors in
northern Idaho do not have BLM public lands within
them.

Much of the BLM public lands in northern Idaho do not
have many physically challenging basin divides. Mountain
goats and collared pikas inhabit these areas, but the BLM
is unaware of any goats occupying public lands. Collared
pikas, however, do inhabit some of these lands.

Rounded ridgelines have gentler slopes for easier travel
than traversing up-and-down side slopes.

Animals that migrate between Mexico and Canada usually
fly and they use mountains and valleys for navigation.

O3-22: See Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 1.5.4 “The
RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”

0O3-23: The travel management maps are standardized in
appearance to comply with BLM cartographic standards.
Line weights, styles, etc. are the same on all maps.

0O3-24: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-25: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-26: Thank you for your comment.

O3-27: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see responses
03-124 and O3-45.
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recreationists and must be evaluated as such. Motorized recreationists are struggling to keep a
reasonable spectrum of opportunities available and one piece of that spectrum are remote and lesser
used routes. In a constantly losing scenario, every remaining motorized recreational opportunity is
important to motorized recreationists.

Issue:

We were again reminded recently of the cumulative effects of all forms of closures that are
impacting motorized recreationists. We recently visited a site in the Flint Creek Range that we have
been visiting for years. In the past there has only been 1 other group camping in this area. This past
weekend there were over 15 groups (over 100 motorized recreationists) camping in the area and
most of them were from Missoula (70 miles one-way). When we asked some of them why they
chose this area they responded that they did not have any where else to go in the immediate
Missoula area and that the word was out on this particular area. This is happening in too many
places and in the end the current closure trend will concentrate everyone in a few locations. We
believe, that in the end, the current motorized closure trend will produce an undesirable experience
for the forest visitor and for the environment. We respectfully submit that the current management
trend of motorized closures at every opportunity is not in the best interest of the public and the
environment in the long-term.

Issue:

The proposed action must not result in a disparity in the quantity of motorized recreational
opportunities versus non-motorized recreational. The proposed action also must not result in a
disparity in the quality of motorized recreational opportunities in comparison non-motorized
recreational opportunities. Equal access laws also apply to motorized recreationists and provide for
equal access to both an equal level of opportunities and an equal quality of opportunities. Our laws
do not give non-motorized recreationists priority over motorized recreationists. Our laws also set the
precedent that public facilities must be reasonably shared with one another.

Issue:

Motorized closures are being enacted incrementally and without adequate disclosure and
consideration of the cumulative effects. Travel plans are created or revised every 10 years. If 25 to
50% of the existing motorized recreational opportunities are closed in each successive travel plan (a
typical range), then over the course of 3 travel planning cycles or about 30 years in a given area,
only 13 to 42% of the original motorized recreational opportunities will remain at the end of the
third cycle. This trend is being ignored at all levels including the actions listed in Table 2. The plan
for this project area does not recognize and address this trend. The draft Resource Management Plan
for the Coeur d’Alene area does not adequately recognize and address this trend. The national
planning policy does not recognize and address this trend. Therefore, this cumulative effect is being
effectively ignored and that failure to notice will result in the ultimate loss of any meaningful
motorized recreational opportunities and the creation of defacto wilderness from large blocks of
multiple-use lands. We ask that this significant negative cumulative effect on motorized
recreationists be adequately recognized, evaluated and mitigated at all levels starting with this
project.

Issue:

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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The project cannot be a success without a clear statement of the owners and the objective for the
travel plan project. The owners of the travel plan project must be identified as the end users of the
project, i.e. all of the public that relies on the project area for motorized access and recreational
opportunities. The objective for the project should be “To meet the needs of the public for a
functional network of motorized roads and trails for access and recreation with practical and
reasonable consideration of the environment”.

Issue:

Current planning projects typically add the number of miles of motorized trails closed to the current
miles of non-motorized trails as a measure of the change in non-motorized recreational opportunity.
However, current planning projects do not add the miles of roads closed by action to the miles of
non-motorized trails. Non-motorized recreationists use roads that are closed and benefit from them
because closed roads: are open to use by only non-motorized recreationists, are typically clear and
easy to walk and bicycle, are covered with natural vegetation within a relatively short time and are
quickly used as trails. When roads are closed to motorized recreationists, then they in reality become
a non-motorized recreational resource and they must be disclosed as such.

Unfortunately this procedure has not been practiced to date and the miles of recreational resources
have been understated in favor of non-motorized recreationists. All planning projects should
disclose the added benefit to non-motorized recreational resources resulting from the closure of
roads by adding the miles of closed roads to the miles of existing non-motorized trails. We request
that this procedure be used by this project and all future agency projects. Additionally, we request
that the cumulative negative impact on motorized recreationists resulting from this lack of adequate
accounting be evaluated and adequately mitigated.

Issue:

The unstated but obvious goal or policy of the agency is to close as many recreational resources to
motorized recreationists as possible. The trend to date of overall recreational opportunities (sum
total) for motorized recreationists is a large negative amount. This cumulative effect is forcing
motorized recreationists into a smaller and smaller resource base. The ultimate outcome of this
unstated goal or policy will result in unreasonable impacts to both the natural and human
environments. It is also an unreasonable policy or goal with respect to fair and equal treatment of
motorized recreationists.

Environmental impacts are not unreasonable under the current conditions but environmental impacts
will become unreasonable given the agency’s current direction to close as many motorized
recreational opportunities as possible and that divide will be crossed soon. Therefore, agency

) 1t actions are ulti ly creating significant unnecessary negative impacts on both the
natural and human environment. We are concerned that this unstated goal or policy is not in the best
interest of protecting the natural or human environment and ask that goals and policies by modified
to allow the public continued use of all reasonable access and recreational opportunities on all
multiple-use lands.

Issue:
Agency planning including travel management projects should be a process to quantify and address
the needs of the public for motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities. Instead, it is

We are a IoCally supporeed assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trajls for all
recreationists througl) responsible environimental protection and education.
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Responses

O3-28: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-29: Please see response O3-124.

O3-30: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-31: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-32: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-124.

0O3-33: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-124.

0O3-34: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-35: BLM has no such unstated goal.

0O3-36: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-124.
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approached in just the opposite direction as a closure process that ignores the needs of the public for
motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities. Every travel planning process listed in
Table 2 has reduced motorized access and motorized recreation. A travel planning process has never
resulted in increased recreational opportunities for motorized recreationists. The travel management
process as currently practiced is not equitable because: (1) it does not adequately address the needs
of the public for multiple-use recreational opportunities including motorized access and motorized
recreation, and (2) it is deceptive to represent the process as a travel management process that will
address the needs of the public when it is really just the opposite, i.e., a closure process that does not
fairly and adequately address the needs of the public. We request that the process either be renamed
to “Travel Closure Process” in order to end the deception of the public OR (as we strongly prefer)
that the process be redirected to meet the needs of the public for a functional network of motorized
roads and trails for access and recreation with practical and reasonable consideration of the
environment.

Issue:

Idaho’s Trail Ranger program combined with cooperative management of National Forest lands
provide over 9,000 miles of trail riding opportunities (http://www.idahoparks.org/rec/ranger].html ).
This is provided as an example of the level of OHV programs and recreational opportunities that
motorized recreationists need in each state and we ask that this project adopt a similar goal.

Issue:

The starting alternative proposed to eliminate motorized access and motorized recreational
opportunities without first adequately addressing the needs of the public for motorized access and
motorized recreation and without proper evaluation of facts and information. This procedure is
evidence of a significant predisposition in the process.

Issue:

The negative social and economic impact experienced by motorized recreationists when motorized
recreational opportunities do not exist in nearby public lands must be adequately evaluated and
considered in the decision-making. This is especially significant now that fuel is over $2.00 per
gallon. These impacts include the complete loss of recreational opportunities and the cost of having
to travel farther and farther in search of fewer and fewer motorized recreational opportunities in
times of increasing travel costs. For example, the lack of adequate OHV systems in the Helena
National Forest requires us to travel at least 180 miles to adjacent national forests. A 180 mile
roundtrip costs at least 3 hours and $70 and that cost will increase substantially in the future. This
added cost is a waste of time and energy resources and has not been adequately considered by the
agency.

Additionally, OHV routes in adjacent forests are being reduced at an alarming rate and are
compounding the cost in time and energy even further. We request the evaluation of the economic
cost of fewer motorized recreation opportunities on motorized recreationists and the significant
cumulative negative effect of all travel management decisions that contribute to these social and
economic impacts on motorized recreationists.

Issue:
e are a 10Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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While we respect other perspectives, one must also realize that the extreme ideals of the
environmental groups such as the public should not be able to enjoy and use public lands, that
everything should be wild, and that their use is the only reasonable use are not generally acceptable
ideals for public policy nor are they supported by the laws. We are practical environmentalists who
believe in a reasonable balance between the protection of the natural environment and the human
environment and we believe that the laws are intended to support this ideal. Our position is to
restore balance, practicality and fairness to the system.

Issue:

The existing level of access and motorized recreation is a reasonable starting position and
alternative. An even fairer position given that this should be a travel plan seeking to address the
needs of the public for motorized access and recreation would be an alternative based on an
enhanced level of opportunity. However, a starting position of massive closures is completely
unreasonable and tells us a lot about where the process is heading. It seems to be predisposed. This
strategy is outrageous because it forces the public to fight to get every inch of motorized road and
trail added back into the preferred alternative. This strategy is designed so that motorized
recreationists are destined from the outset to lose big time. The damage has been done as we hear
many people saying “what’s the point of participating, the process is rigged and the Forest Service
has already made up its mind”. We request that this strategy be corrected by presenting a starting
alternative that addresses the need for multiple-use access and recreational opportunities.

Issue:

The planning team should formulate an Alternative that maximizes all existing recreational
opportunities, as well as anticipates and plans for an increase in recreational use in the future. None
of the Draft Alternatives maximize recreational alternatives and most of them fail to provide
adequate recreational opportunity to meet the current need.

Issue:

The agency must develop a true No Action alternative in compliance with NEPA and other planning
regulations. The agency must formulate a lawful “No Action™ alternative so that the public and
decision makers may reasonable compare and contrast other management alternatives.

A No Action alternative is a vital component in assuring full public disclosure of all foreseeable
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the project, and consistency with
environmental and public involvement requirements of State and Federal laws, Executive Orders
and policies. The twin goals of NEPA (to inform the public and disclose anticipated effects) are not
met without a properly written and accurate No Action alternative.

An accurate No Action alternative provides for a clear, logical and comprehensive analysis process
and disclosure of effects, both to the human environment and especially in this case, effects to
visitors. An accurate No Action alternative is the prescribed way the agency discloses existing
conditions of Federal lands and serves as a baseline for discussion of guidance and rationale for
proposed changes to travel management direction and programs for implementation. Under the
existing conditions motorized recreationists have a reasonable number of choices and variation of
opportunities. Under most proposed conditions, motorized recreationists have a significantly
reduced number and variety of opportunities. We do not want to be forced to go to the same place

We are a 10Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 16 of 109

Responses

0O3-37: Thank you for your comment.

(03-38: Under the no-action alternative, all current OHV
designations would continue.

03-39: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
O3-124, paragraph 2.

0O3-40: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
O3-124, paragraph 2.

0O3-41: Thank you for your comment.

O3-42: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-124.

0O3-43: Please see tesponse 05-20, paragraphs 1 and 2.

O3-44: 43 CFR 1610.4-5 states that “one alternative shall be
for no action, which means continuation of present level
or systems of resource use.” Management actions de-
scribed under the no-action alternative came directly from
the existing MFP and amendments and adequately reflect
current management direction, as required by Federal
Regulations.
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over and over nor do we want to be squeezed out from public lands. Therefore, the No Action
(existing condition) alternative must be accurately and reasonably evaluated.

Issue:

There is an increasing demand for OHV recreation opportunities on public lands. The BLM, Forest
Service, as well as environmental groups, state and local governments and OHV and recreational
access organizations have all acknowledged that many Land Use Plans woefully failed to anticipate
the increased public demand for all types of outdoor recreation and related OHV uses. Additionally,
and importantly, the Bureau of Land Management’s National OHV Strategy states: “Motorized off-
highway vehicle use on public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has
increased substantially in recent years. ... Some of [the factors contributing to growing OHV
popularity] are:

. greater public interest in unconfined outdoor recreational opportunities;

. rising disposable income ...

. advances in vehicle technology

. the rapid growth of the West’s cities and suburbs ...

. a population with an increasing median age with changing outdoor recreational interests.

This [growing OHV] popularity is evidenced by the fact that recreational enthusiasts are buying
OHV’s at the rate of 1,500 units per day nationwide, with nearly one-third of them doing so as first-
time buyers.” “[BLM’s OHV] Strategy recognizes, as does policy outlined in BLM Manual 8340
(May 25, 1982), that off-road vehicle use is an ‘acceptable use of public land wherever it is
compatible with blished resource o objectives.” As established by the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), the BLM is required to manage public lands on the
basis of multiple use and sustained yield, while protecting natural values. ... Motorized OHV use is
now firmly established as a major recreational activity on BLM-administered public lands™.

Unwisely, rather than work to accommodate the increased demand for OHV recreation, BLM and
many National Forests have frequently reacted by restricting OHV opportunities. But more
importantly, opportunities to manage OHV use by developing OHV trail systems, marking roads
and trails, providing usable maps, identifying OHV trails and systems and entering into cooperative
management agreements with OHV user groups have, by and large, been ignored by most federal
land managers. Although more pro-active is clearly permissible within the existing
management plans, a quick search on the BLM’s and National Forest’s websites indicates that land
managers more often choose to implement parts of their OHV policy associated with limitations and
closures.

Suggestions:

a) The agency cannot legitimately address increasing demand for OHV recreation opportunity by
refusing to accommodate such demand. ~ Alternatives must prudently provide for increased OHV
recreation opportunities to meet current and anticipated demand.

b) The planning team should look to individuals and user groups for assistance in identifying
opportunities for OHV recreation.

¢) The planning team should develop management alternatives that allow for proactive OHV
management. All alternatives should include specific provisions to mark, map and maintain existing

We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 17 of 109

45

46

47

48

03 (Cont.)

OHV opportunities. All alternatives should include instructions to engage in cooperative
management with OHV groups and individuals.

d) Alternatives should include areas where OHYV trails can be constructed and maintained when
demand increases.

Issue:
When developing management alternatives the agency must recognize the public’s desire to keep
existing opportunities open.

OHV’s are by far the most desired and utilized means to obtain solitude in nature. Most public land
visitors strongly favor maintaining exiting roads and trails open to disperse use and address
environmental concerns regardless whether or not the road or trail is classified by the agency. The
agency must recognize that providing for OHV use and protecting the environment means fully
utilizing the inventory of existing roads and trails.

Suggestions:

a) The public wants the existing roads and trails left open to vehicle use.
b) The existing network of roads and trails in the planning area should be
with which to develop recreational trail systems.

c¢) The Planning Team should look for management alternatives that provide for mitigation instead
of closure. Options other than closure should be emphasized in each alternative.

d) Alternatives, or management guidance, directives etc that require closure as the first or only
option when resource impacts are identified should be avoided.

¢) The Planning Team should carefully consider displaced use. Assuming that closures are eminent
in some areas, one could calculate approximately how much existing motorized will be displaced to
other areas. The Planning Team should develop alternatives that allow for additional access and
additional recreational opportunities in suitable areas in order to properly manage the displaced use.
) The Planning Team should avoid overly restrictive management prescriptions that limit the land
manager’s ability to respond to changing recreational patterns.

,

d an inventory

Issue:

Agency managers seem to be directed to close as much public land as possible to motorized visitors
by a top down management directive that is conflicting with the needs of the public for multiple-use
access and recreational opportunities and contrary to the laws established by congress. Congress has
not designated this area to be wilderness and existing congressional laws clearly intend for this area
to be managed for multiple-uses. Why are legally designated multiple-use lands being managed for
limited-use instead of multiple-use? The top down closure directive is in violation of the will of the
people and in violation of congressional laws.

Issue:

Because of the excessive closures proposed. motorized recreationists are forced once again into a
confrontational position with the agency in order preserve any sort of reasonable solution. This is
not our choice and we are disadvantaged by being placed in this position. We would prefer to work
collaboratively with the agency but once again the travel planning process is being approached as a
“closure” process. We are concerned that this is a conscious strategy to put motorized recreationists,

We are a 10Cally Supported associgtion whose purpose Js to preserve trails for all
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Responses

0O3-45: Thank you for your suggestions. The BLM recog-
nizes that OHV use on public lands has increased sub-
stantially in recent years. Based on the number of com-
ments teceived on the topic, OHV management has
emerged as the major issue being addressed in the RMP.
The diversity of opinion on the issue also shows it to be
the most contentious.

The proposed action accounts for increased recreation
demands by establishing five new Special Recreation
Management Areas (SRMA). Lands explicitly managed
for recreation would increase from 651 acres to 79,152
acres which represents 82% of the BLM lands in the
planning area. Objectives for several of the large SRMAs
specifically prescribe management for motorized back-
country road and trail activities. Refer to Action RC-
D1.1.1 and the area specific objectives and actions that
follow.

0O3-46: Thank you for your suggestions. Please see re-
sponses O3-124 and O3-45, paragraph 2.

O3-47: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-124.

O3-48: There are no excessive closures in this plan. BLM
has worked openly with local motorized recreationists
and they have participated in the planning process.
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who are largely unorganized, at a disadvantage. We ask that this concern be adequately addressed
and that significant changes be made to the procedures in order to eliminate this disadvantage.

Issue:

All of the existing motorized routes are very important resources to us. For example, we have
enjoyed trips to project area and these have usually been extended weekend trips that are special
events for us. We have ridden over most of the open routes in the project area and have thoroughly
enjoyed them but we could not accurately draw lines on a map to describe where we have been and
what routes we want to remain open. We are puzzied by this requirement. We have never had to
identify and inventory backpacking routes that we wish to remain open. Additionally, most
motorized recreationists do not have the expertise or equipment required to provide a
comprehensive inventory of roads and trails. We are very concerned about the burden and
disadvantage that is placed on motorized recreationists by this procedure and we request that it be
changed.

Issue:

We are very concerned that motorized recreationists must identify and inventory specific routes that
we want to remain open. These resources are there now and they are being used by the public and in
almost all cases, it is entirely reasonable type and level of use. Motorized recreationists should not
have to identify and inventory motorized routes as part of the process. This is the work of the
agency. No other visitor group is saddled with this requirement. Our concern is that the agency is
using public involvement in a discriminatory way to establish which motorized routes will remain
open. For example, the Forest Service has concluded that the level of use by motorcycles is low
based on the level of public participation in the EA process. There is no actual data or comparison
of motorcycle use to hiking use or direct discussion with motorized recreationists to substantiate
this.

Issue:

We respectfully maintain that the agency can not establish the motorized routes to remain open
based solely on formal written public input because the process did not have a high enough level of
participation by motorized recreationists to develop meaningful input. Therefore, the needs of
motorized recreationists are not adequately or accurately represented. Our comments submitted
during the EA further explain why this condition exists but basically the process, as practiced, is
overwhelming and intimidating to the public. There are ways to more directly involve motorized
recreationists including interviews at club meetings and interviews on the trails and at trailheads.
Continuing to use the practice of formal written comments to establish the need for motorized routes
will leave motorized recreationists with only a few main roads and with no high quality motorized
trails. We object to this process and respectfully request that it be corrected. Additionally, the
current practice is discriminatory because non-motorized recreationists are not required to submit
written formal comments that identify and defend each and every recreational opportunity that they
want to enjoy in the future. Again, we respectfully ask that this practice be corrected.

Issue:

Similar to non-motorized recreationists, motorized recreationists also like plenty of dispersed
recreational opportunities and the current trend is limiting motorized recreationists to a very few
locations. Additionally, eliminating dispersed motorized recreational opportunities and

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
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concentrating the few remaining motorized recreational opportunities in relatively small areas
significantly increases negative impacts on both the natural and human environments to the point
that the impacts become unacceptable and this trend is neither reasonable nor equitable.

Issue:

Motorized recreationists endorsed and accepted millions of acres of area restriction under the Off-
Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana,
North Dakota and South Dakota (3-State OHV) decision as a positive action to control
environmental impacts. We accepted area restriction and not area closure. Area closure is
permanent. Area restriction allows flexibility as needed to address site specific conditions. Each
motorized road and trail exists because it serves some multiple-use need. Every road and trail is
important to some individual for some purpose. Each motorized road and trail must have adequate
site-specific analysis to determine all of its values including motorized recreational value.
Motorized recreationists gave up 97% of the area covered under both the Forest Service and BLM 3-
State ROD as the ultimate mitigation so that we would continue to have use of existing motorized
routes that cover or provide access to an area estimated at less than 3% of the total project area.
Now we have been given almost no credit for that action and have only been penalized for our past
cooperation by current resource management plans, forest plans and travel plans that seek to close
50% to 75% of the remaining routes. This outcome was not part of the 3-State agreement and this
level of closure is not acceptable to us for that reason. The 3-State agreement was not made with the
intention of massive closures beyond that agreement. We ask that all BLM and Forest Service
actions include proper recognition of the agreement behind the 3-State OHV decision that included
continued use of the existing networks of motorized roads and trails without massive motorized
closures.

Issue:

Requiring motorized visitors to identify and inventory roads and trails is seen as part of a strategy to
reduce the number of motorized routes because the public cannot undertake this huge effort.
Additionally, the 3-State OHV decision required that site-specific planning be analyzed at a number
of different scales and across different boundaries. Site specific planning includes an adequate
evaluation by the agency of all of the impacts being experienced by motorized recreationists
including motorcycle trail riders in both the project area and the surrounding region. The scale and
boundaries of impacts being experienced by motorized recreationists are discussed in throughout
these comments. Site specific analysis was an important part of the 3-State OHV decision and was
discussed many times in that document. The agency should commit the resources and has an
obligation to evaluate the needs of OHV recreationists at a least the same level of detail as key
wildlife and natural resource areas. Site specific analysis includes adequate identification and
inventory of all existing motorized routes and adequate evaluation of the public’s need for those
routes. An example of adequate site specific analysis to be used as a guideline are the comments
dated May 1, 2004 and prepared by John Borg for the Caribou Travel Plan Revision. A copy of
these comments can be obtained from the project record for the Caribou Travel Plan Revision or at
Www.mtvra.com.

Issue:
Another example of predisposition in the current setting includes the fact that motorized
recreationists endorsed and accepted millions of acres of area closure under the 3-State OHV

We are a [0Cally Supported 3ssoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists tfirough responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-49: Please refer to Chapter 5 for an accurate description
of the public collaboration and outreach opportunities
that the BLM made available in development of the
RMP/EIS.

O3-50: Please see tesponse O3-49.

O3-51: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.

0O3-52: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-53: This settlement does not pertain to lands within the
CDAFO.

O3-54: Please see responses O3-48 and O3-53.

O3-55: Please see response O3-53.
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decision as a positive action to control impacts but we have not been given credit for that action and
have only been penalized for our past cooperation and initiative. The preferred alternative must
adequately consider that past cooperation and it must move in a direction that gives motorized
recreationists credit for their cooperation and the environmental improvements that resulted.

Issue:

The 3-State OHV EIS and the new National OHV Policy describe the second level of planning
involving the analysis and implementation of management practices referred to as "site-specific"
planning. Site specific planning detailed information including the location, condition, and current
uses of individual roads and trails, and the identification of when and where individual roads and
trails will be open or closed to various types of use. We supported the restriction of cross-country
travel because we felt the document assured the identification of on the ground trails and their
consideration as designated routes. Currently in Montana, the only forest to conduct an inventory
that includes adequate detail and includes trails that are current routes on the ground is the Lewis
and Clark National Forest in the Little Belt Range. Adequate site specific planning as outlined
above must be provided as part of this project.

Issue:
A reasonable test of significance of impacts from motorized closures on motorized recreationists
must be used. A reasonable test would include evaluation of indicators including:
1. Where else can motorized recreationists go within a reasonable distance and with equal
recreation value?
2. Do motorized recreationists have an adequate selection of the recreational resources with the
proposed motorized closure(s)?
3. What is the balance of recreational opportunities in the area and region as demonstrated by
the information developed from the outline shown in Table 1?
4. Are the existing motorized recreational opportunities sufficient for the needs of the public?
5. Are there documented user conflict and can the recreational resources be reasonably shared?
6. What are the cumulative effects of this motorized closure combined with all other motorized
closures?

Issue:

In order to adequately evaluate and disclose motorized and non-motorized recreational resource and
opportunity information to the public, the following information using tables and maps must be used
and presented in an accurate and concise manner.

Table 1
Comparison of Non-motorized and Motorized Opportunities

1. the miles of non-motorized recreational opportunities available in the project area including
all possible cross-country routes and the number of acres available for cross-country non-
motorized recreation under the existing condition,

2. the miles of roads and trails and number of acres to be closed to non-motorized recreationists
in the proposed condition,

3. the miles of existing motorized roads, atv trails, and motorcycle trails in the project area
meeting the 3-States OHV decision definitions,

We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve tralls for all
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4. the acres within the project area open to motorized recreationists under existing and
proposed conditions,
. the percent of motorized and non-motorized recreational opportunities in the project area,
. the miles of atv trails, motorcycle trails and roads and acres closed to motorized
recreationists under both existing and proposed conditions,
7. the cumulative miles of roads, atv trails, motorcycle trails meeting the 3-State OHV
definitions and number of acres closed to motorized recreationists over the past 35 years at 5
year intervals in both the project area and regional area.

o v

Once this information is adequately and concisely presented, one can easily see that motorized
recreational opportunities are limited in the existing condition and then severely reduced in the
proposed condition. This information must be presented in order to understand the significant
imbalance of recreational opportunities that exists and the decision is deficient without this
information.

Issue:

The evaluation of a balance of opportunities should also include an accounting and comparison of
facilities including trailhead facilities at wilderness areas versus trailhead facilities at OHV areas.
Most wilderness trailhead facilities include parking lots, horse handling facilities, kiosks with
information, campgrounds, and restrooms and they are funded without any direct connection to the
users. Motorized recreationists generate more than adequate gas tax and OHV sticker revenues (over
$500.000 in FY 2003 in Montana, FWP OHV program and RTP) but have few facilities to show for
it versus a great need for facilities. Additionally, another $311,274 that was designated for
motorized programs and that could have been spent on badly needed motorized recreational
facilities were instead spent on non-motorized facilities. We request an adequate evaluation and
consideration of these imbalances be made part of this project and actions taken that will correct
these imbalances.

Issue:

The reason often given by the agency that motorized trail projects including those using OHV grant
money cannot be undertaken is that there is a current travel planning process under way or one about
to begin or that NEPA compliance must be undertaken. There is a continuous cycle of travel
planning undertaken and the public is not able to undertake NEPA compliance. The result is that
motorized RTP funding is often under-utilized. At the same time, there is a tremendous need to
projects on motorized routes. We need to find a way to break this Catch-22 situation.

Issue:

Because of the cumulative negative effects of the motorized closure trend, the resource base for
motorized recreationists is generally be reduced to a limited number of motorized routes and the
lesser used routes are becoming hard to find and, therefore, they must be considered invaluable to
motorized recreationists. The level of use should be evaluated along the logic that the most valuable
motorized routes now days are the ones that are remote and see less use. Therefore, barely visible 2-
track roads and single-track trails are invaluable to motorized recreationists and must be evaluated
as such. It is not fair that motorized recreationists practice “tread lightly” principles and are then
penalized for that practice. This is another example of predisposition.

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose IS to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-56: The 3-State OHV EIS does not apply to Idaho.

O3-57: Please see response O3-124 and the documents
there referenced.

O3-58: This RMP has been prepared in accordance with
specifications described in BLM’s Land Use Planning
Handbook (H-1601-1). Documentation at the level of
detail requested by the commenter is beyond the require-
ments for a programmatic planning document such as
this.

0O3-59: This comment relates to wilderness management,
Forest Service and State of Montana issues. All are out-
side the scope of the RMP.

0O3-60: Please see response O3-59.

O3-61: Thank you for your comment.
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Throughout this document we may refer to motorcycle trail riders and atv riders as motorized
recreationists because the relationship between them are inter-twined. For example, many trails that
were once single-track have become atv trails. Additionally, the trend of motorized trail closures
affects all OHV recreationists and puts additional demands on the few motorized recreational
opportunities that remain. However, motorized single-track trails are a uniquely different resource
and experience compared to atv trails and must be recognized as such.

Issue:

Existing single-track trails or potential single-track trails were not adequately identified and
included in the project. There are many single-track “cow” trails that motorcycle trail riders could
use in the project area. It is critical to preserve the integrity of the existing motorized single-track
trails. Single-track trails offer a highly desirable experience for trail bike riders, equestrians, hikers,
and bicyclists. They offer a different, more primitive experience than ATV trails or forest roads.

Issue:

As part of the planning process, the agency is requiring motorized recreationists to provide an
inventory of motorized routes that are important to them. It is not reasonable to expect motorized
recreationists to inventory all existing motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities
that they would like to use over the course of a lifetime. For example, motorized recreationists may
be planning to visit an area that is 200 miles away for a week long summer vacation to enjoy
motorized routes or we know people from several hundred miles away that routinely hunt in the fall
and use many of the primitive roads and trails within the project area. They are not aware of the
planning process and, even if they did, would not be able to inventory all of the primitive roads that
they use. They simply expect the agency to look after their needs and that these motorized access
and recreational resources will always be there for them. They will be extremely disappointed when
they go out to their favorite hunting camp and find 50% of the access closed. This is also an
example of why the results of travel planning are generally poorly supported by the public.

Under the current process if motorized recreationists are not involved in the planning process for
that area they will undoubtedly lose use of one-half of the existing routes and be extremely
disappointed when they do visit in the future. Given the significant number of actions as
demonstrated in Table 2, it is impossible for motorized recreationists to participate in each action
and provide inventories of routes for each action, so motorized recreationists are destined to lose
because the agency will not adequately consider our needs unless we provide inventories of routes.
Again, a significant predisposition exists because the needs of non-motorized recreationists are
given significant consideration without the requirement for inventories and identification of
resources, i.e. non-motorized recreationists are not subjected to the same requirement to identify
trails now in order to keep them open for future use and generations.

Issue:

The amount of use that a route receives is not a criterion for non-motorized routes (see later
comment about solitude on CDNST) and should not be a requirement for motorized routes.
Solitude, challenging, and remote motorized routes are highly valued by motorized recreationists
also.

We are a [0Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
récreaionists thirough responsible environmental protection and education.
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The document and decision must clearly disclose on maps and tables and summaries all existing
areas, and existing roads and trails that would be closed to motorized access and motorized
recreationists. Summaries should include overall closures percentages. Otherwise public disclosure
has not been adequately provided and the public will not be informed and the public including
motorized recreationists will not be able to adeqhalely participate and comment.

Issue:

The document and decision makers must prove by use of facts and data and without reasonable
doubit that the claimed improvements to the natural environment are significant enough to justify the
significant impact on the human environment associated with the closure of motorized routes. There
must be a measurable and significant improvement. Additionally, there must be monitoring to
backup the claimed improvements to the natural environment.

Issue:

All of the motorized routes that are important to the public cannot be identified by clubs and
individuals. Everyone that visits our public lands has a special road or trail that they like to visit.
Getting everyone to participate and identify all of these routes is neither practical nor reasonable. All
of the existing routes exist because they are important access and recreational opportunities.
Therefore, all existing routes without significant environmental considered as the preferred
alternative. Additionally, all available mitigation measures must be adequately considered for those
routes with environmental concerns. We strongly support mitigation before motorized closure and,
in fairness to the public, encourage the agency to adopt this policy also.

Issue:

Due to the trend of motorized closure after motorized closure, the prevailing question is not will we
lose access and recreation opportunities but rather how much will we lose in each action. Motorized
recreationists are the only group to lose in every action on local, regional and national levels, yet the
cumulative negative effect of this significant negative impact has never been tabulated or addressed.
This obvious predisposition must be adequately addressed. The magnitude of these undisclosed
cumulative negative impacts on multiple-use interest including motorized recreationists has
increased to the point where the livelihood and recreation of nearly everyone has been significantly
impacted yet an adequate assessment has not been conducted nor included in the decision-making.
Allowing the cumulative effects of the closure trend to continue over and over without any
consideration of impacts or mitigation will certainly allow the cumulative effects to eliminate any
meaningful motorized recreation. The burden of establishing the cumulative negative effect of all
motorized access and motorized recreational closures should not fall on motorized recreationists.
Table 2 is a partial listing of projects that have had a negative impact on motorized recreationists.
All of these actions and others must be included in the tabulation and evaluation of cumulative
negative effects on motorized recreationists, Most of these projects have not adequately disclosed
the true number of miles of roads and trails and recreational opportunities that were in use by the
public and then closed to motorized use as part of their implementation. This lack of disclosure is
not acceptable and we request that the lack of disclosure be addressed by establishing the true
magnitude and cumulative negative effect of all motorized access and motorized recreational
closures. When tabulated, this cumulative negative effect must be considered in the evaluation and

We are a 10Cally supported 35S0Ciation Whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-62: All alternatives designate trails for two-wheeled
vehicles to provide this opportunity.

0O3-63: Thank you for your comment.

O3-64: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.

0O3-65: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-66: Please see Volume III of the Draft Coeur d’Alene
RMP/EIS, Maps 25-40.

0O3-67: Thank you for your comment.

O3-68: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.

0O3-69: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.
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decision-making for this action. Additionally, adequate mitigation must now be implemented to
counter the cumulative negative effects that motorized recreationists have experienced.

Issue:

If the loss of motorized routes cannot be mitigated within the project area, then a Motorized Access
and Recreation Mitigation Bank must be established. This mitigation bank would keep an overall
accounting of the miles and acres of motorized access and recreational opportunities closed and the
new motorized access and recreational opportunities created to offset that loss. It would be the
responsibility of a cooperative group of public land management agencies to monitor the balance
sheet and work towards no net loss/closure of motorized access and motorized recreation. Similar to
other mitigation banks, motorized access and routes closed to motorized use would be replaced with
equivalent routes on a one to one basis. Where equivalent routes cannot be found, then mitigation
would be provided at 2 to 4 times the length of the closed route. Where equivalent access and/or
areas cannot be found, then mitigation would be applied at 2 to 4 times the area closed depending on
the quality of the closed route or area.

Issue:

The cumulative negative effects of more restrictive travel plan decisions include the concentration
of use on fewer miles of road and trail, such that traffic density is increased and recreation
enjoyment is reduced. Travel decisions affecting public lands that restrict motorized recreation in
one area may consequently increase motorized use in another where site-specific travel plans are not
yet in place. Cumulatively then, this "leapfrog" effect may increase resource damage, create more
law enforcement problems, generate discord between motorized and non-motorized recreationists,
and make future site-specific travel planning more difficult. This cumulative negative effect must be
adequately considered as part of this project.

Issue:

The list of projects in Table 2 demonstrates that motorized routes are all too commonly closed for
exclusive non-motorized use. The proposed action continues this massive trend. The Forest Service
looks out for the interests and needs of non-motorized interests and is willing to create many miles
of new non-motorized trails as demonstrated by a number of projects such as the CDNST. We
request the same cooperation between the Forest Service and a recreation group be extended to
motorized recreationists. We request that the Forest Service provide the same attention to our needs.
Now it is time for a route to be closed for exclusive use by motorcycles. We request that trails be
closed for exclusive use by OHVs and that 100 miles of new motorized recreational opportunity be
created as a demonstration of equal opportunity.

Issue:

There are very few good examples of OHV trail systems in most national forest and BLM managed
lands. However, 3 OHV systems should be mentioned as good examples of the types of systems that
should be developed and include Danskin Mountain in the Boise National Forest
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r4/boise/conditions/Danskin_closure-map.pdf), South Fork Boise River in the
Boise and Sawtooth National Forests, Winom-Frazier in the Umatilla/Whitman National Forest,
Prospect in the Rogue River National Forest, and Paiute in the Fishlake National Forest and BLM
lands. In order to meet the public’s need for motorized recreational opportunities, every national
forest and BLM district should have a number of OHV systems comparable to these examples.

We are a [0Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve tralls For all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 25 of 109

74

75

76

- 03 (Cont.)

The process is predisposed because without adequately considering the needs of the public it
immediately proposes to add to the vast opportunities for non-motorized recreationists that are not
over-used and further impacts multiple-use visitors, who make up 97.45% of the visitors by further
limiting their recreational opportunities. It has now reached the point now where multiple-use
recreationists do not have an equal opportunity to enjoy our public lands. Multiple-use recreationists
feel like they are being treated as second class citizens. It is bad public policy when that policy
affects 97% of the public in a negative way.

Issue:

The prevailing trend of the past 35+ years has been to ] HELENA
convert large areas of federally managed lands in the >
project area and region from multiple-use lands to
wilderness/non-motorized/exclusive-use lands which is
direct contradiction to the number of visitors and their
needs. How many “land of many uses” signs do you see
anymore? The remaining multiple-use areas are the only
areas where most of the public can access and experience
our public lands. Therefore, the remaining multiple-use lands must remain open for multiple-use,
motorized access and motorized recreation in order to adequately and reasonably meet the needs of
97.45% of the public.

Issue:

The greatest communal need for public lands is for multiple-use opportunities. We promote
management for multiple-use because it allows everybody to enjoy the resources and it also
promotes sharing and non-polarization of visitors. Other management schemes promote non-sharing
and polarization of visitors. Non-sharing of multiple-use lands is not an acceptable concept. We can
solve more problems by resisting non-sharing and polarization and working together.

The most equitable management of public lands is for multiple-uses. Congress has recognized this
need with many laws including the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528 et
seq.) and National Forest Management Act of 1976. Multiple-Use was defined as “The management
of all the various renewable surface resources of the national forests so that they are utilized in the
combination that will best meet the needs of the American people...”. Outdoor recreation is the first
stated purpose of the act. Note that the pre-Columbian management scheme has not been enacted
by Congress. Therefore, the Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service have a responsibility to
provide recreational opportunities that meet the needs of the public just as government entities
provide road, water and wastewater systems that meet the needs of the public.

Public Law 88-657 states that “the Congress hereby finds and declares that the construction and
maintenance of an adequate system of roads and trails within and near the national forests and
other lands administered by the Forest Service is essential if increasing demands for timber,
recreation, and other uses of such lands are to be met; that the existence of such a system would
have the effect, among other things, of increasing the value of timber and other resources tributary
1o such roads; and that such a system is essential to enable the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafier
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O3-70: There is no such requirement by law, regulation, or
policy.

O3-71: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.

03-72: Comment is directed towards USFS, not BLM.

0O3-73: Thank you for your comment.

O3-74: Thank you for your comment.

O3-75: The BLM manages no wilderness in the planning
area. The BLLM does have the responsibility to man-
age wilderness study areas in accordance with BLM
Handbook H-8550-1, Interim Management Policy for
Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP) until such time as
Congtess acts to designate them as wilderness or release
them from further consideration. The basic interim
management standard is termed the “non-impairment”
standard and says WSAs shall be managed “in a manner
so as not to impair the suitability of such areas for preser-
vation as wilderness” (p. 2). “Management to the non-
impairment standard does not mean that the lands will be
managed as though they had already been designated as
wilderness” (p. 5). The IMP says with regard to motor
vehicle use, “Mechanical transport, including all motot-
ized devices as well as trail and mountain bikes may only
be allowed on existing ways ...(p. 16). Also, “Some lands
under wilderness review may contain minor facilities that
were found in the wilderness inventory process to be
substantially unnoticeable. For example, these may in-
clude primitive vehicle routes (“ways”) and livestock
developments. There is nothing in this IMP that requires
such facilities to be removed or discontinued. On the
contrary, they may be used and maintained as before, as
long as this does not cause new impacts that would im-
pair the area’s wilderness suitability” (p. 12). The pro-
posed action continues to limit motorized uses to desig-
nated trails within the wilderness study areas.

O3-76: Please see responses O3-124 and O5-24.
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called the Secretary) to provide for intensive use, protection, develoy and of
these lands under principles of multiple use and sustained yield of products and services.”.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) states that “(7) goals and
objectives be blished by law as for public land use planning, and that management
be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law; and, (c) In the
development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall -- (1) use and observe the principles
of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in this and other applicable law;”.

g a

The BLM Strategic Plan FY 2000 to 2005 states that: “To achieve this mission, the Bureau of Land
Management follows these principles: Manage natural resources for multiple use and long-term
value, recognizing that the mix of permitted and allowable uses will vary from area to area and
over time.”

Multiple-use management goals are the only goals that will “best meet the needs” of the public and
provide for equal program delivery to all citizens including motorized visitors. All of visitors have
a responsibility to accept and promote diversity of recreation on public lands. Diversity of
recreation opportunities can only be accomplished through for multiple-uses and
reasonable coexistence among visitors. Multiple-use lands must be managed for shared-use versus
segregated-use or exclusive-use.

A significant closing of roads and motorized trails in the project area is not consistent with meeting
the needs of the public and the goals of Multiple-Use Management as directed under Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and P.L.
88-657. Why are legally designated multiple-use lands being managed for limited-use instead of
multiple-use? This is a significant issue and must be adequately addressed. The cumulative negative
effects of other proposed and enacted federal land management policies have resulted in a
significant reduction of multiple-use and OHV recreation opportunities. The result has been a
significant conversion of multiple-use areas to exclusive non-motorized areas. We request
compliance with multiple-use policies and laws and a preferred alternative that will support these
policies and laws and the needs of the public

Issue:

Beginning in the early 1970’s, Congress and the American people began a debate on whether or not
to change national policy for vast areas of the west known as "public lands". Congress wanted to
change the policy from "disposal” to "retention". This policy shift meant the Federal government
would stop holding lands until they were sold (or otherwise transferred to the states), and would
retain and manage the lands for the benefit of the general public.

Many citizens and especially those in western states were concerned. Entire communities relied
upon access to resources existing on adjacent public lands. Indeed, western custom and culture grew
from a tradition of open access and use of public lands. Many felt the "retention" policy would
unduly influence the lives and livelihoods of citizens in the west.

In 1976, Congress struck an agreement with the western states. The basic agreement was that the
western states would not oppose the retention of these lands if the Federal Government would
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manage them under multiple use/sustained yield principles, protect valid existing rights, limit
wilderness review and consider the needs and concerns of adjacent communities when formulating
land use plans. Thus the FLPMA (Federal Land Policy and Management Act) was adopted.

There are 4 important elements within FLPMA:

First, and very important, was the mandate to manage lands under the principles of Multiple Use.
The Section 202, subsection (c)(1), specifically requires development and revision of land use plans
on the basis of "principles of multiple use and sustained yield." FLPMA section 102(a)(7) also
specifically requires that goals and objectives be established by law as guidelines for public land use
planning, and that management be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise
specified by law.

Second was the preservation of valid existing rights, including grazing rights, mining claims, oil and
gas leases, water rights and rights of access granted pursuant to R.S. 2477. Therefore, the R.S. 2477
law is a very important and germane issue for this project.

The third element was specific instructions to the Secretary of the Interior to formulate land use
plans that are consistent with State and local plans "...to the maximum extent he finds consistent
with Federal law and the purposes of this Act." This element includes provisions to di land
use inventory, planning and management activities not only with other federal agencies, but
specifically with agencies of the State and local government.

The fourth element of FLPMA consists of very specific instructions regarding Wilderness. Those
instructions are contained in Section 603 of FLPMA, wherein Congress instructed the agency to
inventory all of their lands, identify which were definitely not of wilderness quality, and then begin
an intensive inventory and analysis to determine which of the remaining lands would be
recommended for inclusion into the National, Wilderness Preservation System. Congress even set a
deadline for the completion of this task. A critical part of the agreement was that FLPMA sets no
mandates and no process requirements for engaging in an ongoing, never ending wilderness
inventory and review. Once the "603 Process" was completed, the agency would be finished with
wilderness inventory and review. Congress and the American People would then decide which lands
to include in the National Wilderness Preservation System.

We simply ask that all of the instructions and requirements of the law as agreed to under the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act be honored and applied to this project.

Issue:

Any | in existing plans for multiple-use areas that does not support multiple-
use is inconsistent with directives from Congress, the needs of the public and should be struck. Any
proposed language for the 1 plans for multipl areas that does not fully support

multiple-use is inconsistent with directives from Congress, the needs of the public and should be
dropped.

Issue:
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O3-77: Compliance with applicable laws (which most defi-
nitely includes the FLPMA) is a cornerstone of the plan-
ning criteria for this RMP planning effort as published in
the Federal Register Notice of Intent. See Chapter 1,
Section 1.5.

Also refer to response O4-1.

0O3-78: Please see response O3-3.
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Under the Organic Act of 1897, 16 U.S.C. § 475, ("Organic Act"), National forests were expressly
reserved for two purposes: to maintain favorable conditions for water flows and to ensure a
continuous supply of timber. With passage of the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, 16 U.S.C.
§ 528 et. seq. ("MUSYA"), Congress allowed the Forest Service to manage "renewable surface
resources of the national forest for multiple use and sustained yield of the several products and
services obtained therefrom." However, while the "multiple use" mandate of MUSYA broadened
the purposes for which National forests may be managed, the Act did not further reserve National
forests for multiple use purposes. See United States v. New Mexico, 438 U.S. §§ 696, 706-18
(1978). MUSY A defines "sustained yield of the several products and services" as "the achievement
and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular periodic output of various renewable
resources of the national forests without impairment of the productivity of the land." 16 U.S.C. §
531(b). Nowhere does MUSYA mention ecological sustainability or authorize it as a dominant use.

Although the National Forest Management Act ("NFMA") does not define sustained yield or
sustainability, NFMA requires forest planning to be consistent with the MUSYA. 16 U.S.C. §§
1602.1604. Like the MUSYA, NFMA requires the Forest Service to consider environmental and
ecological factors in land use planning. However, also, like MUSYA, NFMA does not elevate
ecological factors above any other multiple-use nor does it require that National forest land use
plans be contingent only upon ecological sustainability considerations. The proposed alternative
effectively elevates "ecological sustainability" above all other uses is based upon several faulty
assumptions.

First, the proposed alternative wrongly that the " ined yield" d of MUSYA and
NFMA require "sustainability." Thus, the proposed alternative expands the concept of sustained
yield significantly beyond what is allowed by the MUSYA and NFMA. As stated above, "sustained
yield" under the MUSYA simply means the maintenance of a regular output of several renewable
resources.

1 4

Second, the proposed alternative wrongly that all ility must be pr d upon
ecological sustainability. The proposed alternative assumes that sustainability (or sustained yield) of
any sort cannot be achieved without first achieving ecological sustainability. However, this
assumption is false. While biological diversity undisputably affects certain legitimate uses of
National forests, it is not essential to multiple use and sustained yield, as defined by the MUSYA.
For example, timber harvest and water flows can be managed on a sustainable yield basis (as
required by statute) with little species diversity. On the other hand, some uses, such as recreation,
may require a high degree of species diversity (fishing, research, wildlife watching), while
recreational uses of the forest require little or no species diversity (rock climbing, skiing). Still
others, such as mining, require no species diversity whatsoever. Certainly, ecological sustainability
and species diversity are important considerations in forest land use planning, and are often essential
to maintaining certain legitimate uses on a sustained basis. However. the assertion that species
diversity is absolutely necessary to maintain the sustained yield of multiple goods and services is
unsupportable, and cannot justify elevating the primary focus of land use planning to species
diversity. In sum, the proposed alternative should report and reflect the true nature and role of
ecology in multiple use and sustained yield management not elevate it over the Congressional
mandates.
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Third, the proposed alternative wrongly assume that ecological sustainability as the primary focus of
forest planning best meets the needs of the American people. The MUSYA defines "multiple use" as
the management of various renewable resources in a combination which best meets the needs of the

American people. 16 U.S.C. § 531(a). Elevation of biological diversity and ecological sustainability

to the chief planning factor assumes a priori that such values, in all cases, best meet the needs of the
American people; this presumption is in error and must be established on a case by case basis.

Fourth, in addition to not following the mandates of the Organic Act, MUSYA, and NFMA, the
document states that the enactment of various other laws, including the National Environmental
Policy Act ("NEPA"), the Endangered Species Act ("ESA"), the Clean Air Act ("CAA") and the
Clean Water Act ("CWA") "reinforce ecological sustainability as the first priority of National Forest
system management." Id. Again, this is incorrect; none of these statutes in any way change the
mandates for the management of National forests. See e.g. Platte River Whooping Crane Trust v.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 962 F.2d 27, 34 9D.C. Cir. 1992) (holding that the ESA
does not mandate that federal agencies violate their statutory authority in protecting listed species).
For example, the document cites a policy statement set forth in the preamble to NEPA as a mandate
to manage for ecological sustainability. However, as the courts have made clear, the NEPA is a
procedural act only, designed to p consideration of envir | impacts in federal
decision-making, and cannot mandate any substantive result. See Robertson v. Methow Valley
Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989).

In summary, the proposed alternative is built upon a tenuous foundation which assumes that: (1)
various statutes require that ecological sustainability be the dominant consideration for all
management of National forests: (2) sustained yield of various goods and services derived from the
forests cannot be achieved without first achieving ecological sustainability: and (3) that ecological
sustainability in all cases is the highest and best use of the forests for the American people. To be
supportable, these assumptions would require significant legal, scientific, and economic data. As it
is, such data has no been provided and these assumptions are false, therefore, the proposed
alternative is flawed and should not be adopted.

Issue:

In order to achieve ecological sustainability as the proposed alternative defines it. the ecological

condition of the project area must be within the range of those found prior to European Settlement.
This standard is illegal and inappropriate under applicable law. First, legitimate multiple use
activities such as timber harvest and mining rarely occurred on a large scale prior to
European settlement. Thus, to achieve ecological sustainability, such activities must be
excluded. This is a violation of the Organic Act, MUSYA, and NFMA.

2. Second, no statutory authority exists which mandates that ecological conditions of any kind
must reflect pre-European settlement conditions.

3. Third, the assumption that ecological conditions prior to European settlement are better than
conditions at any time since then is a purely subjective value judgment, and is not
appropriate to consider during the planning process.

4. Finally, the scientific evidence which suggests what ecological conditions were like prior to
European settlement is highly speculative. Basing all planning and management around a
range of variability which can never be definitively determined is illusory, arbitrary and
capricious and violates the Organic Act, MUSYA, and NFMA.
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03-79: Comment pertains to national forests, not BLM
land.

0O3-80: None of the alternatives defines ecological sustain-
ability in this way. Comment must be in reference to a
different document.
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Identification of "high social, cultural, or economic value" and "desired" levels are subjective and
requires an assessment and balancing of public values. For example, a particular species may have a
high social value to a particular segment of the population, but a low social value to another.
Similarly, a species may have significant economic value for a particular use (trees cut for timber),
but have high social value in the context of an entirely different use (trees observed by hikers).
Furthermore, these conflicting values may require entirely different "desired" levels. Despite these
extremely complex and subjective determinations, the proposed alternative provide virtually no
explanation or guidance regarding how these levels and values were established. This extreme
discretion is not allowed by the Organic Act, MUSYA, and NFMA, which require that forests be
managed for a variety of uses.

Issue:

Under applicable law, economic and social considerations are just as important ecological analyses
and should be given equal consideration. This is especially true for the social and economic
concerns at the state and local level. Consider the following:

1. The Organic Act has long been interpreted as requiring that National forest lands be
managed to promote the local economic and social stability of the dependant communities.
The first Chief of the Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot wrote: "In the management of each
reserve, local questions will be decided upon local grounds . sudden changes in
industrial conditions will be avoided by gradual adjustment afier due notice . . . . " Forest
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, The Use Book (1906 ed.) at 17. The first
congressional concerns for the stability of communities dependent on the resources of the
National forests arose during debates surrounding passage of the Organic Act. The National
Academy of Sciences had criticized past land management practices that allowed companies
and individuals to cut excessive quantities of timber without monetary charge. Nevertheless,
the debates surrounding the Organic Act centered on protecting the forests from fire and
insect damage, ensuring that the forests serve to conserve water resources for the arid West,
and managing the forests for economic purposes. S. Rept. No. 105, 10, 19. In fact, after
describing the depredations of fire, livestock, and illegal timber cutting, one Senate report
concluded: 4 study of the forest reserves in relation to the general development of the
welfare of the country, shows that the segregations of these great bodies of reserved lands
cannot be withdrawn from all occupation and use and that they must be made to perform
their part for the economy of the nation. According to a strict interpretation of the rulings
of the Department of the Interior, no one has the right to enter a forest reserve, to cut a
single tree from its forests, or to examine it rocks in search of valuable minerals. Forty
million acres of land are then theoretically shut out from all human occupation or
enjoyment. Such a condition of things should not continue, for unless the reserved lands of
the public domain are made to contribute to the welfare and prosperity of the country, they
should be thrown open to settlement and the whole system of reserved forests be
abandoned. S. Rep. No. 105, 22.

2. The notion of community stability grew out of Congress' concern for the impacts on local
communities. During the passage of the Organic Act, Congressman Safroth echoed this
concern: The forestry question is not a matter of great concern from a national stand point,
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because the purposes for which these reservations are set aside are merely local. It is a
matter of interest to people in the West only as to whether these reservations are properly
established. It is on account of the waters which are to irrigate our agricultural lands that
we are interested in forest reservations. . . . . The timber reserves of that region can never
be a subject of national concern although they may be of great interest to the people of that
particular locality -- the people of Colorado, Utah and other Western communities. 30
Cong. Rec. 984 (1897).

3. Congress has never changed its concern for local communities. Eleven years following the
passage of the Organic Act, Congress passed the Twenty-Five Percent Fund Act, under
which 25 percent of the revenues from the national forests are returned to the states. 16
U.S.C. § 500. In 1913, Congress directed that another 10 percent of the National forest
revenues be spent on road construction and local road maintenance. 16 U.S.C. § 501. In
1976, Congress amended the Twenty-Five Percent Fund Act to provide that the
disbursement to state and local governments would be calculated from gross revenues,
rather than stumpage prices. 16 U.S.C. § 500, National Forest Management Act of 1976,
Report of Senate Committee of Agriculture and Forestry, S. Rep. 94-893 (May 1976) 1, 22-
3.

4. These examples clearly illustrate that Congress intends National forests to be a driving force
in promoting and sustaining state and local communities and governments, both
economically and socially. The multiple use and sustained yield of several goods and
services mandate of MUSYA and NFMA reinforce this concept. Accordingly, the proposed
alternative should give more weight to these concerns. Economic and social impact analysis
should be mandatory at all levels of forest planning and management.

Issue:

With regard to wilderness areas, roadless areas, national recreation areas, natural landmarks and
monuments, and wild, scenic, and recreational rivers, the Bureau of Land Management and Forest
Service are only authorized to delineate such areas and report such findings to Congress. Unless and
until Congress actually designates such areas under applicable law, such delineations should have
no effect on the multiple use and sustained yield mandates for management of public lands.

With regard to research and natural areas and scenic by-ways, the BLM and FS can designate such
areas; however such designation should have no effect on the multiple use and sustained yield
mandates for management of those public lands. Finally, with regard to critical waterways,
geological areas, unroaded areas, botanical areas, and national scenic areas, the BLM and FS have
no statutory authority to designate and manage such areas. Any such designations can by law have
no effect on the multiple use and d yield d for of national forests.
Accordingly, these "special designations" should be deleted from the proposed alternative.

Issue:

Note that the Final Roadless Rule published on January 5, 2001

(http://roadless.fs.fed.us/d rule/roadless_fedreg_rule.pdf’) included the following directive
“The proposed rule did not close any roads or off-highway vehicle (OHV) trails™. The agency must
honor this commitment. The Roadless Rule is all about preventing new roads from being
constructed; it is not about banning motorized use of existing motorized roads and trails. United
Four Wheel Drive Associations reached a settlement agreement with the Federal Government
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O3-81: Such values were determined through public input
and as a result of socioeconomic studies prepared by
BLM and other sources. The Organic Act, MUSYA, and
NFMA pertain to national forests and the forest setvice,
not BLM-administered public lands or BLM.

0O3-82: Assuming that the commenter is referring to the
National Forest Organic Act of 1897, this comment then
refers to management of national forests, not BLM lands.

0O3-83: Please refer to the Special Designations section in
Chapter 2. Also refer to responses P1-1, paragraph 2 and
05-13.

O3-84: This roadless rule applies to national forests, not
BLM lands.
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prohibiting the US Forest Service from categorically closing roads or using the term "unroaded" in
establishing roadless areas for Wilderness designation. Under the terms of the settlement agreement
the Forest Service is banned from using the Road Moratorium to close a single mile of road". Unite:
obtained evidence that many, if not all, of the national forests were using the Temporary Road
Moratorium to create de facto wilderness areas as part of forest planning. Carla Boucher of United
predicted in early 1998 that this was the plan of the Forest Service all along. “This agreement
prevents the creation of de facto wilderness, protecting nearly 347,000 miles of access for motorize«
recreationists”, remarked Boucher. Additionally, the ruling in the State of Wyoming v. USDA by
U.S. District Court Judge Clarence Brimmer blocked implementation of the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. This project must include proper interpretation of the Roadless Rule and the
roadless rule should not be used to close existing motorized routes in roadless areas.

Issue:

A November 2003 national voter survey by Moore Information (http:/www.cdfe.org/poll.htm)
reveals that most Americans agree that the scores of environmental groups in Montana and
throughout the nation have lost their focus. Specifically, 61% of voters nationwide agree with the
statement; “While protecting the environment is important, environmental groups usually push for
solutions which are too extreme for me.” Just 33% disagree with this, and 6% have no opinion. In
the Mountain/Plains region that includes Montana the divergence is even more severe. A full 71%
of respondents agree with the previous statement, and only 25% disagree. Additionally a poll by
Market Research Insight (MRI) in December 2003 found that 27% of the public supported
environmental groups and 53% opposed their actions.

In order to be true and responsive to the public, decisions should not be based on pressure from
environmental groups and their litigation. Public opinion supports this position.

Issue:

Environmental groups with substantial funding and paid staff are likely to provide substantial input
to the process and to challenge the process through appeals and legal actions. The magnitude of
funding and the influence available to these has been documented by the Independent Record in a
series of articles found at:

http://www.helenair.com/articles/2002/03/11/stories/headline/l1a2.txt ,
http://www.helenair.com/articles/2002/03/10/stories/headline/7al .txt , and
http://www.helenair.com/articles/2002/03/10/stories/headline/1al .txt and the Sacramento Bee at
http://www.sacbee.com/static/archive/news/projects/environment/index02.html , at Activist Cash

http://www.activistcash.com/index.cfm and at Green-Watch
http://capresearch.brinkster.net/search/search.asp .
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The greening of the environmental movement

1999 figures, in miltions of dollars, for 20 environmental groups with largest contributions

Top executive
Group Public contributions Total revenue® salary

1 The Nature Conservancy $4034 $704.0 $210,151 B
2 Trust for Public Land 594 B s105.7 il $157,868
3 Conservation Interational s76.7 $83.5 Bl $203,049 R
4 World Wildhfe Fund s634 M st 5241 638 R
5 Ducks Unlimited s63.4 $108.6 [l $346,882 B
6 _Natural Resources Defense Council $326 $238.964 R
7" Conservation Fund $325
8 National Wildlife Federation $312
9 National Audubon Society $307 $53.6 1 $239,670 B
10 Environmental Defense $284 $263 | s262,708
11 Sierra Club $19.1 s543 [ $199,577 EER
12 Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation $17.5 $349 $186.369 [
13 The Wilderness Society 5174 s143 ] 204,501 B
14 Sierra Club Foundation** $16.4 s1281 $100,000 [
15 National Parks Conservation Association $14.6 5166 | 172,879
16 Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund $122 s133 1 $157,583 B
17 Defenders of Wildife $103 s133 1 $201,337
18 Greenpeace luc. $9.9 si1 $54.033 1
19 Save The Redwoods League $9.8 s89 | $165,110 [
20 Center for Marine Conservation $8.6 $8.7 1 $135,806 [
“lachudes d e **The he Sierr Chub
Sousce: Bee resessch Sacramento Bee/Scot Flodia

This influence on the agency’s decisions must be balanced by the needs and opinions of the public
for multiple-use opportunities. Investigation of this balance will determine that the groups listed
above are out of line with the majority of the public’s needs and interests.

Issue:

A major loophole in the NEPA compliance arena exists. NEPA compliance is not being applied to
the actions of foundations that contribute heavily to environmental groups and the actions
(campaigns) that those well-funded environmental groups use that funding on. Actions follow
funding whether it is for a new highway or an environmental crusade. Certainly these actions such
as the environmental crusade against snowmobile use in Yellowstone National Park have affected
the quality of the human environment including motorized recreation and interstate commerce
opportunities. NEPA was intended to protect the quality of the human environment. Significant
funding whether it is used to build highways or finance the campaigns of environmental groups is
the source of all actions. NEPA should be applied to the large grant activities (actions) of
Foundations and the high dollar action campaigns of environmental groups just as it is for new
highway projects.

Issue:

Agency decision-making is being driven by accepting actions that will not be challenged in court
versus decisions that are in the best interests of the public or that would meet the public’s needs. For
example, the January 21, 2004 Missoulian newspaper quoted Lolo Forest Supervisor Debbie Austin
“Then, too, it's probably not worth taxpayer dollars to propose a big-acreage, big-ticket salvage sale
that's likely to be challenged in court, she said.” The ethics of making decisions that are in the best
interest of the public and that meet the needs of the public must be restored regardless of the dollar
cost. Failure to base our government on these principles will be devastating in the end and we must

restore decision-making based on these principles.

We are a 10Cally supported 3ssoCiatioh whose purpose Is to preserve trails for ail
recreationists throush responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 34 of 109

Responses

0O3-85: Planning issues and, therefore, the alternatives, were
developed as a result of input from any member of the
public who wished to comment. The number one plan-
ning issue is in relation to motorized recreational access,
indicating a high level of input from members of the
public who care about such use of CDAFO lands.

0O3-806: Please see tesponse O3-85.

0O3-87: Funding was not a major consideration in develop-
ing alternatives. It was only consider when analyzing the
practicality and reasonableness of the alternatives. It had
no influence on development of the travel management
alternatives.

O3-88: The alternatives are designed to address the issues
BLM identified from public input during scoping. How-
ever, the RMP and the planning process must also com-
ply with federal laws and regulation, which often limit the
decision space.
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Why are the extreme motorized closure alternatives presented and a middle of the road alternative
based on existing routes plus new motorized routes needed to meet the public’s need not presented?
We are concerned that this demonstrates a significant predisposition in the current process.

Issue:

One of the basic requirements of NEPA is to “achieve a balance between population and resource
use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities™ (Public Law
91-190, Title 1, Section 101 (b) (5)). The wording of NEPA was carefully chosen and was intended
to produce a balance between the natural and human environment. Practice and interpretation since
the law has strayed far from that intent.

Issue:

Over the past 35 years (and it is accelerating in recent years) the overarching public land
management trend has been to close access to and use of public lands. This trend of closure upon
closure has become epidemic and is out of control as demonstrated by popular public opinion. A
sampling of different users and perspectives is provided below to demonstrate this trend and the
cumulative negative impacts that it has produced.

htp://w com/inde: $/2004/0472 Jand. in
hitp: mistandard 405/ feigicfhb.txt

hp://ww com/index. php?id=] 003/11/1 30-blm.in
hup:// i SelectStory.(pl? i=search 57-8
hitp: Story.tp! i=searchd 8$16800-3&search-var=multiple
htp:/fespn. 1106/1274551.him!

hitp://www.aap: publandside.cfin

hitp://www.nanpa.ore/c cLandsAccess. pdf

htip://www. wash info/l dex htm

http://www.sdore. lawsuit html

hitp://www.amfed Tands-access html

hitp:/Awww.gamineral.org/land-ac
hitp://ww org/bush_promises on_p.htm
hitp://www. delalbright. com/landuse htm

http://www.off-road. convorcland html

http://www hen org/serviets/her id=5735

http://a FinalWhitePage-Total pdf
http://www.dxd 2002 hum

hutp:/ helena i 3 020
hutp://www.maccusa.cony/

http:// html

http:/www ssfia com/land/land.htm

Many additional articles can be found by searching the web for keywords “public lands access™. By
far the loss of access and the trend of motorized closures upon motorized closure on public lands are
the most common themes. From the public’s perspective the #1 problem is access to adequate
multiple-use access and recreational opportunities and the fact that these opportunities are being
eliminated at a record pace by federal land use agencies. It is time to recognize that the trend of
closure of public land to the public is inequitable. It is also time to undertake adequate correction to
reverse the cumulative negative impact of 35 years of closure upon closure. It is also time to
implement adequate mitigation to compensate for the cumulative negative impacts caused by the
trend of inequitable closures that are now significant.

Issue:

We are a 10Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
rec) jonists through ible envirc protection and education.
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The overarching trend of the last 35 years has been to remove people from the land. This trend has
occurred as a result of many different factors including creation of national parks and monuments;
creation of wilderness, non-motorized, and roadless areas; policies of the Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management; influx of dollars for conservation easements and land trusts; decline of
farming and ranching; and decline of mining and timber harvests. People still have the same need
and desire to work and recreate on the land but they no longer have the same opportunity. The
cumulative negative effect of the different trends that have removed people from the land is so
significant now that any additional impacts must be avoided. Additionally, because the cumulative
negative effect is so significant, adequate mitigation measures must be included as part of all future
actions.

Issue:

Evaluations and decisions have been limited to natural resource management issues. Issues
associated with motorized access and motorized recreation must be adequately addressed during the
evaluation and decision-making including social, economic, and environmental justice issues. We
are concerned that issues cannot be restricted to just those associated with natural resources. Access
and recreation on public lands are essential needs of the public in Montana and we respectfully
request that issues associated with the human environment be adequately addressed.

Issue:

Montana ranks very low for social conditions (44" state per Fordham Institute for Innovation in
Social Policy, ) and social issues are relevant to this action. Motorized recreation is a healthy social
activity. These types of issues are associated with motorized access and recreation in the project area
and these issues must be adequately addressed. Social issues must be adequately evaluated per the
SOCIAL IMPACT ANALYSIS (SIA): PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES TRAINING COURSE
(1900-03) (http://www.fs.fed.us/eme/nepa/includes/sia.html ) and Environmental Justice issues per
Departmental Regulation 5600-2. The evaluation and resulting decision must adequately consider
and address all of the social and economic impacts associated with the significant motorized access
and motorized recreational closures.

Issue:

Dr. Martin E.P. Seligman has identified that learned helplessness or the belief that your actions will
be futile is an epidemic affecting the nation (page 70, ISBN 0-671-01911-2). The evaluation of
social issues must also include an evaluation of conditions contributing to learned helplessness
including the lack of recognition and attention to the needs of motorized recreationists and the
significant social problems that result from these conditions.

Issue:

Over the past 35 years (and it is accelerating in recent years), motorized recreationists have had to
bear a disproportionate share of the negative consequences on the human environment resulting
from the significant closure of motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities by federal
land management actions and policies. We continue to ask for a reasonable explanation of “Why are
we the only ones to lose in every action?”” And yet the trend of motorized closures continues at an
ever increasing pace.

We are a 10Cally supported 3ssociation whose purpose Is to preserve trajls for all
recregtionises througl responsible environmental protection and education.
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0O3-89: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-90: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-91: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-92: Please see response O3-3.

03-93: Please see Sections 2-130 through 2-134, and Section
4.5 of the DRMP/EIS. Also see response O3-85.

0O3-94: Section 4.5 discusses planning area and regional
impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice.

0O3-95: The social setting of the planning area was consid-
ered in identification of planning issues and in develop-
ment and analysis of alternatives.

03-96: The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1)
(BLM 2005) states “Environmental Justice involves the
fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with
respect to the development, implementation, and enforce-
ment of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.
Fair treatment means that no group of people, including
racial, ethnic, or socio-economic group should bear a
disproportionate share of the negative environmental
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and
commercial operations ot the execution of Federal, state,
local, and Tribal programs and policies.” BLM’s effects
analysis (Section 4.5) found that no such group of people
would bear a disproportionate share of the negative envi-
ronmental consequences resulting from the alternatives
for this plan.
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We believe that federal environmental justice compliance requirements as initiated by Executive
Order 12898 should be applied immediately to correct the disproportionately significant and adverse
impacts that motorized recreationists have been subjected to. In order to accomplish this we request
that this proposed action comply with U.S. Forest Service Departmental Regulation 5600-2
(http://www.usda.gov/da/5600-2.pdf ) including the DEFINITION of environmental justice
provided therein:

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE means that, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted
by law, all populations are provided the opportunity to comment before decisions are
rendered on, are allowed to share in the benefits of, are not excluded from, and are not
affected in a disproportionately high and adverse manner by, government programs and
activities affecting human health or the environment.

While some of the guidance published on environmental justice refers to specific minority and low-
income populations, the intent of the guidance must be taken in a broader sense as recommended by
the EPA in order to avoid discrimination or unfair treatment of any significantly impacted sector of
the public:

In order to correct the disproportionately significant and adverse impacts that motorized

96 recreationists have been subjected to we request that the proposed action comply with EPA's Office
of Envirc I Justice (http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/
ej/ej_guidance_nepa_epa0498.pdf ) including:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no
group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group should bear a
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from
industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local,
and tribal programs and policies.

The goal of this "fair treatment" is not to shift risks among populations, but to identify
potential disproportionately high and adverse effects and identify alternatives that may
mitigate these impacts.

Unfortunately, the treatment of motorized recreationists does not meet the definition of fair
treatment and environmental justice requirements must be complied with in order to correct the
situation.

We request that the proposed action comply with the Council on Environmental Quality

(http://ceq.ch.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ej/justice.pdf ) recommendations in order to correct the

disproportionately significant and adverse impacts that motorized recreationists have been subjected
to including:

We are a 0Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose Is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Thus, agencies have developed and should periodically revise their strategies providing
guidance concerning the types of programs, policies, and activities that may, or historically
have, raised environmental justice concerns at the particular agency.

The Executive Order requires agencies to work to ensure effective public participation_and
access to information.

The cumulative negative impact of all closures on motorized recreationists are significant and
warrants a revised strategy to deal with the issues surrounding this condition.

Agencies should recognize the interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or
economic factors that may amplify the natural and physical environmental effects of the
proposed agency action. These factors should include the physical sensitivity of the
community or population to particular impacts; the effect of any disruption on the
community structure associated with the proposed action; and the nature and degree of
impact on the physical and social structure of the community.

To date, all of these factors have not been adequately examined with respect to motorized
recreationists and the trend of excessive motorized access and recreational closures.

Agencies should encourage the members of the communities that may suffer a

9 6 disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect from a proposed
agency action to help develop and comment on possible alternatives to the proposed agency

action as early as possible in the process.

Motorized recreationists have not had the opportunity to develop mitigation plans required to
address the significant impact resulting from cumulative effect all closures.

When the agency has identified a disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effect on low-income populati minority populati or Indian tribes
from either the proposed action or alternatives, the distribution as well as the magnitude of
the disproportionate impacts in these communities should be a factor in determining the
environmentally preferable alternative.

We maintain that the intent of identifying low-income populations, minority populations, or Indian
tribes is simply to portray examples of affected groups. The EPA guidance included above supports
this conclusion. To date, the disproportionate impact on motorized recreationists has not been a
factor when determining the preferred alternative and it should be, in fact, just the opposite is
occurring (our needs are being ignored).

Mitigation measures include steps to avoid, mitigate, minimize, rectify, reduce, or eliminate
the impact associated with a proposed agency action. Throughout the process of public
participation, agencies should elicit the views of the affected populations on measures to
mitigate a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effec:

We are a 0Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose Js to preserve trails £or all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Motorized recreationists have been affected in a disproportionately high and adverse manner by the
significant impact that has occurred from all cumulative closures of motorized access and motorized
recreational closures including actions by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
associated with travel planning, forest planning, watershed planning, water quality districts,
wilderness study areas, research areas, timber sales, and creation of monuments, non-motorized and
wildlife management areas. We are also concerned that this has occurred on lands intended by
congress to be managed for multiple-uses. Multiple-uses include motorized access and motorized
recreation.

The efforts to involve motorized recreationists in the process using unique methods as required by
the environmental justice regulations have not happened. The process must allow for and
accommodate that needs of citizens who, for the most part, act and live independently and are not
organized to the level of environmental organizations. Thomas Mendyke, Outdoor Editor for the
Independent Record made the following statement in his article on November 20, 2003 Outdoor
enthusiasts frequently find themselves at odds with big money interests. Generally speaking, people
who pursue outdoor interests tend to be an independent lot. Sporting groups usually are poorly
Jfunded, loosely organized and ill-prepared to match the financial and legal power their adversaries
offen possess.

The process should not allow well-organized and funded groups to take opportunities away from
less-organized and funded individuals. This certainly is an environmental injustice. Moreover, the
development of measures as required by environmental justice regulations to mitigate the
disproportionately high and adverse impacts that have affected motorized recreationists has not
happened.

‘We request a corrective action and over-arching mitigation plan that will undo the significant impact
that all cumulative motorized access and motorized recreational closures has had on motorized
recreationists over the past 35 years. We also request a monitoring program be provided by an
unbiased third-party to assure that this correction occurs within our lifetime.

Issue:

A recent study by David Sunding, an associate professor of natural resource economics, David
Zilberman, a UC Berkeley professor of agriculture and resource economics, and graduate student
Aaron Swoboda to the California Resource Management Institute found that the economic impacts
from designation and preservation of special plant and animal habitat areas continue to cost society
hundreds of millions of dollars because of delays, court fees and opportunities forgone. Sunding's
report, released Feb. 20, found that agencies had underestimated the actual economic and social
impact by seven to 14 times.

Certainly, natural resource decisions cannot and should not be made entirely on economic impacts.
However, NEPA requires that both economic and environmental facts should be considered in the
final land management decisions. The U.C. Berkeley study displays the fact that the full economic
and social facts and impacts are not being adequately considered by the federal land management
agencies. We request adequate evaluation of the economic and social impacts of this proposed
action be considered in the analysis and decision-making. Additionally, we request that the
cumulative negative impact resulting from inadequate evaluation of economic and social impacts in

We are a [0Cally Supporeed 3$soCiation Whose purpose Js to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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past actions are considered in the analysis and decision-making and that an adequate mitigation plan
be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:

The positive economic impact on the economy of the area must be adequately considered in the
decision-making. Arizona State Parks has prepared a good example of an economic analysis of
OHV recreation for Coconino County, AZ
http://www.gf.state.az.us/pdfs/w_c/OHV%20Report.pdf). The economic impacts of OHV
recreation in one county are significant with $258.3 million statewide impact and a $215.3 million
impact locally that supports 2,580 jobs. Off-highway vehicle recreation activity is an immensely
powerful part of the Arizona collective economic fabric, generating nearly $3 billion in retail sales
during 2002 (http://www.gf.state.az.us/pdfs/w_c/OHV%20Report.pdf ). This evaluation should be
used as guideline to evaluate the existing and potential positive economic impacts associated with
OHYV recreation in the project area. Additionally, the study does a good job assessing the activities
and reasons that recreationists enjoy using off-highway vehicles. Another study conducted by __
found that the total estimated itemized expenditures by households participating in OHV Recreation
in Colorado in 2000 was $519,333,239.

Additional information on the importance of OHV recreation to the economy of the project area can
be found at:

1. Gilmore Research Group, 1989, Washington DNR, Assessment of ORV impact and use
in Roslyn-Cle Elum, WA.
2. Haas, Glenn et al, 1989, Colorado Sate University, Estimated CO recreational use and

expenditures for OHV in FY 1988.

3. Tyler & Associates, 1990, CA DOT, A study of fuel tax attributable to OHV and Street
Licensed vehicles used for recreation off-highway.

4. CA OHMVR Division , 1994, CA Department of Parks and Recreation, A 26 page study
of the $3 Billion economic impact of OHV use in CA.

5. Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 1994, Federal Highway Administration, Report
ORNL/TM-1999/100, Federal Highway Administration, An 80 page summary of the fuel
used for OHV recreation, http://www-cta.ornl.gov/publications/offroad.pdf .

6. CA OHMVR Division, 1991, CA Department of Parks and Recreation, A 119 page
summary of the status of OHV recreation in CA.

7. Schuett, Michael , 1998, West Virginia University, 14 page report on OHV user values
and demographics.

8. Motorcycle Industry Council (MIC), 1998, 20 page statistical report of motorcycle
population, sales and usage.

9. Generoux, John & Michele, 1993, Minnesota DNR, 33-page report on feasibility of Iron
Range OHV Rec'n Area.

10.  Hazen and Sawyer, 2001; Colorado Off-Highway Vehicle CO, 144-page analysis of
economic impact of OHV recreation in Colorado which is estimated at $230 million,

http://cohveo.org/economics/main.html ).
11. Tennessee OHV Economic Impact, A $3.4 Billion Industry,

http://www.state.tn.us/environment/ohv/ohvimpacts.pdf,
http://www.state.tn.us/environment/ohv/econimpact.pdf .

We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiatioh whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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0O3-97: A socioeconomic report has been prepared for this

project, and is available for public review at http://
www.blm.gov/rmp/id/cda/. BLM relied heavily on this
report when describing the affected environment and
during analysis of the environmental consequences of the
alternatives.

0O3-98: Section 4.5.1 describes the impacts of the travel

management alternatives on socioeconomics. Also see
response above O3-97.
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12.  March 2003 Presentation at the National OHV Managers Meeting in Charlotte, North
Carolina, http://www.etra.net/Newsletters/2003/July2003.htm.

13.  Nelson, C.M., Lynch, J.A., & Stynes, D.J. 2000. Michigan Licensed Off-Road Vehicle
Use and Users, 1998-99. East Lansing, MI: Department of Park, Recreation and Tourism
Resources, Michigan State University, http://www.prr.msu.edu/miteim/orvspend.pdf .

14, Jonathan Silberman, PhD. The Economic Importance Of Off-Highway Vehicle
Recreation, Economic data on off-highway vehicle recreation for the State of Arizona
and for each Arizona County Study, Prepared by School of Management,
http:/www.gf state.az.us/pdfs/w_c/OHV%20Report.pdf

15.  Hazen, S. (2001). Economic Contribution of Off-Highway Vehicle Use in Colorado,
Colorado Off-Highway Coalition.

A common theme with the public and local and state governments has been the need for more
economic development in the area and they are searching for ways to expand and enhance the local
economy. OHV recreation is a significant part of the existing economy. Any reduction in OHV
recreational opportunities will hurt the local economy. Additionally, the enhancement of OHV
recreational opportunitics in the project area will provide a badly needed enhancement of the overall
local economy as well.

Issue:

There has never been an accounting of the cumulative negative impact of all motorized closures that
have occurred over the past 35 years. Actions that have contributed to the significance of the
cumulative negative impact on motorized recreation include millions of acres and thousands of
miles of roads and trails associated with Endangered Species Act; Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail; forest fires; timber harvests, forest plans; view shed plans; resource plans; watershed
plans; roadless plan; creation of wildlife management areas, monuments, non-motorized areas,
wilderness areas, and wilderness study areas; area closures, and last but certainly not least, travel
plans. This cumulative negative impact has not been quantified and it is significant.

In order to evaluate this cumulative negative effect, an accounting of all motorized closures must be
done at 5-year increments going back to the creation of the wilderness act. This accounting needs to
be done on a local forest or district level in addition to statewide and regional levels. For example,
loss of motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities since 1986 in our immediate area
(Helena National Forest) include: 18 separate closures in the Big Belts with the loss of 42.15 miles;
130 miles in other areas; closure of 191,000 acres and 75 miles in the Elkhorn Mountains; and
closure of 625,447 acres in the remainder of the forest. Both adjoining public lands and public lands
further away have experienced similar trends. Therefore, the cumulative negative impact of all
motorized access and recreational closures is significant. Simply, there are very few places left
where motorized recreationists can recreate and yet the trend continues. This stealthy attack on
motorized recreational opportunities must be acknowledged. Please quantify and consider these
cumulative negative impacts and develop a preferred alternative that will mitigate the significant
impact on motorized recreationists that has occurred.

Issue:
We are concerned that the lack of accounting for the cumulative negative impact of all forms of
motorized closures over the past 35 years is an undisclosed strategy to squeeze motorized

We are a 10Cally Supported assoCiation WhHose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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recreationists into the smallest possible area. Once this is accomplished, then the agencies will take
the position that the impacts on that small area left for use is significant and everything will be
completely shut down. All of the plans, strategies, actions, and evidence support this concern.

Issue:

One agency cannot ignore the cumulative negative impact that another agency’s actions are having
on motorized access and motorized recreation. For example, the BLM cannot ignore cumulative
negative impact of all of the closures that have occurred in the Helena National Forest during the
evaluation of BLM projects in the area and vice versa.

Issue:

For the most part, adequate OHV opportunities do not exist. As OHV use becomes concentrated in
smaller areas because of closures or restrictions, the frequency of encounters between motorized and
non-motorized trail users increases dramatically. Resource damage can also results from use
concentrated in smaller areas. Certainly with the acceptance of millions of acres of area closure by
motorized recreationists, the use of the existing network of roads and trails including spurs for
camping and exploring is reasonable. Additionally, we have seldom asked for any new routes and
the level of use would justify many new routes.

Issue:

We are concerned that the BLM and Forest Service has created unnecessary significant negative
impacts on both the human and natural by their policies that seeks to close as many motorized
routes and opportunities as possible over the past 30 years. The cumulative effect of this policy is to
crowd motorized recreationists into a relatively small number of areas and trails such the Whitetail-
Pipestone area versus widely dispersed and adequate motorized recreational opportunities. The
limited opportunities and resulting concentrated use is not the best alternative for either the human
or natural environment. The limited opportunities and resulting concentrated use is not equitable for
the public and especially when considering that these lands are intended by Congress to be managed
for multiple-uses.

Issue:
The public has a need for more motorized access to dispersed camping spots in the project area
including access for RV’s trailers, and tent camping.

Issue:

The travel management process should be initiated with the scoping process and a full and adequate
evaluation of all viable alternatives. All existing roads and trails available to motorized
recreationists should be used as the starting alternative for all analyses and impact determinations.
Establishment of this baseline alternative is crucial to the evaluation of all proposed impacts on
motorized recreationists. Time after time the alternatives presented in the travel planning process do
not include a reasonable motorized alternative. This seems to be a ploy to get the public to accept
less right from the start. The process is predisposed in that a minimal number of motorized access
and motorized recreational opportunities are presented as the preferred alternative from the
beginning when the needs of the public are just the opposite. We request that the process be
restarted and that all existing roads and trails which are available for use by motorized recreationists
be adequately identified as the baseline alternative.

We are a 10Cally supported association whose purpose is o preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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03-99: Such analysis is beyond the scope of this RMP.

0O3-100: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-101: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.

0O3-102: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 1.

0O3-103: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.

0O3-104: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-105: Thank you for your comment. Please see response
03-124.  The proposed action describes an adaptive
travel management process. Refer to TM-D1.1.8.
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In an attempt to close as many existing roads and trails and possible, non-motorized interests keep
trying to confuse the issues by suggesting that we are asking for illegally created trails. We are not.
The term “illegal trails” is being used inappropriately. Many of the routes being referred by non-
motorized interests as “illegal trails™ were created in an era when cross-country travel was legal and
access to public lands was encouraged without planning. We request that this term not be used by
the agency to describe those legally created and used routes. We are asking for continued use of
trails that are legitimately recognized by the agencies including those defined by the: 3-State OHV
decision and route definitions (or similar definitions), RS-2477 access laws, all agency mapping
including current travel plan mapping and historic and current visitor mapping.

Issue:

The need for more non-motorized hiking trails has not been demonstrated or documented. Non-
motorized hiking trails in the project are not over-used. At the same time there is need for more
motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities yet the dominant thinking within the
agency is to close motorized roads and trails and increase non-motorized recreational opportunities.

We do not understand why the public’s needs do not carry any weight in the process. Why is it
acceptable to make decisions that fly in the face of public need? It appears to be done as conscious
and organized efforts to eliminate a sector of the public from public lands. The needs of the public
are being ignored in favor of a management agenda that is contrary to the needs of the public.
Priorities for management of public land have swung to this ridiculous extreme. We request that the
hidden agenda of closure of motorized roads and trails which is so contrary to the needs of the
public be addressed and corrected.

Issue:

During a House Resources Committee hearing in San Diego during August, BLM California State
Director Mike Pool, made a statement while being questioned by Congressman Bob Filner about
closures of the Sand Mountain area to motorized recreationists. Mr. Pool indicated that he, as a
public lands manager, is forced to manage lands to avoid litigation.

This is an often repeated example of "managing to avoid litigation." This has become a huge issue
with the current management of public lands. Neither the butterfly nor the buckwheat plant is

h d or end d at Sand M in. No "critical habitat" is defined or required. But the
threat of appeals and lawsuits by environmental groups is real and that’s what drives the decision-
making. Motorized recreationists have not used lawsuits to the extent that the environmental groups
have and consequently, motorized opportunities are being eliminated because they are a “lesser
threat” of lawsuit and the overarching needs of the public are being ignored. A sense of magnitude
for the number of current appeals filed by environmental groups can be developed by reviewing the
Forest Service appeals listing at http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/applit/appeal_decisions.htm. The system
is broken because it is neither reasonable nor equitable that motorized recreationists have to appeal
and take legal action in order to get a fair decision.

Issue:

We are a [oCally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throusgh responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Pursuing environmental perfectionism is not an equitable goal for management of public lands.
“The pursuit of perfectionism often impedes improvement” (George F. Will). The unyielding
pursuit of environmental perfection could ultimately lead to radical changes in environmental laws
and reduced public support for protection of the environment. It is important that a fundamental
difference in doctrines be recognized. We believe that public lands are here for us to enjoy and use
responsibly for the large number of purposes. The underlying doctrine of the extreme
environmentalists on the other hand is that humans are intruders on and have no place in the natural
environment. Expecting any or all of the public to be required to live with the consequences of
uncompromising environmental perfectionism is an unreasonable expectation and it must be
recognized as such. Additionally, the expectation of a static environment is unnatural. Ecosystems
have been changing since the beginning of time and they should be expected to continue to change
and adapt at both micro and global levels. We are equally concerned about protection of the
environment but we request the pursuit of a reasonable and practical course of action, which will do
more to protect the environment in the long-term. We request that the impacts associated with the
pursuit of environmental perfectionism on the human environment be evaluated and that the
cumulative negative impact of environmental perfectionism on the human environment be
adequately considered.
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Issue:

There is a shortage of dispersed camping areas along all of our motorized routes. This can be
confirmed by going out on any holiday weekend and trying to find a camp spot. In order to meet the
needs of the public, camps spots and access to them must not be closed because of access and/or
sanitation concerns. There are ways to mitigate any access concerns. Sanitation concerns can be
addressed by constructing vault toilets or limiting camping to self-contained camping units which
are the most poplar means of camping now. Additionally, campers that are not self-contained can be
required to pack wastes out by using porta-potties or similar devices.

Issue:

In order to conserve energy, adequate motorized recreational opportunities are needed within a short
distance of the cities and towns in our area. In order to conserve energy, we request that all
reasonable OHV routes within short distance of urban areas be developed and that urban OHV trail
heads be developed where ever public right-of-way allows access to public land.

Issue:

We are a I0Cally supported association whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-106: We have not used the term “illegal trails.” The 3-
State OHV EIS does not apply to Idaho. To date,
RS2477 has not been an issue of concern in the planning
area.

O3-107: Planning issues were identified and alternatives
were developed based on public input during the public
scoping process (see Chapter 1).

0O3-108: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-109: Pursuit of environmental perfectionism was not a
goal in this RMP.

0O3-110: Please see response O3-13.

O3-111: Please refer to Maps 37-40. “Because of the scat-
tered BLM land pattern, the CDAFO has a limited land
base and transportation system with which to provide
OHV opportunities. The USFS manages most of the
federal lands within the planning area, and much of the
Forest Service land is contiguous. Consequently, the
opportunity for OHV use is largely on Forest System
lands. Opportunities exist for the BLM to connect trail
and roads in the existing and planned Forest System mo-
torized road and trail system” (pg. 3-57). The proposed
action designates routes that serve as trailheads or con-
nections to the National Forest transportation system.
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The evaluation and decision-making must also take into account that millions of acres of public land
near the project area are designated national parks, monuments, wilderness and non-motorized areas
where motorized access and recreation is not allowed or severely restricted. Therefore, the project
area includes a significant number of non-motorized recreational opportunities that can be
quantified in many ways including acres, miles of trails, an infinite number of miles of cross-
country travel opportunities, and acres per visitor. At the same time motorized access and recreation
is limited to a relatively small corridor and network of roads and trails. We request that the
difference in visitor use between designated wilderness/non-motorized/exclusive-use lands and
multiple-use lands be acknowledged and adequately addressed in the evaluation. We also request a
motorized recreation alternative with a recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) comparable to the
surrounding ROS available for non-motorized recreationists be adopted as the “proposed action™.

Issue:

We request a starting proposal that is based on all of the existing roads and trails available to the
public. The process is required by NEPA to be neutral and a neutral process would include the fair
presentation of all reasonable alternatives including all existing roads and trails plus new motorized
opportunities required to meet the needs of the public. Why isn’t this reasonable alternative being
presented? We are concerned that the process is manipulating the public to believe that an entirely
reasonable alternative based on existing roads and trails cannot be considered. Again, the process is
predisposed towards closures right from the start and this is neither right nor equitable.

We request the full and fair disclosure of this information to the public. The starting benchmark
could be considered deceptive. NEPA requires adequate disclosure of the potential impacts of a
proposed action as stated in CEQ Sec. 1500.1 Purpose. Most important, NEPA documents must
concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing
needless detail. It shall provide full and fair di: ion of signi envir I impacts and
shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or
minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. Agencies shall focus on
significant environmental issues and alternatives and shall reduce paperwork and the accumulation
of extraneous background data. Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be
supported by evidence that the agency has made the necessary environmental analyses. These
requirements have not been met. We request that these deficiencies be addressed by developing a
starting benchmark alternative that identifies all of the existing roads and trails available to
motorized recreationists including non-system routes and those falling under some undefined
definition of “unusable” and those additional routes required to meet the needs of the public.

Issue:

The evaluation needs to distinguish the difference in trail requirements and impacts between atvs
and motorcycles and use that difference to justify keeping more single track trails open to
motorcycles.

Issue:
Well-funded and organized non-motorized groups have systematically attacked and reduced
economic and ional opportunities iated with multiple-use of public land by ordinary

citizens. This attack has included the introduction of an unreasonable expectation into all NEPA and
land management processes. This unreasonable expectation is built around the concept that non-

We are a [0Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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sharing of public lands is acceptable and that conversion of multiple-use public lands to non-
motorized, narrow-use or defacto wilderness lands is acceptable. Non-motorized special-interests do
not use the existing roads and trails as much as the public uses them for motorized access. Non-
motorized special-interests simply do not want anyone using them or want to share them with
anyone else. Thisisnotar ble exp ion, itis i itable to the public and these
unreasonable expectations must not be rewarded any further. It is not acceptable to reward people
who seldom or never use a road or trail and allow them to shut out those that use them frequently.

The endorsement of this unreasonable expectation by agency actions has significantly impacted
multiple-use opportunities on public lands and the public in general. The cumulative negative
impact of this unreasonable expectation is significant. Adequate recognition of this trend and
mitigation must now be implemented in order to counter the inequities that have been created by
allowing this unreasonable expectation to have so much influence on our land use decisions.

Issue:

For the most part, the existing levels of roads and trails have acceptable natural environmental
impacts because of the dispersed level of use that it allows. Mitigation can be implemented in those
cases where there are envir | problems. The trend of closure after closure is
concentrating recreationists into smaller and smaller areas. The cumulative negative impact of the
closure trend will either produce more impact than allowing use of the existing roads and trails or
squeeze us completely out from public lands. We request that this fact be acknowledged and the
trend of wholesale closures be reversed so that public land can be managed using the most sound
natural and human environmental principles.

Issue:

It appears that the agencies do not want to; (1) accept or acknowledge the public need for OHV
recreation, and (2) the responsibility as a public agency to provide adequate management for that
recreation. OHV recreation is something that the public wants and enjoys and the agencies must get
off the fence and accept the responsibility to develop OHV recreational resources and manage
public lands for OHV recreation.

Issue:

The use of the name “Travel Management” for the process is deceiving the public. History has
demonstrated that this is a closure and restriction process. New motorized roads or trails are seldom
created by the process. When we ask visitors that we meet about the process they will either tell us;
(1) that they expect the Forest Service to look out for their needs, or (2) that the Forest Service has
already made up their mind on travel planning decisions and that it is pointless to participate in the
process.

Issue:

The maps and figures are not easily understood. There are no identifiable or named features and no
road and trail numbers on the maps. It is very difficult for the public to orient themselves and to
interpret the proposed action for each specific road and trail. Therefore, the public cannot adequately
evaluate the proposal and cannot develop comments with reference to specific roads and trails.

Issue:
We are a [0Cally Supported 3ssocCiation Whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationists througl) responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-112: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45, paragtaph 2.

Also, based on the number of comments received con-
cerning or relating to recreation settings, Recreation Op-
portunity Spectrum (ROS) was added to Maps 20-23.

0O3-113: Please see response O3-3.

O3-114: Please sce responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45, paragraph 2.

0O3-115: BLM did not have this “unreasonable expectation”
during this planning process.

0O3-116: Existing OHV management does not allow BLM
to adequately manage OHV use to prevent degradation of
other resources, or user conflicts. The preferred alterna-
tive is intended to allow for significant retention of OHV
use areas while protecting other resources.

O3-117: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45,

0O3-118: Comment pertains to the USFS, not BLM.

O3-119: Each map has been prepared according to BLM
standards.
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National Forest officials have stated that all challenging motorized roads and trails would be
eliminated due to their concerns about hazards on those routes. For many of us, these are the very
routes that we consider to have the greatest recreational value. Again, this is another example of
predisposition and discrimination. Discrimination is to make a choice, a distinction. We all make
choices, every day. Discrimination becomes illegal when choices made limit the possibilities of
some groups or some individuals. Other forest visitors and their recreation opportunities are not
subjected to this criterion. For example, this concern has never been used to limit the opportunities
for hunters, fisher folks, woodcutters, equestrians, river floaters, campers, hang gliders, rock
climbers, hikers, skiers, anyone driving anywhere in the forest, etc. We request that this
unreasonable and discriminatory criterion be dropped immediately from the process and that the
process be restarted without this criterion.

Issue:

The cumulative negative impact of multiple-use and motorized recreational closures (in acres of
unrestricted area, miles of roads and trails, and recreational opportunities) by all past decisions
including plans, and the creation of wildlife areas, wilderness, wilderness study areas, roadless
areas, monuments, national parks and non-motorized areas has not been adequately recognized and
it is significant. We have not seen the agencies tabulate the amount of motorized recreational
opportunity lost during the past 35 + years. Additionally, most of the past actions that have involved
motorized closures have not included a comprehensive route inventory. Therefore, many motorized
closures have occurred because the routes were not identified during the process and the process
ended with a closed unless posted open conclusion. We have experienced the significant cumulative
loss first hand. We estimate that today’s motorized recreational opportunities are less than 50% of
the level available in 1970.

Table 2
Partial list of Current and Immediate
Past Actions Affecting Multiple-Use/Motorized Recreation

United States Court Of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
No. 01-35690 D.C. No. CV-96-00152-DWM

All Resource Management Plans and Planning Actions

(inter-agency) Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan

(inter-agency) ICBEMP

(inter-agency) Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment

(inter-agency)3-States OHV Strategy

B-DNF Continental Divide Trail near Jackson, MT

B-DNF Whitetail Pipestone Travel Plan

B-DNF Forest Plan Update

B-DNF Analysis of the Management Situation

B-DNF Continental Divide trail near Feely

B-DNF Continental Divide trail near Whitetail-

Pipestone
B-DNF Social Assessment
B-DNF i Post Fire Roads

B-DNF Trail #313 and Mormon Gulch Closure
B-DNF & BLM Flint Creek Watershed Project

Big Horn NF Forest Plan Revision

BLM All existing management plans and travel plans
BLM Blackleaf Project EIS

BLM Dillon Resource Management Plan

BLM Headwater Resource Management Plan
BLM Arizona Strip Travel Plan

BLM Bruneau Resource Area Travel Plan

BLM Escalante Grand Staircase Monument
BLM Missouri Breaks Monument

BLM Moab Resource Management Plans

BLM National OHV Strateg)

BLM National Mountain Biking Strategic Action Plan
BLM San Rafael Travel Plan

BLM Sleeping Giant Travel Plan

BLM Whitetail/Pipestone Rec. Management Strategy
BLM Lake Havasu RMP

BLM Sustaining Working Landscapes Initiative
BLM Rocky Mountain Front Scenery Evaluation
Project

BLM Kanab Resource Management Plan

BLM Miles City Resource Management Plan
Bitterroot NF Fire Salvage EIS

Bitterroot NF Post-fire Weed Mitigation EIS
Bitterroot NF Sapphire Divide Trail

We are a [0Cally supported a5SoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recregtionists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Bitterroot NF Forest Plan Revision

Caribou NF Travel Plan

Custer National Forest Travel Plan

EPA Tenmile Creek Watershed Plan

Flathead NF Robert Wedge Post Fire Project
Flathead NF West Side Reservoir Post Fire Project
Flathead NF Forest Plan Revisions

Flathead NF Moose Post Fire Road Closures
Flathead NF Spotted Bear Road Closures
Gallatin NF 2002 Travel Plan Update

Helena NF Whites Gulch Closure

Helena NF Figure 8 Route Closure

Helena NF Blackfoot Travel Plan

Helena NF Blackfoot Water Quality Plan

Helena NF Cave Gulch Fire Salvage Sale

Helena NF Clancy-Unionville Plan

Helena NF North Belts Travel Plan

Helena NF North Divide Travel Plan

Helena NF Noxious Weed Plan

Helena NF South Belts Travel Plan

Helena NF South Divide Travel Plan

Helena NF Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
Humboldt Toiyabe NF Charleston-Jarbidge Road
Humboldt Toiyabe NF Spring Mountains NRA
Kootenai NF Bristow Restoration Project
Kootenai NF McSwede Restoration Project
Kootenai NF Forest Plan Revisions

Lolo NF Forest Plan Revision

L&CNF Little Belt Travel Plan

L&CNF Judith Restoration Plan

L&CNF Rocky Mountain Front Travel Plan
L&CNF Snowy Mountain Travel Plan

L&CNF Travel Plan update

Montana State Wolf Plan

Montana State Trail Grant Program PEIS
Montana State Trail Plan PEIS

Montana FWP Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plan
Nez Perce NF Travel Plan Revisions

NPS Salt Creek Road Closure

NPS Yellowstone Winter Plan (snowmobile closure)
Payette NF Travel Plan Revisions

Sawtooth NF Travel Plan Revisions

Shoshone NF LRMP

USFS All existing forest plans and travel plans
USFS National OHV Policy and Implementation
USFS Forest Plan Amendments for Grizzly Bear
Habitat Conservation

USFS National Strategic Plan 2003 Update

USFS Roadless

USFS Roadless Rule I1

USFS Roads Policy

USFS National Land Management Plan Revisions
USFWS Bull Trout Recovery Plan

USFWS Westslope Cutthroat Trout ESA

USFWS CMR National Wildlife Refuge Road Closures
USFWS Sage Grouse Plan

USFWS Rocky Mountain Front Conservation
Easements

The projects listed in Table 2 have typically proposed to or have reduced motorized recreation from
20% to 100%. Additionally, each time an action involving travel management is updated it typically
closes another 20% to 50% to motorized access and motorized recreation. The cumulative negative
effect of past actions has contributed to a reduction in motorized access and motorized recreational
opportunities over the past 35 + years that is greater than 50%. The magnitude of the cumulative
effect of the motorized closure trend must be identified and evaluated as a significant impact on
motorized visitors.

We request an adequate evaluation of the significant cumulative loss in miles, acres, and quality of
motorized recreation and access opportunities within public lands as required under 40 CFR 1508.7
and 1508.25, and guidelines published by the Council on Environmental Quality “Considering
Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act”. Table 2 is provided as a starting
point of the projects that need to be considered as part of that evaluation.

Issue:

Because of the large number of projects affecting the public (Table 2) and the limited amount of
time that individuals have including most working class citizens, agencies can not expect the level
of public participation to be high. This does not justify taking recreation opportunities from the
public including working class citizens.

Issue:
We are a [oCally supported association whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all

rec jonists through r 7 envirol protection and education.
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Responses

03-120: Comment pertains to national forests, not BLM
lands.

0O3-121: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.

03-122: Thank you for your comment. Please see response
03-49.
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The forest, watershed and viewshed planning process tends to influence motorized access and
motorized recreation in an undisclosed manner that is deceiving the public. For example, forest
plans, watershed plans and view shed plans such as the Helena National Forest Plan, Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest Plan, Little Blackfoot River Watershed Plan, Tenmile Creek Watershed
Plan and Scenery Evaluation Plan for the Rocky Mountain Front often set management goals for
areas that will ultimately result in the elimination of motorized recreation yet motorized
recreationists are unaware that these actions will ultimately affect them. This back door process does
not meet the NEPA requirement for adequate public disclosure of the impacts of the proposed
action. Adequate public disclosure in these cases would require direct means of communication
with motorized recreationists to inform them of the potential changes that will result from the
respective plan. This process of non-disclosure has been used to effectively eliminate many
motorized access and motorized recreational opportunities and contributes to the cumulative
negative impact of closures on motorized recreauomszs We request lhal the cumulative negative
impact of past planning actions on motorized be ad y | d and considered
during the decision-making process.

Issue:

If allowed to continue the trend of closure after closure of motorized access and motorized
recreational opportunities will result in an extremely limited number of motorized access and
motorized recreational opportunities. If allowed to continue to that end as proposed by current
management schemes, motorized access and motorized will become so concentrated that the
impacts on natural resources will become significantly greater than the alternative of continuing to
allow a reasonable level of motorized access and motorized recreation on all multiple-use lands. We
believe that it is time that this trend to terminate motorized access and motorized recreation on
public be evaluated. We request that the trend of cumulative closures, the cumulative negative
impacts associated with that trend and the reasonable alternative of maintaining the existing level of
motorized access and motorized recreation must be adequately addressed. We also request that the
proposed action include an adequate mitigation plan to compensate for the significant impact from
the cumulative effect of all past actions that have affected motorized access and motorized
recreationists.

Issue:

Motorized visitors are continually losing significant recreational opportunities by conversion of
multiple-use areas to non-motorized areas. We are greatly concerned about the cumulative negative
impact associated with the reduction of multiple-use and OHV recreation opportunities because it is
significant. We do not expect to have the freedom to go anywhere and do anything that we want.
However, we are losing the basic opportunity to travel to places and experience outdoor recreation
that we have enjoyed for decades. We are losing routes that fathers have taught sons and daughters
and even grandchildren to ride on. People are calling us and asking where they can go to ride. What
are we supposed to tell them? The continual loss of motorized access and recreational opportunities
is seriously degrading the local culture and quality of life. Public land is a cultural resource and
access to the project area for many uses is part of the local culture. The decision for this project
must consider the impacts that any closures will have on this culture.

We are opposed to any proposed action that further contributes to this cumulative negative impact
on multiple-use and OHV recreationists because it is already significant. Recreation opportunities
for multiple-use and OHV recreationists are being significantly reduced at a time when the need for
these categories of recreation is growing. There is no reasonable justification for closing these lands
We are g [0Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists througl) responsible environmental protection and education.
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to multiple-uses. Management of public lands for multiple-use is the most equitable and responsive
approach available to meet the needs of all citizens including motorized recreationists. We request
that the evaluation and proposed action adequately address this condition and not contribute further
to this cumulative negative impact because it is already having a major impact on motorized
recreationists.

Issue:

The trend of closure after closure after closure after closure of motorized access and motorized
recreational opportunities and the associated cumulative negative impacts of that trend is no longer
acceptable without adequate mitigation. A reasonable mitigation plan must be developed for each
action in order to avoid contributing to significant cumulative impacts on motorized access and
motorized recreationists.

Issue:

Current land management trends are applying wilderness standards and criteria to lands intended for
multiple-use. For example, total National Forest area equals 191,856,000 acres
(http://roadless.fs.fed.us/d feis/d. 1 dix_forest_acres.html). Total
designated wilderness/protected areas equal 42,351,000 acres or 28% of the total forest area.
Additionally, there are other non-motorized designations that effectively eliminate motorized access
and motorized recreation in large areas of the forest.

Other designations that preclude unrestricted multiple-uses include roadless areas which total
54,327,000 acres or 22% of the total forest area. First, the rules governing identified roadless areas
clearly allow motorized recreation and roadless areas currently provide many important motorized
recreational opportunities. However, in practice roadless areas are managed with restrictions that
severely restrict multiple-use and access of those areas by the public. Therefore, the national forest
area with severe access and use restrictions totals at least 96,678,000 acres or 50% of the total forest
area.

Similar trends have occurred on lands managed by the Department of Interior (DOI) which total 507
million acres which is about one-fifth of the land in the United States. Acreages managed by each
Interior agency include: 262 million acres managed by the Bureau of Land Management, 95 million
acres managed by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 84 million acres managed by the National Park
Service, 8.6 million acres managed by the Bureau of Reclamation, and 56 million acres managed by
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Statistics summarizing acres of multiple-use and restricted-use on DOI
lands are not readily available to the public, however, a significant portion of these lands have
limited motorized access and limited motorized recreational opportunities. DOI should adequately
disclose these land use statistics to the public including motorized recreationists as quickly as
possible.

Therefore, the cumulative negative effect of the pre-Columbian scheme, wilderness designations,
wilderness study areas, national parks, monument designations, roadless
designations, non-motorized arca designations, travel management, wildlife
management areas and other restrictive management designations over the
past 35 + years have restricted the public land area (USDA and DOI)
available to multiple-use visitors seeking motorized access and/or
mechanized recreational experiences (over 95% of the public land visitors) to
less than 50% of the total national forest and public Jand area.

We are a 10Cally Supported associgtion whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationists through responsiple environmental protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-123: This comment concerns National Forest planning
procedures and does not apply to the BLM. All processes
used to plan and evaluate effects on these resources are
described in the DRMP/EIS, which was prepared in
accordance with the BLM Land use Planning handbook.

0O3-124: The proposed action would establish a “limited”
travel designation on most BLM land (Action TM-
D1.1.1). To implement this RMP allocation, motor vehi-
cle use would be restricted to certain designated routes
(Except, cross-country travel by snowmobile would be
allowed on frozen and snow covered ground on 63,373
acres). Use of some routes would be further restricted by
season of wuse or class of vehicle.  Implementation
decisions to establish a network of designated routes are
made in the RMP. Please refer to Maps 37-40. This
action represents a shift away from “open” designations
and unregulated use to more active management and
regulated use. The action strikes a balance between the
management requirements of the resources that are di-
rectly or indirectly affected by motorized travel with user
needs for extensive motorized recreation access which is
consistent with our multiple use resource management
objectives. The action complies with legal requirements
of laws such as the FLPMA, National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, and Threatened and Endangered
Species Act as well as Executive Order No. 11644 (as
amended by Executive Order No.11989). Also, the ac-
tion is consistent with agency regulations and guidance
contained at 43 CFR 8340, H-1601-1 Land Use Planning
Handbook, Appendix C, and the BLM 2001 National
Management Strategy for Motorized Off-highway Vehicle
Use on Public Lands.

Environmental consequences are described in Chapter 4.
Our analysis of impacts on recreation found that the
proposed travel management actions would “alter some
recreation users’ experiences by limiting motorized op-
portunities” (pg.4-145). We also found that under the
proposed action more area would be actively managed for
recreation and “the transportation system would be main-
tained and expanded to meet related recreation
goals” (pg. 4-156) The proposed action was found to
“balance cumulative effects on general socioeconom-

ics.” (pg. 4-172).

0O3-125: Please see response O3-124.

O3-126: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-127: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5, O3-7, O3-45,
paragraph 2, and O3-75.

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resounrce Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement K-45



Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses

127

128

129

130

131

Comments

03 (Cont.)

It is not reasonable to close this area to the majority of uses. In order to be responsive to the needs of
the public all of the remaining (100%) multiple-use public lands should be managed for multiple-
uses including motorized access and motorized recreation. Therefore, all public lands such as those
in this project area must remain open as multiple-use lands in order to avoid contributing to the
significant cumulative negative effect associated with the trend of converting multiple-use lands to
limited-use lands. We request that the document and decision evaluate the needs of multiple-use and
motorized recreationists and adequately evaluate the cumulative negative impacts that have resulted
from inadequate evaluation in past actions. We also request that an adequate mitigation plan be
included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:
We request that the over-arching management goals for all multiple-use public lands be to:
(1) Manage multiple-use lands for the greatest benefit to the public;
(2) Manage multiple-use lands in an environmentally sound and reasonable manner;
(3) Manage multiple-use lands in a way that avoids the pursuit of environmental extremism; and
(4) Manage multiple-use lands in a way that promotes the shared-use that they were intended for
versus segregated-use or exclusive-use.

Issue:

Sign-in kiosks are routinely provided at wilderness trailheads to record the use of wilderness areas.
We have never seen an equivalent facility or program and this lack of data puts motorized recreation
at a disadvantage.

Issue:

The cumulative negative effect of management trends over the past
35 + years has significantly increased non-motorized recreational
opportunities while motorized recreational opportunities have been
significantly decreased. Non-motorized recreationists have many
choices while motorized recreationists have few choices. We
request that the document evaluate the significant cumulative
negative effects of this trend and that the decision be based on
correcting this trend in order to equitably meet the needs of
motorized recreationists.

Issue:

Agency staff has told us that they intend to focus on resource management issues. Issues related to
the of natural have received most of the attention during the evaluation while
socio-economic issues surrounding motorized access and recreation are largely ignored. This lack of
adequate recognition has led to the creation of significant socio-economic issues affecting the
quality of the human environment for motorized recreationists. Land management agencies must
acknowledge that public land has significant meaning and socio-economic value to the public. We
request that all significant issues involving the human environment for motorized recreationists be
adequately considered during the evaluation and decision-making process.

Issue:

We are a 10Cally Supported association whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
Tecreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Travel management documents have historically over-emphasized the potential positive impacts to
some resource areas and under-emphasized the impacts to other resource areas both in numbers of
pages devoted to a resource and in the conclusions. For example, in the Clancy-Unionville FEIS and
DSEIS there are about 100 pages discussing potential positive impacts to wildlife and fisheries and
less than 2 pages discussing negative impacts to motorized recreationists. This emphasis in the
process has pre-determined that the human environment will be sacrificed for incrementally small
benefits to some resources. The emphasis in the analysis does not bly consider i 1ly
small improvements (0-5%) to the natural environment against an incrementally significant impact
(50%) to the human environment. We request that significant human environment issues involving
motorized recreationists be adequately considered and weighed in the travel management process.

Issue:

The existing level of motorized access and recreation was developed by the community through
years of involvement in direct relation to the need for motorized access and recreational
opportunities. The community is accustomed and relies on this level of access and recreation. We
request that the project area remain open to multiple-use and the public and that a reasonable
preferred alternative be based on the existing level of motorized access and motorized recreation.

Issue:

Why use so many indirect attempts such as public meetings and open houses to gather feedback
from motorized recreationists? Why not just go directly to motorized recreationists in the field and
at club meetings and ask them? NEPA direct coordination with the imp d public
instead of a process tailor made for special-interest environmental groups.

Issue:

The dominant direction taken by the agencies is to use the travel planning process as a process to
eliminate motorized access and recreation opportunities. Instead, the travel management process
should be directed to meet the needs of the public for multiple-use, motorized access and motorized
recreation on public lands. NEPA requires that agencies “Rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives....” [40 CFR 1502.14(a)]. We ask that you develop a preferred
alternative that preserves and enhances multiple-use interests and motorized recreation.

Issue:

Managing public lands for exclusive-use by a few people or non-use is not in the best interest of the
community. There are limited public lands available. We need to manage those lands for maximum
communal benefit. We request that available uses of the project area be maximized as required by
NEPA so that life’s amenities can be enjoyed by as many people as possible.

Issue:

The over-arching intent of NEPA was not to eliminate humans from the natural environment as
proposed by some. Instead, the intent of NEPA was to provide for a practical and reasonable
protection of the natural environment while providing for a wide sharing of life’s amenities. Note
that NEPA specifically used the word “sharing™. Sharing can only be accomplished by managing
public land for multiple uses.

Issue:
The following statement on Page 117 of the Big Snowy EA is made in regards to cumulative
negative effects and OHV recreation: “/t would appear that the combination of all these actions by
We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 52 of 109

Responses

O3-128: Please see response O3-3.

03-129: Thank you for your suggestion. Site specific moni-
toring of visitor use is generally not performed in exten-
sive recreation management areas as most of the BLM
lands within the planning area are currently classified.
Since the proposed action would establish additional
special recreation management areas, visitor use monitor-
ing actions would increase. Specific monitoring locations
and methods are implementation actions that would be
specifically addressed through activity planning. Also be
aware that various types of traffic counters may be more
effective at monitoring motor vehicle use levels than sign-
in registers. The presence of a traffic counter may or may
not be readily apparent or known to the user.

O3-130: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.

0O3-131: A socioeconomic report has been prepared for this
project, and is available for public review at
www.cdarmp.com. Also refer to response O3-45.

0O3-132: This and all comments submitted will be consid-
ered during preparation of the final RMP/EIS. Also refer
to response 03-45.

0O3-133: Please see responses above O3-124, O3-5 and O3-
45.

O3-134: Please see response O3-202.

0O3-135: Thank you for your comment. Please see response
03-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

O3-136: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-137: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-138: Thank you for your comment. Most of this com-
ment does not directly relate to this RMP. Trends in
recreation demands have been identified by the BLM and
the proposed action structured to appropriately respond.
Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2 and O3-45.
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land ies may have a ive effect on opportunities for OHV recreation. It is
impossible to quantify the effect, because the Forest Service does not have a State-wide tally of
number of miles of roads and trails open to OHVs. Likewise, no one has an estimate of numbers of
miles of roads and trails needed to meet the demand for motorized OHV recreation.”

Page 262 of the Supplement to Big Snowy EA. “In looking deeper into the issue of equitable
opportunities, we found that the Forest Service reported 133,087 miles of trail nationally in 1996,
but unfortunately there is no breakdown of how many miles of these trails are open to motorized
travel versus non-motorized travel.”

Page 263 of the Supplement to Big Snowy EA. “Region I of the Forest Service reports 18,024
miles of trail within just Montana. Unfortunately, none of these reports break down the information
into miles of road or trail open to motorized use.”

These statements in the Supplement indicate that the agency was not able to assess whether the
needs of motorized recreationists are being met because data does not exist. It appears that OHV
user data is not being collected because the agency does not want to quantify or recognize OHV use
and popularity. Our observations of recreationists on multiple-use public lands from 1999 through
2005 (available upon request) indicate that 96% of the visitors were associated with multiple-uses
involving motorized access and/or mechanized recreation. This is also consistent with the Social
Assessment for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest which reported that 97.45% of the
visitors to Region 1 in year 2000 enjoyed recreation opportunities found in multiple-use areas.

These statements also indicate that the agency was not able to assess the cumulative negative
impacts on motorized access and recreationists because data does not exist. This lack of information
is a significant reason why motorized recreationists are suffering such significant reductions in
recreation opportunity. Because data does not exist, agencies cannot quantify the individual and
cumulative negative impacts of each motorized access and recreation closure on motorized
recreationists. This lack of data and consideration is being used to the advantage of non-motorized
interests because the agency is not recognizing the significant need for multiple-use opportunities
including motorized access and motorized recreation.

If the present trend continues for a few more years, the loss of motorized access and recreation will
be so significant that the collection of ingful data will be precluded because motorized
opportunities will be largely eliminated and motorized visitors will be permanently displaced
(absent from public lands). Based on our observations, we estimate that motorized access and
recreation opportunities have been reduced by at least 50% since the 1960s by the significant
cumulative negative effect of wilderness designations, wilderness study areas, national parks,
monument designations, roadless designations, non-motorized area designations, travel

wildlife areas and other restrictive management designations.

Motorized visitors are continually losing significant recreational opportunities by conversion of
multiple-use areas to non-motorized areas. This is a significant impact that has occurred
cumulatively by a process of thousands of individual closures. The lack of data does not justify
imposing a significant impact on motorized recreationists. We request that this cumulative negative
impact be addressed by the collection of data and the fair evaluation of the need for motorized
access and motorized recreation. Additionally, we request that an adequate mitigation plan be
included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.
We are a [0Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through 1 ) protection and education.
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Issue:

Mailings and telephone interviews as done in past studies do not accurately locate the people
visiting public lands. Our field observations of trail use in multiple-use areas and the Social
Assessment for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest have found that over 96% of the visitors
were associated with multiple-uses that involved motorized access and/or mechanized recreation.
We request that effective methods be developed to involve and account for motorized access and
mechanized recreationists.

Issue:

There was considerably more human activity in the project area during the period from 1870 to 1940
when mining, logging, homesteading, ranching, and pioneer activity was high. Therefore, there is
considerably less human activity and human-caused impact now than during any period in the last
130 years. We request that this trend be in included in the analysis. This trend also contributes to the
cumulative negative impact of less access and less use of public lands that has become significant.
We request that the decision-making reverse the trend of less access and less use of public lands by
including an adequate mitigation plan as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative
negative impacts on motorized recreationists.

Issue:
Motorized recreation is recognized as one of the fastest growing activities on federal lands within
this country yet recreation opportunities for motorized recreationists are always being reduced.

Issue:

National Forests and BLM lands are effectively being managed as “National Forest Park™ or
“limited-use™ or “exclusive-use™ areas because of the volume of lawsuits filed by environmental
groups. This is contrary to the needs of the public who enjoy or depend on lands managed for
multiple-uses including motorized access and motorized recreation. The concepts of “Multiple-Use™
and the “Land of Many Uses™ need to be restored as envisioned by the first Forest Service Chief,
Gifford Pinchot who directed that *.... National Forest lands are managed for the greatest good for
the greatest number of people...”. This is no longer the case and, consequently, the Forest Service
no longer has any credibility with the public. We request that the document address restoration of
these concepts and steps be taken to restore reasonable multiple-use management and decision-
making to public lands.

Issue:

A CNN poll (available upon request) asked the question “Do you think off-road vehicles (ORVs)
should be banned from unpaved areas of natural forest land?” and found about 15% said yes and
85% did not think ORVs should be banned. A poll taken by Backpacker magazine
(http://www.backpacker.com/poll/0.3189..00.html ) found that out of 21,000+ responses 96% of the
respondents answered “yes” to the question “Should off-road vehicles be allowed in national
parks?”

Therefore, elimination of motorized access and recreation on public lands is not widely supported.
We request that the document and decision-making reflect citizens support for motorized access
and recreation.

We are a l0Cally supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails fFor all
recreationists through responsible envir prozection and edqucation.
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Responses

0O3-139: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.

0O3-140: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

O3-141: Please see response O3-45.

O3-142: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-143: Please see responses O3-45 and O3-49.
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Issue:

Forest Service and BLM law enforcement has taken the position that OHV's cannot legally ride on
forest or BLM roads unless the road is designated dual-use. Cumulative decisions have closed OHV
trails to the point that there is not an inter-connecting network of routes. At the same time, the
agencies have not designated a functional network of dual-use routes to inter-connect to OHV
routes. Therefore, these closure decisions are forcing the OHV recreationists to ride non-desi; d
dual-use routes illegally. The proposed action must include these designations in order to provide a
network of OHV routes with inter-connections, where required, using dual-use roads in order to be
functional. This will allow OHV enthusiasts to operate legally on forest and BLM roads. We request
that a system of dual-purpose roads, and OHV roads and trails that interconnect be one of the
primary objectives of the travel management plan and that this objective be adequately addressed in
the document and decision.

Issue:
The continual closure of motorized trails has forced OHVs to be operated on forest roads in order to
provide a reasonable system of routes and to reach destinations of interest. The lack of dual-use
designations on forest roads then makes OHV use on these routes illegal. The cumulative negative
effect of motorized closures and then combined with the lack of a reasonable system of roads and
trails with dual-use designation have not been adequately considered in past evaluations and
decision-making. We request that all reasonable routes be designated for dual-use so that a system
of roads and trails can be used by motorized recreationists. Additionally, we request that the

: dored

cumulative negative effect of all past decisions that have ad ly co 1
designations be evaluated and considered in the decision-making and that this project include an
adequate mitigation plan to p for inadeq consideration in the past.

Issue:

Travel management started from the beginning with a proposal to close the majority of existing
roads and trails to motorized recreation and access with the exception of a few major roads. This
practice forces motorized visitors and recreationists to start with the worst case scenario and then
expend great effort (that is not very successful) to add routes currently in use back into the process.
This practice places an enormous burden on motorized visitors just to maintain the status quo. This
process, in effect, provides preferential treatment for non-motorized visitors who do not have to
identify routes and challenge the process to protect their recreation opportunities. We request that
the travel management process be practiced in a manner that does put motorized visitors at a
disadvantage.

Issue:

A fair travel management process would start with a comprehensive inventory of all existing
motorized routes in use by the public. Then, in order to avoid further cumulative loss and significant
impact on motorized access and recreation opportunities, we request that the travel management
process include a preferred alternative based on preserving all existing motorized routes. Existing
motorized roads and trails have been around for decades and have not caused any significant
problems. Therefore, it is not reasonable to close a significant number of existing motorized routes.
Any significant negative impact associated with a specific motorized route should be the basis for an
evaluation to close or keep that route open and should carefully consider all reasonable mitigation
measures. The cumulative loss of motorized recreation and access opportunities within public lands
has been significant. In order to avoid further cumulative negative impacts, we request that the

We are a I0Cally Supporeed assoCiation Whose purpose is o preserve trajls for all
recreationises through responsible environmental protection and education.
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majority of existing motorized routes remain open and the closure of an existing motorized route be
offset by the creation of a new motorized route.

Issue:

Oftentimes, many of the motorized roads and trails proposed for closure are primitive roads and
trails that provide the ideal experience sought by motorized visitors. We request that the analysis
adequately evaluate the type and quality of experiences that motorized visitors enjoy and want
maintained in the area.

Issue:

Motorized recreationists prefer an interesting assortment of loop and spur routes for a variety of
purposes. Each road and trail should be inventoried and viewed on the ground to determine its
recreational value and any significant problem areas that require mitigation measures. Each road
and trail should be evaluated for its value as a motorized loop or connected route. Each spur road
and trail should be evaluated for its value including: a source of dispersed campsite(s), exploration
opportunities, destination such as an old mine and viewpoint or as access for all multiple-use
visitors. Every problem has a solution. Every impact has a mitigation measure. We request that
travel management alternatives be developed with the objective of including as many roads and
trails as possible and addressing as many. problems as possible by using all possible mitigation
measures.

Issue:

Motorized trail recreationists have been very reluctant in the past to give up the “open” designation
because we believe we may lose legitimate and historic trails that are located in “open areas™ that
are crucial to loop opportunities. Our fear has been, and remains, that the agency will define key
trails we currently utilize as “user created” because they are not on a current travel plan or forest
map and because they are not identified that they will be closed. Many of these trails are recorded
on earlier maps but others are not. While in fact they may have been created to access an activity
such as mining or logging in the late 1800°s or early 1900’s when these uses and activities were
more popular.

Issue:

Motorized recreationists would accept area closure (restriction of motorized vehicles to designated
routes and elimination of cross-country travel) when reliable documentation demonstrates that it
would provide measurable and significant improvement to the natural environment in exchange for
a reasonable number of designated motorized routes. We request that the analysis develop a
preferred alternative with a ble number of desi d routes in exct for the
environmental improvements that have been realized by motorized visitor’s acceptance of millions
of acres of area closure under the 3-State OHV Plan.

Issue:

In most locales, visitors to public lands have given up motorized cross-country travel opportunities
and accepted millions of acres of area closure. Therefore, motorized recreationists cannot travel
cross-country using motorized vehicles and motorized recreational opportunities are limited to
existing roads and trails that are open to motorized use. At the same time, non-motorized

recreationists can hike cross-country. Therefore, hiking opportunities are unlimited.

Issue:
We are a [0Cally supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails £or all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

O3-144: The state of Idaho regulates registration and equip-
ment requirements for highway and off-highway motor
vehicles. On unpaved roads that are managed by a public
land management agency the following are required:

o Valid driver’s license

e Valid registration as a motor vehicle (unless

License plate

o Valid liability insurance

o Proof of liability insurance

o Brake light

o Helmet if under age eighteen (motorcycle only)

o Muffler and spark artestor

o Headlight after dark/poor visibility

o Taillight after dark/poor visibility.
To operate on highways which includes paved roads on
public land management agency lands there are additional
requirements for:

e Horn audible at 200 feet

e Muffler — unaltered and in good working condition

o Mirror showing roadway 200 feet behind the vehicle

O3-145: Please see response O3-144.

0O3-146: Thank you for your comment.

O3-147: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-17.

O3-148: Please see responses O3-124, O3-17 and O3-45.

0O3-149: Please see responses O3-12 and O3-45.

0O3-150: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-17.

0O3-151: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.

03-152: Thank you for your comment.
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In most locales, public land visitors have given up motorized cross-
country travel opportunities and accepted many acres of area closure.
However, most often motorized recreationists have not been given credit

for the benefits iated with the impl ion of cross-country
T0PROVE ANOKMOTORZED e 4

RECRERTON EXPERIENCE travel restrictions and area closures. Then along comes travel planning

which seeks to further restrict motorized access and motorized
recreation. We request that these trends and the significance of the
cumulative negative impacts of these trends on motorized access and
motorized recreationists be evaluated and that motorized trail projects be
undertaken to mitigate the cumulative negative impacts on motorized
access and motorized recreationists.

AREA RESTRICTIONS} \

10 PROTECT WILDUTE HABITAT
STAY ON DESIGNATED ROUTES

Issue:

Most of the motorized roads and trails in the project area have served as important public access
routes since the turn of the century. This is demonstrated by the number of historic mines and
structures that are located along these routes. We have observed that these travelways are currently
significant recreation resources for motorized visitors in the area including ATV, motorcycle, and
four-wheel drive enthusiasts. Many of these travelways have right-of-ways as provided for under the
provisions of Revised Statute 2477. These roads are shown on older mapping sources including:
aerial photographs, 15-minute USGS quadrangle sheets, and older county maps. The cut and fill
sections and obvious roadbed indicate that these roads were constructed and used by the citizens for
access to the forest. RS 2477 was created to provide adequate access to public lands. Now this
public access is being eliminated. We request that these travelways remain open based on; (1) their
history of community access, (2) the access that they provide to interesting historical sites, and (3)
their importance to community access. We request that the document evaluate all of the issues
surrounding RS 2477 including the cumulative negative impact of all past closures of RS 2477
routes which has become a significant impact on motorized recreationists.

Issue:

On July 26, 1866, as part of a move to grant access to western lands, the United States Congress
enacted the 1866 Mining Act, section 8 of which granted a right-of-way to all persons over
unreserved federal lands when it stated “the right-of-way for the construction of highways over
public lands, not reserved for public uses, is hereby granted™. In 1873, the 1866 grant was re-
codified into section 2477, Revised Statutes of the United States, and rights-of-way granted by that
section have since become known as the “RS 2477 rights-of-way™.

Throughout the later half of the 19th century and the first three-quarters of the 20th century, the use
of “RS 2477 rights-of-way” over federal land in the western United States became a standard
method of legal access across federal lands for commercial, industrial, and recreation pursuits to
such an extent that the use of the RS 2477 rights-of-way has become an inherent part of western
heritage and a capital asset for the public that should be preserved for future generations.

The use of RS 2477 rights-of-way over nearly a century has resulted in an extensive body of case
law in the state and federal courts, in which owners of various types of rights-of-way have competed
with holders of RS 2477 rights-of-way and in which the availability of those various rights-of-way
has been decided by the courts, including the modern State Supreme Court as well as the federal 9th
Circuit Court of Appeals, in such cases as Robertson v. Smith, Supreme Court Montana Ten., 1871;

We are a 0Cally Supporeed assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throush responsible environmental protection and education.
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Butte v. Mikosowitz, 39 Mont. 350, 102 P. 593, (1909); Moulton v. Irish, 67 Mont. 504, 218 P.
1053 (1923); and Shultz v. Dept. of Army, 10 F.3d 649 (9th Cir. 1993).

RS 2477 rights-of-way have been given a liberal interpretation by state and federal courts in those
judicial decisions interpreting what constitutes a “highway™ within the meaning of RS 2477, those
judicial opinions holding that even the barest foot trail could qualify as a “highway” and that no
particular way across federal lands has even been identified, it being sufficient that travelers used an
area of federal land as a method of access between two geographic points. After 110 years of public
use of RS 2477 rights-of-way, the U.S. Congress repealed the most recent version of RS 2477, 43
U.S.C. 932, but that repeal was, by 43 U.S.C. 1701, specifically made subject to valid rights-of-way
existing as of the date of repeal which was 1976.

Schiller, chairman of the High Desert Multiple-Use Coalition, told the Kern County Board of
Supervisors at a meeting held on February 19, 2002 to address RS 2477 issues that “the roads
represent our custom, our culture, our economy and our family traditions. I know it's been argued
that this is about OHV uses and off-highway vehicles,” said Schiller. “It is really about access™ .We
request that any routes proposed for closure and in existence before 1976 be considered as having
RS 2477 rights-of-way in order to provide citizens with access to public lands.

Issue:

The maps used in the environmental document should be familiar and easily interpreted by all
citizens. The public is most familiar with Forest Visitors Maps and other common visitors maps.
The environmental document mapping should follow the guidelines required by 40 CFR 1502.8
which states that “Environmental impact statements shall be written in plain language and may use
appropriate graphics so that decision-makers and the public can readily understand them”. Many
visitors who traditionally use roads and trails in the project area may not comment during travel
management process unless they understand which roads and trails are proposed for closure. This
lack of understanding could lead to resentment and poor support of the closures by the community
because a wide range of needs have not been adequately addressed. We request that mapping
identify streams, road numbers, trail numbers, landmarks and key topographic features in a manner
that all citizens can easily interpret.

Issue:

Many citizens have not understood the extent of the motorized closures proposed in past travel
management processes This lack of und: ding is due to inad ication in many
forms includi g, d and on-the-trail public involvement. We are concerned that

this lack of public understanding and buy-in will lead to poor support and resentment of closures.
We request that public understanding and buy-in be stressed throughout the process.

Issue:
Site-specific analysis should be provided for every road and trail so that the benefits of keeping each
1 ly add d for in the decision. Site-specific

motorized y is d and 2
questions will need to be dlscussed during the process. We request that the mapping be sufficient to
allow site-specific analysis.

Issue:
Positive impacts to the environment in areas such as fisheries, wildlife habitat, sediment reduction,
and noxious weeds are largely based on personal judgment or predictive models. These models are
We are a [0Cally supporeed 3s50Ciation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recregtionists throug re ible enviro protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-153: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 2 and O3-
45.

0O3-154: Please see Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria
1.5.4 “The RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”

0O3-155: Please see Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria
1.5.4 “The RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”

0O3-156: All maps have been produced in accordance with
established BLLM standards, which atre in use on all BLM
documents being currently produced. Also see response
03-200.

0O3-157: BLM’s extensive public outreach efforts and op-
portunities for public involvement are described in Chap-
ter 5 of the RMP.

0O3-158: The RMP is intended to provide program-level
guidance on the breadth of planning issues within the
CDAFO. Site-specific analysis will be performed during
project-level planning.
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not calibrated or based on data from the study area. All models are wrong, so honest modelers first
report the expected uncertainty of the model and then the predictions. There are no case histories
and very little data to back up any of the predictions.

All too often actions have been enacted based on proclaimed benefit to the environment and without
any tangible evidence or follow-on monitoring to document whether proclaimed benefits occurred
or not. All too often these same actions have produced significant negative impacts on multiple-use
interests. Significant recreational opportunities have been taken from multiple-use and motorized

ats that may never happen. This lack of

nents that may never happen. This lack

don cetical environmiental imnTo

Loced on theo i . -
based on theoretical environmental improv

iec
accountability is not acceptable.

We request that sufficient background data be collected to quantify the existing conditions in the
resource areas of interest. Then, if a motorized closure is enacted, sufficient data should be collected
to demonstrate whether or not there was significant improvement to each resource area. If
significant measurable improvement ¢annot be demonstrated, then, in order to be accountable,
motorized closure actions should be reversed. In other words, the public needs to know how the
decision made, the data on which it was based on including the source, and whether the data was
adequate to substantiate the claimed environmental improvements.

Additionally, we request that the cumulative negative impact from all past actions based on
inadequate documentation and accountability for improvements be determined. Again, if significant
measurable improvement cannot be demonstrated, then, in order to be accountable, motorized
closure actions must be reversed.

Issue:

Past analyses of the affected environment and environmental
consequences have failed to adequately recognize that
resources such as fisheries, wildlife, and sediment
production are affected far more by nature than by motorized
visitors. Drought has a significant impact on fisheries, OHV
recreation does not compare. Erosion and other activities of
interest such as the spread of noxious weeds occur naturally
and at significant rates. For example, floods, fires, drought,
and wildlife diseases have historically created significantly
greater impacts than motorized visitors have. In many cases
159 it is not ble to deem as ptable the relatively
small increase caused by motorized recreation on natural activities. Comparing man-caused impacts
to natural impacts is a reasonable approach that should be used to test for the significance of impacts
and impro . The impro to the natural environment from this action are not
significant when compared to the naturally occurring impacts. The picture shows Copper Creek near
Lincoln, Montana following the August 2003 fire. Prior to the fire the Forest Service was concerned
about the public camping next to the creek. The potential impacts from the public camping along
this stream compared to this fire are insignificant yet closure of this recreation opportunity was
being considered. Why are there so many double-standards in the impact analyses? We request that
all impact analyses in all resource areas compare the relative magnitude of man-caused impacts to
the background level of naturally occurring impacts or management actions such as the “Let it burn”

policy.
We are a 10Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose IS to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection ahd education.
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Issue:

Impacts should be evaluated in a fair and unbiased manner and with a relative sense of magnitude.
For example, if natural events including floods, wildfires, and their associated impacts are natural
and acceptable as stated by some agency personnel and environmental groups, then (in order to be
consistent and equitable) impacts from OHV recreation should be compared in relative magnitude to
the impacts associated with floods, wildfire, and other natural events. We are concerned about
comments about OHV recreation being such a significant threat to public lands (Bosworth speech,
January 16, 2004). The impact of OHV recreation in our area compared to the negative impacts

from just one of the 6 significant fires in our area is miniscule
http://www.helenair.com/articles/2004/09/30/top/a01093004_01.prt ). Therefore, the impact of
recreation should be fairly compared to the impact of floods, wildfire, and other natural events on all
resource areas. These comparisons should also include natural levels of noxious weeds,

1 ion, erosion and production, and loss of organic material.

The use of soil erosion as a reason to close motorized recreational opportunities is an example of the
predisposition that exists per the following example. Soil erosion associated with fires that have
burned severely has been reported in the range of 50 tons per hectare* (20 tons per acre). Nearly all
fires increase sediment yield, but wildfires in steep terrain produce the greatest amounts (12 to 165
160 ton per acre per year, 28 to 370 Mg per hectare per year) (table 5 and figure 1 1)°. This soil loss

occurs over the burned area due to the lack of vegetative cover to hold the soil in place on steep
slopes during precipitation events and increased peak rates of runoff. Flood peak flows after
wildfires that burn large areas in steep terrain often produce significant impacts. Peak flow increases
of 10 to 100 times are common, but some have been measured as high as 2,300 times pre-fire
conditions’. Since 1994 the acres burned nationally have ranged from 2.3 to 8.4 million acres and
averaged 4.8 million acres. At a typical sediment yield of 20 tons per acre per year, about
96,000,000 tons of sediment has been produced by fires or about 9,600,000 dump truck loads. On a
more local basis in the Helena National Forest several hundred thousand acres have burned since
1988. Sediment production associated with these fires would equal 4,000,000 tons or 400,000 dump
truck loads. Sediment production associated with motorized recreation cannot begin to compare to
this magnitude and, therefore, it is not ble use sedi as a basis to close motorized
recreational opportunities when impacts from “Let it burn” and other management policies are a
million times greater and considered acceptable.

Monitoring and evaluation must be made consistent with and pursuant to the best available
scientific information, techniques, and methods, and any conclusions based on these evaluations
must be statistically significant.

Table 2 National Interagency Coordination Center Annual Fire Data

Year Fires Acres
1994 114,049 4,724,014
1995 130,019 2,315,730

Robichaud, Peter R ; Beyers, Jan L.; Neary, Daniel G. 2000. Evaluating the effectiveness of postfire
rehabilitation treatments. Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-63. Fort Collins: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 85 p. http:/www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr63.pdf
¢ POST-WILDFIRE WATERSHED FLOOD RESPONSES, Daniel G. Neary*, Gerald J. Gottfried, and Peter F.
Ffolliott, USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Flagstaff, AZ School of Renewable Natural
Resources, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ http:/www.rmrs.nau.edu/lab/4302/Publications/Neary_65982.pdf
We are a 10Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationists through responsible environmental protection and eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-159: All analysis was conducted using the latest data
available, which indicate that many of the planning issues
faced in the CFO are influenced by human activity. Natu-
ral effects and trends are described in Chapter 3: Affected
Environment, which was used in analysis of the environ-
mental consequences of the alternatives.

O3-160: All use and resource categories are evaluated on
their own merits and in combination with other re-
sources. Use and resoutces categories are given more or
less management priority based on public input and the
input of BLM resources staff regarding the potential for
effects arising from that type of use. OHV use was one of
the resource uses commented on most during the public
scoping period and has emerged as a large management
topic as the numbers of OHV users has increased gteatly
over the life of the previous management plan.

Also see response O3-124.
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1996 115,025 6,701,390
1997 89,517 3,372,616
1998 81,043 2,329,709
1999 93,702 5,661,976
2000 122,827 8,422,237
2001 84,079 3,655,138
2002 88,458 7,182,979
2003 57,578 3,815,757

Source: National Interagency Coordination Center
2003 Figures current as of 11/07/03
hitp:/Awww.nifc.gov/fireinfo/nfn.himi

In a fair and unbiased evaluation, the source of the impacts (natural versus human caused) should
not be a factor. In a fair and unbiased evaluation, relative impact associated with natural events
including floods and wildfires is thousands of times greater than impacts associated with timber
harvests and OHV recreation, yet proposed action involving timber harvests and OHV recreation are
considered to have unacceptable impacts. The absence of a rational connection between the facts
found and the choice made has been defined by the courts as arbitrary and capricious (Natural
Resources. v. U.S., 966 F.2d 1292, 97, (9th Cir.'92)). A clear error of judgment; an action not based
upon consideration of relevant factors and so is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion or
otherwise not in accordance with law or if it was taken without observance of procedure required by
law (5 USC. 706(2)(A) (1988)). We request fair and unbiased evaluations and judgments during this
evaluation and decision-making.

Issue:

The amount of sediment production from federal lands is relatively small compared to sediment
production that ultimately reaches stream courses from non-federal lands. For example, the Bear
Canyon sediment study in the Gallatin National Forest found that sediment production at the forest
boundary was on the order of 3 tons per year while the sediment production at the mouth of the
stream was on the order of 35 tons per year. Therefore, the sediment production from the federal
lands is ble and any envi I benefit to the stream must be focused on the non-federal
lands downstream.

Issue:

The sediment analysis conducted for this project assumed that all of the increased sediment
produced by public access and recreational use can be transported or moved. However, many
sedimentation evaluations have found that the amount of sediment moved is often limited by the
sediment transport capability of the stream. Hans Albert Einstein stated “The coarser part of the
load, i.e. the part that is more difficult to move by flowing water, is limited in its rate by the
transporting ability of the flow between the source and the section™”. Therefore, the transport
capacity of the project streams must be established and compared to the amount of historic sediment
transport to determine if there is any additional capacity to transport the increased amount of
sediment predicted by the project evaluation. This basic check should be conducted so that the
increase in sediment production and associated negative impacts are note over-estimated to the
disadvantage of public use and motorized recreation.

7 Einstein, H.A., 1964, “Sedi ion, Part I1. River Sedi ion,” Handbook of Applied Hydrology, V.T. Chow,
Section 17, McGraw-Hill Book Co., NY.
We are a [0Cally Supported 3$soCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
rec jonists through 7 /) protection and education.
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Issue:

The estimated reduced annual volume of sediment production attributed to proposed motorized
closures versus the annual volume of runoff is an actual reduction in sediment production on the
order of 10 or less parts per million. This level of predicted sediment reduction should not be
considered significant especially when compared to sediment production from natural events
discussed above. This level of predicted reduction in sediment production should not be used as the
basis for motorized closures.

Issue:

It is time to implement a practical and sensible application of NEPA. The intent of NEPA when it
was created in the late 1960°s was to better incorporate environmental concerns into proposed
actions while still meeting the needs of the public. Up until that time, consideration of the natural
environment was not always required and impacts to the natural environmental were not always
adequately considered. A significant correction has been made since then. Concerns with the natural
environment now receive considerable attention and natural resource issues are adequately
considered for nearly all proposed actions. Additionally, many ways and means have been
developed to mitigate impacts to the natural environmental and still meet the needs of the human
environment.

There may have been a time when NEPA decisions struck an ideal balance between the natural and
human environments but now NEPA is used by environmental organizations to rigorously pursue
environmental perfectionism. Environmental perfectionism occurs when significant impacts are
imposed on the human environment in return for relatively minor or unaccountable improvements to
the natural environment. The pursuit of environmental perfectionism has contributed to the
significant cumulative negative effect of converting public land from the land of many-uses or
multiple-uses to the land of limited-use or exclusive-use. The mindset of environmental
perfectionism has pushed agencies far beyond the original intent of NEPA to better protect the
natural environmental from proposed actions. The pursuit of environmental perfectionism is
attacking one of the basic requirements of NEPA to “achieve a balance between population and
resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities”
(Public Law 91-190, Title 1, Section 101 (b) (5)). The wording of NEPA was carefully chosen and
was intended to produce a balance between the natural and human environment. Practice and
interpretation since the law has strayed far from that intent. We request the development and
implementation of a practical and sensible alternative that achieves a balanced and wide sharing of
life’s amenities as originally envisioned under NEPA.

Issue:

The transport mechanism for noxious weeds includes all visitors and uses of public lands including
hikers, equestrians, and cattle grazing in addition to motorized recreationists. Many events including
fire, floods, and the importation of invasive species also contribute to noxious weed problems. For
the most part, vehicles do not have a surface texture that will pick up and hold noxious weeds seeds.
Transport mechanisms based on hair, fur, manure, shoes, and fabrics are more effective that the
smooth metal and plastic surfaces found on vehicles. Additionally, motorized recreationists practice
the “Wash your Steeds™ policy. However, closures due to noxious weed concerns are only placed on
motorized recreationists.

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationises throusgh responsible envirohmental protection and education.
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Responses

O3-161: Sediment from federal lands covered by this RMP
may affect stream habitat quality for listed species of fish
within the planning area as well as downstream of the
planning area. Therefore, according to the ESA, sediment
input must be managed.

0O3-162: Numerous factors are considered when deciding on
route designations. Sediment production is only one of
those factors.

0O3-163: Alternative D is the type of alternative that you are
describing.

0O3-164: Commenter is correct that there are numerous
sources of weed seed transport. Therefore, several strate-
gies have been implemented or suggested to reduce the
possibility of this occurrence, including public education
and pre-washing for service vehicles. All users are held
responsible for reducing weed seed transport to the de-
gree possible.
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We have observed an equal amount of noxious weeds in non-motorized areas as there are in
motorized areas. We request that the document make a fair evaluation of all sources and uses that
contribute to the noxious weed problem including hikers, mountain bikers, equestrians (non-use of
weed-free hay), etc. The document should also fairly evaluate how natural processes and wildlife
spread noxious weeds. The document should include a balanced discussion of the noxious weed
problem. The discussions, decisions and measures used to mitigate noxious weeds should be applied
impartially to all visitors and with a realistic representation of noxious weeds natural ability to
spread versus a relative magnitude for every activity’s contribution.

Issue:

OHV owners in Montana, as part of their vehicle registration, contribute $1.50 to a noxious weed
abatement program. Non-motorized visitors do not contribute to a weed abatement program. We
request that the analysis be based on a balanced discussion of the noxious weed problem. The
discussions, decisions and measures used to mitigate noxious weeds should recognize the relatively
minor impact that OHV's have on the noxious weed problem and credit OHV visitors for
contributing to a program to control noxious weeds. Additionally, this is another example of
predisposition because motorized recreationists have not been given credit for the positive action
that they have taken and we have only been penalized for our past cooperation and the initiative
taken to control noxious weeds.

Issue:

The envirc 1d should ly address the signifi negative impacts associated
with disturbing existing stable roadways in order to obliterate the existing roadbed. A reasonable
alternative would be to reclassify the road to either restricted-width or unrestricted-width motorized
trail. We request that the preferred alternative make practical use of this management tool and the
benefits that it provides including reduced sedimentation impact, reduced fisheries impact, reduced
noxious weed impact, much less construction cost, reduced road inventory, reduced road
maintenance and increased opportunities for motorized recreationists. Reclassifying roadways to
restricted- or unrestricted-width motorized trail also avoids contributing to cumulative negative
impacts on motorized recreationists.

Issue:

Current management directives seek to aggressively decommission non-beneficial or unclassified
roads, reduce the existing backlog on road maintenance and reconstruction, and reduce the resource
impacts of the current roads network. The Forest Service in the Roadless Rule EIS reported that the
backlog of forest road maintenance was about $8.4 billion. This estimate includes many primitive
roads and trails that motorized recreations would prefer not to have improved except for mitigation
measures such as water bars and reroutes to avoid sensitive environmental areas. The challenge and
recreation value of these types of primitive roads and trails is what most motorized recreationists are
looking for. Therefore, this maintenance effort is overstated and a more reasonable alternative
would be to incorporate reasonable mitigation measures and convert roads to unrestricted-width or
restricted-width trails to provide motorized recreation opportunities and then remove these roads
from the roads inventory. We request that this reasonable alternative be included as part of the
preferred alternative.

Issue:
We are a 0Cally supported 35soCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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Considerable trail and environmental mitigation work could be accomplished by programs similar to
AmeriCorps and Job Corps if they were given that direction and organized to provide that
assistance.

Issue:

We understand the operation and maintenance budget constraints facing the agency. However, lack
of maintenance funding cannot be used as a reason for motorized closures because there is
significant gas tax funding that is not being returned to motorized recreationists (see comments on
gas tax issues). Motorized recreationists are willing to work in collaboration with the agency to
obtain trail and OHV funding for the project area. Additionally, motorized recreationists can be
called upon to help with the maintenance of trails in the project area. In many cases motorized
recreationists have been providing trail maintenance for many years and are quite willing to
continue in return for continued access.

Issue:

Most environmental documents have not taken into consideration the fact that motorized multiple-
use designation serves all recreation activities, instead of the few served by non-
motorized/wilderness designations. For example, motorized roads and trails allow access to
dispersed camping sites for RVs, the collection of firewood, access for fishing and hunting, target
shooting, access for bird and wildlife viewing, walking and bicycling opportunities, and family
picnics. We request that the analysis and decision-making fully recognize all of these activities and
the cumulative negative impact that closing roads and trails has had on all multiple-use
recreationists which has become very significant. Additionally, we request that an adequate
mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative
impacts.

Issue:

Management decisions should be based on input from a team that is rep ive of
all citizens needs. This is especially necessary to provide a balanced perspective on the travel
management team and when consulting and coordinating with other agencies. There is an inherent
bias on management teams that do not include OHV enthusiasts. We request that the
interdisciplinary team (IDT) include motorized recreation planners and enthusiasts in order to
adequately speak for the needs of multiple-use and motorized visitors. A multiple-use and
motorized recreationists advisory board could also be used to advise the IDT and decision-makers.

Issue:

Presently, very few agency staff members are OHV enthusiasts and can represent OHV recreation
interests in day-to-day operations and long-term management decisions. OHV enthusiasts
understand how to educate, manage, and meet the needs of OHV recreationists. Agency personnel
are not able to relate to the needs and challenges of OHV recreationists because they are not familiar
with OHVs nor are they typically OHV recreationists. There is an inherent bias on management
teams that do not include OHV enthusiasts. We request that the staff on each project team include
an adequate number of OHV enthusiasts in order to adequately represent and address the needs of
OHV recreationists. Additionally we request that an adequate number of agency staff be licensed
and safety trained to operate OHVs, have an adequate number of OHV:s for their use and spend an
adequate amount of time riding OHV's along with OHV recreationists so that they can adequately
understand the needs associated with motorized access and motorized recreationists.

We are a [0Cally Supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through ible envir protection and education.
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Responses

O3-165: Discussion of weed infestation in Chapters 2-4 of
the RMP/EIS considers all sources of weed infestation,
including grazing livestock, OHV wuse, and vehicular
transpott.

0O3-166: Environmental impacts associated with road oblit-
erations can be highly variable. Factors include degree of
obliteration (partial, full), location of the road on the
slope (proximity to streams, side slope steepness, slope
position, etc.) and the condition of the road itself. Class
restrictions are one option we considered and included in
some of the alternatives.

03-167: Comment refers to USFS actions, not BLM ac-
tions.

0O3-168: Thank you for your suggestion. Volunteers and
hosted worker programs are utilized by the BLM.

0O3-169: BLM appreciates the efforts of the public to pro-
vide trail maintenance. Please see Action RC-D1.7.5.

0O3-170: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-171: Two members of the Coeur d’Alene District Re-
source Advisory Committee (RAC) are motorized recrea-
tion enthusiasts from the local OHV community. See
Chapter 5 for more information about the RAC.

0O3-172: Please see response O3-171.
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Issue:

Natural conditions should be used as the benchmark for the test of impacts on natural resources. All
impacts should be measured against a realistic assessment of natural conditions including natural
sound levels, sedimentation rates and natural events such as fires, glacial periods, and floods. We
request that guidelines be developed to help determine if perceived impacts are significant or
insignificant. All measures of perceived impacts should be compared to natural levels of activities
over the course of time to test for significance. A significant difference in magnitude should be
required before a perceived impact can be considered significant. This standard is required in order
1o remove personal opinions from the process and to restore impartial and reasonable judgment to
the process.

For example, the lack of adequate policy and impl ion of fire practices has lead
to many catastrophic fires. The sedimentation resulting from these fires should be measured and
compared to all OHV activity in the forest. The results will demonstrate that the rate of sediment
resulting from fires is thousands of times greater than that of all OHV activity in the forest. The
determination of the natural rate of sedimentation over the course of time will also demonstrate that
the natural rate of sedimentation is many times greater than that of all OHV activity in the forest.
These are examples of the sense of magnitude and big picture perspective that should be required
when evaluating impacts in the document and decision-making.

Issue:

There is no documentation or data to support closure of any motorized routes in the project area to
improve wildlife connectivity. The existing level of roads and trails does not significantly impact
wildlife connectivity, i.e. it functions as such with the existing level of roads and trails and closing
any roads or trails to motorized use would not make any ble difference. Connectivity is
another concept being promoted by extreme green groups such as the Wildlands Project to further
their agenda to close all land to the public. Additionally, non-motorized routes would have the same
impact on wildlife connectivity as motorized routes and the evaluation must recognize this fact.

Issue:

The Forest Service Stream Systems Technology Center has found, in a paper published in the July
2000 issue of Stream Notes, that roads and trails can easily be hydrologically disconnected from
streams. Therefore, the sedimentation concerns can be easily mitigated and should not be used as a
reason to justify motorized recreation and access closures except in exceptional cases that cannot be
adequately mitigated.

Issue:

A study of sound levels from OHV use was found to be less than the background noise of the wind
in treetops (Nora Hamilton, Mendocino National Forest, memorandum to the file, November 17,
1992). Also, the USDA FS Technology and Development Program in a report prepared in 1993 and
titled "Sound Levels of Five Motorcycles Traveling Over Forest Trails" found that at distances over
400 feet, motorcycles do not raise the ambient sound level (they are no louder than background
levels of noise). Absolute quiet is not a reasonable expectation. Sound from motorized sources such
as airplanes exists even in the most remote areas. It is not reasonable to expect absolute quiet in
areas intended for multiple-use. The sound level of motorized recreation use is not greater than
natural sounds, and therefore, sound level should not be used as a reason to justify motorized
recreation and access closures.

We are a [0Cally supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through /i Z protection and education.
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Issue:

A study of National Park elk habituated to human activity and not hunted were more sensitive to
persons afoot than vehicles (Shultz, R.D. and James A. Bailey “Responses of National Park Elk to
Human Activity”, Journal of Wildlife Management, v42, 1975). Therefore, hikers disturb elk more
than motor vehicles and “disturbance of wildlife” should not be used as a reason to justify motorized
recreation and access closures. Additionally, when there are concerns with wildlife disturbance,
restrictions on hikers should be given a greater emphasis than restrictions on motorized visitors.

Issue:

Hikers disturb nesting birds (Swarthout, Elliott and Steidl, Robert, Journal of the Society of
Conservation Biology, February 2003) yet restrictions on hiking and other non-motorized
recreationists to reduce impacts on nesting birds are rarely imposed.

Hiking, cross-country hiking and wilderness uses also causes trail impacts yet these impacts are
seldom acknowledged. For example, the USDA FS Inter in Research Station Re: h Paper
INT-450 "Changes on Trails in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, Montana, 1978-89" and dated
1991 found that many trail segments changed markedly, depending on site and use.

Additionally the report "Keeping Visitors on the Right Track - Sign and Barrier Research at Mount
Rainer", Park Science 14(4) published in 1994 found that off-trail hiking is a major source of impact
that creates trails and erosion throughout the several thousand acres of sub-alpine meadows.

Additionally the report "Erosional Impact of Hikers, Horses, Motorcycles, and Off-Road Bicycles
on Mountain Trails in Montana", Mountain Research and Development, Volume 14, No, 1, and
published in 1994 found that multiple comparison test results showed that horses and hikers made
more sediment available than wheels, and this effect was most pronounced on pre-wetted trails.

Why are there so many double-standards in the impact analyses and decision-making? If the issues
surrounding motorized travel are significant enough to justify closures, then, in order to avoid
introducing a bias to the evaluation and process the same issues and restrictions should also be
applied to hiking, mountain climbing, cross-country hiking, wilderness users, etc.

Issue:

A study of the heart rate of elk found that humans walking between 20 to 300 meters from the elk
caused them to flee immediately 41% of the time while an OHV passing within 15 to 400 meters of
the elk caused them to flee 8% of the time (Ward, A. L. and J. J. Cupal. 1976. Telemetered heart
rate of three elk as affected by activity and human disturbance. USDA Forest Service, Rocky
Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. Laramie, WY. 9 pp.). Therefore, hikers disturb elk
more than motor vehicles and “disturbance of wildlife” should not be used as a reason to justify
motorized recreation and access closures. Additionally, when there are concerns with wildlife
disturbance, restrictions on hikers should be given a greater emphasis than restrictions on motorized
visitors.

Issue:
A study of mule deer found that 80% fled in reaction to encounters with persons afoot while only
24% fled due to encounters with snowmobiles (David J. Freddy, Whitcomb M. Bronaugh, Martin C.
Fowler, “Responses of Mule Deer to Persons Afoot and Snowmobiles”, Wildlife Society Bulletin,
1986). Therefore, hikers disturb deer more than motor vehicles and “disturbance of wildlife” should
We are a [0Cally Supported association whose purpose Js to preserve trails for all
recreationists througl re ible envirc protection and education.
Page 66 of 109

Responses

0O3-173: Environmental consequences analysis is in compli-
ance with federal regulations and BLM policy.

0O3-174: Setvheen, Waller, and Sandstrom (2001, Identifica-
tion and management of linkage zones for grizzly bears
between the large blocks of public land in the northern
Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the
draft EIS for the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment
identified important travel corridors for grizzly bears and
Canada lynx. Many of these travel corridors in northern
Idaho do not have BLM public lands within them.

O3-175: Such improvements may be made during project-
level planning, but are beyond the scope of this docu-
ment.

0O3-176: Noise disturbance is only one of many considera-
tions the BLM incorporates into their decisions regarding
any route designations.

0O3-177: Elk behavior was monitored in relation to multiple
uses in southern Wyoming. Elk preferred a %2 mile buffer
from people associated with out-of-vehicle activities (e.g.
camping, fishing, harvesting timber, etc.) (Ward, A.L.
1973. Elk behavior in relation to multiple uses on the
Medicine Bow National Forest. Proceedings of the West-
ern Association of State Game Commissions 43:125-141).

0O3-178: An interdisciplinary team thoroughly analyzed all of
the resources and uses on BLM public lands and at-
tempted to address everyone’s concerns.

0O3-179: Researchers conducted an experiment measuting
elk response to ATVs. Elk were less likely to flee away
with further distance between them and the ATV. There
was up to an 80% response rate when ATVs were 20
meters away, 7-13% times larger than when ATVs were
500 meters away. There were significant responses when
an elk was close to an ATV route but the ATV was 2
kilometers away (Preisler, H.K., A.A Ager, and M.J. Wis-
dom. 2006. Statistical methods for analyzing responses of
wildlife to human disturbance. Journal of applied ecol-
ogy. 43: 164-172). With more than 90,000 off highway
vehicles registered in Idaho in 2005, selected drivers of
these vehicles harass wildlife and destroy their habitat.

0O3-180: Researchers conducted an experiment measuring
mule deer response to ATVs. When chased, the deer
began to feed at night, used cover mote often, moved
outside of their home ranges, and produced fewer fawns.
The researchers noted that all deer in the study area ha-
bituated to the ATV when it was on a predictable route
and ignored motor traffic unless they were pursued
(Yarmoloy, C., M. Bayer, and V.Geist. 1988. Behavior
responses and reproduction of mule deer, Odocoilens
hemionns, does following experimental harassment with an
all-terrain vehicle. Canadian Field-Naturalist, 102(3):425-
429). With more than 90,000 off highway vehicles regis-
tered in Idaho in 2005, selected drivers of these vehicles
harass wildlife and destroy theit habitat.
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not be used as a reason to justify motorized recreation and access closures. Additionally, when there
180 | are concerns with wildlife disturbance, restrictions on hikers should be given a greater emphasis
than restrictions on motorized visitors.

Issue:

The wildlife sections of many travel plan documents tend
to promote two underlying themes; (1) wildlife and forest
visitors cannot coexist, and (2) there are significant
negative impacts to wildlife from visitors to the forest.
Observations of wildlife in Yellowstone and Glacier
National Parks and the 400 deer that live within the
Helena city limits combined with common sense tell us
that wildlife can flourish with millions of visitors and
motorized vehicles.

181 Wildlife can and do effectively coexist with motorized
visitors in even the most heavily visited places. Therefore, concerns with motorized forest visitors
and wildlife are often over-stated and over-emphasized which unfortunately demonstrates a
predisposition in the process.

The wildlife/visitor interaction in national parks demonstrates that the manner in which visitors
coexist with wildlife is the most significant factor in the interaction between wildlife and visitors.
The manner in which visitors coexist with wildlife in national forest can be shaped by adequate use
of mitigation measures including seasonal closures, educational programs and trail rangers.
Therefore, reasonable alternatives to the closure of motorized roads and trails exist and can be used
to address wildlife concerns. We request that these sorts of reasonable alternatives to closure of
roads and trails to motorized visitors be adequately considered and incorporated into the preferred

alternative.

Issue:

“Present day populations of white-tailed deer and elk are at their highest levels recorded in recent
history” (Montana Wolf Conservation and N Planning D M Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, January 2000

(http://www.fwp.state.mt.us/wildthings/wolf/wol 011602.pdf ). Additionally, “nearly

60 percent of Montana's original elk management units exceed elk-population objectives, while only
31 percent exceed harvest objectives™ (www.fwp.state.mt.us/hunting/elkplan.html ).

182 Additionally, the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE), outside of Glacier National
Park, has grizzly bear population densities of about 1 bear per 20-30 square miles and has human
recreation consisting of motorized access, motorized recreation, hiking, fishing, camping, horseback
riding, and big game hunting. Glacier National Park annually receives approximately 2-3 million
visitors, does not allow hunting, and has grizzly bear population densities estimated at about 1 bear
per 8 square miles. The Yellowstone Ecosystem (YE) which is comprised of Yellowstone Park and
surrounding National Forests, receives more visitation than Glacier Park and has an increasing
grizzly bear population estimated at 1 bear per 30-50 square miles
(http://www.r6.fws.gov/endspp/grizzly/bittereis/deischp2.htm ). All indications are that grizzly bear
habitat is fully occupied and that additional road closures and obliteration will not produce any more
bears and, therefore, motorized closures are not reasonable or productive. Therefore, grizzly bears
We are a locally supported a.r.fa(:lat/aﬂ wﬁo.re purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationises through protection and education.
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can coexist at reasonable population densities with multiple-use recreation and there is no
compelling reason to close roads and trails to motorized recreationists to increase grizzly
populations because the most significant constraint is their need for so many acres between other
grizzly bears.

Furthermore, Kate Kendall's Greater Glacier Bear DNA study (includes all the North Fork of
Flathead), which identified 367 unique individual bears with one years data not yet analyzed. The
recovered population target was 600 bears for the entire Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem. so
there is already known that about 2/3 of that target exist on about 1/4 of the habitat. Completion of
DNA study of the rest of the ecosystem is certain to show that bear populations far exceed the
recovery goal and should be de-listed.

182 Additionally, the number of hunters has leveled off (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1996 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. http:/library.fws.gov/nat_survey
1996.pdf ).

Therefore, there are no compelling reasons “to elevate the level of elk security in the project area
and...enhance elk populations™ as frequently d by wildlife biologists (: le; Fish,
Wildlife and Parks letter dated February 27, 2002 to Helena National Forest on the Clancy-
Unionville Travel Planning Project, bottom of page 9). Additionally, there are no compelling
reasons to justify reduced road densities as a sought-after or necessary wildlife management
criterion. Lastly, there are reasonable alternatives including permit hunting and seasonal travel
restrictions that can better accomplish the outcome sought by reduced road and trail densities.
NEPA requires ideration and impl ion of all ble alternatives. Not considering and
impl i le alternatives d a predisposition in the process.

Issue:
A December 31, 2003 Federal Court ruling found that associated with actions taken under the
endangered species action must be paid to the public. The case stemmed from the government's
efforts to protect endangered winter-run chinook salmon and threatened delta smelt between 1992
and 1994 by withholding billions of gallons from farmers in California's Kern and Tulare counties.
Court of Federal Claims Senior Judge John Wiese ruled that the government's halting of water
1 8 3 constituted a ““taking" or intrusion on the farmers' private property rights. The Fifth Amendment to
the Constitution prohibits the government from taking private property without fair payment.
What the court found is that the government is certainly free to protect the fish under the
Endangered Species Act, but it must pay for the water that it takes to do so," said Roger J. Marzulla,
the attorney representing the water districts that brought the claim. This same standard should also
be applied to the economic and motorized recreational losses that the public has suffered under the
ESA including motorized closures justified by grizzly bear habitat and impacts on westslope
cutthroat trout and bull trout. (http://www.uswaternews.com/archives/arcrights/4caliwate2.html )

Issue:

The Agency must support any claim that various recreational activities (e.g., off-highway vehicle
use, camping, equestrian use, hunting etc.,) pose significant threats to endangered species. Claims
184 that are highly speculative and based on little or no reliable data should be excluded from the
environmental analysis.

We are a ocally supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through re ble envirol protection and education.
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O3-181: Under the preferred alternative, BLM has at-
tempted to exercise as many options to keep trails open
to OHV as possible. Roads and trails are generally not
closed solely for wildlife concerns, except for temporary
events such as elk mating season or eagle nesting periods.
If roads or trails are closed, it is generally for a combina-
tion of reasons.

0O3-182: Northern Idaho does not have either the Northern
Continental Divide or the Yellowstone ecosystems, but it
does have the Cabinet/Yaak and the Selkitk ecosystems
for grizzly bears. The following is taken from the Biologi-
cal Assessment.

The Cabinet/Yaak represents approximately eight percent
of the total occupied grizzly bear range remaining within
the conterminous 48 states. Grizzly bear numbers in this
ecosystem atre estimated at 30 to 40 animals (USFWS
2004¢). Until recently, the Service believed that this popu-
lation was stable to increasing. This belief was based on
perceptions of grizzly bear researchers familiar with this
ecosystem and population trend analyses. Grizzly bear
biologists working in this ecosystem perceived that the
population had increased due to more reported grizzly
bear sightings and sightings in areas not previously known
to be used by grizzly bears in this ecosystem (Kasworm
2000 in USFWS 2004¢). In 1999 and 2000, an unusually
high number of grizzly bear mortalities in this population;
there were five grizzly bear mortalities in 1999 and four in
2000, three of which were females and five were cubs.
Modeling used by the USFWS to conduct population
trend analyses used data from 1993 to 1998 indicated
that the grizzly bear population was experiencing annual
growth (USFWS 1999). However, the results of the popu-
lation trend analysis were considered statistically inconclu-
sive (USFWS 2004e).

The Selkitk represents approximately six percent of the
total occupied grizzly bear range remaining within the
conterminous 48 states (USFWS 2004f). The Selkirk is
also one of the smallest recovery zones (1,957 square
miles, 1.25 million acres), and only 53 percent (663,814
acres) is contained within the conterminous US; the re-
maining 47 percent lies within British Columbia, Canada.
Forty-six grizzly bears are estimated to be in this ecosys-
tem. Unlike the Cabinet/Yaak population, the Selkirk
population is thought to be increasing, although a recent
population trend analysis for the Selkirk was also incon-
clusive. Additionally, recovery plan criteria for bear repro-
duction, distribution, and mortality have been met only
for female grizzly bear mortality (USFWS 2004f). Further-
more, population modeling indicated that one additional
subadult female mortality in the sampled Selkirk popula-
tion could push the trend into a decline (USDI 1999a). In
2002, there were six grizzly bear mortalities, one of which
was an adult female (Wakkinen and Johnson 2003).

The BLM does not have the same authority as the Idaho
Fish and Game to regulate permit hunting. Action FW-
2.1.1 for all alternatives; Action FW-D2.1.2 (see Appen-
dix I, item 21); Action FW-C2.2.6; Action SS-D1.1.5;
Action SS-D1.1.7; S§-1.1.8; and Action SS-D1.1.11 iden-
tify seasonal restrictions.

(continued on following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

0O3-183: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to
conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. Human
injury and human caused mortality are the greatest management concerns of grizzly bears. Motorized access enhances the public’s access
into grizzly bear habitat and, thus, increases the probability of encounters between people and bears. People are often injured and the bear
is killed in many of these cases. The BLM uses its authorities to restrict mototized access as a method to teduce human injury, mortalities of
bears, and conserve the species.

8.9 miles of roads cross 4,324 acres of BLM public lands within grizzly bear habitat in northern Idaho.

O3-184: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congtess that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to
conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.

The BLM and the FWS used the best scientific and commercial data available to determine if any Federally listed or proposed species or
designated or proposed critical habitat was present within the action area (50 CFR 402.12(d)).

With the best scientific and commercial data available, the BLM conducted a “hard look” at the impacts of various resource programs to-
wards endangered, threatened, and sensitive species (Sierra Club vs. US Dept of Transportation, 753 F. 2d 120, DC Circuit 1985).
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The Agency must establish much more than a causal connection between recreation activities and
any perceived declines in the population of any threatened or endangered species known to reside in
the project area. At most, the technical data shows that some recreational activities, in some areas,
have the potential to displace some species on a very local level. This, however, cannot establish
that recreational activities pose a substantial threat to an entire population or subpopulation of a
particular plant or animal.

Suggestions:

a) The agency should not utilize technical data that displays a pronounced bias against public
recreation.

b) The agency must not jump to conclusions regarding the effects of recreation on threatened and
endangered species.

Issue:

Our observations over decades of trail riding have established that significant wildlife mortality does
not result from OHV activity. We are not aware of any reports of large animals such as deer, elk, or
bear being hit or injured by OHV activity. Additionally, it is extremely rare for OHVs to injure any
small animals such as squirrels or chipmunks. We request that wildlife mortality from OHV activity
be considered minor and that wildlife mortality not be used as a reason to close roads and trails to
OHV visitors.

Issue:

OHV use and wildlife can and do coexist. We do not see any evidence in the field that would
indicate that summer motorized recreation use is a significant wildlife problem. We support
motorized closures where necessary to protect wildlife during the spring calving season and hunting
scason while maintaining a reasonable level of access during those periods.

Issue:

It is obvious from aerial observation of the project area that under the existing conditions so much
of the area is inaccessible to motor vehicles and that the existing level of motorized access and
motorized recreation is entirely reasonable. Reduced motorized road and trail density is often used
as a desired management goal but is not reasonable. The trend of reduced motorized access and
motorized recreational opportunities is not necessary and is not consistent with multiple-use
management of the area.

Issue:

Wildlife management also depends on adequate motorized access. For example, the lack of
adequate roads and motorized access for hunter access has led to reduced hunter success and
reduced harvest of game animals and affected the overall number and balance of game animals. This
in turn has led to the need for cow permits and special hunts. In order to be consistent with the
Forest Plan and meet the goal of no net change in herd numbers requires no net change in hunter
access which in turn justifies the current level of motorized roads and trails.

Issue:
The encroachment of residences into the forest is often the most significant factor contributing to
the loss of summer and/or winter wildlife habitat. First, we request that the impact of these
permanent encroachments be quantified and compared to the relatively minor impact that
mechanized forest visitors have on wildlife habitat. Secondly, public land visitors should not have to

We are a [oCally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationises through responsible environmental protection and education.
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pay the price in the form of motorized closures required to offset the impact of permanent
encroachments by private residences. Proper assignment of restrictions would rest on those private
individuals who permanently encroached on the natural habitat.

Issue:

Independent scientist should review and participate in all aspects of planning, broad-based
assessments, local analysis, and monitoring. Independent scientists must review the published
results of all partnership studies including those prepared by students under the direction of
professors, in order to be sure that they are appropriately interpreted and documented and that the
supporting data is adequte.

Scientists may come from within federal or state agencies, or the general public, and may hold a
variety of important and influential positions. The study team should:

1) require minimum standards and criteria for qualifications which must be met before a
scientist can be deemed an "expert";
provide minimum standards and criteria for determining when a scientist may be deemed
"independent"; and
provide a minimum amount of public notice and opportunity to object whenever any such
scientist is considered for such participation, whether such position is permanent or
temporary, full time or part time, voluntary or compensated. Such notice should include the
qualifications of the individual, the role which the individual will have in such participation,
and the type and duration of the position.

2

3

Review and participation by independent scientists is a good thing, provided the process require
standards which assure that such scientists are in fact qualified and independent, and provide the
public the opportunity to review such factors.

Issue:

We are greatly concerned about the prevailing management trend for public lands that has
significantly reduced or eliminated motorized recreation and access opportunities. Why does the
closure of public lands permeate the current management mind set? This mind set is not in line with
the best interests of the public. The closure of any existing motorized trail will add to the significant
cumulative loss of motorized recreation and access opportunities that has occurred within public
lands during the past 35 + years. In order to avoid contributing further to the significant cumulative
loss of motorized recreation and access, we request that the closure of a motorized trail or access
should be offset by the creation of a new motorized trail or access of equal value.

Issue:

The elimination of public access to public lands through private property has also contributed to the
loss of motorized access and motorized recreation opportunities. We request that agencies acquire
private land and right-of-ways to provide access to public land that is now blocked off to the public.
This action is necessary to reverse the prevailing trend of significantly less public access to public
land over the past 35 + years and the cumulative negative impact of that trend on multiple-use
recreationists.

Issue:
Private property owners that border public land should not benefit from public land without
providing access to the public. Any private landowner that owns land that borders public land and
We are a (0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throusgh responsible envirohmental protection ahd eaucation.
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Responses

0O3-185: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (2003
Big Game Seasons p. 78) learned that (1) elk in roaded
habitats are more than twice as likely to be killed by a
hunter than thosein unroaded areas; (2) selective road
closures help reduce the number of bull elk taken and
allowed longer hunting seasons; (3) the number of hunt-
ers in an area is often directly related to the number of
roads; and (4) with more roads (i.e. easy access) and more
hunters in an area, more elk are taken, resulting in low
bull:calf ratios and fewer mature bulls.

03-186: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-187: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-188: The ability to reduce hunter densities and perhaps
increase hunter success rates through managing road
access appears to be a promising wildlife management
tool (Gratson, M.\W. and C.I.. Whitman. 2000). Road
closures and density and success of elk hunters in Idaho.
Wildlife Society Bulletin. Vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 302-310).

03-189: BLM can not control urban growth on non-BLM
lands. Loss of habitat is simply the current situation. The
alternatives propose a variety of means to enhance habitat
to include reducing road density and closing roads where
habitat is being adversely affected. Under Alternative D,
BLM attempted to balanced this need with that of provid-
ing access for recreational use.

03-190: The BLM interdisciplinary teams is composed of
experienced scientists and experts in various fields. The
team also used the latest scientific data available in devel-
oping the alternatives and when conducting the analysis
described in this document.

0O3-191: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see re-
sponse O3-124.

0O3-192: The preferred alternative allows for easements to
allow access through private lands. Please see Action RC-
D1.5.8 in the alternatives section of the RMP. BLM can
not discern access based on ownership.

0O3-193: Please see response O3-192.

K-56
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does not provide public access to that public land should also be denied access to that public land
under the principles of fairness and reciprocity. This action is necessary to reverse the prevailing
trend of significantly less public access to public land over the past 35 + years and the cumulative
negative impact of that trend on multiple-use recreationists.

Issue:

Anytime there is a land exchange between private and public entities, a public access easement or
right-of-way should be required in order to offset the trend of less public access to public land over
the past 35 + years and the cumulative negative impact of that trend on multiple-use recreationists.

Issue:
Page 279 of the Supplement to Big Snowy EA. As previously stated in our response to 3¢ —
Roadless/Wilderness comments, we fail to see how the Roadless Rule has a cumulative effect on
Itipl rec. ionists. The Roadless Area Conservation Strategy did not prohibit motorized
use on roads and trails that already exist within inventoried roadless areas. It also did not prohibit
construction of new motorized trails. It did not designate the areas as wilderness. It did not prohibit
the Forest Supervisor from making local decisions about motorized travel within roadless areas.
Therefore, we consider this comment beyond the scope of the project.

We disagree with the conclusion that the Roadless Rule will not have a cumulative negative effect
on motorized recreationists. The Final Roadless Rule published on January 5, 2001 included the
following directive “The proposed rule did not close any roads or off-highway vehicle (OHV)
trails”. Even though motorized recreation is allowed by the Roadless Rule, non-motorized groups
will contest every inch of motorized trail in roadless areas. The comments submitted by non-
motorized use groups as part of this proposed action are representative of their position. All too
often, the preferred alternative implements a significant reduction in motorized access and
recreation. Every action involving travel management in the region has had significant motorized
access and recreation closures associated with it. There is no evidence that future actions will be any
different.

Montana has a total of 16,843,000 acres in National Forests. Of that area, 3,372,000 acres or 20%
are designated wilderness. Areas subject to the Roadless Rule total 6,397,000 acres or 38% of our
National Forest area. Therefore, 9,769,000 acres or 58% of the National Forest in Montana is either
wilderness or subject to the Roadless Rule. This number of acres must be balanced with the fact that
wilderness visits account for only 2.55% of the visits to public land (Table 2-7 in the Social
Assessment of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest dated October 2002). Therefore, nearly all
(97.45%) visitors to public lands benefit from land management for multiple-use and benefit from
motorized access and mechanized recreational opportunities.

Based on our experience with past actions and current proposed actions, motorized recreationists
will lose significant recreational opportunities and suffer cumulative negative impacts from the
Roadless Rule. Therefore, we disagree that this issue is out of scope. We request that the cumulative
negative impact of the Roadless Rule, past actions and future actions be considered a significant
issue and adequately considered in the document and decision-making. Additionally, we request that
an adequate mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative
negative impacts.

Issue:
We are a [0Cally supported ass0Ciation whose purpose is o preserve trails for all
recregtionists throush Z 4 protection and education.
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Natural resources are renewable and sustainable when reasonably d and used. Envi

health is not significantly improved under management for wilderness or roadless character.
Reasonable management and use for the benefit of all citizens is best provided under multiple-use
policies. We request that decision-making be based on restoring reasonable management and use of
public lands.

Issue:

The wilderness designation is not good for recreation and an alternative designation is needed.
Many U.S. citizens do not trust our federal land managers to manage our natural resources
responsibly. Wilderness advocates have taken advantage of this situation to promote the Wilderness
designation and now the Roadless designation as a means to protect these areas. Wilderness
designation was originally conceived, by the Wilderness advocates involved in the passage of the
1964 Wilderness Act, as appropriate for about ten million acres of administratively designated
Primitive Areas. Present day Wilderness advocates have since expanded the concept to a system of
over one hundred million acres and they say we need much more.

An alternative land designation is needed to resolve the Wilderness and Roadless area debate. Off-
highway motorcycles, aircraft, snowmobiles, 4X4s, mountain bikes, ATVs, and personal watercraft
are not allowed in designated Wilderness areas. Therefore, these popular recreation pastimes are
severely impacted by the Wilderness and Roadless designation. Motorized uses that have been grand
fathered into some Wilderness areas, such as use of aircraft and powerboats, are subjected to
harassment. Horseback riders, hunters and other non-motorized r ionists are also i ing|
under attack from Wilderness advocates who push more restrictive regulations in existing
Wilderness areas and those areas proposed for that designation.

The U.S. Congress should act on legislation ishing a federal desi ion that is less restrictive
to recreational use than Wilderness and the Roadless designation. It should be called "Back Country
Recreation Area" (http://www.sharetrails.org/index.cfm?page=39 and
http://www.sharetrails.org/index.cfm?page=40 ). This designation should be designed to protect
and, if possible, enhance the backcountry recreation opportunities on these lands while still allowing
responsible utilization of these areas by the natural resource industries.

This designation should be used for those areas currently identified by the federal land management
agencies as "roadless" and thus currently under consideration for Wilderness designation. Areas
considered may or may not be recommended for Wilderness designation or classed as Wilderness
Study Areas. In addition, the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have
administratively developed non-Congressionally designated Wilderness-like reserves or buffer
zones. The Forest Service's buffers are called natural and near-natural areas. The BLM's reserves are
named primitive and semi-primitive. These non-Congressionally approved land classifications
should be receive the Back Country Recreation Area (BCRA) designation.

Many roadless areas have been under consideration for Wilderness designation for over 35 years.
The opposition to Wilderness designation in many of these areas has been largely from
recreationists whose preferred form of recreation isn't allowed in Wilderness areas. Recreational
resources need not be sacrificed for responsible resource extraction. The BCRA designation will
encourage cooperation, not only between diverse recreation interests, but also between recreationists
and our resource industries.

We are a locally supported association whose purpose Js to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmenta/ protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-194: See Lands and Realty Actions LR-B2.1.6, LR-
C2.1.6 and LR-D2.1.6, “Retain necessary public access
when lands are transferred out of Federal ownership.”

03-195: Comment pertains to USES lands, not BLM lands.

0O3-196: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-197: The issue raised is beyond the scope of the RMP.
Please see responses O4-1 and O5-16.
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We request that all "roadless" federal lands, not currently designated as Wilderness, be reviewed for
their importance to back country recreationists and designated as Back Country Recreation Areas.

Issue:

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) for motorized recreationists should consist of an an
equivalent number, type and quality of opportunities as compared to non-motorized recreationists
including access to back country recreation areas, long distance back country discovery routes, back
country airstrips and destinations including historic areas, lakes, vistas, streams and rivers.

Issue:

Many visitors who traditionally use roads and trails in the project area may not participate in a
formal NEPA process. The process is both time consuming and confusing to many citizens.
Multiple-use interests oftentimes struggle to provide participants due to many other time
commitments. At the same time, non-motorized groups funded by foundations have well-organized,
trained and experienced staffs that are readily available to participate in the NEPA process and
collaborative sessions. These groups are able to participate on a wide front of actions from travel
management to timber sales to non-motorized designations. The magnitude of foundation funding
available to non-motorized groups tends to amplify their limited-use interests in comparison to the
needs of the public. The number of groups and the magnitude of their funding can be found at
http://www.. itch search/directory.asp. For le, there are over 45 special-interest
environmental groups operating in our area. This setting often results in non-motorized interests
getting undue benefits by creating and manipulating the process. This setting is not based on the
principles of addressing public need and technical merit. We request that the effectiveness and
impact of foundation-funded organizations versus the needs of all citizens be evaluated and factored
into the agencies decision-making.

Issue:

Given the current setting (number of actions and time required to address each), most of the public
not iated with dation-funded special-interest envi | organizations does not have
the time and money to adequately protect their recreation rights. This characterization typifies most
motorized and multiple-use recreationists who already struggle to balance family obligations with
work obligations. It is not reasonable to require major involvement in the NEPA process from the
working public in order to protect their recreation rights. Conversely, it is not reasonable to reward
those groups backed by foundation funding and paid positions with an advantage in the NEPA
process and undue recreational opportunities. We request that the cumulative negative impact
associated with this setting be adequately evaluated and factored into the decision-making for this
action.

Issue:
We have also observed from past NEPA travel management processes that the lack of participation
by motorized recreationists has been due to the cumulative effect of confusing and poor
documentation of the proposals, which included maps that did not have clearly defined
characteristics, landmarks, trails, roads, routes and historical sites that would be removed from
communal use by the proposed closure action. We are concerned that this lack of understanding
will lead to resentment and poor support of motorized closures by the community. We request that
the travel management process seek out and document the needs of all motorized visitors including
those who traditionally use the primitive roads and trails, plus the handicapped, elderly, and
physically impaired as required under 40 CFR 1506.6 (a) Make diligent efforts to involve the public

We are g [0Cally Supported assoCigtion whose purpose is o preserve trails for all

rec jonists through / Z a3/ protection and education.
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in preparing and implementing the NEPA process, (3) (vii) Publication in newsletters that may be
expected to reach potentially interested persons. (ix) Posting of notice on and off site in the area
where the action is to be located, and (d) Solicit appropriate information from the public.
Additionally, NFMA requires the Forest Service "shall publicize and hold public meetings or
comparable processes at locations that foster public participation in the review of such plans and
revisions." 16 U.S.C. § 1604(d).

Issue:

Many multiple-use and motorized recreationists have expressed a concern about the general lack of
trust in the travel management process. They feel that travel management decisions are pre-
determined, that it is pointless to participate in the process, and that travel management is not
intended to meet their needs. These opinions could be easily confirmed by publishing a request in
local newspapers and on local television ck Is asking for a to the question “Do you feel
that you have been adequately involved in the closure of roads and trails on public lands to
motorized use? Yes or No” and “Do you feel that the needs of multiple-use and motorized
recreationists have been adequately considered in the travel management process? Yes or No™.

We request that the process adequately meet public involvement requirements with respect to
motorized visitors. The process should include methods of public involvement that effectively
reach motorized visitors and methods to account for the needs of citizens who may not participate
for diverse reasons. Some public involvement methods that would be effective include: (1) the use
of trail rangers (who are motorized enthusiasts) to count and interview visitors using the travelways
and distribute Travel Management materials to them, (2) publication in the newsletters of motorized
association, (3) attendance at motorized club meetings, (4) posting of information packets at
motorized trail head areas, and (5) mailings to OHV enthusiasts and owners.

Issue:

The number of NEPA actions is overwhelming. For example, each Bureau of Land Management
and Forest Service jurisdiction publishes a NEPA Quarterly Report and there are typically at least 30
actions ongoing at any moment. We typically recreate in at least 5 to 6 Forest Service or BLM
management areas. The number of NEPA actions at any moment that we would have to evaluate
and comment on in order to be involved would total 150 to 180. Refer to Table 2 also. Therefore,
the public cannot possibly comment on every road, trail, or document. If this is an over-arching
strategy, then it is grossly unfair. It is not reasonable to expect working class citizens to comment on
every NEPA action that affects them. Basically, the current planning processes discriminate against
the working class because they work at least 40 hours per and cannot dedicate anywhere near
enough hours required to keep up with all of the travel planning processes currently on the table.

Issue:

We are concerned with the way that comments are being used by agencies in the decision-making
process. Agency management has said that the total number of comments received during the
process is considered during the decision-making. There is a clear indication that decisions are being
made based on those interests producing the most comments. We strongly disagree with a decision-
making process using comments as a voting process where the most comments wins the most trails
and recreation opportunities because motorized recreationists and working class citizens have a low
participation rate in NEPA processes for reasons discussed further in this document.

We are a oCally supported association whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationises through ible envir protection and education.
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0O3-198: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45. Also,
based on the number of comments received concerning
or relating to recreation settings, Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (ROS) was added to Maps 20-23.

03-199: All members of the public have equal opportunity
to participate in the planning process. The level at which
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence. BLM gave equal consideration to ideas, requests,
and other comments from organizations and ptivate citi-
zens throughout this planning process.

03-200: All members of the public have equal opportunity
to participate in the planning process. The level at which
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence. BLM has made great efforts to ensure all members
of the public have an opportunity to participate in the
planning process. The motorized recreation community
was well represented at most of the public meetings that
BLM conducted. Also, judging from content of the pub-
lic comment letters on the Draft RMP/FEIS, most were
from people who enjoy motorized recreation.

0O3-201: The extensive public involvement process that
BLM has implemented is described in Chapter 5 of the
RMP/EIS. BLM took extra cate to prepare easy-to-read
travel management maps. During public meetings, BLM
received a number of compliments on these maps, and
many attendees took copies home with them.

0O3-202: Newsletters were sent to anyone who requested
one or who signed up to be on the BLM mailing list for
this project. See response to O3-201. The newsletters and
other information about the planning process were also
made available on the project website. During the scop-
ing period, the BLM Project manager participated in a
meeting of a local motorized club. Motorized recreation-
ist participation at public meetings and the number of
comment letters from them indicate that BLM did an
adequate job of informing the public and allowing for
their involvement in the planning process.

03-203: BLM is required to notify the public of all actions
that require NEPA analysis. Public citizens are free to
choose those actions they wish to be involved with. This
is not BLM’s overarching strategy.

0O3-204: Public comments are used to draw planners’ atten-
tion to resoutce issues of most concern to the public.
One of the main points of NEPA is to encourage public
patticipation by allowing for comments on most actions.
Comments are not counted as votes during the decision
making process. Chapter 5 of the Proposed RMP/Final
EIS contains a section describing how comments on the
Draft RMP/EIS were utilized. The substance of the
comments was BLM’s main consideration in determining
whether or not a change to the Draft was warranted.
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The intent of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) when seeking comments during scoping
and document comment processes is to solicit input in order to assure that significant issues were
brought forward and considered. This intent is stated in NEPA Section 1501.7 as “There shall be an
early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the
significant issues related to a proposed action.” And in NEPA Section 1503.1 as “(4) Request
comments from the public, affirmatively soliciting comments from those persons or organizations
who may be interested or affected.”

Clearly, comments under NEPA were intended to bring issues and concerns to the attention of the
team preparing the envi al doc and the decisi kers. NEPA did not suggest that
comments were to be used as a voting process to indicate support of alternatives. Nor did NEPA
anticipate that the scoping and citizen input would be dominated by well-funded special interest
groups. And finally, NEPA did not intend citizens to comment on every possible NEPA as a
requirement to protect their interests, needs, and quality of life.

Unfortunately, the comment process has been considered a voting process to gauge communal
opinion and agencies have not always recognized their responsibility to adequately address the
needs of all citizens. This misuse of the comment process has resulted in agencies overlooking the
needs of all citizens and decisions have been made that do not adequately address the needs of the
public. NEPA requires decision-making that adequately addresses the needs of all members of the
public. This direction was stated in Title 1, Sec. 101 of NEPA Policy Act of 1969 as “achieve a
balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide
sharing of life’s amenities...”. Under NEPA, decision-makers have a responsibility to seek out,
determine, and make decisions that address the needs of all citizens and not just those that submit
comments.

Communal needs are best met by management of public lands and programs for multiple-uses.
Motorized roads and trails are a significant source of recreation for all of the public. The public
expects decision-makers to adequately protect the existing standards of living and opportunities
(human environment) in their decisions. The public expects and needs public agencies to be on their
side. NEPA did not intend for citizens who do not comment on NEPA actions to give up their
standard of living to those that do. We ask that public comments not be used as a voting process and
that the needs of all citizens be fairly addressed in the document and decision-making.

Issue:

The NEPA process is complicated and unapproachable to most of the public yet there has never
been a program to inform, educate, and increase the public’s awareness and ability to work with the
NEPA process. The lack of widespread information, education, awareness and NEPA skills has
contributed to extremely low participation in the NEPA process by some sectors of the public.
Public participation for even the most controversial proposed action (roadless rule) has involved less
than 1% of the affected public. Additionally, the general lack of understanding of the NEPA process
has resulted in poor acceptance and opinions of the process by the public.

Moreover, those with significant NEPA knowledge, training, and skills are able to successfully
manipulate the NEPA process and have benefited significantly from the process and the ability to
influence its decisions.

We are a /063//)’ supported amoaa tjion w/zo.re pUrpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throush protection and education.
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A quantification of the level of public understanding and participation in the NEPA process has
never been undertaken. Additionally, a quantification of the level of public acceptance of the NEPA
process has never been undertaken. We request that the significant negative impact on the majority
of the public resulting from the lack of information, education, training, understanding and
acceptance of the NEPA process be evaluated and that the lative negative impacts which have
become significant on the public be adequately mitigated.

Issue:
National Foundations are providing significant funding to special-interest environmental groups.
For example, Turner Foundation provided $14.174,845 i m year 2000 to over 40 organizations that

displ

are active in our area (http://www., vatch.col isplay.asp?Org=581924590 ).

Pew Foundation provided $37,699, 400 in 2001
(http://www.green-watch ar display.asp?Org=236234669).

‘Weeden Foundation provided over $65,000 in 2003 and 2004
(http://www.weedenfdn.or ies.htm ) with $20,000 going to the Wildlands Center for
Preventing Roads with a stated mission of /imiting motorized recreation.

Another example, Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics had a total revenue of
$837,550 in year 2000 with $810,853 originating as gifts from 5 foundations
(http://www.fseee.org/990/ ).

Financially significant national foundations providing funding to environmental groups in the
project area include;

Bullitt dation (http:/www.gre tch. display.asp?Org=916027795 ),
Banbury Fund (http://www.green-watch di asp70rz'b6()6246; ),
Edward John Noble F ion (http:/www. tch. display.asp?Org=061055586 ),

Richard King Mellon F (http:/www.green-watch. b display.asp?Org=251127705 ),

Charles Engelhard F dation (http:/www.gre tch h display.asp?Org=226063032 ),

Ford F dation (http:/www.. itch h i a n"Org~IJl68433l ),

William & Flora Hewlett dation (http:/www.. tch display.asp?Org=941655673 ),
and W.K. Kellogg (http://www.gre vatch. h i asp?0rg=381359264).

Cary Hegreberg in the January 2004 edmon of the Montana Contractor News descnbed the current
situation as “M based envi gmups that ialize in ! generate
millions of dollars each year selling their “services™ to out-of-state donors... Montana certainly
doesn’t need to produce any more environmental advocacy than our own residents pay for”. We are
concerned about the itude and infl of foundation funding to non-motorized organizations.
The level of funding provided to non-motorized organizations from national foundations is tens of
thousands of times greater than that available to individuals and local organizations representing
multiple-use and motorized recreationists. This level of funding provides non-motorized
organizations with significant staffing, management, and legal support. Local residents are closest to
the land and should have a major say in the way that the land is managed but they cannot counter the
influence of the organized environmental groups.

We request the significant impact that national foundation funding to environmental groups has on
motorized recreationists be adequately evaluated and considered including; (1) the impact that

We are a [0Cally Supported 3ssoCiation Whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 76 of 109

Responses

0O3-205: BLM’s resource management planning process is
focused on public involvement, and NEPA requirements
are integrated into this process. BLM has held numerous
public meetings, mailed newsletters to hundreds of inter-
ested patties, published and updated a website, and been
open to work with any interested individuals or groups to
involve them in this process. See Chapter 5 for more
information about public involvement.

0O3-206: Such evaluation is beyond the scope of this docu-
ment.
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foundation funding has on the NEPA process, (2) the impact that foundation funding has on the
decision-making, and (3) the impact that foundation funding has on the NEPA process through
significant use of legal challenges to nearly every decision involving multiple-use proposals for
public lands. In addition, the document and decision-makers should evaluate the cumulative
negative impact national foundation funding has had on all past NEPA actions involving multiple-
use and motorized recreation.

Issue:

We have been told that motorized recreationists must participate in the travel management process
and/or collaborative sessions in order to realize future motorized recreational opportunities. While
we agree that motorized recreationists have the opportunity to participate in the NEPA process, the
level and effectiveness of participation should not be the deciding factor when making decisions
about who gets what recreational opportunities within public lands. NEPA does not identify the
quality and quantity of individual and group participation as a decision-making criterion. Agencies
should not be overly influenced by the network of influence groups that foundations and
environmentalists have established. The network of influence groups has a significant advantage
over common citizens in areas including funding, staffing, training and advertising through radio,
television, web sites, and newspapers. This setting allows environmental groups to get undue
benefits by manipulating the NEPA process. This setting does not address the principles of meeting
public need. NEPA and other laws do not intend for independent individuals who are less organized
to give up their life’s amenities to better-organized and funded groups.

The establishment of recreational opportunities on public lands should be based on public need.
Other government entities are directed to address and meet the needs of the public. For example,
cities provide water and sewer systems based on public need. Highways are constructed based on
public need. The need for these facilities is not based on the level of citizen involvement. The need
for these facilities is based on an assessment of need developed by water and sewer usage, traffic
counts, etc. The public has a basic expectation that agencies will look out for all of their interests
and the best interests of the public are met when agencies respond to the needs of the public in this
manner. If members of the public did not comment on the upgrade of a water treatment plant or the
construction of a highway does not mean that their water is shut off or that they can’t drive to
Bozeman. We request that the use of public participation in decision-making for this proposed
action be monitored to assure that it is does not obscure the needs of all citizens who rely on the
project area for their recreation and livelihoods.

Issue:

It has been stated that motorized recreationists should participate in collaborative sessions with non-
motorized groups in order to obtain motorized recreational opportunities on public lands. The
agencies may think that the definition of a collaborative effort as “working together to develop a
solution that reasonably meets the needs of all parties™ but the dicti y definition of collab,
“To cooperate treasonably, as with an enemy”.

is

Additionally, British Prime Ministry Lady Margaret Thatcher describe consensus which is another
closely related process as “...the process of abandoning all beliefs, principles, values and policies in
search of something in which no one believes, but to which no one objects; the process of avoiding
the very issues that have to be solved, merely because you cannot get agreement on the way ahead™.

We are a [0Cally Supported 3ssoCiation whose purpose is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Both sides would be further down the trail towards measurable protection of the human and natural
environment if multiple-use, motorized access and motorized recreation were accepted at a
reasonable level and we all focused our energy on visitor education, site-specific problems and site-
specific mitigation measures. Consensus and collaborative processes cannot by nature produce
reasonable results and motorized recreationists should not be forced into these processes where they
are guaranteed to lose.

Issue:

Multiple-use recreationists are receptive to reasonable actions that benefit both the human and
natural environment. The intent and goals of non-motorized groups can be examined by reviewing
their comments submitted on this action and other similar proposed actions, reviewing the list of
legal actions that they have sponsored, and browsing websites such as:

http://www.greateryellowstone.org ; http:/wild: org/orvspubland.htm ;
http://www.wildlands.org : http:// 3 ierraclub.org ; http://www.sierraclub.org :

http://www.wildmontana.org ; http://www.wildrockies.org/ ; http://www.wildrockies.org/TECI/ ;
http://www.wildlandscpr.org ; http://maps.wildrockies.org/orv/ ; http://www.wildrockiesalliance.org
; http://www.friendsofthebitterroot.org ; and http://www.montanawildlife.com (click on “activism™
or “issues” or “news” or “take action” or “opinions” or search for “OHV™ or “ATV?, etc).

A common stated goal of non-motorized groups is the elimination of as much multiple-use on
public lands as possible and the establishment of as much wilderness/non-motorized/exclusive-use
area as possible (http://www.weedenfdn.org ies.htm). While collaborative agreement
on a travel management plan between two opposing interests is a desirable solution from an
Agency’s perspective, the reality of the current setting is that collaborative sessions have failed
because a ble allocation of ional opportunities that would meet the needs of all
citizens never stays on the table. The approach to travel taken by the ies is to pit
user groups against each other in the process. Furthermore, the lack of a reasonable multiple-use
alternative combined with the significant cumulative negative effects that motorized recreationists
have experienced (loss of over 50% of motorized recreational opportunities during the past 35 +
years) precludes motorized ionists from pting any additional unbal d proposal
coming out of collaborative sessions. The collaborative approach must produce reasonable multiple-
use alternatives for all (100%) of the remaining lands intended for multiple-use.

Additionally, we must make decisions based on adeq ideration of the needs of both the
human and natural environment. Recreational opportunities should be established based on the
needs of the public and not the negotiating skills of participants in collaborative sessions.

The reality of the current setting is that we must share public lands with all visitors. Sharing requires
coexistence among exclusive-use and multiple-use recreationists. It is not reasonable to take the
position that motorized and non-motorized recreationists cannot coexist at the levels of use typical
in the project area. The motive behind a non-coexisting attitude is a selfish one. Collaborative
sessions and decision-makers must not yield to those unwilling to share or accept diversity. All
parties must accept diversity and coexist. All parties must be responsive to and willing to meet the
needs of the public. The reality of the current setting is that we must make balanced decisions that
meet the needs of the public. We have been told that motorized recreationists must participate in the
travel management process and/or collaborative sessions in order to realize future motorized
recreational opportunities. While we agree that motorized recreationists have the opportunity to
participate in the NEPA process, we disagree that the level and effectiveness of participation should
We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreaionists throush /i Z protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-207: All members of the public have equal opportunity
to participate in the planning process. The level at which
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence.

Public comments are simply one facet of the decision-
making process. Lack of involvement by a particular
group does not mean that their area of interest will not be
addressed. However, public attention to a matter ensures
that planners consider that area of interest in the process
of creating a planning document.

03-208: Thank you for your comment.

03-209: Thank you for the information. The four items
listed at the end of the comment are reasonable and in
fact provide the basis for the creation and selection of the
preferred alternative as the proposed action.
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be the factor deciding when making decisions about who gets what recreational opportunities within
our public lands.

209 Decisions should be based on;
(1) accurate and unbiased information,
(2) fairness to all members of the public and their needs,
(3) the principles of sharing and tolerance, and
(4) an equitable distribution of benefits to all interests.

Issue:
NEPA does not require or suggest that the quality and quantity of individual and group participation (03-210: Please see response 03-207.
be used as a decision-making criterion. Agencies should not be overly influenced by the network of
influence groups that envi have blished. The network of influence groups has a
210 significant advantage over common citizens in areas including funding, staffing, training and
advertising through radio, television, web sites, and newspapers. Collaborative sessions or other
types of negotiations often result in undue benefits for environmental groups because they have
manipulated the process. The decision-making process should be solidly founded on the principles
of unbiased information and public need.

Issue:
Environmental groups have the funding and legal backing to pursue their agenda. Court rulings and 03-211: Please see response 03-207
negotiations favorable to environmental groups are a heavy influence on the agency decision- : p ‘
making including:

The Bitterroot timber salvage settlement
(http://www.helenair.com/rednews/2002/02/08/build/headline/1 A2.html ) is an example of an
unreasonable compromise with environmental groups. The Forest Service developed a reasonable
proposal to harvest 44,000 acres (14%) out of 307,000 acres burned during the fires of 2000. The
final negotiated settlement will allow just 14,770 acres (5%) to be harvested.

This pattern of unreasonable negotiation was repeated with the Cave Gulch fire settlement

211 (http://www.helenair.com/articles/2003/01/23/helena_top/a01012303_03.txt ). Again, the Forest
Service developed a reasonable proposal to harvest 2,767 acres (10%) out of a total of 27,660 acres

burned during 2000. The final negotiated settlement in January 2003 allowed just 1,191 acres (4%)

to be harvested.

This pattern of unreasonable negotiation was repeated with the Snow Talon fire settlement
http://www.helenair.com/articles/2005/12/07/helena/a09120705_01.txt ). Again, the Forest Service
developed a reasonable proposal to harvest 2,763 acres (7%) out of a total of 37,700 acres burned
during 2003. The final negotiated settlement in December 2005 reduced the original proposal by
85% from 27 million board feet of timber to just 4 million board feet to be harvested.

This pattern of unreasonable court rulings was repeated with the Lolo National Forest timber
salvage sale proposals after the year 2000 fires. Again, the Forest Service developed a sound
proposal to harvest about 4,600 acres or 6% out of 74,000 acres that were burned. Environmental
groups challenged that proposal all the way to the Ninth Circuit court and successfully stopped the
harvest proposal (http://www.mi lian.com/articles/2005/12/10/news/top/news01.prt ).

We are a [0Cally Supported associgtion whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throusgh ible envir protection and education.
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Clearly, these and the many other legal actions by environmental groups with funding and resources
have influenced the system and set precedent with federal agencies. Appeals and lawsuits by
environmental groups greatly outnumber those of average citizens
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/projects/appeal_index.shtml and
http://www.fs.fed.us/eme/applit/index.htm). The current precedent is that legal actions and appeals
are the most effective way to influence decisions on how public land is to be managed.
Unfortunately, the true public need for management of public lands for multiple-uses is not
adequately defended because agencies are so focused on countering the massive legal attack by
environmental groups.

The final “negotiated” decision-making in these actions had nothing to do with science or public
need. The final “negotiated” decision-making in these actions had everything to do with the amount
of money and legal support that special interest environmental groups have available. These
resources allow them to routinely pursue actions within the NEPA process and significantly
influence the NEPA to benefit their special interests. Environmental groups are not representative of
the overall public need yet their use of legal actions allowed only their perspective to be represented
211 in a negotiating session. This inequity creates a serious flaw in the process. For example in the
Bitterroot and Cave Gulch salvage harvest actions, the “negotiated” settlement conceded too many

un-harvested acres (30,000 and 1,600 acres respectively) to wilderness oriented groups, was not
based on sound technical information, and was not representative of the majority of public needs.
The negotiated settlement will likely happen again with the Snow-Talon Salvage Sale decision

http://www.helenair.com/articles/2005/07/17/opinions/a04071705_03.txt ). The same sort of
influence and “negotiated™ settlement is repeated over and over in travel planning actions and has
resulted in the closure of over 50% of the existing motorized roads and trails exceeding 50% in most
cases. This “negotiated” decision-making has created a significant negative cumulative negative
impact on multiple-use and motorized recreationists.

We request that the use of public participation in decision-making for this proposed action be
monitored to assure that it is does not obscure the needs of all citizens who rely on this area for their
recreation and livelihoods. Collaborative sessions are inequitable and a travesty if they do not meet
a true cross-section of public needs. The needs of the public are best met by managing public lands
for multiple-uses. Multiple-use includes motorized access and motorized recreation. We request that
agencies conduct collaborative sessions that produce reasonable multiple-use outcomes.

Issue:
Each and every travel plan has signi ly reduced motorized access and motorized (03-212: Please see responses 03—124, 0O3-5 and O3-45.
recreation. Therefore, non-motorized recreationists gain more opportunities with each and every
travel plan compromise that closes motorized roads and trails and areas to motorized recreation.
212 This trend is effectively converting significant areas of multiple-use public land to defacto
wilderness/non-motorized/exclusive-use land. This conversion is being repeated over and over and
the cumulative negative impact of this trend on motorized access and motorized recreation is
significant and must be evaluated as part of this action.

Issue:
The lack of money to maintain OHV routes is being used as a reason to close OHV routes and at the 03-21 3: Thank you fOl‘ youf comment.
21 3 same time Recreational Trails Program (RTP) and gas tax money paid by OHV recreationists is not
being returned to OHV recreation. There is also unused motorized RTP money available each year.
Additionally, the lack of money is used as a reason that new OHV routes cannot be constructed.
We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiatioh whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Solution:

The Forest Service must aggressively pursue and make use of all available forms of OHV trail
funding including RTP, and a more equitable return of the gas tax paid by OHV recreationists. As
demonstrated in the following comments, the amount of gas tax paid by OHV recreationists is
enormous.

Issue:

Our observations of recreationists taking visiting the primitive roads and trails within public lands
indicate that 96% of the visitors represented multiple-uses that rely on motorized access and/or
mechanized recreation (data available upon request). These needs can be further quantified by
researching records from the Motor Vehicle Division (MVD) and the report Fuel Used for Off-Road
Recreation (Report ORNL/TM-1999/100, Federal Highway Administration). Both of these sources
document OHV numbers by state.

Montana is estimated to have 32,747 off-road trucks, 18,400 off-road motorcycles, and 23,017 off-
road atvs for a total of 74,164 OHV recreationists (Report ORNL/TM-1999/100). This total does
not include other multiple-use visitors using automobiles, SUVs, etc. Nationally, the total estimated
off-highway vehicles equal about 7,400,000 which does not include other multiple-use visitors
(Report ORNL/TM-1999/100).

Additionally, there are millions of other multiple-use visitors who use motorized access for
sightseeing, exploring, picnicking, hiking, rock climbing, skiing, mountain biking, riding horses,
camping, hunting, RVs, target shooting, fishing, viewing wildlife, snowmobiling, accessing
patented mining claims, and gathering of firewood, rocks, natural foods, etc. Mountain bikers seem
to prefer OHV trails because we clear and maintain them and they have a desirable surface for
biking. Additionally, many of the routes within the project area are necessary to maintain access to
patented mining claims and historic districts. Also, physically challenged visitors must use wheeled
vehicles to visit public lands. The needs of all of these multiple-use visitors have not been
adequately addressed and the proposed negative impacts to them have not been adequately
disclosed. We request that the cumulative needs of these visitors be accurately quantified and the
cumulative negative impacts of closures on these visitors be considered in the decision-making.

Issue:

Finding funding for programs can be a challenge. In the case of OHV recreationists, ample funding
is being generated by OHV recreationists, however as demonstrated in the following paragraphs, a
reasonable amount of this funding is not being returned to OHV recreationists.

State governments collect excise taxes on gasoline for road and highway improvements ranging
from $0.075 to $0.389 per gallon (References 7, 9, and http:/www.flyingj.com/s_tax.html ). The
federal government collects excise tax on gasoline for road and highway improvements equal to
$0.184 per gallon, which is earmarked for the Federal Highway Trust Fund (Reference 8 and 10). A
federal excise tax refund program for gasoline used for off-road purposes does not exist at this time.
Some states allow purchasers of gasoline for off-road use to collect a state tax refund for fuel used
in a non-taxable manner. For ple, the State of Montana defines fuel d by
and vehicles operating off public roads as fuel used in a non-taxable manner (Reference 2).
Therefore, excise tax on gasoline used for off-road fuel use should either be refunded to off-highway
recreationists or used to fund programs that benefit off-highway recreationists. Neither of these

i are being i d in an equitable manner at this time. Therefore, a reasonable

We are a [0Cally Supported 3sSoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible envir protection and education.
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amount of the gasoline excise tax paid by off-highway recreationists is not being returned to off-
highway recreationists or used for their benefit at this time.

The magnitude of gas tax paid by OHV recreationists is significant. Fuel used for off-road
motorcycle, atv and 4-wheel drive recreation in Montana is estimated at 18,537,060 gallons per year
(Reference 1). The State of Montana fuel tax is $0.2775 per gallon (Reference 2). Therefore, an
estimated $5,144,034 in state fuel tax ($0.2775 per gallon times 18,537,060 gallons per year) is paid
annually by Montana off-road recreationists. The present worth of this annual amount over the past
30 years is about $88,940,000. Other states can be calculated by referring to the state gas tax amount
per gallon published at http://www.flyingj.com/s_tax.html . Unfortunately, most of the state tax paid
by OHV recreationists on gasoline ends up being used for other programs and not for OHV
programs.

Additionally, federal gas tax paid by OHV recreationists living in Montana is significant and is
estimated at $3,410,819 ($0.184 per gallon times 18,537,060 gallons per year). The present worth of
this annual amount over the past 30 years is about $58,973,000. There is no method for direct return
of the federal excise tax to OHV recreationists. Therefore, most of the federal excise tax paid by
OHYV recreationists on gasoline ends up being used for other programs and not for OHV programs.
In summary, OHV recreationists in Montana generate total state and federal annual gas tax revenue
on the order of $8 million and a present worth over the past 30 years of about $150,000,000. Other
states are similar or more. This level of funding would be sufficient to fund expanded and enhanced
OHV programs in Montana and other states but this objective requires an equitable means of
returning off-road gas tax to OHV recreationists.

The amount of gas tax being returned to Montana OHV recreationists through State Trails Program
(STP) and Recreational Trails Programs (RTP) is on the order $200,000 per year (References 3 and
4) or about 3% of the actual state and federal gas tax paid by OHV recreationists. This small
percentage of return is not equitable and other states also follow this trend. We request that revisions
be made to state and federal programs in order to return to OHV recreationists the full amount of
gas tax paid by OHV recreationists in the form of funding specifically earmarked for enhanced and
expanded OHV Programs.

Furthermore, at the national level, RTP was funded at a $50,000,000 level in fiscal year 2002
(Reference 5). The maximum amount made available to OHV projects by RTP funds is no more
than 70% (split of funds is authorized at 30% motorized recreation, 30% for non-motorized, and
40% for diverse trail use, Reference 6). If an estimated 50% (probably high given current
circumstances) were returned to OHV recreationists through the RTP program, then the total
amount returned to OHV recreationists at the national level would be about $25,000,000.

Table 7.1 in Reference 1 reports the total annual gallons of gasoline used nationally by all off-road
recreationists is about 1,882,191,331 gallons. Most states limit a refund of excise tax on gasoline to
off-road use to agricultural or commercial off-road use and specifically do not allow a gas tax refund
to OHV recreationists. Therefore, about $470,547,832 (assuming a minimum state and federal gas
tax rate of $0.25 per gallon times 1,882,191,331 gallons per year) is paid in fuel taxes by all off-road
recreationists in the country each year. The present worth of this annual amount over the past 30
years is about $8,135,772,000. At a national level, the amount returned to OHV recreationists by the
RTP program is no more than 5% of the actual state and federal gas tax paid by OHV recreationists.
This small percentage of return is not equitable. We request that revisions be made to state and
We are a [0Cally supported associgtion whose purpose Is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

O3-214: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45.

03-215: Grant programs funded by gas taxes and/or vehicle
registration fees are administered by Idaho Department
of Parks and Recreation, Idaho Transportation Depart-
ment and the Federal Highway Administration. BLM
field offices routinely apply for and compete for grant
funds.
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federal programs in order to return the full amount of the gas tax paid by OHV recreationists to
programs that benefit OHV recreationists.

OHV recreationists have significant needs that have gone unmet for many years due to the lack of
adequate funding. The lack of adequate funding and attention to these needs has also contributed to
some concerns associated with OHV recreation. An adequate level of funding, as discussed above,
would address all needs and concerns associated with OHV recreation including environmental
protection and mitigation projects, education and safety programs, the enhancement of existing
recreation opportunities and, the development of new OHV recreation opportunities necessary to
meet the needs of the public. We request the development of a funding mechanism that equitably
returns gas tax revenues directly to OHV recreationists.

Additional funding is needed for expanded and enhanced OHV programs to effectively address the

concerns and needs of OHV i i p

To provide greater promotion of responsible OHV recreation,

To provide greater promotion of OHV tourism,

To provide greater promotion of an OHV Safety program and distribution of safety

educational materials,

o To provide greater promotion and distribution of educational materials on land use and
visitor ethics,

o To provide greater promotion and distribution of educational materials on OHV and hunting

ethics,

* To actively promote and support the development of local OHV organizations in all areas of
the state to further promote OHV educational and p .

o To promote greater registration of OHVs which will produce greater support for the OHV
Program,

To develop and distribute a monthly or quarterly newsletter to all registered OHV owners,
To develop and distribute OHV information including maps and listings of OHV
recreational opportunities,

® To develop multiple-use recreation opportunities on public lands as allowed under existing
laws,

e To develop and operate a collection and distribution point for OHV recreational and
educational information, links to OHV clubs, etc.,

* To provide a Trail Ranger program that supports OHV recreationists similar to the State of
Idaho’s,

o To mitigate all existing concerns with OHV recreation on public lands in cooperation with
federal and state agencies and in conformance with all existing laws and a Memorandum of
Understanding dated February 25, 2002 between U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service and the Blue Ribbon Coalition, and

* To develop and promote all reasonable OHV recreation opportunities on public lands in

cooperation with federal and state agencies and in conformance with all existing laws and a

Memorandum of Understanding dated February 25, 2002 between U.S. Department of

Agriculture, Forest Service and the Blue Ribbon Coalition.

Note that an OHV Trust Fund should be set up to collect and hold OHV gas tax monies paid by
OHV recreationists in the past but not returned to them. This trust fund could also be used in the
We are a loCally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for ail
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event of delays in the start-up of OHV Programs and to accommodate the scheduling of NEPA
actions for on-the-ground OHV projects.

In summary, we cite a common principle of law articulated in the Montana Codes Annotated “1-3-
212. Benefit -- burden. He who takes the benefit must bear the burden." We agree with that
principle and the necessary obverse, “He who bears the burden must receive the benefit.” We
request that all gas tax revenue generated by OHV recreationists be returned to OHV recreationists
for their benefit and used to address; through ed ion, mitigation, ent , and d

projects; all of the concerns and needs associated with OHV recreation.

Reference 1:  Report ORNL/TM-1999/100, Federal Highway Administration

http://www-cta.ornl.gov/cta/Publications/pdf/ORNL_TM_1999 100.pdf
Reference 2:  http://www.mdt.state. mt.us/administration/gastaxrefund.html
R 3:  http://www.fwp.state.mt.us/parks/trails/trail asp
Ref 4:  http://www.fwp.state.mt.us/parks/ohv: 1.asp
Reference 5:  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recfunds.htm
Reference 6:  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rtbroch.htm
Reference 7:  http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/KeyFacts/GasTaxRates.htm

Ref 8: http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/KeyFacts/HiwayUserFees.htm
Reference 9:  http://www.nipp.org/archives/otr_gastax.html

R 10: http://www.bts.gov/transtu/ts2/ts2.htm

Issue:

Past comments made in opposition to the Symms Act by non-motorized groups have tried to

establish that the OHV portion of the Symms Act and RTP are subsidized by public funds, however,

just the opposite is true. Off-road motorized recreationists do have a funding mechanism available
in the form of the gas tax monies collected from their gas purchases and, furthermore, these monies
may have been inappropriately used for non-motorized projects. Additionally, wilderness trails are
routing maintained without a source of funding tied to the users. In contrast to that situation
motorized trails are seldom maintained by the agency even though motorized recreationists generate
more than adequate funding through the collection of gas taxes. We request that corrective actions
(an adequate mitigation plan) be taken to address to return all past and current off-road gas tax
monies to OHV recreationists.

Issue:

The lack of funding is often used as an excuse to avoid addressing problems associated with OHV
recreation when in reality there is more than adequate funding. This is another example of the
absence of a rational connection between the facts found and the choice made. Furthermore, the
diversion of gas tax paid by OHV recreationists to other programs has contributed to many of the
problems facing motorized recreationists. We request the evaluation of the impact and cumulative
negative impacts that have resulted from the diversion of gas tax paid by OHV recreationists to
other prog including impacts iated with reduced OHV safety, education, mitigation, and
development programs. Additionally, we request that an ad itigation plan be included as
part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:
We have noticed that most trails in wilderness areas are adequately maintained with clearing, water
bar construction and trail rerouting provided on an annual basis. All of this is done by agencies
We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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Responses

0O3-216: Such action would take place at the federal level,
and is beyond the scope of this RMP.

O3-217: Please see responses O3-215 and O3-216.

0O3-218: Please see responses O3-215 and O3-216.
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without any user-generated fees. At the same time motorized resources see very little maintenance
and motorized recreationists have had to do a lot of work themselves in order to keep motorized
routes open even though OHV gas tax has generated over 8 billion dollars over the last 30 years.
218 Moreover, to top off this incredibly inequitable situation, lack of maintenance is often used as a
reason to close motorized recreational resources. We request that this issue be addressed and
corrected by using OHV generated gas tax monies for maintenance, education, and construction of
motorized recreational opportunities.

Issue:

There are cases where OHV gas tax funding has been used to improve a non-motorized trail. There

are also cases where OHV gas tax money has been used to improve a trail and then that trail has

219 peen closed to motorized use. The use of OHV gas tax funding for non-motorized recreation is
improper. We request that these cases be identified and that they be corrected by replacing

motorized recreational opportunities that have been closed with new motorized recreational

opportunities of equal recreational value.

Issue:

Any significant closing of motorized routes in the project area does not meet the basic requirement
of the NEPA act of 1969 as stated in “Sec. 101 (b) (5) achieve a balance between population and
resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities .
High standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities should include recognizing and
220 meeting the need for motorized access and recreation opportunities in the project area. All visitors
should be expected to share the project area with others and to tolerate the presence of others. We
have met very few hikers on the multiple-use roads and trails that we use. We have not perceived
any problems with the non-motorized visitors that we have met. We ask that the analysis and
decision-making be based on sharing and tolerance and to avoid unreasonable accommodation of
visitors to public lands that are not reasonably tolerant and sharing.

Issue:

The first sentence on the inside cover of most federal envi includes a

similar to “The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) is a diverse organization
committed to equal opportunity in employment and program delivery.” We are greatly concerned
about the lack of equal recreation opportunity and quality within public lands. Everyone should have
equal access and opportunity to enjoy the natural environment. There is a need for motorized
recreation and access opportunities (areas and trails including inter-forest and interstate routes, OHV
221 | back country discovery routes, and OHV byways) equal to our non-motorized/wilderness
opportunities (examples include the Lewis and Clark and Nez Perce National Historic Trail, Pacific
Crest Trail, Continental Divide Trail, Pacific Crest Trail and National Recreation Trails). We
request actions that will develop regional (inter-forest and interstate connections) motorized
recreational opportunities such as the proposed Great Western Trail and Oregon Back Country
Discovery Route. OHV back country discovery routes and OHV byways are required to provide
opportunities for motorized recreationists equal to existing long-distance non-motorized
opportunities.

Issue:
Our vision for motorized recreation includes opportunities such as the proposed Great Western Trail
222 and Oregon Back Country Discovery Route, and other regional opportunities that include
connections between forests and adjoining states. A system of OHV back country discovery routes
We are a [0Cally Supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
TFeCreaionists throush responsible environmental protection and education.
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and OHV byways could provide loops and interconnecting trails to points of interest including
lakes, streams, rivers, ghosts towns, and scenic overlooks. This system of OHV routes could also
include connections to small towns for access to motels and restaurants and could be a significant
source of economic revitalization for the project area. OHV recreation and tourism could be a
222 significant boost to many local economies. This potential has yet to be recognized and tapped.
Examples of OHV tourism can be found at: http://www.visitid.org/Outdoor/ATV.html ,
http://www.marysvale.org/ . http://www.trailscout.com/ , http://www.transamtrail.com/main.htm ,
http://www.motorcycleexplorer.com/ , and http:/www.visitnorthidaho.com/wallace.html . We
request that the positive benefits of OHV recreation and tourism be considered as part of the

evaluation and implemented for this action.

Issue:
OHYV recreation and tourism has not been promoted or supported by Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP) as aggressively as recreation and tourism associated with fish and
wildlife programs. Be clear that this is not a reflection on the dedicated OHV staff assigned to the
MDFWP OHV program; rather it is a function of perceived conflicts of interest and lack of
management directives that exists within MDFWP. These conditions significantly restrict what
223 OHYV staff members and the MDFWP OHV program can accomplish. For example, the mission,
vision, and goals statement for MDFWP do not mention the OHV program. MDFWP is focused and
managed as a fish and wildlife management agency. We request that MDFWP actively promote
OHV recreation and OHV tourism. We also request that MDFWP increase the level of OHV

to a level that add s the needs of motorized recreationists, enthusiastically promote
OHYV recreation opportunities and enthusiastically develop OHV tourism.

Issue:

Inadequate attention and passive support of OHV recreation by agencies in a position to support and
manage OHV recreation has contributed to the issues impacting OHV recreationists. Again,
motorized access and motorized recreation including OHV recreation are the most popular, fastest
growing and most fundable forms of recreation and should be given a much higher priority. We
224 request that the cumulative negative impact on OHV recreation resulting from less than adequate
and enthusiastic support from i ies be ad ly evaluated in the d and
adequately considered during the decision-making. Additionally, we request that an adequate
mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative negative

impacts.

Issue:

Many handicapped, elderly, or physically impaired citizens can only access and recreate on public
lands by using motorized roads and trails. The needs of these citizens should be adequately
considered. On November 10", 1998, President Clinton signed Public Law 105-359, requiring the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study to improve access for
persons with disabilities to outdoor recreation opportunities made available to the public. This law

225 states:

(a) STUDY REQUIRED. — The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior shall
Jointly conduct a study regarding ways to improve the access for persons with disabilities to
outdoor recreational opportunities (such as fishing, hunting, trapping, wildlife viewing, hiking,
boating and camping) made available to the public on the Federal lands described in subsection

®).
We are g [0Cally supported assocCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
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Responses

03-219: Thank you for your comment.

03-220: Please see response O3-3.

O3-221: Please see response O3-2.

03-222: Due to the small, scattered land base managed by
the BLM in the planning area, the agency does not have
the capability to initiate the establishment of extensive
long distance OHV trails. Refer to Map 1. Action RC-
D1.5.6 does propose planning to design an intercon-
nected road and trail network in the Rochat Divide/Pine
Creek Special Recreation Management Area.

03-223: Comment pertains to conditions in Montana,
which is outside of the planning area.

O3-224: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45.

0O3-225: In meeting the agency goal of improving access to
appropriate recreation opportunities, the BLM complies
with provisions of the Architectural Barriers Act (ABA)
of 1968 and Title 5 - Rehabilitation Act of 1973. While
the Americans With Disabiliies Act (ADA) does not
apply to federal agencies, BLM voluntarily complies with
its provisions in instances where it is more stringent than
the ABA. The ADA-ABA Guidelines are adopted stan-
dards for the design and construction of built features in
the outdoor environment.
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(b) COVERED FEDERAL LANDS. — The Federal lands referred to in subsection (a) are the
Jollowing:
(1) National Forest System lands.
(2) Units of the National Park System.
(3) Areas in the National Wildlife Refuge System.
(4) Lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management

The Study prepared to address P.L. 105-359 (Improving Access to Outdoor Recreational Activities
on Federal Land, prepared by Wilderness Inquiry, June 27, 2000) found and recommended the
following areas of action:

1) Agencies must re-dedicate their efforts to achieve the goal of equal opportuniti
outdoor recreation by persons with disabilities.

2) Agencies should conduct baseline assessments of existing facility and programmatic
accessibility, and develop and implement transition plans for facilities and programs that are not
now accessible to bring them into compliance.

3) Increase accessibility related awareness and educational opportunities for agency personnel,
service providers, and partners.

4) Increase funding to federal land gencies for accessibility.

5) Increase accountability and oversight in impl i ibility initiatives.

6) Improve communications about opportunities for outdoor recreation to persons with disabilities.
7) Clarify the balance between resource protection and accessibility.

for access to

We request that the proposed action adequately address and comply with the recommendations of
the Study conducted to address P.L. 105-359 including items 1 and 7.

Issue:

Issue:

Equal treatment and access to public lands must be provided for all people including motorized
visitors. One example of unequal treatment is demonstrated by the agency sponsored hikes. We
have never seen an agency sponsored OHV outing. Another example is the number of agency
publications and information on agency web sites promoting non-motorized recreation versus the
publications and web site information pages provided for motorized recreationists. Non-motorized
recreation opportunities are easy to find using agency web sites and printed information. Most often
little or no information is provided about motorized recreation opportunities. The one good example
of a motorized web site can be found at http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/centraloregon/recreation/cohvops.
There is a need for every forest and district to have a similar motorized recreation web site. Another
example of bias is the fact that signs say “Non-motorized Uses Welcome™ and we have never seen a
sign that says “Motorized Uses Welcome™.

Issue:
Motorized visitors are extremely concerned over the significant cumulative loss of many historic
travelways. Motorized visitors are unwilling to compromise any further because of the cumulative
loss of motorized access and recreation opportunities that has resulted in the lack of equivalent
recreation and access opportunities within public lands. Motorized visitors have the need for trail
systems and areas equal to those available to non-motorized visitors (areas and trails including inter-
forest, interstate routes, Continental Divide Trail, Pacific Crest Trail and National Recreation
We are a [0Cally supporeed 35s0Cigtion whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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Trails). There are no new opportunities within public lands to make-up for the closure of roads and
motorized trails. Therefore, a substantial need for motorized recreation and access opportunities
will not be met if a substantial number of roads and trails are closed. We request that the impacts
associated with the significant loss of motorized recreation and access opportunities be adequately
dd: d in the envi 1 di and decision-making, i.e. Where will displaced motorized
visitors g0o? And, due to the lack of any reasonable motorized access and recreation opportunities,

what will they do? Additionally, we request that an adeq itigation plan be included as part of
this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:

We request that the loss of motorized recreation and access opportunities due to millions of acreas
of area closure (motorized travel restricted to desi d routes) be adequately add d in the

document and decision-making. The area closure action without closing of any existing roads and
trails is a significant loss of recreation and access opportunities to motorized visitors. The lack of
adequate consideration of the negative impact of area closure on access and motorized recreation
has produced a cumulative negative impact that is significant. We request adequate consideration of
area closure impacts on motorized visitors in the project area and the cumulative negative impact of
all area closures. Additionally, we request that an adequate mitigation plan be included as part of
this action to compensate for past cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:

Past actions have closed many roads and trails to motorized recreation and access without
addressing the merits of each one. We are concerned with the lack of site specific analysis for past
road and trail closures. Justification has included reasons such as non-system roads or trails, ghost
roads, user created roads etc. that are not site specific and do not provide adequate justification. The
fact is that many roads and trails in use today have been created by visitors going back to the early
days of history when all public lands were “open” to motorized access. Agencies cannot select
which roads are useful to keep and which are not without a site-specific analysis. The cumulative
negative effect of not analyzing each road and trail segment is tremendous. We request that the
decision-making be based on the individual and site-specific merits of each travelway. Additionally,
we request that an adequate mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past
cumulative negative impacts.

Issue:

Non-system roads and trails are a significant OHV recreation resource. However, non-system roads
and trails are, most often, not inventoried and idered in the travel process. Failing
to identify and consider non-system roads and trails in the travel management process will under-
estimate the existing use and needs of motorized recreationists. Therefore, the impact that the
resulting closure of non-system roads and trails by non-consideration will have on motorized
recreationists will also be under-estimated. NEPA requires adequate disclosure of all impacts and
this is not happening with respect to all existing non-system roads and trails that are in use by the
public. We request that adequate consideration be given to a comprehensive inventory and analysis
of all non-system roads and trails and the current recreational opportunity that they provide to
motorized recreationists.

Issue:
All public lands were largely open to motorized access prior to the 1960°s. Many existing roads and
trails were created by legal logging. mining and public access during this period. Nearly all of the
We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recregeionises through r it Z protection and education.
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Responses

03-226: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-227: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

03-228: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

03-229: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

0O3-230: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5, O3-17 and O3-
45.

03-231: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.
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roads and trails in the project area have been in existence for many years with many dating back to
the turn of the century. The term "unclassified road or ghost road" may give the impression that
these roads evolved illegally. We request a clarification in the document that travelways with these
231 origins are legal travelways as recognized by the 3-States OHV ROD. We are very concerned that
the agencies are not honoring this agreement and decision. Additionally, we request that these roads
and trails continue to provide recreation opportunities for motorized visitors and that mitigation
measures be used, as required, to stabilize or address any environmental concerns.

Issue:

We are concerned about the loss of access and impact on the handicapped, elderly, and physically
impaired produced by each motorized closure to historic sites and traditional use areas. The

232 | proposed closures deny these citizens access to public lands that are especially important to them.
We request that all the roads, trails, and features of interest be analyzed for the access and recreation
opportunity that they provide for handicapped, elderly, and physically impaired visitors.

Issue:

The concept of area closure is not consistent with Forest Service regulations as established by
appeals to the Stanislaus National Forest Travel Management Plan
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/ecoplan/appeals/1998/fy98_stanislaus.htm ). We request that the findings
of that appeal including the following excerpts be included in this evaluation:

1) Pursuant to regulations and policy, the Forest Service shall "Designate all National Forest
System lands for off-road vehicle use in one of three categories: open, restricted, or closed"
(FSM 2355.03-3). Restricted is defined as "Areas and trails on which motorized vehicle use
is restricted by times or season of use, types of vehicles, vehicle equipment, designated areas
or trails, or types of activity specified in orders issued under the authority of 36 CFR 261"
(FSM 2355.13-2).

23 3 2) The Forest Supervisor decided to manage motorized use as closed unless designated (signed
or mapped) as open (DN, p. 3). This affects over 2,500 miles of Level 2 roads and trails on
the Stanislaus. His decision is inconsistent with Federal regulations, which require signage
Jor closed routes, not open ones.

3) 1 found the Forest Supervisor's decision on signing ij i with Federal r
which require signage for closed routes, not open ones. The Forest Supervisor is directed to
managed motor vehicle travel as restricted to designated routes unless signed or physically
closed. Vehicle restrictions must be processed in accordance with 36 CFR 261.50 and
posted in accordance with 36 CFR 261.51. 36 CFR 295.4 addresses additional requirements
for public information regarding Use of Motor Vehicles Off Forest Development Roads.
Restrictions on motor vehicle travel will be addressed through site specific NEPA analysis
with consideration of any civil rights impacts.

4) Where RS 2477 rights are asserted, these routes may be considered for motor vehicle use.

5) Route maps were not included in the planning documents and the quad maps of the
Opportunity Classes were difficult to read due to their scale.

Issue:

The signing of “closed unless posted open™ is not consistent with the 3-States OHV ROD and is
234 confusing to the public. The 3-States OHV decision logically defines what constitutes an open road
or trail and the appropriate vehicle for that route. This is a more reasonable approach than “closed

We are a 10Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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Issue:
Closed unless posted open is an impractical concept because signs do not last
very long for many reasons including vandalism, animals and weather
knocking them down, rotting of posts, etc. It is not fair to the public and will
be very confusing to have somebody pull down a sign and then it is
23 5 technically illegal for the public to travel on that route. Signs will become
damaged and/or destroyed and then the public does not know whether they
are legally open or closed. Additionally, “closed unless posted open™ will have a huge annual
maintenance cost that will be difficult to fund. Also, posting signs as required to adequately define
open routes under “closed unless posted open” will be extremely unsightly which should not be
considered reasonable or acceptable.

Tnal HEAD

Issue:
A science-based approach to the analysis of forest roads is presented in the Forest Service
publication FS-643 Roads Analysis which was published in August 1999. This document includes a
prehensive overview of iderations and issues, suggested informational needs and sources,
and analytical tools that should be evaluated during the analysis of forest roads. Many of the
id and issues p; 1in FS-643, if evaluated adequately and fairly, would support
keeping primitive roads and trails in the project area open for motorized recreation, handicapped,
elderly, and physically impaired. We request that FS-643 be used in this evaluation to determine the
specific values of each motorized road and trail.

Some of the considerations and issues are:

Economic (EC)
EC (1) How does the road system affect the agency’s direct costs and revenues?
EC (2) How does the road system affect priced and non-priced consequences included in
economic efficiency analysis used to assess net benefits to society?
236 EC (3) How does the road system affect the distribution of benefits and costs among affected
people?
Timber Management (TM)
TM (2) How does the road system affect managing the suitable timber base and other lands?
Minerals Management (MM)
MM (1) How does the road system affect access locatable, leasable and saleable minerals?
Special Use Permits (SU)
SU (1) How does the road system affect managing special user permit sites?
Protection (PT)
PT (1) How does the road system affect fuels management?
PT (2) How does the road system affect the capacity of the FS and cooperators to suppress
wildfires?
PT (3) How does the road system affect risk to firefighters and public safety?
Road Related Recreation (RR)
RR (1) Is there now or will there be in the future excess supply or excess demand for roaded
recreation opportunities?
RR (2) Is developing new roads into unroaded areas, decommissioning existing roads, or
changing maintenance of existing roads, causing significant changes in the quantity, quality,
We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
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Responses

O3-232: Please see response O3-225.

0O3-233: Comment pertains to USFS, not BLM.

03-234: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.

0O3-235: The Record of Decision and Approved RMP will
contain maps identifying open routes and restrictions.
Posting of signs is an implementation action that is be-
yond the scope of the RMP.

0O3-236: Although this publication applies to the USFS, not
BLM; all of the listed items were generally considered in
the analysis of the alternatives for the RMP.
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or type of roaded recreation opportunities?
RR (3) Who participates in roaded recreation in the areas affected by road constructing,
intaining, or d issioning?
RR (4) What are these participants’ attachments to the area, how strong are their feelings,
and are there alternative opportunities and locations available?
Social Issues (SI)
SI (1) What are peoples’ perceived needs and values for roads? How does road
management affect people’s dependence on, need for, and desire for access?
SI (2) What are people’s perceived needs and values for access? How does
management affect people’s dependence on, need for, and desire for access?
SI (3) How does the road system affect access to historical sites?
SI(4) How are roads that are historic sites affected by road management?
SI (5) How is community social and economic health affected by road management?
Civil Rights and Environmental Justice (CR)
CR (1) How does the road system, or its management, affect certain groups of people
(minority, ethnic, cultural, racial, disabled, and low-income groups)?

We request full use of the FS-643 Roads Analysis Manual in order to adequately account for the
social, economic, cultural, and traditional values that motorized roads and trails provide to the
public. FS-643 should be used on every road and trail segment in order to adequately identify and
evaluate the needs of motorized visitors and in order to avoid contributing to additional cumulative
negative impacts to motorized visitors.

Issue:

The environmental document should be an issue driven document as required under NEPA and the
Council on Environmental Quality guidelines. The driving issue is the development of a reasonable
travel management alternative that addresses the needs of the public. NEPA requires that agencies
“Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated™
[40 CFR 1502.14(a)]. We request that the envir 1 document adequately addi the social,
economic, and environmental justice issues associated with multiple-use access and motorized
recreation. We request that the environmental document include a travel management alternative for
the project area that adequately responds to these issues and the needs for multiple-use access and
recreation.

Issue:

The underlying strategy of past travel management actions has been to eliminate as many motorized
recreational opportunities as possible and to avoid the creation of any new motorized opportunities.
We request that the underlying principle of all new travel actions be to maintain the
existing level of opportunities for motorized visitors. We also request that the document and
decision-making: (1) evaluate the cumulative negative effect of past strategies to eliminate
motorized recreation opportunities including the conversion of multiple-use lands to all designations
of non-motorized areas including pre-Columbian scheme, wilderness, wilderness study
areas, roadless areas: and (2) enact actions that will offset the cumulative negative effect of past
strategies to eliminate motorized recreational opportunities.

Issue:

We are a [oCally Supported assoCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
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A new strategy for travel management actions should be to enhance the level of opportunities for
motorized visitors in order to be responsive to the needs of the public. Enhancement could include
roads and trails systems with loops, exploration destinations such as lakes, mines, scenic overlooks,
and inter-connections to other public lands and regional trails. We request that the preferred
alternative include the ent 1t of motorized recreational opportunities.

Issue:

We request evaluation of the loss of opportunities for off-highway vehicles due to the lack of a
continuous system of roads and trails on which off-highway vehicles can be legally ridden and the
formulation of a preferred alternative to address that issue. In areas where OHVs must use a
roadway, we request that a reasonable travel management alternative be developed that includes the
ofa ble network of dual roads to allow inter-connection access to OHV
recreational resources.

Issue:

The preferred travel management alternative should maintain existing travelways that provide
motorized access to recreational loops and destinations. We also request that the preferred
alternative avoid cutting off access to motorized looped trail systems, exploration opportunities,
destinations, and motorized access areas located outside the project area. The cumulative negative
effect and lack of motorized access to loop trail systems and destinations outside of the project area
should be adequately addressed in the analysis and decision-making.

Issue:

A reasonable travel management alternative is needed in order to avoid contributing to the
significant impacts that motorized recreationists have experienced from the cumulative effect of all
closures. A reasonable alternative would incorporate all existing motorized roads and trails and
restrict motorized travel to those travel ways. Under the requirements of NEPA, all reasonable
alternatives should be add d in the envi ] d and decision-making. In order to
avoid contributing to further cumulative negative impacts, we request that an alternative based on
incorporating all existing motorized roads and trails and restricting motorized travel to those
travelways be included in the analysis and selected by the decision-makers.

Issue:
The environmental document should consider the following visitor profiles in addition to OHV
enthusiasts as motorized visitors who use roads and trails within public lands. People out for

kend drives, sig k campers, hunters, hiking, rock climbing, target shooters,
fisherman, snowmobile enthusiasts, woodcutters, wildlife viewing, berry and mushroom pickers,
equestrians, in bikers, and physically chall d visitors who must use wheeled vehicles to

visit public lands. All of these multiple-use visitors use roads and motorized trails for their
recreational purposes and the decision must take into account motorized designations serve many
recreation activities, not just recreational trail riding. We request that the significant impact from all
cumulative statewide-motorized closures on all of these visitors be included in the environmental
document. A statewide analysis is required because cumulative negative effects are forcing all
motorized visitors to travel farther and farther to fewer and fewer places to find motorized access
and recreation opportunities.

Issue:
We are g [0Cally Supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-237: Each alternative includes a travel management
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel
management would minimize the importance of other
factors for which BLM must plan.

03-238: Existing levels of travel opportunities are based on
a very old plan that must be updated to reflect changing
conditions. There have been no past strategies to elimi-
nate motorized recreational opportunities, except in cases
where protection of sensitive resources required doing so.
Also see response O3-124.

03-239: Please see response O3-45.

0O3-240: Each alternative includes a travel management
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel
management would minimize the importance of other
factors for which BLM must plan. Also see response O3-
144.

O3-241: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

0O3-242: Each alternative includes a travel management
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel
management would minimize the importance of other
factors for which BLM must plan. Also see responses
03-124, O3-5 and O3-45.

03-243: Such analysis is beyond the scope of this RMP.
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Visual and other impacts associated with motorized trails have been cited as significant negative
impacts. Many non-motorized trails have environmental impacts similar to motorized trails.
Existing wilderness and non-motorized areas include many trails that are visually and functionally
similar to primitive motorized roads and motorized trails. For example, the Mount Helena trails, and
the main trails into the Bob Marshall and Scapegoat Wilderness at Benchmark, Holland Lake, and
Indian Meadows and the main trails into the Anaconda Pintler Wilderness are similar visually and
functionally to many primitive motorized roads and motorized trails. Additionally, trails resulting
from activities including wild animals and Native Americans have always been a part of the natural
environment. We request that the existence of trails be considered part of the natural landscapes,
and that the visual appearance of motorized trails and non-motorized trails be recognized as equal in
most cases and that the environmental impacts of motorized and non-motorized trails be addressed
fairly and equally.

Issue:

If the issue of cross-country motorized travel is significant enough to justify closures, then the issue
and restrictions should also be applied to cross-country hiking and mountain climbing. Motorized
recreationists relinquished cross-country travel opportunities as part of the Three-State OHV and
National BLM Record of Decision. Because of this wholesale action, motorized recreationists gave
up recreational opportunities such as retrieval of big game and trials bike riding in areas where
cross-country travel was ble. Cro: try hiking and in climbing also create trails
that provide visible evidence of human activity. Non-motorized trails and motorized trails are often
equal in visual and resource impact.

Issue:
Page 57 of Big Snowy Mountains Access and Travel Management Decision Notice. Specifically, the

Jfollowing table on motorized and non-motorized roads/trails on the Lewis and Clark National

Forest indicates a mix of opportunities.

With the elimination of cross-country travel and millions of acres of area closures, motorized
recreational opportunity can only be expressed as miles of roads and trails open to OHV visitors.
Land area in acres cannot be used as a measure of motorized recreational opportunity. However,
non-motorized recreational opportunities can be d in acres of cro: try travel area
available and miles of trails available. It is not equitable weigh motorized use on the same scale as
non-motorized use. Non-motorized users are not held to the same standard as motorized use in that
they are not confined to only trail access. Therefore, motorized recreational opportunities are
limited to a set number of designated motorized routes while non-motorized recreational
opportunities can include cross-country travel opportunities and are, therefore, unlimited. This
distinction has not been adequately recognized and we request that this distinction and advantage be
recognized in the analysis, formulation of motorized alternatives and decision-making.

Issue:
The use of the existing network of motorized roads and trails is part of local culture, pioneer spirit,
heritage and traditions. All of these values have ties to the land. Visitors to public lands benefit from
all of the motorized roads and trails that exist today. The quality of life for the multiple-use public is
being impacted by the cumulative negative effects of all motorized and access closures. The
significant closing of motorized routes in the project area does not meet the basic requirement of the
NEPA act of 1969 as stated in “Sec. 101 (b) (5) achieve a balance between population and
resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities”. We
We are a [oCally Supported 3ssociatioh whose purpose is to preserve trails For all
recreationises throush /i 4 protection and eaucation.

Page 93 of 109

247

248

249

250

251

03 (Cont.)

request that the criteria for high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities include the
preservation of motorized roads and trails based on the recognition of the values (ties to the land)
that they provide to local culture, pioneer spirit, heritage, traditions, and recreation.

Issue:

The proposed action promotes management of our public lands as if they are public lands close to
the large urban areas in California. If and when our population is equal to California, then an
alternative could bly consider requi necessary to manage urban impacts. Until then,
local standards and culture should be the over-arching criterion.

Issue:

The prevailing trend of the past 35 + years has been to close motorized recreation and access
opportunities and not create any new ones. Additionally, roads or trails closed to motorized access
are seldom, if ever, re-opened. The underlying objective of the Bureau of Land Management and
Forest Service has been to restrict the public to a few major roads within public lands. We request
that the cumulative negative effects of these policies be th ghly evaluated so that ar bl
travel management decision is made. The evaluation of cumulative negative impacts should include
all associated impacts such as social, economic, cultural, and the recreation needs of motorized
visitors. It should also address the dilemma facing motorized recreationists after so many closures,
i.e., Where can motorized visitors go when a functional network of roads and trails is eliminated?
How can the public enjoy public lands when there is a lack of adequate access and recreational
opportunities? Where can our children and grandchildren recreate?

Issue:

We are concerned about the preservation of historic mines, cabins, settlements, railroads, access
routes and other features used by pioneers, homesteaders, loggers, settlers, and miners. These are
important cultural resources and should not be removed from the landscape. Western culture and
heritage has been characterized by opportunities to work with the land and preservation of all
remnants of this culture and heritage is important. Current management practices are not adequately
protecting western culture and heritage including the opportunity to work with the land. We request
that the ties to the land that are part of our local western culture and heritage be protected and that
the preferred travel management alternative include opportunities to visit these features as part of
motorized interpretative spur destinations and loops.

Issue:
We live in this area and accept the economic compromises of living here so that we can access and
recreate on our public lands. We are fortunate to have an abundance of public lands and there is no
valid reason why we should not have reasonable opportunity to enjoy them. Our local culture is built
on the foundation of access to visit and use these lands. Now travel planning and other initiatives
are severely restricting that access and recreational opportunities. We have only one lifetime to
enjoy these opportunities and these opportunities are being systematically eliminated. The impacts
of lost opportunities on motorized recreationists are significant and irretrievable and irreversible.
We won’t be living this life again. NEPA requires adequate evaluation and consideration of
irretrievable and irreversible impacts. We request that the evaluation and decision-making
adequately identify and address these impacts. NEPA also requires adequate mitigation of
irretrievable and irreversible impacts. We request that the decision-making provide for adequate
mitigation to avoid the irretrievable and irreversible impacts of lost opportunities on motorized
recreationists.

We are a 10Cally supporeed 3ss0Cigtion whose purpose is to preserve trails for all

recreationists through ible envi protection and education.
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Responses

O3-244: The visual impacts of motorized and non-
motorized trails are assessed utilizing a similarly method-
ology in accordance with BLM Visual Resource Contrast
Rating Handbook, H-8431-1.

0O3-245: Thank you for your comment. Use restrictions or
trail closures may occur if resources ate being significantly
degraded due to any type of recreational use in accor-
dance with 43 CFR 8364.1.

03-246: Thank you for your comment.

O3-247: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-248: BLM has solicited public comments during both
the scoping and public comment periods, which it as-
sumes reflect local values and needs. The RMP reflects
input gathered during these processes. The regional
population, which includes the Spokane and Coeur
d’Alene metropolitan atreas, was considered during devel-
opment and analysis of the alternatives.

03-249: Please see response O3-124.

03-250: All of the alternatives support the preservation and
interpretation of cultural resources. During implementa-
tion, all sites will be evaluated before any action would be
initiated that may impact such resources. Please refer the
cultural resource objectives and actions in Chapter 2.

O3-251: Please see response O3-124.
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Issue:

Judge Molloy May 21, 2001 Order bottom of page 13. In 1996, District Ranger Larry Timchak of
the Judith Ranger District noted “While motorized users typically have a high tolerance for non-
motorized recreationists, the reverse is typically not the case.”

‘We are concerned about the protection of our western culture. This culture is characterized by
access to the land for multiple-uses, friendliness, good neighborliness, tolerance and sharing.
Motorized access to the land provides opportunities for sightseeing, exploring, weekend drives and
picnics, hiking, rock climbing, skiing, mountain biking, riding horses, camping, hunting, target
shooting, fishing, viewing wildlife, OHV recreation, snowmobiling, accessing patented mining
claims, gathering of firewood, rocks, natural foods, etc. and physically challenged visitors who must
use wheeled vehicles to visit public lands. Both our observations and the Social Assessment for
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest found that these multiple-use visitors represent over 96% of
the total visitors and that these visitors rely on motorized access. We are fortunate to have extensive
public lands to support the western culture. While mechanized and multiple-use recreationists are
tolerant of others as noted by the District Ranger, this does not mean that non-motorized interests
should be allowed to dominate resource allocation decisions. We request that multiple-use

multiple-uses, friendliness, good neighborliness, tolerance and sharing.

Issue:

Our public lands are a tremendous national resource both in total area and features. Public lands
should be available for conflict-free use and enjoyment by everyone. Unfortunately public lands
have been turned into a conflict zone by non-motorized fanatics. What is right about this situation?
It is a great disservice to the public. We request a management initiative be introduced that will
return public lands for the use and enjoyment of everyone for once and for ever.

Issue:

The envi 1 d should eval how the number of policy proposals over the past
several years has overwhelmed the public. There is no way that the public could evaluate and
comment on each proposed action (see partial listing of actions in Table 2). The cumulative
negative impact of the overwhelming number of proposals has been decision-making that does not
provide for the needs of the public and a significant reduction in multiple-use and motorized access
and recreation opportunities. We request that this cumulative negative impact be adequately
evaluated and factored into the decision-making for this action. Additionally, we request that an
adequate mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative
negative impacts on the public iated with the overwhelming number of NEPA actions.

Issue:

Motorized visitors have had to devote the majority of their available energy and time addressing
local and national level travel management actions. The combination of these actions has created a
significant cumulative negative effect on motorized visitors by consuming their free time and
money, and significantly impacting their quality of life.

Additionally, this cumulative negative effect has lead to the loss of opportunity for motorized
recreationists to further the awareness and education of other motorized visitors in areas such as
proper riding ethics, safety, and environmental protection. This cumulative negative effect has also
We are a 10Cally Supported 35soCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible enviropmental protection and education.
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reduced the opportunity for motorized recreationists to improve and maintain existing motorized
opportunities. This cumulative negative impact includes reduced maintenance of trailheads and
trails and reduced ability to undertake mitigation projects to protect the environment and public
safety. We request that these cumulative negative effects be addressed in the analysis, preferred
alternative and decision-making.

Issue:

With the agency’s commitment in the current management plan to the application of "Limits of
Acceptable Change" (LAC) for determining management strategies there is an inherent obligation
on the agency's part to provide specific direction that certain measures, such as visitor education and
the provision of new facilities, would be implemented before limiting use. A common thread in
LAC application nation-wide is that these regulations apply to all visitors, not to specific groups.
Why are motorized recreationists being disenfranchised from this directive? There has not been an
adequate attempt by the agency to educate the public that areas and trails in the project area or
anywhere else must be shared by all users and that new facilities are needed to address the needs of
motorized recreationists. The decision for this project must correct this deficiency.

Issue:

Motorized recreationists are very concerned that a reasonable alternative will not be adequately
addressed in the environmental document and decision-making and that the process is predisposed.
To prevent this from happening again, we request a Multiple-Use Review Board be established to
assure that the decision-making reflects the multiple-use management goals and the needs of the
public. We request that a Multiple-Use Review Board look into all past travel management
decisions within public lands to determine whether all decisions have ad: 1 idered the
needs of multiple-use and motorized recreationists. Where decisions have not ad 1 idered
the needs of multiple-use and motorized recreationists, we request that the reasons be identified and
that corrective actions be taken.

Issue:

Oftentimes, the text and maps in travel management documents do not effectively communicate or
describe to motorized visitors the trails and roads that they are accustomed to visiting. Therefore,
motorized visitors do not realize that the Agency proposes to close many of the roads and trails that
have been used for decades by generations of motorized visitors.

The public has not developed a clear understanding as to what is about to happen to the roads and
trails that they routinely visit because the travel management process has not effectively
communicated the extent of the roads and trails proposed for closure. Instead, the public will go out
to their favorite road and trail and find it closed to their use after the proposed action is enacted.

It will take different approaches to effectively communicate to the public, which roads and trails are
subject to the proposed action. For example, one alternative communication method could include
posting of the roads and trails proposed for closure with signs for a period of 1 year prior to the EIS
process stating “Road or Trail Proposed for Closure, for more information or to express your
opinion please call xxx-xxxx or send written comments to XXXxx.”

Other methods could include the use of information kiosks and trail rangers as discussed in other
sections. We request a commitment by the agencies to these sorts of direct communications with

We are a 10Cally Supported association whHose purpose is o preserve trails £or all
rECreationists throusl) responsiple envi protection and education.
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Responses

O3-252: Please see response O3-124.

0O3-253: Your suggestion is similar to the Overall Vision for
the planning area described in Section 1.9.

0O3-254: BLM has had very few travel management related
actions concerning lands in the planning area, in the past
several years. Incorporation of a detailed travel manage-
ment plan in this document is actually intended to reduce
the number of actions for the public. According to BLM
policy, designation of routes for travel management is not
an RMP decision, but is left for implementation level
planning. However, in order to reduce the number of
planning projects and maximize public participation,
BLM decided to incorporate this into the CdA RMP.

O3-255: Please see response O3-124.

Impacts must be attributable to the proposed action or
alternatives for their analysis to be required.

0O3-256: Comment pertains to a different plan. The term
“limits of acceptable change” is not used in this plan.

0O3-257: Thank you for your suggestion.

0O3-258: Thank you for your comments. See responses O3-
17 and O3-49.
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2 5 8 | motorized visitors to reach and involve them. NEPA does not preclude these types of methods and,
in fact, requires the process to be user friendly.

Issue:
Current management philosophy seems to be that the only way to address a problem is by closing
access to public lands. Eliminating opportunities does not solve problems. An approach that is more
reasonable to the public including motorized visitors is to maintain recreation opportunities by
259 addressing problems through mitigation measures such as education, s.igning seasonal restrictions,
user fees, and structural improvements such as water bars, trail re-routing, and bridges. There may
be problems with certain motorized roads and trails but we should work to solve and mitigate them
and not to compound them by enacting more closures. We request the agencies to support and use
mitigations and education as a means to address and mitigate problems rather than closures.

Issue:

Most problems associated vuth visitors can be addressed by education. Education should be the first
line of action and all educa should be exha d before pursuing other actions. There
are situations were education is far more effective than law enforcement. The elimination of much
needed recreational opportunities is not reasonable without first ext ing all possible means of
education to address the problem. Lducatmnal programs could include use of mailings, handouts,
improved travel o, pamphlets, TV and radio spots, web pages, newspaper

260 articles, signing, presentations, information kiosks with mapping, and trail rangers.

Restrictions or closures are not always obvious to the public. Education can also be in the form of
measures such as the use of jackleg fences with signs at the end of motorized trails in sensitive areas
so that public is made aware of the end of the motorized trail and the surrounding area closure. The
use of public education to address problems may require effort and time but it is more reasonable
than the use of closures. We request the full use of education to address visitor problems.
Additionally, individual motorized recreationists and groups can be called upon to assist with the
implementation of the educational process.

Issue:

An alternative to motorized closures in many cases would be to keep motorized opportunities open
and use education on principles such as those found in the Tread Lightly program and Blue Ribbon
Coalition Recreation Code of Ethics and Principles to address and eliminate specific issues
associated with motorized recreationists. These efforts could include the use of pamphlets,
information kiosks, and presentations. Education can also be used to address and eliminate issues
associated with non-motorized recreationists by encouraging their use of reasonable expectations,
261 reasonable tolerance of others, and reasonable sharing of our land resources.

To date, educational measures have not been adequately idered, evaluated or impl 1. We
request that educational measures be incorporated as part of this proposed action and that the
cumulative negative impact on motorized recreationists of not using education in all past actions
involving motorized recreational opportunities be addressed. Additionally, we request that an
adequate mitigation plan be included as part of this action to compensate for past cumulative
negative impacts associated with inadequate use of education measures in past actions.

Issue:

We are a /oca//,v supported a.r.fo(:/at/an wna:e purpose is to preserve trails for all
rec ises through r protection and eaucation.
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Management of public lands to maximize wild game populations at the expense of other uses is not
reasonable and does not meet the requirements of multiple-use laws and policies. We support
hunting but we question why hunting’s impact on wildlife is acceptable and non-destructive viewing
by motorized visitors is not acceptable. We are concerned that public lands that were designated for
multiple-use are not being d for multiple-use as required under:

1. The Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528 et seq.) defined Multiple-Use
as “The management of all the various renewable surface resources of the national forests
so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American
people...”. Outdoor recreation is the first stated purpose of the act.

2. Public Law 88-657 states that “the Congress hereby finds and declares that the construction
and maintenance of an adequate system of roads and trails within and near the national
Jforests and other lands administered by the Forest Service is essential if increasing demands
Jor timber, recreation, and other uses of such lands are to be met; that the existence of such
a system would have the effect, among other things, of increasing the value of timber and
other resources tributary to such roads; and that such a system is essential to enable the

262 Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafier called the Secretary) to provide for intensive use,

protection, development, and management of these lands under principles of multiple use
and sustained yield of products and services”.

. The Federa] Land POlle and Management Acl of 1976 (FLPMA) states that “(7) goals and

be ished by law as guidelines for public land use planning, and that
managemenl be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise specified
by law; and, (c) In the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall -- (1)
use and observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in this and other
applicable law, .

4. The BLM Strategic Plan FY 2000 to 2005 states that: “To achieve this mission, the Bureau
of Land Management follows these principles: Manage natural resources for multiple use
and long-term value, recognizing that the mix of permitted and allowable uses will vary
from area to area and over time.”

w

We request careful consideration of the multiple-use needs of the public and implementation of the
objectives of multiple-use laws and policies as part of the proposed action.

Issue:

The roads and trails in the project area are not new or “user created” travelways. These roads and
trails have existed for many years. The public has relied on them for access for many years and for
many purposes. This pattern of use is well established. A reasonable travel management alternative
would use area closure to prevent the creation of unwanted trails by visitors and, at the same time,
263 allow the public to use all of the existing motorized routes. Too many management actions have
been enacted without the development of this reasonable alternative. The cumulative negative
impact of the travel management process on motorized access and recreation opportunities has been
significant. We request that the preferred alternative be based on the existing motorized routes that
are considered important resources by motorized recreationists.

Issue:
A reasonable Travel Management alternative would maintain existing travelways that provide
264 motorized recreationists with a system of loops and destinations. The preferred alternative should
provide access to motorized looped trail systems, spurs for exploration and destinations, and
We are a [0Cally supporeed 3s5oCiation whose purpose Is to preserve trails £or all
recregtionises thirough responsible environfnental protection and education.
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Responses

03-259: Thank you for your suggestion.

0O3-260: Public education is a key component of conserva-
tion under all action alternatives. Proposed actions in-
clude educating visitors about weed infestation and trans-
port, wildlife habitat needs, and open and closed areas.

0O3-261: Thank you for your suggestions and comments.
The BLM routinely takes public outreach actions to com-
municate with and educate recreation users in implement-
ing RMP decisions.

0O3-262: Please see response O3-3.

0O3-263: Please see response O3-240.

0O3-264: The planning of individual timber sales is an imple-
mentation action not addressed in the RMP. Also see
responses O3-124 and O3-45.
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motorized access to areas located outside the project area. We request that the cumulative negative
effect of reduced recreation and access opportunities for motorized visitors within the project area
be adequately considered in the document and decision-making. The cumulative negative effect of
eliminating motorized access to loop trail systems, provide exploration opportunities and
destinations outside of the project area should also be ad ly considered in the d and
decision-making.

Issue:
Current management trends are attempting to restrict public access to narrow corridors along major
roads. This trend is widespread among all ies. If allowed to continue, this trend

will concentrate over 95% of the visitors to less than 10% of the area. The cumulative negative
impact from concentrating visitors to narrow corridors will result in poor management of public
lands and unreasonable access to public lands and recreational opportunities. We request the
evaluation of the cumulative negative impacts from management goals that tend to concentrate
visitors to narrow corridors and reduce recreation opportunities for motorized visitors. Other
associated negative impacts that should also be evaluated include loss of dispersed recreation
opportunities, reduced quality of recreation, loss recreation diversity, and unequal allocation of
recreation opportunities.

Issue:

OHYV and other motorized recreationists seek the challenge and sense of exploration that primitive
roads and motorized trails provide. The preferred travel management alternative should not restrict
motorized access and recreation to narrow corridors along a few major roads. This restriction would
not provide for the type of experiences that most motorized visitors are seeking and, therefore, does
not meet the needs of motorized visitors. We request that the analysis and decision-making avoid
restricting motorized access and recreation opportunities to narrow corridors along major roads.

Issue:

In the past, timber harvests have been d d without for maintaining existing
motorized trails through the area. Therefore, motorized recreation opportunities have been
eliminated as part of timber sales. The Little Blackfoot and Telegraph Creek areas are examples of
motorized closures does as part of timber harvests that have fragmented the motorized road and trail
system. Now as mitigation measure to offset the significant impact from the cumulative effect of all
past actions, motorized trail systems should be developed using timber sale roads and trails.
Existing timber sale roads and trails should be inter-connected by construction of new trail segments
or rehabilitation of existing trail segments to provide mitigation for lost motorized recreation
opportunities. Connector trails should be constructed to avoid dead-end trails. These systems could
provide recreation opportunities for a variety of skill levels and visitors.

Issue:

In some cases conflict of uses has been created by Visitors Maps that are not consistent with Travel
Plan maps. All visitors (motorized and non-motorized) need to clearly understand what areas, roads
or trails are open for motorized travel and what areas, roads, or trails are closed to motorized travel.
We have experienced a number of misunderstandings by both non-motorized and motorized
visitors. We recommend that the Travel Plan Map and Visitors Map be the same and that this
combination map should include as much detail as possible (such as contour information) so that the
public can better determine the location of roads and trails that are open or closed.

We are a [0Cally supported assoCiation whHose purpose Is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through i Z protection and equcation.
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Issue:

There is a significant need to standardized signs within and across all agencies. For example, there
are often misunderstandings about seasonal motor vehicle restrictions due to the “No” symbol with
the actual closure period shown below in small text that is often not seen or understood. In this case,
the road or trail is open except during the period show below but the sign is often misinterpreted as
closed. We suggest that travel management signs be made easier to understand and standardized.
Signs are the backbone of a good management program. Some examples of how signs could be
used to implement management are:

o Signs should be displayed at key access points to public lands explaining the basics; “OHV’s
allowed on designated routes to protect foliage and prevent erosion™; “Expect to see other
visitors on the trails — shared trail area”; “Report violations to 1-800-TIP-MONT”; etc.

* Trailhead signs should not only list restrictions but should also tell visitors what to expect.
Signs that say “expect to see other trail users” with universal symbols indicating the uses
they can expect to see would work well. This approach is used successfully in nearly every
forest across the country except those in Forest Service Region 1.

e Reinforce travel allowed and restricted at intersections.

*  Reinforce important messages; say the same thing in a different way.

Issue:

Along with the standardization of signs, there is also a significant need to standardize or simplify
seasonal closure dates as much as possible. We suggest that the number of different closures periods
should be kept to a maximum of two, if possible, in order to avoid confusion and resulting
misunderstandings.

Issue:

The environmental document should be an issue driven document as required under NEPA and
guidelines published by the Council on Environmental Quality. The driving travel management
issue is the development of a reasonable alternative that meets the needs of the public. NEPA
requires that all reasonable alternatives be evaluated. We request that the environmental document
include a travel management alternative that is responsive to the public’s multiple-use needs. A
reasonable alternative would incorporate all existing motorized roads and trails and restrict
motorized travel to those travel ways. A reasonable travel management alternative should provide a
continuous system of roads and trails on which off-highway vehicles can be legally ridden. A
reasonable travel management alternative is needed in order to avoid contributing to the significant
impact that cumulative negative impacts have had on motorized recreationists. In order to avoid
contributing to further cumulative negative impacts we request that the preferred alternative be
based on incorporating all existing motorized roads and trails and restricting motorized travel to
those travel ways.

Issue:

A reasonable alternative instead of all motorized closures is a sharing of resources. A reasonable
alternative for accomplishing this can be done by designating alternating weeks for motorized and
non-motorized use. The schedule can be communicated to the public by signs at each end of the trail
segments, newspaper articles, and through local user groups. This alternative eliminates any
reasonable concern about conflict of users (which we think is over-stated and over-emphasized
based on reasons di here in this submittal).

We are a [0Cally Supported association Whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmentsl protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-265: The proposed action makes no attempt to restrict
public access to narrow corridors along main roads.

0O3-266: Please see response O3-265.

O3-267: Please see responses O3-18, O3-45 and O3-111.

0O3-268: Thank you for your suggestion. Please refer to
Action TM-D.1.1.9.

03-269: Please refer to Action TM-D1.1.9.

0O3-270: Where seasonal restrictions are used, the proposed
action adopts dates which match those used on the adja-
cent National Forests. This should help to avoid confu-
sion and resulting misunderstandings.

O3-271: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-240.

0O3-272: Thank you for your suggestion.
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Issue:

We are unaware of any documented or justifiable reports of user conflict in the project area. We
request copies of any documentation of user conflicts in the area and request that it be categorized
and weighed against the overall number of visitor-days to the area. Additionally, a difference in
opinion about whether certain recreationists should be able to visit multiple-use public lands should
not be considered a user-conflict.

Issue:

Executive Order 11644 was passed on February 8, 1972 and Executive Order 11989 was passed on
May 24, 1977. These Executive Orders have been used to enact thousands and thousands of
motorized access and recreation closures since the 1970's. The cumulative negative effect of
Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 has been a dramatic loss of recreation and access opportunities
for motorized recreationists and a dramatic increase in recreation opportunities for non-motorized
recreationists.

Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 allow agencies to “minimize conflicts among the various uses”.
The Executive Orders did not state “minimize conflict with other users”. However, the
implementation of Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 has been largely based on the incorrect
interpretation to “minimize conflict with other users”. The bottom line is that "use" conflict is rather
different from "user" conflict. There are certainly "uses" that are incompatible from an objective
standpoint. For example, a ski run and a mine cannot operate in the same place at the same time...it
is physically impossible and therefore a clear "use conflict." However, in the case of a mine located
next to a ski hill, both can operate without a use conflict.

Issue:

‘Whether there is a "user conflict" or not depends primarily on user attitudes. Just because someone
says it is a conflict does not mean that it is a “reasonable™ or “significant” conflict. We request that a
reasonable definition for “significant™ conflict be developed and used as part of this action.

Issue:

Conflict on multiple use trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of Practice; Report No.:
FWWA-PD-94-031 “Conflict in outdoor recreation settings (such as trails) can best be defined as
“goal interference attributed to another’s behavior” (Jacob & Schreyer 1980, 369). As such, trail
conflicts can and do occur among different user groups, among different users within the same user
group, and as a result of factors not related to users’ trail activities at all. In fact, no actual contact
among users need occur for conflict to be felt. Conflict has been found to be related to activity style
(mode of travel, level of tect gy, envirc etc.), focus of trip, expectations,
attitudes toward and perceptions of the environment, level of tolerance for others, and different
norms held by different users. Conflict is often asymmetrical (i.e., one group resents another, but
the reverse in not true).

Issue:
The use of Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 to “minimize conflict with other uses™ should be
evaluated from the perspective of “fair-mindedness of expectations”. To provide non-motorized
experiences we have designated and set-aside wilderness/non-motorized use areas. Just as
motorized recreationists do not expect to be able to use motorized vehicles in wilderness/non-
motorized use areas, non-motorized enthusiasts should not expect to go to multiple-use areas and
We are a [0Cally supporeed assoCiation whose purpose /s o preserve trails for il
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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experience wilderness conditions. If some non-motorized recreationists cannot accept motorized
recreationists in multiple-use areas, then they need to become familiar with travel plan maps and
restrict themselves to the many wilderness/non-motorized areas that are available to them.

Issue:

Congress has recognized the need to share our lands for multiple-uses and has directed federal land
agencies to manage for multiple-uses under laws including the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and Public Law 88-657.
Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 tend to conflict with these multiple-use directives.

These two executive orders interfere with the management of public lands for multiple-uses and
promote non-sharing and intolerant attitudes. We request that the analysis, preferred alternative and
decision-making not let Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 interfere with an equitable management
of public land for multiple-uses.

Issue:

Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 promote intolerance and non-sharing in a manner that allows
one group of recreationists to eliminate another group of recreationists from public lands. The
Sierra Club ORV Manual (http://www.sierraclut 35 id/orv/index.htm ) states,
“Remember, one adverse impact is “user conflict”. We are advising a wonderful legal tactic. Next
time you are on a hike and a dirt bike roars by, get 40 friends to all call or write to the Forest
Supervisor and say, We demand immediate closure of the trail to dirt bikes....”. Other organizations
such as Wild Wilderness provide Incident Reporting Forms
+//www.wildwilderness.org/wi/report.htm ) to report conflicts with visitors using vehicles and
encourage the use of these forms. The National Wildlife Foundation in their June and July 2004
issues of Ranger Rick Magazine presented a strongly anti-OHV cartoon to its readers. As
demonstrated by these examples, some non-motorized interests are in the conflict business because
they stand to gain by creating conflicts. Actions by some non-motorized special-interests have
gotten to the extreme where they should be considered harassment. All visitors to public lands must
respect each other and accommodate each other with reasonable expectations and reasonable
actions. We have always been respectful of other visitors and have never observed a conflict
between non-motorized and motorized visitors during our visits to public lands spanning 40 years.

All users of multiple-use lands must be willing to share and tolerate with all others. Motorized
visitors are willing to share and tolerate other visitors. A small minority of non-motorized visitors
should not be able to inflict such a large impact on the majority of visitors. We request that the
significant negative and inequitable impacts that Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 have imposed
on motorized ionists be ad ly evaluated, and factored into the preferred alternative. We
request that the decision-making provide for actions necessary to provide responsible use of these
two Executive Orders.

Issue:
User conflict is vastly overstated by non-motorized recreationists for self-serving reasons. This
overstatement is confirmed by data collected by the Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads
(http://maps.wildrockies.org/orv/database.html ). This organization has assembled all of the conflict
of users data available from the Forest Service. Records from 134 national forests indicate a total of
1,699 noise violations, 145 smoke violations, and 1,272 safety violations for a total of 3,116
violations during the period from 1987 to 1998. The average violations per year would equal 283 or
about 2 violations per forest per year. Most likely, many of these violations were not related to OHV
We are a [oCally Supported association whose purpose is to preserve trajls for all
recreationises through Z /) protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-273: As examples, please refer to several of the other
comments we received for this RMP. Specifically see P1,
P2, P3, P4, P5, P8, P11, P19, P21, P30, P36, P40, P41,
P43, P45, P53, O4 and O5.

O3-274: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-275: The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-
1)(BLM 2005) defines planning issues as “disputes or
controversies about existing and potential  land
and resoutce allocations, levels of tesource use, produc-
tion, and related management practices.” BLM identified
the planning issues during scoping, as described in Sec-
tion 1.4.

03-276: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-277: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-278: All executive orders must be considered and com-
plied with by any federal agency in a planning document.

0O3-279: Thank you for your comment. Please see response
to O3-278.

0O3-280: Thank you for your comment.
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recreationists. Motorized recreationists are committed to reducing the number of violations and
using education to increase public awareness of visitor and land use ethics. However, considering
the tens of millions of visitors to our national forests during this 11-year period, the 3,116 violations
are statistically insignificant and do not support the argument that user conflict is a significant
problem. Lastly, the total number of violations reported in Northern Region forests was zero.

Issue:

Over the past 4 years we have met 133 hikers in the multiple-use public lands areas that we visit.
There have been no conflicts during these meetings. In fact, most often we have stopped and visited
with these hikers and exchanged information. At the same time over the past 4 years we have
observed well over 8,000 motorized recreationists. We have coexisted for years without any
measurable conflict. Why is coexistence suddenly considered such a problem by some people? We
are concerned that this position has been taken for self-serving reasons. There is no evidence of any
real conflict. Motorized recreationists could complain about the presence of non-motorized
recreationists but we have chosen not to complain and we have adopted an attitude of sharing.
Motorized recreationists should be given credit for being reasonable and willing to share.

Issue:

In our locale, we see so few non-motorized recreationists on multiple-use trails that we cannot
understand how a conflict of uses could be substantiated. Additionally, it is not reasonable for non-
motorized users to claim a conflict of uses based on their observation of motorized wheel prints on a
road or trail (do they feel the same way about mountain bikes?). It is not reasonable to provide one
group of recreationists with the opportunity to claim a “conflict of uses” and use that as a basis to
deny other recreationists equal access to public lands. This form of conflict creation and then
resolution by elimination of motorized recreational opportunities is not equitable.

The reasonable and equitable way to deal with differences is to accept each others difference. How
else can diversity survive? All of us have a responsibility to accept and promote diversity of
recreation on public lands. An unwillingness to accept diversity is a fundamental failing of those
who seek to eliminate things that don’t fit their perspective. Diversity of recreation opportunities
can only be accomplished through management for multiple-use and attitudes that promote
tolerance, sharing and coexistence. Behaviors that are non-sharing or intolerant of other
recreationists on public lands should not be rewarded yet it is. The continual loss of motorized
access and recreational opportunities and the negative attitudes toward multiple-use recreationists is
seriously degrading our culture and quality of life. We request that elimination and restrictions of
recreation opportunities not be imposed on motorized visitors because other visitors are not able to
share and be tolerant. We request that revisions to Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 be made in
order to return equitable guidance to federal land-use managers.

Issue:
During the 1970's, when Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 were created, snowmobile and
motorcycles were much louder than today’s machines. Concern with sound levels lead to the
creation of Executive Orders 11644 and 11989. Today’s technology provides machines that are
significantly quieter than in the 1970°s. Furthermore, the technology now exists to make vehicles
even quieter. Therefore, concern with sound levels can be mitigated by establishing a reasonable
decibel limit for exhaust systems. States such as California and Oregon have enacted sound

i limits. We all jurisdictions to adopt the stationary sound test procedures as set
forth in the Society of Automotive Engineers J-1287 June 1980 standard. Public land-use agencies

We are a [oCally Supported assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
TeCreationists througl re / ) protection and education.
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could establish reasonable sound limits and use this approach to address the sound level issue. This
alternative would be more equitable than closures. We request that this reasonable alternative to
motorized closures be pursued and incorporated into the preferred alternative and decision-making.

Issue:

It is not reasonable to enact motorized closures based on the issue of sound when viable alternatives
could be pursued. The Sierra Club’s in their ORV Handbook makes the following statement “The
fact is that most ORV noise is unnecessary; even motorcycles can be muffled to relatively
unobjectionable noise level ”. We request that agencies initiate an education campaign (loud is not
cool) to promote the development and use of quiet machines. OHV brochures such as those
published by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest include public awareness information on the
importance of sound control.

Issue:
‘We request that the process include consideration of the negative impacts that proposed motorized
road and trail closures will have on fire management, fuel wood harvest for home heating, and
timber management. The analysis should include an analysis of the benefits to the public from the
gathering of deadfall for firewood from each of the roads and trails proposed for closure. These
analyses are especially significant following a devastating fire season and a period of rising energy
costs. The need for firewood gathering is increasing given the increasing energy costs
http://www.helenair.com/articles/2003/11/02/montana/a01110203_05.txt ) and we have noticed a
significant increase in firewood gathering this past year. The closure of roads and trails is occurring
at a large scale on all public lands. Therefore, the analysis should also evaluate the cumulative
negative impacts of motorized road and trail closures and the conversion of multiple-use lands to
limited-use lands on fire timber and firewood gathering.

Issue:
Page 215 of the Supplement to Big Snowy Mountains EA. Solitude is a personal, subjective value
defined as isolation from the sights, sound and presence of others, and the development of man.

We acknowledge the value of solitude and point out that there are many acres of wilderness/non-
motorized/exclusive-use available to provide that solitude. Our concern is in regards to the
diminishing amount of multiple-use lands and the unreasonable concept that multiple-use lands
should be managed as wilderness/non-motorized/exclusive-use lands. Managing multiple-use lands
by wilderness criteria and for perfect solitude does not meet the communal needs of the public and
is not a reasonable goal for multiple-use lands.

The opportunity for solitude must be reasonably balanced with the multiple-use needs of the public.
For example, the Montana Standard in an article on December 14, 2000 reported that hikers on the
Continental Divide trail “walked for 300 miles without seeing another human being”. This article
illustrates a significant long-distance interstate recreational opportunity available to non-motorized
visitors and the negligible use that it sees. Additionally, we have been camping in the Telegraph
Creek drainage for 27 years and we have met only 2 people using the CDNST in that area. In
contrast, a long-distance interstate recreational opportunity similar to the CDNST does not exist for
OHYV recreationists.

It is not equitable to provide recreationists seeking solitude and wilderness experiences exclusive
access to tens of millions of acres and thousands of miles of non-motorized trails while restricting
We are a [oCally supported assoCigtion whose purpose Is to preserve trails For all
recreationists through jble envir protection and education.
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Responses

03-281: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-282: Amendment of Executive Orders is the prerogative
of the President and is beyond the scope of the RMP.

03-283: Thank you for your suggestion.

03-284: On BLM lands it is prohibited to operate an off-
road vehicle in violation of State laws and regulations (43
CFR 8341.1(d)). The state of Idaho limits noise emission
to a base level of not more than ninety-six (96) decibels
when measured on the “A” scale using standards and
procedures established by the society of automotive engi-
neers (SAE), specifically SAE standard J1287, June, 1988.
(IC 67-7125) The proposed action would establish no
additional noise restrictions and noise was not a factor
used in designating routes.

0O3-285: Fire wood gathering is permitted on most BLM
land. We are not aware of a shortage of fuel wood gath-
ering areas in the planning area and public scoping did
not identify this to be an issue.

03-286: Thank you for your comment. Please see responses
O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-45, paragraph 2.

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resounrce Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement K-73



Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses

Comments

03 (Cont.)

28 6 the public seeking multiple-use opportunities access to an inadequate road and trail system. We
request an equitable and balanced allocation of motorized access and recreational opportunity.

Issue:

We have seen a low level of use used as a factor to close motorized routes. This criterion should

also be applied equally to non-motorized routes. For example, a low level of use by motorcycles was
287 used as a reason to close the Nez Perce trail in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. This

same reason should be used to open up non-motorized trails experiencing a low level of use to

motorized use.

Issue:
288 When considering the level of use for either keeping a road or trail open or closed, the evaluation
must recognize that motorcycle use and tracks are far less obvious on the ground than atv tracks.

Issue:
We request a network of national recreation trails for motorized recreationists equivalent to the
Continental Divide Trail (CDT), Pacific Crest Trail, National Recreation Trail and other national
non-motorized trails that travel a long distance and interconnect with other forests. If motorized
recreationists had trails of regional and national significance, they would see considerable use. Non-
289 motor%zed recrea!%on?sls have considerably more national trail recreation opportunities than
motorized recreationists. We request that the needs of motorized recreationists for regional and
national travelways be evaluated. We request an evaluation of the cumulative negative impacts and
environmental justice issues surrounding the lack of regional and national motorized trails for
motorized recreationists. We request that regional and national motorized recreational trails be
identified and actions be taken to implement those trails.

Issue:

The Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area in the Helena National Forest is an example of
management of an area for a relatively narrow range of public needs. The underlying management
criterion in the Elkhorn area is for ideal wildlife conditions and not for the diverse needs of the
public. The diverse need of the public can only be met by management for multiple-use. While there
are designated routes within the area, they are mostly roads with no challenge and limited access to
290 interesting areas and features. There are few OHV loops or destinations. Roads and trails such as
those in Section 1 and 11, T6N, R2W; Sections 13 and 4, T6N, R3W; Sections 31 and 31 in T7N,
R2W; Section 36, T7N, R3W; Sections 25, 35, and 36, T8N, R1W and others could have been kept
open for summer season recreation use and closed during calving and hunting seasons where
necessary for wildlife management. Instead, they were closed. The alternative of seasonal closures

would have benefited far more people and still maintained a more than wildlife habitat.

Additi ions for M. of Motorized Recreation

1. Unfortunately rules oftentimes go to the lowest common denominator, i.e., the guy doing the
291 most irrational things. Agencies are encouraged to keep rules as simple as possible and focused

on addressing problems that are common and not the exceptions. Motorized recreationists can
be called upon to help address the exceptions.
292 | 2. Agencies are encouraged to keep all existing trail systems open to motorized visitors.

. Agencies are encouraged to add all existing road ands trails that are not on the trail system
293 | inventory to the roads and trail inventory.

We are a l0Cally supporeed assocCiation whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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294 | 4. {\gencies are encouraged to return trails that used to be on trail inventories to the current

inventory.

295 | 5. Where possible, agencies are encouraged to provide trailheads for motorized trails that are

convenient to urban areas.

6. Where possible, ies are ged to provide ds for motorized trails that are

296 located at the boundary of urban areas and trails that connect urban areas to public lands and
form motorized recreation opportunities similar to the Paiute Trail in Utah
(http://www.marysvale.org/paiute_trail/contents.html).

7. Agencies are encouraged to insure that access to trails is not blocked by private lands and that
private landowners do not have special access privileges. Where private landowners have
elected to block public access to public lands, the boundary between that landowner and public

297 land should be closed to motorized access using a “boundary closure™ in order to avoid special
access privileges for private landowners onto public land. Motorized access for the public on the
public lands side should remain open to the boundary closure and the acquisition of public right-
of-way should be pursued with the private landowner.

8. Agencies are encouraged to keep motorized access through private land open to the public.
Every public access closure through private land should be challenged and protected by asserting

298 legal right-of-ways. The cumulative negative impact of this lack of action has created private
motorized reserves on public lands or defacto wilder: torized/exclusive-use areas
accessible only to private landowners.

9. Agencies are encouraged to acquire private land and right-of-ways to provide access to public

299 land that is now blocked off to the public. This action is necessary to reverse the prevailing trend

over the past 35 = years of less access to public land and the significant impact that the
cumulative effect of closure after closure has had motorized access and motorized recreation.

10. Implement seasonal closures, where required, with input and review by OHV recreationists that
will: (1) provide the maximum amount of OHV recreational opportunity during the summer
recreation season in order to disperse all forms of trail use and thus minimize impacts to trail
users; (2) provide winter OHV recreation opportunities in low-elevation areas that are not

300 critical winter game range; (3) provide OHV recreation and access during hunting season by

keeping major roads and OHV loops open while closing spur roads and trails necessary to
provide reasonable protection of game populations and a reasonable hunting experience; and (4)
provide OHV recreation opportunities during spring months in all areas where erosion and
wildlife calving conditions reasonably allow.

. Existing seasonal closures tend to separate the motorized and non-motorized peak use seasons.

One size does not necessarily fit every circumstance but standardize or simplify seasonal closure

301 dates as much as possible. The number of different closures periods should be kept to a

maximum of two, if possible, in order to avoid confusion and resulting misunderstandings.

302 | 12. Motorized recreationists would be willing to accept area closure when necessary to protect the

natural envi in exch fora ble network of OHV roads and trails.

30 3 | 13. In areas where OHVs must use a roadway, travel management plans should include the

designation of dual-use roads to allow OHV’s to move from one trail segment to another.

302 | 14. Provide open or play areas for motorized recreation opportunity and trials bikes where

acceptable in selected areas.
15. Motorcycle trail riders enjoy riding single-track trails. Motorized single-track recreation trails
are limited at this time and continue to decline. Some BLM and FS districts do not differentiate

305 between ATV and motorcycle trails in their travel plans. Evaluations and travel plans should

differentiate between ATV and motorcycle trails.

306 | 16. Single-track trails that are not appropria‘te 'for ATV use shoulc_l be kept open for' motorcycle use.

We are a I0Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists througl) responsible environmental protection and education.
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Responses

0O3-287: Level of use is a factor used when determining a
route’s maintenance level.

03-288: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-289: Please see response O3-2. Analysis of regional trail
systems is beyond the scope of this document.

03-290: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-291: Thank you for your suggestion.

0O3-292: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 1.
0O3-293: Please see response O3-17.

O3-294: Please see response O3-17.
0O3-295: Please see response O3-111.

03-296: Please see responses O3-2 and O3-111.

03-297: BLM can not discern access based on ownership.

03-298: BLM has added Action LR-D2.1.11 to the Lands
and Realty section of Alternative D to emphasize acquir-
ing this type of access.

03-299: Please see Action LR-D2.1.1. BLM has also added
a Lands and Realty action (LR-D2.1.11) which would
place emphasis on acquiring access through adjacent
lands.

0O3-300: Please see response O3-111.

0O3-301: Please see response O3-111.

03-302: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-303: Please see response O3-144.

0O3-304: No suitable areas have been identified on BLM
lands within the planning area.

0O3-305: Thank you for your suggestion. Refer to Maps 37-
40.

03-306: Thank you for your suggestion. Refer to Maps 37-
40.
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The number of “single track™ motorcycle trails that motorcycle riders seek has been
significantly reduced over the last 35 years.

The integrity of the “loop” trail system should be maintained. Loop systems minimize the
number of on-trail encounters because non-motorized trail users don’t encounter motorized
users going both directions, as they do on non-loop trails. Loop trails also offer trail users a
more desirable recreational experience. Agencies are encouraged to provide opportunity for
"motorized loop trail systems" to lessen impacts and to provide a better recreational experience.
Spurs are useful for exploration and reaching destinations.

. Agencies are encouraged to allow use of specific roads for OHVs that are not licensed for the

street use in order to develop a network of roads that tie OHV trails together.

. Agencies are encouraged to utilize standardized trail signing and marking in order to lessen

confusion. Trails closed unless otherwise marked open are not reasonable. Trails, when closed,
should be signed with an official, legitimate reason. Monitoring should be implemented to
justify the reasons stated.

. Agencies are encouraged to utilize all trail maintenance and upgrading management techniques,

such as, bridging, puncheon, realignment, drains, and dips to prevent closure or loss of
motorized trail use. Trails should not be closed because of a problem with a bad section of trail.
The solution is to fix the problem area or reroute the trail, not to close it. If funding or
manpower is a problem, then other resources should be looked to including local volunteer
groups, state or national OHV funding.

22. Agencies are encouraged to develop OHV programs that address more than law enforcement

needs. OHV programs should actively promote the development, enhancement, and mitigation
of OHV recreation opportunities.

Agencies are encouraged to develop and use State Trail Ranger Programs similar to Idaho’s
program through the State OHV Fund, as well as volunteer trail maintenance programs.
Agencies are encouraged to clear trails early in the year to insure maximum availability and
reduction of diversion damage caused by routing around obstacles.

Agencies are encouraged to avoid yearlong trail closures if wildlife concerns are valid only
during certain seasons. In these instances, closures should be seasonal only with the dates
consistent with the requirements to protect wildlife.

Agencies are encouraged to avoid trail closures associated with other actions including timber
sales, mining, and livestock grazing. Corrective action should be taken where trail closures in
the past have resulted from these sorts of past actions. Loss of motorized trails because of past
timber sales should be mitigated by connecting old and new travelways to create looped trail
systems.

. Agencies are encouraged to re-establish and/or relocate all trails and roads disturbed by other

actions such as timber harvest, mining, and livestock grazing.
Agencies are encouraged to seek outside review and input by OHV recreationists on all

proposed management decisions affecting motorized recreation opportunities including closures.
. Agencies are encouraged to establish greater credibility with motorized recreationists by having

motorized recreation planners on the interdisciplinary team and a board of motorized
recreationists.

Agencies are encouraged to align non-motorized area boundaries so that they do not encroach or
eliminate trails located at the edge of the boundaries.

. Agencies are encouraged to provide for motorized trails and vista points on the boundaries

outside of the non-motorized areas so the motorized visitors can view those areas.

We are a [oCally Supported association whose purpose is to preserve tralls for all
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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3. Agencies are encouraged to establish OHV census collection points at road and trail collection

points. Include an OHV category on all trail and road census sheets.

Agencies are encouraged to treat hiking, horses and mountain bikes as a form of transportation,
just as motorized recreation is a form of transportation.

Agencies are encouraged to correct the signing at trailheads that suggests that motorized visitors
are more damaging than other visitors.

. Agencies are encouraged to keep trails in proposed non-motorized/wilderness/roadless areas

open. Motorized-use on trails in these areas does not detract from the wild characteristics in the
proposed non-motorized/wilderness area. Additionally, the Roadless Rule specifically allows for
OHYV activity in Roadless areas.

Agencies are encouraged to provide good statistics on the level of use by the various public land
visitors and use these statistics in the decision processes.

Agencies are encouraged to avoid the closure of trails to motorized use as the "easy way out" in
dealing with issues created by non-motorized users.

. Agencies should recognize that many roads and trails were not originally laid out with recreation

in mind and that changes should be made in some road and trail segments to address
environmental and safety problems. In most cases, problems can be mitigated to a reasonable
level and closures can be avoided.

. Agencies are encouraged to recognize, in the form of access, groups who expend effort and

money in maintaining and improving roads and trails.

. Agencies are encouraged to promote multiple-use and not exclusive-use. Exclusive-use is the

antithesis of public access and recreational opportunities within public lands. Management for
exclusive-use runs counter to C ional directives for multipl

. Agencies are encouraged to make Travel Plan maps more readily available. Vending machines

could be placed in areas that are accessible at any time of the day or week at BLM and FS
offices.

. Agencies are encouraged to publish all Travel Plan maps in the same format and in an easy to

read format. The Travel Plan map and Visitors map should be the same. All visitors need to
clearly understand what areas, roads or trails are open for motorized travel and what areas, trails,
or roads are closed to motorized travel. Current maps lead to misunderstandings by both non-
motorized and motorized visitors.

. Agencies are encouraged to implement a standard signing convention that is easily understood.

For example, there are often misunderstandings about seasonal motor vehicle restrictions due to
the “No” symbol with the actual closure period shown below in small text that is often not seen
or understood. In this example, the road or trail is open except during the period below but it is

often misinterpreted as closed.

. There needs to be better coordination between adjoining National Forest and BLM lands when

making maps, laying out trails, and establishing travel plans. In some cases a trail is open in one
jurisdiction but becomes closed when it crosses over the boundary to another jurisdiction
resulting in an overall loss of motorized recreation opportunity.

. Agencies should not use motorized access in areas closed to motorized access by the public

because: (a) the public will see the tracks and could become upset that the motorized closure is
being violated and/or (b) the public will see the tracks and conclude that motorized access is
acceptable.

. The difficulty of a particular route required can be identified by a signing system similar to ski

runs so that recreationists are made aware of the skill levels required and so that a wide variety
of routes for all skill levels can be enjoyed.

We are a [0Cally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails £or all
recregtionists through responsiple envir \protection and education.
Page 108 of 109

Responses

0O3-306: Thank you for your comment.

0O3-307: Please see responses O3-2, 03-45 and O3-111.
0O3-308: Please see response O3-144.

03-309: The proposed action stresses this at TM-D1.1.9.

0O3-310: Thank you for your suggestion. Concerning volun-
teers and grants, see responses O3-215 and O3-261.

03-311:The Proposed Action does propose closing un-
needed roads in travel management, wildlife, and special
status species actions. However, closing all roads and
trails containing weeds would mean prohibiting motorized
access to most BLM public lands. See response O3-124.

03-312: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-45.

03-313: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-215 and O3-261.

03-314: Thank you for your suggestion. Maintenance
scheduling is an implementation action determined at the
activity planning level.

03-315: Thank you for your suggestion.

0O3-316: The alternative travel management plans were de-
veloped from identified public recreational needs and
necessary resource protection.

03-317: Thank you for your suggestion. Designated routes
disturbed by resource uses would be maintained.

03-318: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-49.

03-319: Thank you for your suggestion.

03-320: Thank you for your comment.

03-321: Thank you for your comment.

03-322: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-129.

0O3-323: Thank you for your suggestion. This is consistent
with agency policy (H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Hand-
book, Appendix C). Designations required are proposed
in the RMP Transportation and Travel Management sec-
tion. Refer to Actions TM-D1.1.2 thru TM-D1.1.11.

03-324: We are not aware of where such signs exist.

03-325 Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
03-7 and O3-75.

03-326: Thank you for your suggestion.

03-327: Thank you for your comment.
03-328: Thank you for your comment.

03-329: Thank you for your comment. BLM routinely
recognizes volunteer efforts.

0O3-330: Please see response O3-3.
03-331: Thank you for your suggestion.

3-332: Thank you for your comment. The proposed action
emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9.

03-333: Thank you for your comment. The proposed action
emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9.

0O3-334: Thank you for your suggestion. The proposed
action emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9. Also, see response
03-111.

(continued on the following page)
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03-335: Many of BLM’s administrative uses are confined to the designated motorized routes. However, management actions also often re-
quire administrative travel on other routes. Such use is exempt from following the established travel restrictions (43 CFR 8340.0-5) Also
refer to Actions TM-D1.1.4 and TM-D1.1.5.

03-336: Thank you for your suggestion. This implementation level action can be considered during activity planning and is consistent
with Action TM-D1.1.9.

K-76 Proposed Coenr d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement



Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses

Comments

03 (Cont.)

337 | 48. Winter ATV riding has become very popular and winter ATV areas should be considered as part

338

of the proposed action.

49. A new standard for motorized recreational trails could be developed that would be more
beneficial for the environment and motorized recreationists. This new standard would be as non-
linear as possible. The original system of roads and trails was constructed with the shortest
distance from point A to point B in mind. The new standard for motorized recreational trails
would not necessarily follow the shortest distance and would include many curves to keep the
speed down. Advantages of this approach would include: routes could easily be moved to avoid
cultural resources and sensitive environmental areas; less visible on the ground and from the air;
aesthetically pleasing: lower speeds and greater safety: and greater enjoyment by motorized
recreationists. These sorts of trails could be built as mitigation for any motorized closures
required as part of an action. Please contact Doug Abelin for more information on the non-linear
approach to trail construction.

We are a [0Cally Supported association Whose purpose is to preserve trails for all
recreationists throush responsible environmental protection and education.
Page 109 of 109
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April 14, 2006

Eric Thomson

Coeur d’Alene Field Office, BLM
1808 N Third Street

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814-3407

Sent Via Email to: ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov
RE: Coeur d’Alene RMP
Dear Field Manager:

Enclosed are comments from Friends of the Clearwater, the Ecology Center, Allaince for the Wild
Rockies, The Lands Council, and Selkirk Conservation Alliance on the Coeur d’Alene RMP DEIS.
While this addresses the southern part of the Coeur d’Alene Field Office (FO)--the Grandmother
Mountain roadless area and the Pinchot Butte (or Marshes) roadless area--in some detail, we also
address issues that are broader in scope.

1. Range of Alternatives in Accordance with NEPA Requirements

The alternatives in the DEIS are misnamed and misleading. Almost every alternative is identical and the
variance between them is minimal. (see table 2-1).

For example, the Grandmother Mountain WSA and roadless area (which includes Widow Mountain) is
an important area for Moscow residents. However it is open to motor vehicles on trails under every
single alternative. This is one of the few areas available for non-motorized recreation near Moscow and
is heavily used by organizations and individuals. We provided scoping comments stressing this area
must be closed to motor vehicles and have provided documentation of damage. (see section on travel
management below).

A basic requirement of NEPA is that federal agencies must consider a reasonable range of alternative
actions in an EIS. 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)(iii); 40 C.F.R. 1502.14; Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852
F.2d 1223 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1988). The range of alternatives should
"sharply [define] the issues and [provide] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker
and the public." Id. Under NEPA, alternatives analysis must:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated. ...

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
40 C.F.R. B8 1502.14 (a), (c). See California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 765-69 (9th Cir. 1982) (reversing
EIS for failure to address reasonable range of alternatives); see also Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. USFS,

177 F.3d 800 (9th Cir. 1999) (reversing EIS for failure to address reasonable range of alternatives).

In the proposed RMP there is a lack of a range of alternatives--or any alternative--that suggests closing
the most popular nonmotorized backcountry area in the region to motor vehicles.

Responses

0O3-337: Thank you for your suggestion. Designated routes
without seasonal restrictions if open to 4-wheeled vehi-
cles would serve this need. Refer to Maps 37-40.

03-338: Thank you for your suggestion. Planning and de-
velopment of trail systems is an implementation level
action. See responses O3-2, O3-45, paragraph 2 and O3-
111.

O4-1: As indicated on page 1-7, roadless area inventories
and wilderness suitability determinations are beyond the
scope of the RMP. BLM’s recommendations on Wilder-
ness Study Areas were forwarded to the President in
1991. Those recommendations were later forwarded to
Congtess, and continue to await Congtressional action.
We have been directed by BLM Instruction Memoran-
dum No. 2003-275 that “the BLM’s authority to conduct
wilderness reviews, including the establishment of new
WSAs, expired no later then October 21, 1993, with the
submission of the wilderness suitability recommendations
to Congress pursuant to Section 603 of the FLPMA” and
also, “that the BLM is without authority to establish new
WSAs.” The three BLM wilderness study areas within
the planning area were recommended non-suitable for
wilderness designation. Elimination of allowed motor-
ized uses to manage these non-suitable WSAs as if they
were wilderness is inconsistent with and contrary to the
recommendations before Congress. Consequently, alter-
natives to make “closed” vehicle designations were con-
sidered but not carried forward. The document was
modified to make this clear (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.5).
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The Seventh Circuit recently explained:

No decision is more important than delimiting what these "reasonable alternatives" are. . . . One
obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so slender
as to define competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration (and even out of existence).
... If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes what
truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role. Simmons, 120 F.3d at 660.

This RMP DEIS follows that pattern mentioned by the Court. In coming up with the purpose and need,
the agency has defined the issues to preclude a reasonable array of alternatives.

2. Forest Vegetation/Fire/HRV

The RMP DEIS is based largely upon a flimsy premise that the forested areas, in particular, need
massive and extensive human intervention to make them healthy again. The overriding theme seems to
be the forests are out of whack because of fire suppression. Of course, the changes that have taken place
from logging, mining and grazing are not emphasized.

The DEIS and associated documents are not precise in how to define forest health. Is it merely an
expression of being within historical range of variability (HRV) or does it include human economic
concerns as well? If the latter is the case, how can science define what is healthy since the economic
values are simply that, expressions of a value system, and not based in value-neutral science? (see
Walder 1995)

It becomes very difficult to subscribe to the DEIS arguments when the definitions are not precise.

The DEIS’s apparent definition of HRV seems very narrow, without conclusive justification and
focusing mainly on ponderosa pine types yet it would seem the DEIS maintains that the big fires of the
early 1900s, natural events as far as we know, put this area outside the HRV. Thus, it would appear the
HRYV ought to be able to account for these events.

What range of time is being used to determine HRV and is it long enough to be accurate? What proof is
there to refute scientific findings that forest conditions in 1850 or 1900 were only a few frames and not
representative of an ecological perspective that should be from two to three thousand years in length (see
Walder 1995 and Johnson et. al 1994)?

The steady-state theory of ecology is inappropriate for time scales more than 200 years in length. (Webb
and Bartlein 1992) Certainly, the goal is to have BLM-managed public forests in perpetuity. A time
frame of 200 years only takes us back to Lewis and Clark, a time not so distant when this area was
considered part of the public domain of the USA by the federal government (though disputed with the
British) just as it is today.

In the mid-1800s, the event known as the Little Ice Age was ending. It may be that climatic change
allowed conditions for fires like those in the early 1900s to occur and become the major determinants of
the landscape of today. It is also possible that fires like those in the past century occurred on more than
one occasion since the retreat of the glaciers. Paleoecological research shows the importance of climate
change in governing vegetation (Webb and Bartlein 1992).

04 (Cont.)

Vegetation changes seem to lag behind climate change (Johnson et al. 1994). When looking at the
bigger picture that takes into account climatic shifts, and not some narrow, snapshot-in-time view, the
concept of a normal fire frequency may not be valid. (Walder 1995). Research being conducted by
Jennifer Pierce and others on the Boise National Forest shows this to be the case. In that case, it appears
big stand replacing events occurred in ponderosa pine forests between 900 and 1200 due to climatic
conditions. (see Pierce et al. 2004)

Given climate change and the very real possibility that site potential for various types have changed (soil
pH and chemistry, moisture, soil temperature) because of it, the view of HRV on anything less than a
time scale that takes into account climate shifts may be inadequate. That is especially true given the
dramatic and scientifically documented increases in global temperature over the past few years. The
past decade was the warmest on record. Again, the DEIS does not define the HRV so it is impossible to
assess the assumptions behind the HRV.

Questions need to be asked about the effects of climate change, logging, and fire suppression in this
area. It is possible that all have irrevocably altered site potential.

For example, Tiedemann et. al. (2000) challenge the use of “historic range of conditions™ and call into
question the whole notion that we can, or even should, try to replicate such conditions by stating:

“Nearly 100 years of fire exclusion, possible climate changes, and past i practices
may have caused these communities to cross thresholds and to reside now in different steady
states.”

It may be impossible to differentiate between the roles played by climate change and fire suppression.
Some research suggests that the effects of both may be similar.

Any forest condition that is maintained through intense mechanical manipulation is not maintaining
ecosystem function. We request site-specific disclosure of the historical data used to arrive at any
assumption of “desired conditions.” We do not believe the proposed management activities are
designed to foster the processes that naturally shaped the ecosystem and resulted in a range of natural
structural conditions, they are merely designed to recreate what the agency believes were structural
conditions in a single point in time that the FS considers “natural.” Generally, past process regimes are
better understood than past forest structure. How are you factoring in fire, insects, tree diseases, and
other natural disturbances in specifying the structural conditions you assume to be representative of the
historic range?

In attempting to replicate some as yet to be defined HRV, the DEIS adopts a strategy nearly identical to
the logging of the past which resulted in forest fragmentation and the conditions of today. It rejects
natural fire as a component of the landscape and offers no way for the BLM to cooperate with the Forest
Service on natural fire plans. For example, the Grandmother Mountain area, remote as it is, is a good
place to allow natural fire to play its role in the ecosystem.

The irony is this: BLM in the RMP DEIS blames fire suppression as the reason for vegetation change
yet wants to continue along that same fire suppression path. While the agency may need to be careful in
areas immediately adjacent to structures (see Cohen 1999), some of the more remote areas, like
Grandmother Mountain mentioned above, can allow natural processes to shape their character. BLM
has completely rejected this alternative.

Responses

0O4-2: The purpose and need for the RMP in no way im-
pinges on the BLM’s ability to develop a full range of
alternatives. In contrast to your suggestion, the planning
issues promote consideration of a full range of alterna-
tives, especially when considering options for managing
motorized and non-motorized recreation (see Issue 1 in
Section 1.4.2). However, BLM has reconsidered the po-
tential to broaden the range of alternatives in regard to
management direction for motorized use in the Grand-
mother Mountain WSA. See Section 2.4.6: Alternatives
Considered, but Not Analyzed in Detail.

0O4-3: Research does indicate that logging, roads, and other
human disturbances can promote the spread of diseases
and insect infestations JCBEMP 2000). ICBEMP also
concludes that the exclusion of fire combined with the
harvesting of shade intolerant trees has resulted in a shift
of forest dominance to smaller shade tolerant trees that
are more susceptible to insects, disease, stress, and wild-
fire.

O4-4: See definition for “Forest Health” added to the Glos-
sary.
0O4-5: See definition for HRV added to the Glossary.

HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the IC-
BEMP science finding, both of which have scientific
research supporting their conclusions. Walder 1995 in-
cludes many discussions of vegetation conditions for the
last 10,000 years and tries to explain HRV in terms of
“evolutionary time”. This information is irrelevant to the
timeframe the CDFO RMP uses for “pre-settlement”
conditions.

The conclusion of the Johnson et al. 1994 paper is that
“large-fire years” defined by the total acres burned is
related to weather systems and their effects on drying of
forest fuels over large areas. The article mentions that
there was a large-scale shift in fire frequencies in the mid-
1700, related to climate change associated with the Little
Ice Age. There is no mention of HRV. The article would
appear to support the concept that 1850 or 1900 would
be a better representation of historic conditions than
those of 2000-3000 years ago given the Little Ice Age
climate change.

04-6: HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the
ICBEMP science finding (see definition in Glossary),
both of which have scientific research supporting their
conclusions. Both of these also use local information, and
the ICEBMP uses regional information. Fire, insects,
disease and other natural disturbances are considered in
HRV. The alternatives presented would attempt to put
the forest in a condition where the effects from natural
disturbances are less damaging.

0O4-7: The RMP is different than the MFP under which we
are currently operating. The MFP places emphasis on
meeting an allowable sale quantity. The RMP will place
emphasis on returning the forest to historic species com-
position, structure, and function (see Goal VF-1). Re-
moval of forest products will be a result of the treatment
applications applied not the purpose for applying the
treatment. Use of natural fire is not rejected and is, in
fact, considered in Alternatives B, C, and D, based on
ecological conditions, resources at risk and weather con-
ditions. (see Objectives VF-B1.4, C1.4 and D1.4 and
Objectives WF-B1.4, C1.4 and D1.4).
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Regarding fire, Hutto (1995) states:
Fire (and its aftermath) should be seen for what it is: a natural process that creates and
maintains much of the variety and biological diversity of the Northern Rockies.

This statement, carefully considered, calls into question the whole BLM rationale for “managing”
wildfire as is has historically “managed” it. Rather than trusting nature to right the wrongs perpetrated
by past misguided BLM policies, the BLM now insists upon managing itself out of the supposed
“unnatural” conditions created by its own misr a kind of administrative hubris specifically
addressed by Hutto (1995):

Fire is such an important creator of the ecological variety in Rocky Mountain landscapes

that the conservation of biological diversity [a goal in the RMP and of FLPMAY] is likely

to be accomplished only through the conservation of fire as a process... Efforts to meet
8 legal mandates to maintain biodiversity should, therefore, be directed toward maintaining
processes like fire, which create the variety of vegetative cover types upon which the
great variety of wildlife species depend.

Unfortunately, we are not currently managing the land to maintain the kind of early
successional seral stages that follow stand-replacement fires and, hence, many fire-
dependent plant and animal species. ... Most of the forested landscape in the northern
Rockies evolved under a regime of high-intensity, large fires every 50-100 years, not
under a regime of low-intensity, frequent understory burns. (emphasis added)

That last point is crucial. BLM is trying to apply a model that does not fit the landscape. BLM further
errs in suggesting that fire suppression has been effective for 100 years. That is completely inaccurate,
the huge 1910 fires occurred 94 years ago. The huge fires in 1934 occurred a little over 70 years ago.
Indeed, agency figures suggest fire suppression, in terms of acreage burned, did not become effective
until about 1950.

The assumptions about vegetation, pre-1900s and fire frequency may be incongruous. In other words, it
seems a bit of a stretch for the landscape and seral stages to be what they supposedly were pre-1900
under the fire regimes and other physical factors supposedly present in this area Stochastic modeling
could give an idea if that is indeed the case.

The same kind of modeling could also give us an idea of the time frames it would take, under the
various alternatives, for the FO area to regain the HRV the agency says the ecosystem previously
operated within (again, that HRV would have to be defined). In other words, will the proposed
treatments indeed emulate natural processes prevent stand-replacing fire when natural processes didn’t
do so in the early 1900s (long before massive logging or so-called fire suppression), the very events that
created the stands of lodgepole that are quite prevalent in the area?

The fact that areas may have missed some fire cycles may not be important at all for a couple of reasons.
First, is the predominance of lethal fire in the area like in 1910 which sets the successional stages at
levels far different than those the agency claims are historic. This is true for ponderosa pine types as
well in this area which tend to be a bit wetter than the more typical ponderosa pine types further south.
Second, is the fact that these cycles are not hard and fast This second question is addressed briefly
below.

Other models of fire regimes need to be considered. Some research suggests, even in the most studied
9 ponderosa pine fire types that fire return intervals are far from certain and may be far different (if valid
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9 | atall) than previously believed. Baker and Ehle (2001) note in the abstract of their recent peer-reviewed
paper note:

“Present understanding of fire ecology in forests subject to surface fires is based on fire-scar
evidence. We present theory and empirical results that suggest that fire-history data have
uncertainties and biases when used to estimate the population mean fire interval (FI) or other
parameters of the fire regime. First, the population mean FI is difficult to estimate precisely
because of unrecorded fires and can only be shown to lie in a broad range. Second, the interval
between tree origin and first fire scar estimates a real fire-free interval that warrants inclusion in
mean-FI calculations. Finally, inadequate sampling and targeting of multiple-scarred trees and
high scar densities bias mean FIs toward shorter intervals. In ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa
Dougl. ex P. & C. Laws.) forests of the western United States, these uncertainties and biases
suggest that reported mean Fls of 2-25 years significantly underestimate population mean FIs,
which instead may be between 22 and 308 years. We suggest that uncertainty be explicitly stated
in fire-history results by bracketing the range of possible population mean FIs. Research and
improved methods may narrow the range, but there is no statistical or other method that can
eliminate all uncertainty. Longer mean FIs in ponderosa pine forests suggest that (i) surface fire
is still important, but less so in maintaining forest structure, and (ii) some dense patches of trees
may have occurred in the pre-Euro-American landscape. Creation of low-density forest structure
across all parts of ponderosa pine landscapes, particularly in valuable parks and reserves, is not
supported by these results.”

Given this research, the concept of HRV may not be valid. In fact, the agency needs to take a look at all
the assumptions behind the HRV and compare them with the differences in the scientific literature.

The Baker and Ehle paper calls into question the use of fire scars in establishing mean fire intervals and
suggests that previous reports based upon fire scars may be biased. Most research is based upon fire
scars.

Regardless of whether Baker and Ehle are right, or those using fire scars to establish fire regimes are
right. or none are right, or all have validity, the fact remains these scientists appear to have somewhat
different view of ponderosa pine systems, or at least what we think we know about them. The same
questions about fire scars need to be asked about other forest types as well. This should have been fully
recognized and evaluated in the RMP DEIS.

What peer-reviewed scientific studies refute a plethora of scientific studies and papers, including studies
by the your sister agency, the Forest Service, which note that most northern Rocky forests, including
most of the types found in this analysis area are within healthy HRV? (see Turner and Romme 1994,
Hutto 1995, Barrett et al. 1991, Weir et al. 1995, Ament 1997). What scientific evidence refutes the
findings in Ament (1997) where he quotes from Hutto (1995), that, “the origin of most Rocky Mountain
forest stands can be traced to stand-replacement fires” instead of “mild understory burns?” What
evidence is there that refutes the plethora of studies, including the Forest Service’s fire categories, that
stand-replacement fire is normal for many forest types?

Many timber sales in the past few years in the interior West have claimed a need to return conditions to
a "pre-settlement"” status. We question the authenticity of this model and cite two references that seem
to refute the idea that our forests were far more open. The John Lieberg reports from 1897-9, part of
the US Geological Surveys of the 1890's indicate stand densities, species by type and size, and contain
photographs and descriptions of forest reserves in North Idaho, including the Priest River, Bitterroot and

Responses

0O4-8: The RMP is different than the MFP under which we
are currently operating. The MFP places emphasis on
meeting an allowable sale quantity. The RMP will place
emphasis on returning the forest to historic species com-
position, structure, and function (see Goal VF-1).

BLM’s fire management strategy is to use wildfire to
achieve forest characteristics more representative of his-
torical conditions (see Goal WF-1). At the same time,
BLM must preserve and restore listed species habitat.
Allowing nature to take its course is not a feasible option
in all areas due to the diversity of resources in the
CDAFO. Therefore, the fire management actions de-
scribed in the alternatives have been developed to give
BLM forestry staff the flexibility needed to respond to
an altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a
changing regulatory environment.

BLM agtees that natural fire regimes are the goal and,
where feasible, wants to use fire to achieve goals. The
issue is complicated by landownership patterns, human
habitation, current forest species composition, past man-
agement actions, and public sentiment.

The key to understanding the natural role of fire in the
planning area is in realizing the intricacies and interaction
of vegetation with soil, weather and geographic features
that creates the unique situation that exists in the Panhan-
dle of Northern Idaho. The Panhandle area cannot be
compared directly with the standard model for the North-
ern Rockies which has a much dryer climate and much
different fire regimes as supported by the FRCC defini-
tions and mapping (Hann, Wendal, Havlina, Doug,
Shlisky, Ayn et al. 2003). The Panhandle has a much
stronger component of mosaic type fires with areas of
high-intensity stand replacing fire mixed with areas of
low-intensity underburns and islands of unburned areas.
This mosaic pattern is primarily driven by fuel loads as
they interact with weather to create the conditions of
large fire spread (Turner and Romme 1994). To only
look at “crown fire” spread, conditions and impacts is
overlooking the often greater impacts to the soil and
vegetation from high-intensity ground fires that are pri-
marily driven by fuel load conditions.

04-9: The alternatives and actions in the RMP are based on
the best information available to BLM staff, as well as
their institutional knowledge of on-the-ground condi-
tions.
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Coeur d'Alene areas. They clearly show high stem densities, many snags and burnt areas and few open
stands. The Skovlin and Thomas report Interpreting Long-Term Trends in Blue Mountain Ecosystems
from Repeat Photography, Pacific Northwest Research Station PNW GTR-315, June 1995, shows many
photos from 60-80 years ago with stands that are very dense, as well as many stands that appear to be
recently burned. In the case of both the USGS John Lieberg reports and the Blue Mountain report there
is little evidence of the widely spaced forest that current BLM timber sales are trying to attain. We
believe the bias toward logging has unduly influenced forest management and that an honest appraisal of
stand succession, historic processes and desired future condition must be made.

The DEIS indicates that large stand-replacing fires are not desired. Yet, they were in the range of
variability and the DEIS seeks to replay the lodgepole pine cycle.

The attempts at breaking up the landscape to prevent or reduce large, stand-replacing fires may be
useless. If not, there is no real need to create anymore breaks in the landscape as any aerial photograph
or satellite imagery will attest much has already occurred, especially in the Coeur d’Alene River
drainage. In any case, Cohen (1999) suggests that to protect buildings and structures, anything beyond
100 meters is not efficient. His research suggests that for purposes of community structure protection,
the WUT is only 100 meters or so wide.

The DEIS fails to analyze some important findings about logging and fire. Both the Sierra Nevada and
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Projects found that logging was a major reason for
increased intensity and severity of wildland fire. Della Sala et al (1995 and 1995a) and Henjum et
al.(1994) agree that scientific evidence does not support the hypothesis that logging, thinning, minimize
the effects of fire.

That leads to another issue. Lodgepole pine (in fire groups three and four, see Smith and Fischer
1997) are in stand-replacing fire regimes (Cooper et al. 1991, Barrett 1982 and Green 1994 in Smith
and Fischer 1997). Research from lodgepole pine in Yellowstone found stand-replacing or severe
fires are a function of weather, not fuel load (Turner et al. 1994). This contradicts the main
assumption in the DEIS based upon forest structure and VRUs.

The DEIS, in one of its schizophrenic incarnations, presents a version of history that is speculative, at
best, given the information--the science is not definitive on historical conditions, though the DEIS
pretends it is. The belief that small, cool fires shaped the landscape of North Idaho is not consistent with
the data, especially the events on the early 1900s. The belief that fire suppression everywhere has led to
hotter fires currently is not consistent with the burn intensity and severity of recent fires (see for
example, the Beaver Lakes complex fire BAER report of 2003 from the adjacent Clearwater National
Forest that showed the logged private lands burned much hotter than the unlogged national forest).

Even if it were true fires are burning hotter now, there is considerable evidence it is because of climate
change, not fuel amounts.

It is difficult to evaluate the impacts on vegetation because of the confusing array of habitat or
vegetation typing. VRUs don’t correlate well with other methods and don’t fit in with the habitat types
found in Forest Service literature on fire regimes (see Smith and Fischer 1997).

Some species of trees, native insects, and disease organisms are often described by the agency as
“invasive” or somehow bad for the ecosystem. Such contentions that conditions are somehow
“unnatural” runs counter to more enlightened thinking on such matters. For example, Harvey et al.,
1994 state:
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Although usually viewed as pests at the tree and stand scale, insects and disease
organisms perform functions on a broader scale.

...Pests are a part of even the healthiest eastside ecosystems. Pest roles—such as the
removal of poorly adapted individuals, accelerated decomposition, and reduced stand
density—may be critical to rapid ecosystem adjustment

...In some areas of the eastside and Blue Mountain forests, at least, the ecosystem has
been altered, setting the stage for high pest activity (Gast and others, 1991). This
increased activity does not mean that the ecosystem is broken or dying; rather, it is
demonstrating functionality, as programmed during its developmental (evolutionary)
history.

The vegetation section seems to suggest logging as a way to reduce insect and disease damage to timber
stands. As far as we are aware, the BLM has no empirical evidence to indicate its “treatments” for
“forest health” decrease, rather than increase, the incidence of insects and diseases in the forest. Since
the BLM doesn’t cite research that proves otherwise in this RMP DEIS we can only conclude that
“forest health” discussions are unscientific and biased toward logging as a “solution.” Please consider
the large body of research that indicates logging, roads, and other human caused disturbance promote
the spread of tree diseases and insect infestation.

For example, multiple studies have shown that annosus root disease (Heterobasidion annosum,
formerly named Fomes annosus), a fungal root pathogen that is often fatal or damaging for pine, fir,
and hemlock in western forests, has increased in western forests as a result of logging (Smith 1989).
And researchers have noted that the incidence of annosus root disease in true fir and ponderosa pine
stands increased with the number of logging entries (Goheen and Goheen 1989). Large stumps served
as infection foci for the stands, although significant mortality was not obvious until 10 to 15 years
after logging (Id.).

The proportion of western hemlock trees infected by annosus root disease increased after
precommercial thinning, due to infection of stumps and logging equipment wounds (Edmonds et al.
1989, Chavez, et al. 1980).

Armillaria, a primary, aggressive root pathogen of pines, true firs, and Douglas-fir in western interior
forests, spreads into healthy stands from the stumps and roots of cut trees (Wargo and Shaw 1985).
The fungus colonizes stumps and roots of cut trees, then spreads to adjacent healthy trees. Roots of
large trees in particular can support the fungus for many years because they are moist and large
enough for the fungus to survive, and disease centers can expand to several hectares in size, with
greater than 25% of the trees affected in a stand (id.). Roth et al. (1980) also noted that Armillaria
was present in stumps of old-growth ponderosa pine logged up to 35 years earlier, with the oldest
stumps having the highest rate of infection.

Filip (1979) observed that mortality of saplings was significantly correlated to the number of
Douglas-fir stumps infected with Armillaria mellea and laminated root rot (Phellinus weirii).
McDonald, et al. (1987) concluded the pathogenic fungus Armillaria had a threefold higher
occurrence on disturbed plots compared to pristine plots at high productivity sites in the Northern
Rockies. Those authors also reviewed past studies on Armillaria, noting a clear link between
management and the severity of Armillaria-caused disease.

Responses

0O4-10: BLM agrees that the harvest of trees can cause the
increased intensity of wildfire. Research has shown that
harvesting of large shade intolerant trees resulted ina
shift of forest dominance to smaller shade tolerant trees
that are more susceptible to wildfire, stress, insects, and
disease (Hann, Jones, Karl, et al. 1997 in ICBEMP 2000).

Research does indeed show that thinning can minimize
the effects of fire. Thinning from below and possibly free
thinning can most effectively alter fire behavior by reduc-
ing crown bulk density, increasing crown base height, and
changing species composition to lighter crowned fire
adapted species. Such intermediate treatments can reduce
the severity and intensity of wildfires for a given set of
physical and weather variables (Graham, Harvey, Jain, and
Tonn 1999).

While it is reasonable to agree that fires will spread
through managed forests, and that extreme weather con-
ditions can overshadow benefits of fuel reduction, the
evidence provided does not make the case that salvage,
thinning and logging, when designed to reduce fuel haz-
ards and implemented as planned, do not reduce the risk
of unnaturally large or severe wildland fires.

Henjum et al. 1994 is a “Report to Congress” about old
growth forest management in forests east of the Cascade
crest in Washington and Oregon. In the summary of the
report the statement is made “Many ecologists believe
that the combined effects of logging old growth and fire
prevention have significantly increased the vulnerability of
Eastside landscapes to catastrophic disturbances...” The
report states “Salvage (removing dead, fallen woody ma-
terials) and thinning (cutting small live trees) are two
legitimate techniques — but not the only ones — for lower-
ing risk from such disturbances..” (referring to drought,
fire, insects, and pathogens). And states that “no consen-
sus exists on silvicultural practices for minimizing ef-
fects...on the conditions under which LS/OG (late-
successional/old growth) should be entered...” The re-
port does ot “agree that scientific evidence does not
support the hypothesis that logging, thinning, minimize
the effects of fire.”

It is standard practice and knowledge in the wildland
firefighting community that containment opportunities
and efforts are generally far more successful and safer for
both the public and firefighters in areas that have been
managed in the past. When management activities in-
clude fuels treatments the result in lower FRCC ratings
has the same affect on a “running “ fire as previously
burned areas. This is dramatically illustrated in the Moose
Fire Progression maps from 2001. This fire in the course
of making major runs of 15,000 plus acres split at the
head and burned around both sides of an area that was
burned in the 1980’s (http://www.nps.gov/glac/
resources/ fires_2001/moose/index.htm).

(continued on the following page)
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0O4-11: We agree that weather does play a role in stand replacing or severe fires; however, research also suggests that wildfire behavior is
influenced by physical setting (local to regional topography and terrain features), fuels (composition, structure, moisture content of dead
and live vegetation and detritus). (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano and others 1998, Graham and others 1999 In Gra-
ham, McCalffrey and Jain, 2004).

The subject of Turner et al. 1994 is the relationship between crown fire and landscape pattern. You are correct about what this paper says
about Yellowstone fire return intervals (200-400 years from Romme 1982 and Romme and Despain 1989). The paper also indicates that the
fire return interval for “western Montana, northern Idaho (the CdA RMP Planning Area) is 90-150+ based on Arno 1980. The implication
in the paper regarding the effect of weather on fire regime is specifically related to New Mexico, Arizona, and Colorado. The “research in
Yellowstone” concerning altered fire regimes were attributed to a “non-equilibrium landscape”. In the article, a landscape in equilibrium is
one where “...distributions of stand age classes or successional stages that show little or no change over time.” The paper does not discuss
the condition of northern Idaho’s lodgepole pine forest as being in equilibrium or not. A critical element to the understanding and use of
information in this article is to remember that “crown fire” can not be directly translated to mean “high-intensity”” or “stand-replacing”.
Stand-replacing fires are often low-intensity, and stand-replacing fires are not always crown fires.

The BLM forest and woodland vegetation management goal places emphasis on returning the forest to historic species composition, struc-
ture, and function (see Goal VF-1) using various treatment actions described in Objectives VF-B1.2, C1.2, & D1.2, Objectives VF-B1.3,
C.1.3, D1.3, Objective VF-B1.4, C1.4, & D1.4,, and Objectives WF-B1.4, C1.4, and D1.4. At the same time, BLM must preserve and re-
store listed species habitat. Allowing nature to take its course is not a feasible option in all areas due to the diversity of resources in the
planning area. Using the treatment applications described in the alternatives for Forest Woodland vegetation and/or Wildland Fire Use
gives BLM forestry and fuels staff the flexibility needed to respond to an altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a changing regula-
tory environment.

0O4-12: The HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the ICBEMP science finding both of which have scientific research supporting
their conclusions. Both of these also use local information, and the ICEBMP uses regional information. The information presented in Sec-
tion 3.2.8 (Wildland Fire Ecology and Management) uses information provided by GAP, ICBEMP, BLM, and USFS.

Table 3-17 shows that the Dry Conifer comprises approximately 35% of the three major forest woodland vegetation types and is in a Fire
Regime Class I which generally has low sevetity fires (small cool fires). The Wet/Cold and Wet/Warm comprise approximately the remain-
ing 65% of the three major forest woodland vegetation types and are in Fire Regime Class IV and V which have stand replacement severity
fires. From GAP analysis, Table 3-17 also shows that the Dty Conifer vegetation is in a Fire Regime Condition Class 3 and the Wet/Warm
and Wet/Cold Conifer types ate in a Fire Regime Condition Class 2. None are in Fire Regime Condition Class I but instead are considered
to be unhealthy, non-functioning, and at risk for losing key ecosystem components.

As noted in Section 3.2.8, fire suppression efforts and resource management activities have influenced the structure and composition of
these forest woodland vegetation types. Table 3-14 shows that between 1974 and 1992 there has been substantial increases in number of
live trees per acre, suppressed trees per acre (which comprise fuel ladders), trees infected with disease and insects, and number of dead trees
per acre. ICBEMP shows that continuing current management would lead to a decline in ecological integrity. The function and process of
the ecological process has changed. The risk and severity of fire continues to grow. Whereas lethal fires played a lesser role in the past on
the landscape, lethal fires now exceed non-lethal fires.

BLM agrees that weather does play a role in stand replacing or severe fires especially with drought conditions that have persisted; however,
research suggests that there is still uncertainty to impacts from global warming. Research also suggests that wildfire behavior is influenced
by physical setting (local to regional topography and terrain features) and fuels (composition, structure, moisture content of dead and live
vegetation and detritus) (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano and others 1998, Graham and others 1999 In Graham,
McCalffrey and Jain, 2004).

The BAER report provides estimates of burn severity on National Forest and Plum Creek Timber Company. The report indicates that Plum
Creek lands had a higher percentage of moderate and high burn severity than the National Forest. The report writers attribute the outcome
to “the presence of red logging slash on portions of their [Plum Creek| land. The report goes on to say that “Slope, aspect, fuel loadings,
and the type of vegetative cover present when the fire burned influenced the severity of the burn.” The report does not address fire sup-
pression effect on fire severity. The report also does not indicate whether National Forest lands were logged.

04-13: BLM agrees with your statement that research does indicate that logging, roads, and other human disturbances can promote the spread
of diseases and insect infestations ICBEMP 2000). Logging does not equal land treatment actions as you seem to indicate. Rather, log-
ging may be part of the land treatment action to recover commercial forest products (e.g. hew wood, sawlogs, hog fuel, etc.) Under Alterna-
tives B, C, & D, BLM has chosen a variety of silvicultural treatments including thinning and prescribed fire to reduce insect and disease
damage to timber stands.

Treatments would be designed to reduce the number of trees that are susceptible to insect and disease mortality. Also, stress from over-
stocking and drought is a known contributor to insect and disease mortality, and reducing stand density has been shown to reduce stress
from nutrient and water competition. As an example, research has shown that thinning overly dense forests before rather than after an
outbreak has started is one of the best methods of reducing infestation and preventing mortality caused by bark beetles on residual trees
(Sartwell and Stevens 1975, Cole and Cahill 1976, McDowell et al 2003).
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Morrison and Mallett (1996) observed that infection and mortality from the root disease Armillaria
ostoyae was several times higher in forest stands with logging disturbance than in undisturbed stands,
and that adjacent residual trees as well as new regencration became infected when their roots came
into contact with roots from infected stumps.

Pre-commercial thinning and soil disturbance led to an increased risk of infection and mortality by
black-stain root disease (Leptographium wageneri) in Douglas-fir, with the majority of infection
centers being close to roads and skid trails (Hansen et al. 1988). Also another Black-stain root disease
(Verticicladiella wagenerii) occurred at a greater frequency in Douglas-fir trees close to roads than in
trees located 25 m or more from roads (Hansen 1978). Witcosky et al. (1986) also noted that
precommercially thinned stands attracted a greater number of black-stain root disease insect vectors.

Complex interactions involve mechanical damage from logging, infestation by root diseases, and
attacks by insects. Aho et al. (1987) saw that mechanical wounding of grand fir and white fir by
logging equipment activated dormant decay fungi, including the Indian paint fungus (Echinodontium
tinctoriumy).

Trees stressed by logging, and therefore more susceptible to root diseases are, in turn, more
susceptible to attack by insects. Goheen and Hansen (1993) reviewed the association between
pathogenic fungi and bark beetles in coniferous forests, noting that root disease fungi predispose some
conifer species to bark beetle attack and/or help maintain endemic populations of bark beetles.

Goheen and Hansen (1993) observed that live trees infected with Laminated root rot (Phellinus weirii)
have a greater likelihood of attack by Douglas-fir beetles (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae). Also,
Douglas-fir trees weakened by Black-stain root disease (Leptographium wageneri var. pseudotsugae)
are attacked and killed by a variety of bark beetle species, including the Douglas-fir bark beetle (D.
pscudotsugae) and the Douglas-fir engraver (Scolytus unispinosis) (id.).

The root disease Leptographium wageneri var. ponderosum predisposes ponderosa pine to several
bark beetle species, including the mountain pine beetle (D. ponderosae) and the western pine beetle
(D. brevicomis) (Goheen and Hansen 1993).

A variety of root diseases, including black-stain, Armillaria, and brown cubical butt rot (Phaeolus
schweinitzii), predispose lodgepole pine to attack by mountain pine beetles in the interior west. The
diseases are also believed to provide stressed host trees that help maintain endemic populations of
mountain pine beetle or trigger population increases at the start of an outbreak (Goheen and Hansen
1993).

Grand and white fir trees in interior mixed-conifer forests have been found to have a high likelihood
of attack by the fir engraver (Scolytus ventralis) when they are infected by root diseases, such as
laminated root rot, Armillaria, and annosus (Goheen and Hansen 1993).

More western pine beetles (Dendroctonus breviformis) and mountain pine beetles (ID. ponderosae)
were captured on trees infected by black-stain root disease (Ceratocystis wageneri) than on uninfected
trees (Goheen et al. 1985). The two species of beetle were more frequently attracted to wounds on
trees that were also diseased than to uninfected trees. They also noted that the red turpentine beetle
(Dendroctonus valens) attacked trees at wounds, with attack rates seven-to-eight times higher on trees
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infected with black-stain root disease than uninfected trees. Spondylis upiformis attacked only
wounded trees, not unwounded trees (Id.).

Specific to the Grandmother Mountain/Pinchot Butte Area, it makes no sense to allow logging in or
around Pinchot Marshes or Marks Butte/Freezeout Ridge (see maps 9 to 12). The former is an
important area that should be an ACEC and a WSA, especially the eastern half of the BLM-
administered portion of public land south of the Freezeout Saddle road. The western half of that
parcel is very steep and not conducive to logging.

Marks Butte is part of the Grandmother Mountain roadless area. In the forest plan revision, the USFS
is preliminary recommending that the area not be subject to logging.

3. Minerals

None of the alternatives propose a no-leasing option for any sensitive areas. Rather, BLM proposed a
no surface-occupancy lease. However, lease stipulations do not always hold. NSO stipulations can
be chanced and amended. At a very minimum, one alternative that closed off sensitive areas like
Grandmother Mountain and Pinchot Butte WSA/roadless areas to leasing should have been
considered.

Similarly, few areas are proposed to be segregated or withdrawn from mineral entry. Given the
ecological importance, wildness, and recreation values of areas like Grandmother Mountain and
Pinchot Butte areas, this entire high elevation area should be closed to mineral entry.

4. Travel Planning

The RMP DEIS offers no alternative for non-motorized users. Almost all trails are open to this use.
No alternatives look at closing routes that have significant resource damage or user conflict (see
attached photo of damaging and illegal use in the Grandmother Mountain WSA. One is a pioneered
route by motorcycles off of Widow Mountain, over a snowbank, and down off-trail. Others show
damage and illegal trail rerouting from motorized users who avoid even small downed logs by driving
around them. This violates both NEPA and the Executive Orders on ORV use.

There should be an alternative that closes The Delaney Creek trail, the one over Lookout Mountain,
and the ones up to Lost Lake, Little Lost Lake and Fish Lake Creek (the Little North Fork).
Furthermore, the completely open nature of the Pinchot Butte and the Marks Butte/Freezeout area to
snowmobiles is a serious problem. This is perhaps the best if not the only wolverine and lynx habitat
on BLM-managed public land. The Freezeout Area is also popular for cross-country skiers. All of
the Grandmother Mountain WSA and roadless area (including Marks Butte) and all of the Pinchot
Butte are should be closed to snowmobiles.

Citizens have had an ongoing dialogue with officials of both agencies over the vehicle problem in the
Grandmother Mountain area. Recently, Palouse Group Sierra Club and Friends of the Clearwater
sponsored a meeting with the St. Joe District Ranger to discuss the ORV problem. Forty or Fifty
people attended and were very concerned about the use of vehicles in this potential wilderness. Some
cooperative venture needs to be undertaken between BLM and the USFS on vehicle management in
this area.

Responses

O4-14: Timber management actions in steep, mountainous
areas would utilize cable systems and helicopter logging.

0O4-15: The BLM parcel to the north and east of Marks
Butte is part of the Widow Mountain Special Recreation
Management Area under Alternatives C and D. As such,
the parcel will be intensively managed to retain the semi-
primitive recreational setting. Thus, any vegetation treat-
ment must comply with this objective. This parcel
(except for Forest Road 301) will also be designated as a
right-or-way avoidance area under Alternative D, due to
the semi-primitive setting and its adjacency to a Forest
Service Inventoried Roadless Area that will be managed
as backcountry under the Proposed Revised IPNF Forest
Plan (FS - 20006).

0O4-16: This RMP is intended not to propose actions spe-
cific to any particular project, but to propose and evaluate
actions that encompass the range of possible projects that
plan is intended to be flexible and provide a framework
for a range of project-specific options. The leasing of
minerals on public lands is a discretionary act and thus
the BLM will determine prior to issuing any exploration
license if an area needs special protection, hence the
NSOs and CSUs developed during the RMP process.
Areas designated as a WSA are closed to leasing (H-8550-
1, Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilder-
ness Review) until Congress makes a determination on its
status. If an area achieves Wilderness status then it re-
mains withdrawn from the leasing laws. If Congress does
not designate the area as Wilderness then the RMP rec-
ommends specific management prescriptions for each of
these areas. In the case of Grandmother Mountain and
Crystal Lake WSAs, NSO 1 and CSU 1 will be applied. It
is true that these stipulations can be excepted or waived
but that is a determination made at the project level. Pin-
chot Butte is not part of the BLM land base and therefore
outside the scope of this RMP.

O4-17: The fact that a specific action is not mentioned in
the RMP does not preclude it from happening. If Con-
gress designates the Grandmother Mountain WSA as
Wilderness it will be withdrawn from mineral entry, leas-
ing, and sale. The RMP’s focus is to prescribe manage-
ment direction to ensure the area retains its wilderness
values until Congress determines its status (H-8550-1,
Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness
Review). If Congress does not designate the area as Wil-
derness, then the RMP provides management direction
that will protect identified special status species and
unique environments while balancing BLM’s mission of
multiple use of the public lands. Pinchot Butte is not part
of the BLM land base and therefore outside the scope of
this RMP.

04-18: Thank you for your suggestion. See response P1-1,
paragraphs 2 and 3 and O5-24.

04-19: Thank you for your suggestion. See response O4-1.

0O4-20: Impacts to the lynx have been reviewed during for-
mal consultation with the USFWS, and specific conserva-
tion measures from the Northern Rockies Lynx Amend-
ment Biological Assessment have been incorporated into
the RMP. Action TM-D1.1.3 restricts snowmobile use
around wolverine den sites. The Grandmother Mountain

Wilderness Study Area is also closed to snowmobile use
by Action TM-D1.1.3.

(continued on the following page)
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0O4-21: Thank you for your suggestion. BLM has identified this as an issue and recognizes the need for collaboration. Refer to Actions TM-
D1.1.9 and RC-D1.8.3.
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5. Wildlife
The RMP DEIS does a poor job in protecting wildlife. A couple of examples illustrate this point.

First, the elk guidelines do not include the complete recommendations. There is no enforceable

22 standard to keep specific miles of road or motorized trail per square mile of land or a similar habitat
effective measure for various areas. Simply put, the elk habitat guidelines are meaningless without a

clear requirement that roads and motorized trails must be kept within specific spatial constraints.

The RMP DEIS offers little protection for sensitive and listed wildlife species like lynx, wolverine,
fisher and cavity nesters. In the case of lynx and wolverine, two species that are negatively affected
by snowmobiles (see LCAS and Ruggerio et al. 1994. USDA Forest Service GTR RM-254 and

23 updates), only alternative C provides protection from snowmobiles (2-60). The other alternatives
provide protection around “known” denning sites, but that is hard to determine in the middle of the
winter so it is a meaningless standard. Even alternative C has problems as it invites snowmobile use
on high-elevation roads (for example Freezeout Saddle) without adequate enforcement.

Snag standards are inadequate in alternatives A and B. The other alternatives provide for more snags
but emerging science suggests that even the higher numbers may not be adequate.

24

Similarly, old growth needs to be set aside and protected. The plan does not provide for a
comprehensive way to do this.

25
6. Water Quality/Fish Habitat

The adoption of the CNFISH rather than INFISH is a mixed bag. The new standards improve slightly
on INFISH in certain aspects, but in crucial aspects, the CNFISH standards are weaker than the
existing INFISH standards.

Regarding RHCAs or RCAs, the standards should require that, at a minimum, default buffers be
26 adopted. In instances where larger buffers are justified (and there are places they need to be
implemented) then those should apply.

In roads management, the CNFISH is much weaker than current INFISH. Current INFISH standards
require that RMOs be met, in CNFISH it only requires BLM “to strive to meet” the RMOs. Also
INFISH requires avoidance of hydrological flow paths, CNFISH is much weaker in that regard.

27

The standards in CNFISH that refer to “expected, near natural period of restoration” further weaken
requirements of meeting RMOs. These should be eliminated.

28

CNFISH is not the necessary replacement for INFISH in that both are quite similar. The BLM can’t
meet the requirements of bull trout by continuing with a program essentially the same as the one that
was intended to be only a temporary, stop-gap measure.

We conclude this section of the comment letter with this passage from Frissell and Bayles (1996):
Most philosophies and approaches for ecosystem management put forward to date are

limited (perhaps doomed) by a failure to acknowledge and rationally address the
overriding problems of uncertainty and ignorance about the mechanisms by which

04 (Cont.)
complex ecosystems respond to human actions. They lack humility and historical
perspective about science and about our past failures in management. They still
implicitly subscribe to the scientifically discredited illusion that humans are fully in
control of an ecosystemic machine and can foresee and manipulate all the possible
consequences of particular actions while deliberately altering the ecosystem to produce
only predictable, optimized and socially desirable outputs. Moreover, despite our well-
demonstrated inability to prescribe and forge institutional arrangements capable of
successfully implementing the principles and practice of integrated ecosystem
management over a sustained time frame an at sufficiently large spatial scales, would-be
ecosystem managers have neglected to acknowledge and critically analyze past
institutional and policy failures. They say we need ecosystem management because
public opinion has changed, neglecting the obvious point that public opinion has been
shaped by the glowing promises of past managers and by their clear and spectacular
failure to deliver on such promises.

7. Weed Control

The RMP DEIS does little to help the spread of noxious weeds. Spraying herbicides and importation

29 of exotic weed pests (bio-control) are Band-Aids that have their own problems. Prevention is the l?cst
tool for weed spread and the DEIS does not adequately address this issue. For example the following
measures could be considered:

1- In conjunction with the USFS, require an inspection of all vehicles before entering BLM-
30 administered public lands.

2- Prohibit livestock and packstock grazing and/or use in arcas that currently contain weeds until the
weeds are eliminated. Stock grazing on weeds along trails or in meadows carry and deposit those weed

31 seeds into other places. Even if livestock are free of weeds when entering public lands, they can still
spread weeds if allowed to graze in areas that contain weeds.

3- Prohibit ORVs from trails that contain weeds and close all backcountry trails to ORV use. Travel

planning is essential in helping to prevent weed spread. Vehicles are the vectors that have spread weeds

32 seeds throughout the North Idaho. Closing the WSAs and areas contiguous to national Forest roadless
areas 1o vehicles, closing unneeded roads, and requiring vehicle inspection are all potential measures.

4- Close all roads that have weeds until weeds are climinated, perhaps on a rotating basis. While this
33 | measure may not be popular, if the agency is truly committed to weed eradication, this should be
considered.

5- Close all administrative sites, campgrounds (formal and informal) unless and until they are certified
34 | as weed free.

6- Quarantine all animals for at least 48 hours prior to entering backcountry trails. Having a quarantine
corral established at all stock trailheads and have the trailheads staffed (especially during hunting

0O4-25:

Responses

04-22: The 22 recommendations in Appendix I do not

include two related to livestock grazing because of the
Preferred Alternative D would reduce livestock grazing
from 4,004 to 1,218 acres. Action FW-C2.1.5 would
reduce or maintain open permanent road densities to one
mile of road per square mile of land outside of urban or
rural areas. Action FW-C2.1.4 would close and partially
obliterate all newly constructed roads upon completion of
their need and purpose. These actions are repeated for
the conservation of Canada lynx [SS-D1.1.6 Transporta-
tion 1(c)] and wolverine (SS-D2.4.4 and SS-D2.4.5).

0O4-23: The objective and actions for lynx under the Pro-

posed Action (Alternative D) for this Proposed RMP/
Final EIS comes from the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative F) from the Draft EIS for the Northern
Rockies Lynx Amendment (Fotest Service 2004). The
Forest Service submitted a Biological Assessment to the
FWS for consultation regarding the Lynx Amendment.
The BLM submitted a BA to the FWS for consultation
regarding this RMP/EIS.

Much of the suspected wolverine denning habitat on
BLM public lands lies within the Crystal Lake WSA.
Additional suspected denning habitat lies within the
Roche Divide ACEC (Alternative C). The BLM has and
will continue to coordinate inventoties with the Idaho
Fish and Game, as funding allows.

Actions SS-D2.2.1 and SS-D2.3.1 would implement ac-
tions under FW-D2.2, which would retain habitats for
cavity nesters and fisher.

O4-24: The snag standard for Alternative A comes from

the existing land use plan. Numbers of trees and snags for
retention in alternatives C and D come from the
Interior Columbia  Basin Supplemental Draft EIS
(2000). This is the latest pertinent science BLM is aware
of.

Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old
growth stands would follow direction in the Vegetation
-Forests and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6,
or VF D1.2.7. Also, a unique old growth stand is pro-
tected under Alternatives C and D with the designation
of the Farnham Forest RNA/ACEC.

0O4-26: Default buffers are provided under both INFISH

and CNFISH. Please see “RHCAs/RCAs” section
of Appendix D.

0O4-27: CNFISH was designed to give BLM managers

flexibility in applying INFISH measures. BLM’s
intent is to attain the same or greater level of RMO
attainment under CNFISH as would have been realized
under INFISH, but using a wider array of possible
methods of doing so. Some of the road Standards and
Guidelines in CNFISH are actually stronger than IN-
FISH. For example, RF-2a in CNFISH requires analy-
sis ptior to construction of roads and landings in all
RCAs, while INFISH only requires this in priority wa-
tersheds. In RF-2b INFISH guidance is to minimize
roads and landings in RHCAs, while CNFISH guidance
is to close existing roads and avoid construction of new
roads and landings in RCAs.

35 season) and stocked with pelletized feed (weed-free hay isn’t, people would be required {o either bring
in pelletized feed for the quarantine or purchase it from the campground host at the trailhead) is a start. (Continuc d on the followin: g pag C)
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04-28: Where the RMOs are not being met, the amount of recovery time to achieve the RMOs can be highly variable depending on the
RMO, the particular aquatic system, influences from other landowners, climate, etc. It would be inaccurate to place generic timelines on
RMO achievement, however if no timelines are specified, attainment of RMOs could be delayed.

Specifying that the RMOs are met within the “expected, near natural period of restoration”, and requiring that this period is defined by an
aquatic, soils or riparian specialist, ensures that recovery is not being delayed or prevented.

04-29: BLM feels that a regional approach to weed control combined with prevention of the types of disturbance that commonly promote
weed infestations is the best option. By continuing BLM’s participation in CWMAs, eliminating cross-country OHV travel, implementing
BMPs to minimize and mitigate for ground-disturbing activities, reducing vectors for weed seed transport, and closing unnecessary roads,
BLM is actively addressing the problem of invasive species in the CDAFO. These BLM prevention measures, along with education efforts
designed to inform the public of weed prevention issues, will help reduce the spread of noxious weeds on BLM lands. BLM does feel that
prevention is a vital part of any successful weed management strategy.

04-30: Please see response O4-29.

0O4-31: Thank you for your comment. Although this may not be added to the alternatives for the RMP, BLM periodically updates its weed
management plan and will consider all such suggestions.

04-32: The Proposed Action does propose closing unneeded roads in travel management, wildlife, and special status species actions. How-
ever, closing all roads and trails containing weeds would mean prohibiting motorized access to most BLM public lands. Also, see the re-
sponse to comment #1 regarding closing of WSAs to motorized vehicles.

04-33: Most or all roads in the CFO have weeds of some sort. All such sites are subject to weed control measures designed to contain their
spread and eliminate new occurrences.

0O4-34: Most or all recreational and administrative sites have weed populations to a certain degree. All such sites are subject to weed control
measures designed to contain their spread and eliminate new occurrences.

0O4-35: The BLM Idaho State Office is currently proposing action that will require the use of certified weed-free hay, straw, and mulch on
BLM-administered public land in Idaho. This proposed action would require all visitors, permittees, and operators to use certified weed-
free hay, straw, and mulch when visiting or conducting authorized activities on BLM-administered public land in Idaho. This measure is
needed to prevent and slow the continued spread of noxious and invasive weeds on public land. This policy is similar to the U.S. Forest
Service weed-free hay order and will provide consistency for users of both BLM public land and National Forest land in Idaho.
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7- Require pelletized feed. There is a great deal of doubt that all certified feed is in fact weed free.
Pellets are a simple and proven-effective remedy. Individuals visiting the national forests should be
responsible to change the diet of their stock gradually to pelletized feed.

8- Where possible, consider establishing a mandatory permit system for visitors. This way, visitor use
can be better monitored a problems avoided.

8. Wilderness Study Area/Special Management Areas/Wild and Scenic Rivers

The RMP fails to even consider section 202 of FLPMA in evaluating wilderness potential of areas
missed during the wilderness review. Only Congress, not the Secretary of Interior, has the
constitutional power to exempt BLM from the requirements of FLPMA. The failure of BLM to
analyze additional wilderness under section 202 is a fatal flaw. This is particularly important for the
Pinchot Butte area that contains the unique Pinchot Marshes and is contiguous to a roadless area on
the IPNF.

The ACEC for the Little North Fork/Lund Creek should be expanded to include all of the public land
in the Pinchot Creek hydrological drainage.

All the rivers must be considered suitable for wild river status. BLM needs to change the incongruity
between the wild river recommendations and the fact that motor vehicles are allowed on trails next to
those segments (Little Lost Lake Creek, Lost Lake Creek and Fish Lake Creek/Little North Fork
rivers).

9. Public Land Management

Working with the Forest Service to consolidate land may be more efficient. Given that BLM manages
less than 100,000 acres in all of this FO, most of which is contiguous to the Idaho Panhandle national
Forest ( at 2.5 million acres), it may make sense to reach an agreement with the USFS to manage
those areas. Furthermore, if BLM is either unwilling or incapable of controlling motorized use in and
around Grandmother Mountain WSA, then a land transfer to the US Forest Service should be
considered. This would improve management efficiency and consolidate this area of public land.

We thank you in advance for giving serious and thoughtful consideration to our comments.
Sincerely,

Gary Macfarlane

Ecosystem Defense Director
Friends of the Clearwater
PO Box 9241

Moscow, ID 83843
(208)882-9755

Mike Peterson

Executive Director

The Lands Council

423 W. First Street, Suite 240
Spokane, WA 99201

04 (Cont.)

Jeff Juel

The Ecology Center

314 N. Ist Street
Missoula, Montana 59802

Alliance for the Wild Rockies
PO Box 8731
Missoula, MT 59807

Liz Sedler

Selkirk Conservation Alliance
PO Box 1809

Priest River, ID 83856

Table of References

Responses

0O4-36: Please see response O4-35.

O4-37: Site specific recreation management actions ate
analyzed, evaluated, and determined at the activity plan-
ning level which follows Special Recreation Management
Area designations made in the RMP. Some of the RMP
proposed actions do describe a “framework” for the ac-
tivity planning that will follow. For recreation manage-
ment actions relating to the Grandmother Mountain
WSA refer to Actions RC-D1.8.2-5. (Reference H-1601-1
Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C).

0O4-38: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1,
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.

04-39: Under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D), the
boundaries of the Lund Creek RNA/ACEC would be
expanded to incorporate other areas with related special
values in this vicinity (see Map 55).

0O4-40: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response
05-16.

0O4-41: Thank you for your suggestion. A number of op-
tions for land adjustments will be considered on a project
level basis.

04-42: The western portion of the Grandmother Mountain
Wilderness Study Area was transferred to the Forest
Service by Congress with the Arkansas-Idaho Land Ex-
change Act of 1992. When this happened, BLM travel
restrictions no longer applied to the transferred portion
of the WSA. OHV damaged areas in the vicinity of
Grandmother Mountain and Grandfather Mountain along
trails 251 and 275 are already managed by the Forest
Service.
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Bureau of Land Management
Coeur d”Alene Field Office
ATTN: RMP

1808 N. Third Street

Coeur d"Alenc 1D 83814

April 13, 2006

RE: ldaho Conservation League and The Wilderness Society comments on the Cocur d*Alene Ficld

Ofice Resource Management Plan DEIS
Dear Mr. Thomson:

Thank you for allo
Bureau of Land Man.
Conservation League {
land management issues,

s Coeur d”Alene

As ldaha’s largest state-based conservation organization, 1CL over 9,000 , many of
whom enjoy these areas for recreation and educational purposes and have a deep personal interest in
protecting the ecological integrity of our public lands.

TWS seeks to insure that natural
eeological integrity of the public lands is preserved.

Our main concern with the DEI
specificity included in the descr

on of alternatives and potential environmental impacts. We feel that
the document fails to consider a range of reasonable alternatives in enough detail to provide the

1| decision-maker and the public with an understanding of the full scope of possible options to achieve a
purpose or goal, as required by NEPA. As a result, we strongly feel that the FEIS should provide for an

additional comment period in order to adequately consider issues and concerns and to provide the public

with an additional opportunity for review.

We look forward to bein,
conducts further &

that we remai
associated with

involved in the revision process for the Coeur d'Alene RMP. As vour office
his proposal, we hope that you will fully s and ensure
list for all future NEPA documents, mailings, or other materials

Our detailed comments are attached below.
Sincerely,
/s Craig Gehrke

Craig Gehrke
The Wildermness Socicty

/s/ Jonathan Oppenheimer
Jonathan Oppenheimer
Idaho Conservation League

Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur 4" Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
Page | of 24

ving the ldaho Conservation League and The Wilderness Society to comments on the
ield Office Resource Management Plan DEIS, The Tdaho
Jand The Wilderness Society (TWS) have a long history of invelvement with

lecisi are based on sound science and that the

involves the absence of a sufficient range of alternatives and the lack off

Responses

O5-1: Direction in resource management plans is intention-
ally general in nature. More specificity and detail is pro-
vided during implementation when actions and site-
specific projects are proposed. The alternatives for the
Draft and Proposed RMP were prepared in accordance
with federal regulations and BLM policy. 43 CFR 1610.0-
5 (k) states "It [a resource management plan] is not a final
implementation decision on actions which require further
specific plans, process steps, or decisions under specific
provisions of law and regulations." Regarding plan deci-
sions, the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1610-
1) Appendix C, specifies that “These broad-scale deci-
sions guide future land management actions and subse-
quent site-specific implementation decisions."  Even
though the alternatives are general, BLM made every
attempt to be as specific and quantitative as possible
when analyzing the effects.
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ion League and The W ness Soci
Field Or ource Manage

O5-2: The vision statement must be general in nature. The
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) states
that “vision should reflect the goals that are common to
all alternatives” (BLM 2005). It further specifies that
“goals are broad statements of desired outcomes (e.g.,
maintain ecosystem health and productivity, promote
community stability, ensure sustainable development) that
usually ate not quantifiable. Thus, in order to reflect
broad goals, the vision must be non-specific.

nt Plan DEIS

Vision / Mission

The vision statement provided in the DEIS is derived from the BLM mission statement and is
thus too brief and vague. The BLM should develop and clearly articulate its vision and mission
for the Coeur d”Alene Resource Area and develop goals that will move management in the
direction of protecting and achieving its vision. The overall vision of the BLM should

2 demonstrate a dedication to the “prevention of unnecessary or undue degradation” of natural
resources (43 U.S.C. Sec 1732(h)).

Decades of heavy mining on BLM lands have resulted in a degraded landscape. The future vision
for the Coeur d*Alene Field Office should be one of restoration and conservation.

O5-3: The RMP has been prepared in accordance with

Regulatory Compliance . S . .
FLPMA requirements and is in compliance with all other
FLPMA

statutes. Actions intended to ensute that the CFO comply
with these requirements are spelled out in Chapter 2 of
the DRMP/EIS.

O5-4: All of the alternatives provide for variations in the
balance of multiple uses. Analysis of the effects of the
alternatives revealed that none exceed a sustainable yield
for any resource.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires the BLM to develop and
periodically revise land use plans guiding the management of public lands. Indeed. FLPMA
mandates that “public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scie
3| scenic, historical, ecological, envi I, air and ic, water resource, and
archeological values.” 43 USC § 1701(a)(8). FLPMA requires that BLM develop RMPs that
comply with several statutory criteria. The BLM need to specify how they intend to satisfy cach
of these criteria during the planning criteria stage. We would like to offer the following
recommendations for complying with several of the criteria contained in FLPMA:

Multiple use and sustained yield (43 U.S.C. Sec 1712(c)(1)): This criteria requires that
management plans must provide for and protect a wide variety of uses, both market and

ket. When planning for multiple uses, the BLM should be cautious not to
4 undue weight to resource extraction or other economic uses and should carcfully consider
the importance of preserving the Coeur d° Alene Resource Area’s scenic and cultural

O5-5: BLM relied on existing inventories and other data
sources in all stages of the planning process to include

resources for future American publics.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) (43 U.S.C. Sec 1712(¢)(3): This
criteria requires the BLM to give priority to the designation and protection of ACECs.
The RMP DEIS considers alternatives having various numbers of ACECs, however, the
number of ACH esignations cannot be determined prior to the completion of a survey
designed to identify areas that are appropriate for ACEC designation. The BLM needs 1o
conduct such a survey and designate any and all arcas d 1 app icul

priate. A p

analysis of special designations. BLM Manual 1613 de-
scribes the ACEC designation process. This manual
states that “a potential ACEC (or portion thereof) must
be shown as recommended for designation in any or all
alternatives in the draft RMP.” It further states that “to

5 area will either warrant designation or not; this is not 2 e that should vary by be designg_ted as an ACEC’ an area must requjre special
alternative. The BLM should use this opportunity to identify new ACECs, which may . .
include areas with critical wildlife habitat, fragile soils, riparian corridors, unique management attention to protgct t.he important and rele-
geological and/or archeological features, distinctive b 'rl . ll‘i, ites vant values.” Management direction that would protect
and other significant resources. The BLM should also identify links between new ¢ . . X
existing ACECs and consider these interconnections when making management these values in pOteﬂtlal ACECs not deslgnated under
Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments on the Cocur d” Alene Field Office Resource Alternative D. are described in Appendix G.
5
Management Plan DEIS
Page 2 of 24
05 (Cont.)
decisions
Inventories (43 U.S.C. Sec 1712(c)(4): '['hellil,M m:t;de: 1o !l:lal'll\l:!il? a complete and 0O5-6: BLLM relied on existing inventoties and other data
current inventory of the lands and resources included in the Coeur d”Alene Resource N . ¢
6 Area and to rely on these inventories at all stages of the planning process, The BLM sources in all stages of the planning process to include
should use the inventory process to ide arc: table for special designation. We . . . .
urge the BLM to limit development activities where public resources have not been fully .Specml des1gpat10ns. HOW'CVCI‘, not all BLM inventory
inventoricd. information is reproduced in the RMP.  Based on the
Cost/Benefit Analysis (43 U.S.C. Sec 1712{(<)(7): \_thn_mmductinf ;nsthr;a.}l:ll or number of comments received concerning or relatmg to
analyses, the BLM nceds to assess the relative scarcity of values and the availability o recreation settines. BLM added the Recreation Opportu-
alternative sources of those values (43 U.S.C. See 1712(e)(6). The BLM should ass - g5, - ) PP
7 additional weight to those values that are found 1o be scarce across the nation, such nity Spectrum to Maps 20-23 (Special Recreation Manage-
wilderness and critical habitat. We ask the BLM to disclose the methods and eri ment Areas) These maps, as well as maps 46-64 for
used in cost/benefit analyses. . > ] ‘ !
) ACECs, Maps 65-68 for other special designations, and
Pollution Control (43 U.S.C. Sce 1712(c)(8): We recommend that the BLM coordinate M 1 f livibl Aad ds N A thesi
with the EPA and disclose in theirt RMP specifically how they plan to comply with ap or eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, synthesize
8 relevant pollution control law such as the Clean Water Act. This is a _‘pill’t.lf:f.l'lilﬂ}f crucial inventory information on areas suitable for Specia_l dCSig—
provision given the prevalence of mining activity and history of pollution issues affecting N . X . .
watersheds in or near the Silver Valley Mining District. nation. Dunng pI‘O]CCt—ICVCI planmng, which would be
conducted prior to any development activities, BLM will
NEPA . >
NEPA requires that each EIS examine a range of alternatives to the proposed action, including a complete more detailed inventories as required by federal
. T ; - y
no action alternative. 42 USC § 4332(C)(iii). The altermnatives considered must be of sufficient 1 . o
range to provide both the decision-maker and the public with an understanding of the full scope aws, regulatlons, and BLM pOhClCS.
of possible options to achieve a purpose or goal. The alternatives should be compared so as to
“sharply [define] the issues and [provide] a clear basis for choice among options by the decision- 0O5-7: 43 US.C. Sec 171 Z(C) states: “In the development
maker and the public (40 CFR 1502,14). We believe that the DEIS has not adequately captured . )
O | the full scope of options nor defined the issues to be ca:nsir{umd during lhc_ dcc_ision—maki[ng and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall-.” Sub-
process. The description of alternatives as well as much of the anal of environmenta . . ~
COnsequenc: re terribly vague and fail to provide the level of spec ty needed to guide an paragraph (C) (7) states Welgh long term benefits to the
informed decision. public against short-term benefits.” The term “cost-
[BeYS
The alternatives proposed should be reasonable and serve the purpose of the proposed action. benefit analysls does not appeatr. Short-term and long-
Thus, all altematives proposed must meet the basic requirements of a FLPMA management plan. term economic effects of the alternatives are discussed in
This means each alternative must protect a wide variety of resources and uses and not favor any K
one use or group of uses of the land, and cach alternative must follow the multiple use sustained Section 4.5.1.
10 yield dictate of FLPMA. Itis our position that the alternatives considered in the DEIS are not
reasonable. Alternatives B and C represent extremely unbalanced options, each emphasizing a . )
particular goal (commedity production and prescrvation) to a fault. Neither is at all practical, 0O5-8: Several sections of the alternatives address how BLM
especially given the FLPMA’s multiple use mandate. Further, the supy v “middle g N . 8
Alternative 13 does not represent an aceurate union of Alts. B and C. Therefore the range of plans to Comply with the major relevant po]lutlon control
| s does not represent a full and range of r options.

Idahe Conservation League/The Wildemess Society Comments on the Cocur d'Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
Page 3 of 24

laws. For the Clean Air Act see Air Quality Goal AQ-1

(continued on the following page)
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0O5-8 (Cont.): with the Objectives AQ-1.1, AQ-1.2 and AQ-1.3 that address air quality standards and regulations. For the Clean Water Act
see Water Resources Goal WA-1 and Objectives WA-1.1, WA-1.2 and WA-1.3 which address water quality standards and regulations. In
the Health and Safety section Goal SE-2 addresses procedures and Objectives SE-2.3, SE-2.4, SE-2.5 and SE-2.6 address compliance with
federal and state regulations. Objective SE-2.5 specifically addresses the coordination and work efforts in Silver Valley watersheds.

0O5-9: Please see response O5-1.

0O5-10: BLM was careful to ensure that all of the alternatives were reasonable. The variation in emphasis of each alternative provides for the
range. If each alternative equally balanced use and protection, then there would be no range. For many resources and uses, CDAFO has a
very restricted decision space due to governing laws, regulations, policies, and standing agreements. The result is little to no variation
among alternatives for some objectives and actions. An example of this is management direction proposed for invasive species and noxious
weeds. In addition, for resources or uses for which current management was deemed adequate, or somewhat adequate, BLM carried such
management forward, with little or no change. This was the case for INFISH/CNFISH.
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The comments below indicate and discuss more fully some arcas of the BLM analysis that we
feel are especially inadequate in terms of providing a comparative analysis of a full range of
reasonable alternatives as required by NEPA. Though we have not included specific comments
on every topic that we feel was not adequately analyzed, we maintain that the following
management topics included in the DEIS were not examined in enough detail, nor across what
could be considered a full range of reasonable alternatives:

-Air Quality (fails to provide full range of alternatives)

~Geology (nonspecific; fails to provide full range of alternatives)

-S0il Resources (fails to provide full range of alternatives})

~Water Resources (fails to provide full range of alternatives-might consider comparing

I from imp 1of INFISH v. CNFISH standards in different
alternatives)
-Vegetation —Riparian and Wetlands (nonspecific: fails w provide full range of
alternatives)

-Vegetation-Nonforested (nonspecific)
-Vegetation-Invasive and Noxious (nonspecific; fails to provide full range of alternatives)
-Special Status Species (fails to provide full range of reasonable alternatives — bias
towards preferred altemative)
Visual Resources (nonspecific-need to be more specific about what management would
look like under Classes I, 11, 111, and IV-descriptions on p. 3-48 are oo vague)
-Forestry and Woodland Products (fails to provide full range of alternatives —

haci .

zes pro )
-Livestock Grazing (nonspecific; fails to provided full range of reasonable alternatives-
acreage available for grazing represents two extremes rather than several reasonable
options)
-Minerals (fails to provide full range of alternatives-overemphasizes commaodity
production)
-Recreation (fails to provide full range of alternatives-emphasizes motorized recreation
over preservation)
-Renewable Energy (nonspecific: fails to provide full range of alternatives)
~Transportation and Travel (fails to provide full range of alternatives-overemphasizes
motorized travel)
-Lands and Realty (fails to provide full range of alternatives)
-Special Designations (fails to provide full range of reasonable alternatives; certain
sections represent two extreme and unreasonable options, particular that dealing with
WSHK designations; other sections overemphasize commuodity production, particularly that
dealing with WSAs.)

Each EIS must also include a cumulative impacts analysis, Cumulative impact is “the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions.” 40 CFR 1508.7. Thus, BLM must consider the impact of any proposed changes
to land management, as well as the combined impacts from other activities that may impact the
same resources. This includes other activities, whether on federal land or not, that may impact
water quality, Threatened, Endangered & Sensitive (T, E, & 5) species, and any other resources
that may be impacted by the new resource management plans. The DELS does not adequately

Idaho Conservation League/The Wildemess Society Comments on the Coeur dAlene Field Office Resource
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assess ive impacts, particularly as they include management direction as it relates to
actions and projects on Forest Service, tribal, state, and private lands. This element of
cumulative impacts is critical in this iven that small parcels of BLM lands are widely
dispersed across an area with such diversified management.

ESA

Populati of T d, E

d 1 and Sensitive (T, E & 5) wildlife species occupy
terrestrial and aquatic habi n the Coeur d*Alene Resource Area. This includes, but is not
limited to bull trout, gray wolf, grizzly bear, woodland caribou, and Canada lynx. Numerous
populations of T, E & $ Plants also occupy the lands managed by Coeur d”Alene BLM.

The ESA prohibits federal agencies from taking actions that “jeopardize the continued existence
of any endangered specics or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of [critical] habitat of such species.” 16 USC 1536(a}2). To ensure compliance
with the no jeopardy requi , fction ag nust engage in consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service or NOAA Fisheries before engaging in a project that may affect listed species.
1d.; Thomas v, Peterson, 753 F.2d 754, Tod (9" 1985). The Ninth Circuit has specifically
ruled that land management agencies must engage in consultation on

future such as RMPs, P! Rivers
F.3d 1050 (9™ Cir. 1994) (Forest Service management plans “are important programmatic
i that set out guids for in the forests involved in this case.

titute continuing agency action requiring consultation under § 7(a)2)

S indicates that the BLM did not consult with either the FWS nor NOAA
jes during this NEPA analysis and that the only ESA consultation that took place at all
involved accepling informal recommendations from the Idaho Panhandle ional Forest
regarding how to address issues related to habitat protection (p. 5-6).

Because of the perilous status of bull trout, the new RMP must include adequate standards o
protect and recover th pecies to ensure that their continued existence is not jeopardized. This
should be a significant f of the RMP revision.  Itis w ar whether the BLM consulied
with NOAA Fisheries or with the FWS when developing its CNFish Strategy, though it appears

unlikely since neither of these ag were d during the prep ion of this DEIS.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

According to the BLM's Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability Study outlined in
Appendix 1, five stream segmen the management area were found to be eligible and four
were found to be suitable under the WSRA cri 5 indicates that the number of’
these streams that will ulti ly receive i will vary by alternative.
Though this apy h may be in d. with the BLM 8351, the decision not to make o
suitability recommendation for one or all (as with Alternative B) of the stream segments found 1o
have met WSRA suitability criteria would appear to be arbitrary and capricious in the absence of
any elear rationale as to why this determination was made. Nowhere in the DEIS is any such
rationale provided. Action SD-B2.1.1 under Alternative B calls for “a nonsuitabl
determination” for the five stream segments that have already been identified as s table (p. 2-
125). There does not appear to be any explanation for why the BLM would decide 1o change its
the Coeur d*Alene Ficld Office Resource

Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments o
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O5-11: The cumulative impacts analysis is based on the best
available information. Please see Table 4.1.3.1 for criteria
used in determining cumulative impacts. In addition,
BLM has added to the cumulative impact sections of
Chapter 4 for clarification and to provide missing infor-
mation.

O5-12:  The USFWS has been involved in the planning
process and the BLM has formally consulted with them.
The RMP incorporates stipulations that were developed
directly by the USFWS or in coordination with them.
During the Section 7 consultation process, the BLM has
refined these stipulations. These revisions are reflected in
the Proposed RMP / Final EIS.

See Chapter 5 for more information about consultation
with USFWS. BLM did not consult NOAA because no
anadromous fish species inhabit the planning area.

Goals SS-1 (conserve listed species) and SS-2 (ensure
BLM actions are consistent with conservation needs of
listed species) include bull trout. Specific objectives and
actions for bull trout protection and recovery are found
mainly in CNFISH (Appendix D and E). Bull trout were
strongly considered when developing CNFISH and in the
prioritization of restoration and conservation watersheds.

0O5-13: The Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitabil-
ity Study included as Appendix | of this DRMP/DEIS is
a Draft.  Although the determinations presented are
based on the best available information, the eligibility and
suitability determinations have not been finalized. In
accordance with BLM Handbook 8351, the public is
afforded the opportunity to comment and provide input
into the Wild and Scenic Rivers process. Consequently,
the final determinations will consider any additional infor-
mation provided as a result of the review period for this
document. The range of suitability determination in-
cluded in the DRMP is in accordance with BLM Manual
8351 as you have noted, and the purpose of presenting
this range is two-fold. First, the range of determinations
allows the public an opportunity to comment and provide
additional input/information on the entire suite of tiver
segments being considered. Secondly, it meets the
NEPA requirements for analyzing a reasonable range of
alternatives. 'The BLM Planning process and NEPA
allow for portions of different alternatives to be brought
forward into the Proposed RMP and ultimately the Final
RMP. The final determinations of eligibility and suitabil-
ity will be based on the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act re-
quirements and the determination criteria outlined in
BLM Handbook 8351, and will be independent of alter-

native selection.
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suitability determination under this 2 option. Furt} , under this alternative, the
BLM would “take no Wild and Scenic River management actions.” However, according to the
WSRA and the BLM's manual, the BLM is required to engage in “Protective Management,” of
eligible streams until their classification changes so as not to alter their eligibility.

The new RMP should in fact include strong direction for protection of eligible and suitable
rivers. The RMP should prohibit any activities prohibited under the WSRA on eligible or
13 suitable rivers until a final determination is made by Congress, This should include withdrawal
of all mineral rights in eligible or suitable river corridors pending a final decision, The new
RMP should also include direction on of desi i rivers, in the event that any
rivers in the planning area are designated as Wild and Scenic. Direction should address topics
such as natural and preseribed fire, noxious weeds, habitat function and connectivity, tree disease
and pest control, upstream/downstream hydropower, flood control, bridges. noise, motorized use
on the river and in the river corridor, as well as other traditional topics like logging, mining and

road building,

WSAs

We have some concerns about how existing W \.’\:. m]l be I1ld:|1‘l,§.|:d if released by Congress
from further study. First of all, there are some i the Visual F

section and the Special Designation section in terms of the VRM Classes proposed for the three
existing WSAs under each of the alternatives. In the Special Designations section, it states that
the Grandmother Mountain and Crystal Lake WSAs would be managed as Class 11 under all of
14| the alternatives, but in the Visual Resources scetion, it states that they would be managed as a
Class | under Alternative C. ilarly, under the Special Designations section, it states that the
Selkirk WSA would be managed as Class 11 under all of the alternatives, but under the Visual
Resources section, it states that the Selkirk WSA would be managed as a Class 111 under
Alternatives B and [, The FEIS needs to clarify these apparent inconsistencies.

Mnrcrwcr although once the WSA are released from furtht.r study, the BLM rl\lLl]l legally be
1 revert to activities that are inc with the wild of
15 these arcas, we strongly urge the BLM not w do so. These three WSAs provide the BLM with
an excellent opportunity to preserve non-commodity values without altering management
practices. The BLM should continue to manage these areas as Class | in order to maintain their
wildemess character.

Additional comments regarding WSAs are included in our Protection of Wilderness Character
section below.

oadless are:

does not discuss roadless arcas nccurnng :n the area. As
above, FLPMA d: that federal agenci “an i y of all public lands and
16 their resource and other values (43 U.5.C. Sec 1712(cK4),” which should include tracking of any
special resources, such as roadless areas. FLPMA mandates that this inventory “be kept current
s0 as to reflect changes in conditions and to identify new and emerging resource and other
Idaho Conservathon League/ The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur d"Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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16 values,” 43 USC 1712§ (a). Thus, the BLM cannot rely on outdated roadless aren inventories
for information on the amount of primitive lands within the Coeur d”Alene Resource Area.

arcas identified in the new inventory should be given special protection under the new

Roadless
RMP. There are at least 13 separate BLM land parcels in the arca that are adj o
Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Arcas (See Attachment 11). These arcas should be given
special attention, as there are several arcas that have not been includ d in previous ies
that should be protected. Protections for lh-\,-«. and other arcas shoul :lude a ban on road

17 building, mining, or other or develop activities in the limited number of
roadless areas. This is in 1 with the i ined yield date of FLPMA.

Under this direction, ngt_mlt.s are free to acknowledge that while multiple uses must be
supported system-wide, in particular arcas there may be some activities that are more or less
suitable than others. The BLM should coordinate their agement plans with those of the
Forest Service to ensure that these critical arcas arc adequately protected.

FLPMA also requires that i ider the scarcity of values being considered in
management decisions, 43 USC § 1712(cH6).
18| the Coeur d*Alenc Resource Area. It is necessary and appropriate that federal land manage
protect these important vestiges of primitive America, which provide important recreational,
ecological and cultural values.

Transportatio vel

The DEIS does not provide sufficient information about existing roads and transportation and
travel management plans in the Cocur d°Alene Resource Area. 1t does state that an inventory
revealed that there are approximately 376.8 miles of roads and trails throughout the planning
area (p. 3-37), but it mentions nothing about road densities nor does it discuss the existence of
roads and trails in logically itive arcas. N . though it mentions that a

comprehe e inventory of road and trail networks was completed, iventory is not included
with the DEIS. More complete information is needed to develop an informed management plan.

19 There is very little difference in the acreage of open, limited, and closed designations being
proposed for alternatives, B3, C, and D. These nltcm es thus do not repres sufficient range
that dunum:ml he full scope of options i . the e for closed
i ing prog 1 for all al i is ble. That is, closing less than 1%
BLM lands to mnlonad travel leaving more tlnn 99% of lands open to limited motorized lla\ gl
is not -.ul'nuenl for the purposes of preserving the ecological integrity of these lands. The
se of motorized vehicles on natural SV s are well
ey grade water quality, disturb wildlife, spread noxious
weeds, fragment wildlife habitat, and disturb non-motorized forest users. We urge the BLM 1o
consider an alternative that closes more acreage of BLM land to motorized travel. Motorized
vehicle use must not be allowed in areas with sensitive or highly erosion-prone soils, or at times
of the year when soil conditions are inappropriate for such use.

Idaho Conservation League The Wildemess Socicty Comments on the Cocur d*Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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O5-14: Thank you for pointing out these inconsistencies.
These will be reconciled in the PRMP/FEIS.

O5-15: Two of the WSAs, Crystal Lake and Grandmother
Mountain are proposed as special recreation management
areas with management objectives to provide for dis-
persed backcountry forms of recreation. The visual re-
source management Class I objective is preservation
while the Class IT objective is retention. Both are protec-
tive and limiting of management activities that would alter
the landscape. Class I is generally reserved for designated
wilderness areas, wild sections of national wild and scenic
rivers and other congtressionally and administratively
designated areas with a “preservation” objective.

O5-16:  Please see response O4-1. The BLM wused
“roadless” as a criterion during the wilderness inventory
process in accordance with FLPMA. However, the BLM
carries out no “roadless area” management outside of
designated WSAs. Consequently, the BLM does not use
the term “roadless area” as a land use classification or as a
specific designation similar to how the Forest Service
does.

In accordance with the land use planning handbook, H-
1601-1 and Instruction Memorandum No. 2003-275,
characteristics may be considered in the land use planning
process. “The BLM can make a variety of land use plan
decisions to protect wilderness characteristics, such as
establishing Visual Resource Management (VRM) class
objectives to guide placement of roads, trails, and other
facilities; establishing conditions of use to be attached to
permits, leases and other authorizations to achieve the
desired level of resource protection; and designating lands
as open, closed or limited to Off Highway Vehicles
(OHV) to achieve a desired visitor experience.” Actions
in all these areas and more are proposed.

Please review Maps 20-23 depicting recreation settings.
The Coeur d’Alene Field Office manages no lands which
exhibit primitive settings and 47,601 acres which exhibit
semi-primitive settings. Over 94% or 44,468 acres are
proposed for Special Recreation Management Area desig-
nation with accompanying prescriptions to maintain the
semi-primitive character of these lands. (See the following
Actions: RC-D1.1.1, RC-D1.5.1, RC-D1.5.4, RC-D1.6.1,
RC-D1.6.4,RC-D1.8.1, and RC-D1.8.2).

O5-17: Please see response O5-16.
(Note: The map submitted by the commenter shows
dated land status. Two areas no longer contain BLM land
and a substantial portion of another area was transferred
to the Forest Service.)

O5-18: Thank you for your comment.

0O5-19: Please refer to Maps 37-40. Due to scale and for
clarity, not all routes are shown. However, all those pro-
posed to be designated as motorized routes are shown.
Other routes exist and may temain available for non-
motorized uses.

Although no alternative closes a large percentage of the
CDAFO to motorized uses, Alternatives B-D restrict
OHYV use on virtually all of the land to established roads
and trails, climinating cross-country travel (except by
snowmobiles). This is a drastic change over existing con-
ditions, and reflects the best balance possible in meeting
the BLM’s multiple use management needs.
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We do not feel that Alternative D represents an attempt to balance multiple uses. Widespread and
largely unrestricted motor vehicle use is incompatible with the values and resources found in
these arcas.

As part of this planning process, the BLM should conduct a formal road analysis that can be used
to designate a transportation network that retains the minimum number of routes necessary to
provide for reasonable access, The RMP must include s i : i
when new road construction will be allowed, where the
should be decommissioned. It should include an obj:
should evaluate every proposal for new road construction, Thr: evaluation criteria should include

‘hether the proposal is in an envi Ily sensitive area, such as a riparian area, unroaded
area, landslide prone area, or steep slope. It should also include whether the road is needed, for
long-term access, whether there are alternative access routes ur mc‘lhod\. and whether the BLM
has sufficient funds to maintain additional roads. E: ive, ble or little used
routes should be closed, decommissioned and rehabilitated. The RMP should also require
establishment of a road decommissioning fund. The BLM should establish maintenance
agreements with the county, state, andfor road districts to conduct their road maintenance in the
least impacting ways possible.

Though the DEIS mentions several times the increasing demand for motorized recreation on
BLM lands in the management area, it fails to address the issue of monitoring motorized vehicle
use. Especially given the demand for ORV use, enfo of the lations must be a top
priority for the BLM. Designated routes should be established and the BLM should establish
routes as being clue.n_d unless pmm] open. Motorized vehicle use off of designated routes should
be strictly prohibited and ially into WSAs and other identified sensitive areas.
Parking areas or turnouts should be located in arcas that have already been disturbed and should
not damage natural, cultural and scenic values in their location, Informal, unofficial or
undesignated parking areas and turnouts should be closed and restored, Safety signs and posted
speed limits along major routes. The BLM should provide maps and educational materials for
recreational motorized use.  1f necessary, temporary safety signs should be located along the
road to warn drivers of hazardous conditions, like excessive gravel, water, cattle, burning or
logging of ions and other ot les along the road. Cattle guards, culverts, bridges and gates
should be maintained in good and safe condition.

The BLM should establish a mon:tonng program and undertake relevant transportation studies to
understand how i 1 has img i the natural of the land . In
doing so, the BLM may l.ﬂll‘;ld(_r coordinating with the state, tribes, the Forest Se and other
entities ha\fmg |hc|r own transportation plan or owning land adjacent to BLM lands. The need to

id ion routes and facilities should be considered and appropriately
addressed 1o direct p\.up]c to areas while preventing resource damage, BLM should only
designate administrative routes after detailing the specific use for the routes and a clear direction
to close and rehabilitate the route once the purpose no longer exis

Idaho Conservation League/ The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur d” Alene Field Office Resource
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Recreation

There does not appear to be a great deal of difference between the recreation plans established by
the four different alternatives. Specifically, each of the alternatives appears to emphasize
increased use (especially motorized use) over preservation. We re mmend cons
alternatives that represent a much greater range of management options. In particular, alternative
C should include more restrictions geared towards restoring and maintaining ecological integrity
and protecting resources from harmful, excessive, or irresponsible recreational use.

Regardless of which alternative is adopted. the BLM m.:..d-. 1o mcorpomlt. into 1|- RMP some
basic conservation efforts in order to prevent unduc or sive enviro dation
Currently, where the DEIS does include provisions for p ing natural ; from harmful
use, the language is quite vague and uncertain. The BL \1 should be specific in identifying the
uses that will be ptable and all ble in d 1 arcas and settings. The BLM also needs
to develop a plan for monitoring and enforcing use restrictions in specified arcas. Recreation
opportunities for tor exploration and discovery should focus on activities i ndeveloped,
primitive setting. The BLM should encourage non-motorized recreation by establishing

trailheads for hiking, bicyeling, walking, horseback riding, mghtmmg and wildlife viewing.
Competitive events should be limited or prohibited on BLM land in these landscapes. Other
areas may be identified for these events, including private property. BLM should be very
cautious in issuing special use permits for recreational or commercial purposes, Certain
permitted uses should be required to pay for the monitoring necessary m make sure they are
compliant with the terms of their use and prevent y resource d This may cven
include paying for a BLM staff person to accompany the group in their activities. BLM should
also incorporate a cost analysis and cost recovery program into the m\u..mu_ s)! special use
permits. Such uses should be required to post bonds for uni led resource and
restoration. Special uses should also pay for the costs of the BLM to administer and monitor
their uses, including staff time in evaluation and processing of the permit.

Vegetation and Forest Management

As stated previously in these comments, we are concerned that the lack of an informing ana
has imp 1 the development of the al ives, and will thus afTect the ability of the dec:
maker to make an informed decision. Specifically with regards to vegetation management, we
are concerned that the reliance on coarse GAP Analysis data does not suitably reflect an on-the-
ground inventory of forest types, habitat types, vegetation communities and associated vegetative
conditions.

n-

With n.l.ards to the development of the Annual Sale Quantity (ASQ) estimates, we feel that the
analysis is dl-mg.nuous The altcm.mw» displayed, and -qx.ul'n.alh the Alternative D, does not

T a commodity and conservaion empahses. Instead. by
averaging the ASQ rrom ,-‘\]l‘.mauvu. A (Mo action) and Altemative B (Commodity), the
preferred altemnative does not reflect a balance at all.

Instead, at a minimum, if the intent is to have Alternative I3 reflect a balance between
Alternatives B and C (Conservation), the ASQ should reflect an average of the 5.1 mmbf and
Idahe Conservation LeagueThe Wildemness Society Comments on the Coeur d” Alene Field Office Resource

Management Plan DEIS
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0O5-20: BLM agrees that widespread and largely unrestricted
vehicle use is incompatible with our multiple use resource
management objectives.  Consequently, the proposed
action would “close” 631 acres to all OHVs and would
establish a “limited” travel designation on the remaining
96,139 acres restricting motor vehicles to certain desig-
nated routes (Action TM-D1.1.1). Please refer to Maps
37-40.

O5-21: Please see Appendix B of the RMP for evaluation
criteria for road construction. Please see Actions FW-
D2.1.4 and 2.1.5 for BLM policy on decommissioning of
newly-constructed roads and road density.

0O5-22: Thank you for your suggestion. See response P42-
1, paragraph 1. Site specific management actions are ana-
lyzed, evaluated, and determined at the activity planning
level which follows adoption of the RMP. Some of the
RMP proposed actions describe a “framework” for the
activity planning that will follow. For those that relate to
the travel planning issues you raise refer to TM-D1.1.9,
RC-D1.2.6, RC-D1.3.5, RC-D1.4.4, RC-D1.55, RC-
D1.6.4,RC-D1.7.2, RC-D-1.7.3 and RC-D1.8.2.

O5-23: Thank you for your suggestion. See response O5-
22. Monitoring programs are established at the activity
planning level. Coordination with other agencies is re-
quired by Action RC-D1.7.3. Sightseeing routes are iden-
tified as “Backcountry Byways”. Refer to Actions SD-
D4.3.1 and 4.3.2.

O5-24: There is a very broad range to the recreation alter-
natives. Please refer to Actions RC-A1.1.1, RC-B1.1.1,
RC-C1.1.1 and RC-D1.1.1. Allocations for recreation
management vary from a low of 651 acres in Alternative
A to a high of 79,152 acres in Alternative D. This is a
range from 7% of the BLM lands to 79%. Allocations for
recreation in alternatives B and C are similar in size,
63,928 acres (66%) and 61,667 acres (62%) respectively.
However, there would be a marked difference between
the settings managed. Alternative B has a community-
based market emphasis and 70% of the BLM lands exhib-
iting rural and roaded-natural settings would be allocated
for recreation management. Conversely, Alternative C
has an undeveloped/dispersed market emphasis and 94%
of the BLM lands exhibiting semi-primitive settings
would be allocated for recreation management while only
7% of the rural and 37 % of the roaded-natural lands
would be so allocated.

Each alternative makes concessions for the fact that the
population of northern Idaho will increase significantly
over the life of this plan, placing more pressure on public
lands for diverse recreation and commodity needs. The
range of alternatives considers the range of resource is-
sues that could foreseeably arise under the life of the plan
and attempts to strike the best balance between the needs
of the various user groups.

(continued on the following page)
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0O5-25: Conservation measures designed specifically to reduce the chances of environmental degradation while managing resources for a mul-
titude of uses are outlined in the alternatives for most resources. T&E species, watersheds, riparian areas, non-forested areas, and areas des-
ignated as ACECs are examples of resources for which specific conservation measures have been developed. The level of detail that the
commenter is asking for is appropriate for project-level documentation, but not for a document that must be flexible enough to allow for
changing conditions and a wide variety of potential types of projects over the life of the plan. Special uses are only allowed when there is a
demonstrated public need or benefit and the uses are consistent and compatible with the area’s management objective and managed condi-
tion. Permit issuance is discretionary. Standard administrative procedures have long been in place for managing special use permits. Sub-
stantial guidance is contained in the BLM Recreation Permit Administration Handbook, H-2930-1. Cost recovery is directed “if more than
50 hours of staff time is tequired for processing a permit” (pg. 21). Recovery chatges can be based upon the actual personnel, vehicle, travel
and materials costs required to issue, administer, and monitor the permit. Bonds may be imposed by the authorized officer. They may be in
the form of a cash bond, payment bond, or surety bond and will “be sufficient to defray the costs of restoration, reclamation, or rehabilita-
tion of the lands affected by the permitted use” (pg. 39). “Permits are monitored for compliance with stipulations, terms, and conditions.
The amount of such monitoring is commensurate with the resource values at risk, the permittee’s past record of compliance, and the ability
to obtain monitoring setvices through other means such as local police, other permittees, the public, and other factors” (pp. 41-42).

05-26: BLM feels that for the purposes of a programmatic document such as an RMP, in which site-specific decisions are not being made,
GAP data is sufficient. Site specific, on the ground data will be collected as part of any follow-up action, including forest treatments, fire
management actions, and mineral actions. Guidance on the level of detail and decision-making in an RMP is given by 43 CFR 1610.0-5 (k),
which says "It [a resource management plan] is not a final implementation decision on actions which requite further specific plans, process
steps, or decisions under specific provisions of law and regulations" and by BLM LUP Handbook (H-1601-1), Appendix C, page 1, which
specifically says "Land Use Plan Decisions: These broad-scale decisions guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific
implementation decisions."

O5-27: ASQ is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.1. The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) was the term used in the old Management Frame-
work Plan (MFP) (and applies to Alternative A) which assigned an annual sale quantity that had to be met. The PSQ is not a mandatory
quantity that must be met, but is the estimated quantity of forest products that may be produced as a result of land treatment actions de-
scribed in Alternatives B, C and D.

05-28: Alternative D was arrived at by determining how many acres could be treated over the life of this plan (15 years) considering realistic
constraints of estimated funding and manpower availability.
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880 mbf identified in cach of those alternatives, respectively. This would yield an annual ASQ
target of approximately 3 mmbf.

Further, |l is not uppzlrcnl how the ASQ estimates \wrc developed. A clear rationale for how
ASQ were developed should be incorp 1 into the 3. As it now stands, the
alternatives displayed do not provide the decision-maker with a reasonable range upon which 1o
base their decision.

With regards to management of old growth, we encourage you Lo s nment targets to ensure
that a variety of forest structures are maintained for the benefit of wildlife resource: well as
for the public and other purposes. With this in mind, we urge you to consider a spec goal of
increasing old growth forests throughout the resource area. As currently written, a perverse
incentive to log late-seral and mature forest stands before they meet old growth definitions could
be an unintended result of the preferred alternative as written. Instead, any adopted alternative
should clearly promote the recruitment of future old growth stands, in order 1o ensure habitat
variability across the ownership.

Finally, the DEIS does not provide sufTicient direction for vegetation and forest management
direction as it relates to numerous |mpon.anl forest issues, This would include variation between
dry and moist forest 2 to insect and disease. forest restoration
goals and objectives, priority areas for fuels reduction, impacts of climate change, and other
issues.

We strongly encourage you to elaborate on these and other forest and vegetation management
issues in the FEIS and to provide for further public comment and review, in advance of the
issuance of a Record of Decision,

Fire Management
We are encouraged that the direction for fire management will incorporate Wildland Fire Use

(WFUI) in all areas outside of the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUl). We encourage you to work
n.uupcratlvcly with the Forest ‘-n.rvm. and other federal land management agencies in the

of i 2 Fire b 1ent Plans, as required by the 2001 Federal Wildland
I ire Mana.ge'mml Policy and Review.

Special consideration for WFU should apply in WSAs, as well as in areas directly adjacent to
Forest Service-adm red Inventoried Roadless Areas.

By increasing options for WFU, the BLM can reduce firefighting costs, restore firc-adapted
ecosystems and safeguard firefighters. Further, we recognize that including an area for
consideration of WFU does not preclude other management responses. However, the adoption of
a clear and concise WFU policy allows for an appropriate management response, which can
accomplish the resource goals of the plan at minimal cost to the taxpayer and the environment.

We also strongly endorse the application of Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics and encourage

36 | vou to provide for greater clarity in the FEIS. Proposed direction would apply MIST in “special
designation areas e.g.. WSA, ACEC, Recreation Sites, ete.)” T list should be expanded and
Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments on the Cocur d”Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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36|

37|
38

39

40|

41

42

clarified to include habitat for T, E, & S species, roadless arcas, old growth, unique sites, and
other sites of cultural, ecological, recreational and scientific importance.

Finally, as has been raised previously in these comments, we do not feel that the alternatives
developed represent a reasonable range of alternatives with regards to fire management.

_NFISH

While we appreciate the consideration of a revised strategy for the protection of Inland Native
Fish, we are concerned that the Coeur d’Alene Native Fish Strategy (CNFISH), as written, fails
to adequately protect habitat for threatened and sensitive species in the area. In light of our
concemns, we encourage you to retain the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH) without
maodification.

Specifically, we e you to that prohibit activities within Riparian
Habitat Conservation Areas/Riparian C onscnutmn Areas (RHCA/RCAz) that would degrade
Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). Further, only activities that would contribute to the
attainment of RMOs should be permitted within RHCA/RCAs. This would ensure that resources
within RHCA/RCASs are not degraded.

Further, direction to protect water quality and fish habitat should apply to all waters administered
by BLM within the Field Office area, instead of only those areas occupied by native fish.

As currently written, CNFISH could be subject to abuse in several sections, For instance,
direction may prove weak and inefficient where the RMP says, road management should “strive
to meet [RMOs] and avoid adverse effects to native fish,” or activities “should be designed to
enhance, restore or maintain. . _characteristics of the RCA...” Another example where proposed
CNFISH direction is lacking with regards to road management is the direction to prohibit,
“[s]idecasting of road materials...in watersheds occupied by native fish.” Instead, we encourage
clear language that requires RMOs not be degraded and that actions clearly lead to
attainment of RMOs.

o ion of Wilderness Charac

We are extremely concerned by the failure to identify lands with wilderness characteristics as a
separate resource value. The Draft RMP fails to comprehensively analyze the impacts land use
planning decisions may have on these lands. The Draft RMP simply states:

Currently there are three wilderness study areas (WSAs) within the planning area. The
RMP will not change this status, and, in accordance with current BLM land use planning
policy, no new WSAs will be designated. (ES-2)

The Draft RMP does mention the management of, and potential impacts to the existing WSAs in
several sections; howe he inventory of and/or management of additional lands with
wilderness characteristics is never di 1. The failure to include this issue in the Draft

Idaho Conservation League/ The Wildemess Society Comments on the Coeur d*Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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Responses

05-29: The ASQ applies only to Alternative A, while the
PSQ applies to Alternative B, C, and D. (See explanation
for O5-27.

Even though the MFP, under which we are still operating,
states that the ASQ is 6.5 MMBF, forested acres lost over
the past 20+ years has significantly reduced the number
of available forested acres on the CDAFO area that can
be treated. The previous ASQ was modified by averaging
the acres treated over the past 20 years and applying the
treatment actions to these forest vegetation types (Dry
Conifer, Wet/Cold Conifer, and Wet/Warm Conifer).

The PSQ was arrived at by applying different treatments
based on the three major forest vegetation types and the
estimated acres that would treated in each of these forest
vegetation types.

0O5-30: As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5, the Dry Coni-
fer and Wet/Warm Conifer vegetation types are deficient
in late seral (large trees) stages. The Wet/Cold vegetation
type is deficient in early and mid-seral stages. Alternatives
B, C, and D deal with these issues by concentrating on
creating more late seral stages in the Dry Conifer and
Wet/Warm Conifer vegetation types and more eatly seral
in the Wet/Cold vegetation type. Because much of the
Wet/Cold Conifer vegetation type is in the late seral
stage, this may necessitate cutting some late seral stands.
However, Vegetation - Forests and Woodlands Action
VF-B1.2.6 places specific restricions on treatments
within the vicinity of exiting old growth stands.

O5-31: Please review management actions for Objectives
VF-A1.2,B.1.2, C.1.2 and D.1.2. The RMP is designed to
allow for flexibility and a range of options for manage-
ment of all resources over the life of the plan.

0O5-32: Please review management actions for Objectives
VF-A1.2,B.1.2, C.1.2 and D.1.2. The RMP is designed to
allow for flexibility and a range of options for manage-
ment of all resources over the life of the plan. Also
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5 discusses insect and disease is-
sues and their impacts on the three forest vegetation

types.

0O5-33: BLM has coordinated planning with the Forest Ser-
vice and other adjacent land managers. Following com-
pletion of this RMP the BLLM will appropriately revise the
Field Office Fire Management Plan. This revision will
also be coordinated with adjacent land managers.

0O5-34: Please see Actions WF-C1.1.2 and WF-D1.1.2 in the
Wildland Fire Management section of the alternatives.
These actions state that minimum impact suppression
tactics (MIST) will be employed to protect valuable re-
sources in special management areas.

0O5-35: The completion of the RMP will trigger a revision of
the Field Office Fire Management Plan (MFP). This
revised MFP will contain more detailed guidance on Ap-
propriate Management Response (AMR) affecting wild-
land fire use.

0O5-36: MIST is a tool often used by Wildland Fire Manag-

The use of “etc.” in the subject action will provide

for use in a great range of situations, to include those

identified in your comment.

€rs.

(continued on the following page)
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(Continued from Previous Page)

O5-37: Lack of variation in the alternatives regarding fire management is a result of the scattered ownership pattern of BLM-administered
lands. Adjacent and/ot neatby private and State lands limit the options available to manage fire on BLM lands.

05-38: Many of the Standards and Guidelines in CNFISH are identical in wording to INFISH, and some the BLM believes are actually
stronger. For example, the CNFISH RF-2a requires analysis prior to construction of roads and landings in all RCAs, while INFISH only
requires this in priority watersheds. In RF-2b INFISH guidance is to minimize roads and landings in RHCAs, while CNFISH guidance is to
close existing roads and avoid construction of new roads and landings in RCAs. Also, the CNFISH RCA buffer width for Category 4 non-
priority watersheds is 100 feet, while the INFISH RHCA buffer is 50 feet.

05-39: As written, actions that would degrade riparian resoutces are prohibited in RCAs. Only those that would result in a net benefit to
aquatic and riparian resources would be allowed. RCA-1 states: Activities in RCAs will be designed to enhance, restore or maintain the
physical and biological characteristics of the RCA.

O5-40: Though it is called the Coeur d’Alene Native Fish Strategy, the strategy does apply to all waters within the planning area. All waters,
including non fish-bearing streams, intermittent streams and wetlands have RCAs, and the RMOs and conservation measures apply to all
RCAs. By including “native fish” in the title of the strategy, we are indicating our intent to focus our conservation and restoration efforts
on fish that are native to the planning area, and not encourage introduced species, especially where they may negatively impact native fish.

O5-41: CNFISH incorporates language allowing greater flexibility than INFISH. This change was needed as it was found that INFISH was too
restrictive of management actions as written, and sometimes resulted in less effective resource management than would have occurred if it

were more flexible.

0O5-42: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.
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RMP i an pportable repudiation of applicable law and the agency’s current
policy.

Recommendation: BLM should :m.ludc pmtes.lmn ol‘land\ wi ith wilderness characteristics in the
FEIS, and thoroughly analyze this issue ghout the p p . As stated previously,

the FEIS should provide for additional pub]h. comment and review prior to the issuance of a
ROD.

The lands gmcmcd by the Coeur d’Alene RMP contain pristine wildlands, including those
identified in a report completed by the Idaho Forest, Wildlife and Range Policy Analysis Group
of the University of Idaho entitled “Idaho Roadless Areas and Wilderness Proposals™
(Attachment 1), Section 201 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, 43
U.8.C. § 1701, et seq.) mandates that BLM inventory the resources of the public lands, lhur
resources and value, 43 U.S.C. § 1711, In the land use planning process, including revision of
RMPs, Section 202 of FLPMA requires that BLM take into account the inventory and determine
which multiple uses are best suited to which portions of the planning area. 43 U.S.C. § 1712,
BLM's mandate of multiple use and sustained yield, as well as other relevant law and BLM’s
current guidance, provides for inventory and protection of wilderness values, BLM is obligated

to y for and ider a range of alternatives to protect lands with wilderness
characteristics.
1. Wilderness ch: is a v, i multiple use of the

1 K "Alene RMP.
BLM has identified “wilderness characteristics™ to include naturalness or providing opportunities
for solitude or primitive recreation. See, Instruction Memoranda (IMs) 2003-274 and 2003-275.

These values should also be identified and protected through this planning process. BLM should
recognize the wide range of values associated with lands with wilderness character:

a. Scenic values — FLPMA specifically identifies “scenic values™ as a resource of BLM lands for
purposes of inventory and management (43 U.S.C. § l?l 1(a)), and the unspoiled landscapes of
lands with wilderness characteristics g Iy | lar viewing experiences. The
scenic values of these lands will be severely compro sed if destructive activities or other visual
impairments are permitted.

b. Recreation — FLPMA also identifies “outdoor recreation™ as a valuable resource o be
inventoried and managed by BLM. 43 U.S.C. § 1711(a). Lands with wilderness characteristics
provide opportunities for primitive recreation, such as hiking, camping, hunting and wildlife
viewing. Most, if not all primitive recreation experiences will be foreclosed or severely
impacted if the naturalness and quiet of these lands are not preserved.

life habij nd riparian areas — FLPMA acknowledges the value of wildlife habitat found
in public lands and recognizes habitat as an important use. 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c). Due to their
unspoiled state, lands with wilderness ck istics provide valuable habitat for wildlife,
thereby supporting additional resources and uses of the public lands. The Draft RMP discusses

Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Socicty Comments on the Coeur d'Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
Page 12 of 24

44

45

46|
47

48

05 (Cont.)

the importance of large tracts of roadless habitat in Section 3.2.7. Specifically, the Draft RMP
states:
If the historic trend of habitat loss and disturbance does not slow down or reverse, then
species currently ed as sensitive are likely 1o be listed as threatened or endangered. (3-
37

Further, the Draft RMP specifically outli the benefits of unfrag d habitat for the
endangered Woodland Caribou, the threatened Canada Lynx, the endangered Northern Gray
Wolf, the threatened Grizzly Bear, the threatened American Bald Eagle, and the Western
Yellow-billed C u:.krm & Cnndldute: speue The BLM has an the opportunity to address the
habltm loss di .2.7 by inventorying lands for wilderness

istics and i thesel:mdsto intain these istics.

As part of their habitat, many spu.\es are also dependent on riparian and other wetland habitats,
especially during cither 15 or and years when surrounding habitats are
dry and unprodus . Wilderness qu.:llly lands support biodiversity, watershed protection and
overall healthy ecosystems. The low route density, dhu_m_t_ of development flctlwlh.a and
corresponding dearth of motorized vehicles, which are wral to wild, L also
ensure the clean air, clean water and lack of disturbance necessary for productive \\w]dluh. habitat
and riparian arcas (which support both wildlife habitat and human uses of water).

Further, inventorying lands with wilderness characteristics will also provide important data on
existing large blocks of habitat and how BLM can restore these blocks of habitat to better match
the oric range of variability. Swanson et al. (1994) contend that managing an ecosystem

within its range of variability is appmpnﬂlc to maintain diverse, resilient, productive, and healthy

believe, is the most scientifically defensible way 10 meet socie
Patrick Daigle and Rick Dawson, l"xlul-uun Note 0? M.m.u_u.rngnl Concepts for Landscape
Ecology (Part 1 of 7). October 1996, /hi ol citing
Swanson, F. 1.; Jones, J. A Wallin, . O.: Cissel, 1. I-I. 19494, Natural variability--implications
for ecosystem management. In: Jensen, M. E.; Bourgeron, P. 5., tech. eds. Eastside Forest
Ecosystemn Health Assessment--Volume [1: Ecosystem management: principles and appl
Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-318. Portland, OR: ULS. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Pacific Northwest Research Station: pp 89-106.

Identifying, restoring and protecting substantial roadless arcas in the lands governed by the
Coeur d” Alene RMP can provide crucial benefits to wildlife,

d. Cultural resources — FLPMA also recognizes the importance of “historical values™ as part of
the resourees of the public lands to be protected. 43 U1.8.C. § 1702(¢). The lack of
human access and activity on lands with wilderness characteristics helps to protect these
resources.

. Economic benefits — The recreation opportunities provided by wilderness quality lands also
vield direct economic benefits to local communities. According to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
1daho Conservation League The Wildemess Society Comments on the Coeur d"Alene Field Office Resource
Management Flan DEIS
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¥'s objective of sustaining habitat.

Responses

0O5-43: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.

0O5-44: Thank you for your suggestion. See responses O4-1
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.

0O5-45: Thank you for your comment.

0O5-46: Thank you for your comment.

0O5-47: Thank you for your comment.

0O5-48: Thank you for your comment.
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Service, in 2001 State residents and non- restdcms qu.rn 893‘* million on Wl]dlllt. recreation in
Idaho. (USFWS 2001, National Survey 3

protect wildlands reap measurable benefits in terms of employment and personal income. For

instance, a recent report by the Sonoran Institute (Sonoran Institute 2004, Prosperity in the 215t

Century West -The Role of Protected Public Lands) found that:

Protected lands have the greatest influence on economic growth in rural isolated

counties that lack easy access to larger markets. From 1970 to 2080, real per capita

income in isolated rural counties with protected land grew more than 60 percent

faster than isolated counties without any protected lands.
These findings confirm carlier research, showing that wilderness is clearly beneficial for local
economies. Residents of counties with wilderness cite wilderness as an important reason why
they moved to the county, and long-term residents cile it as a reason they stay. Recent survey
results also indicate that many firms decide to locate or stay in the West because of scenic
amenities and wildlife-based recreation, both of which are strongly supported by wilderness
areas. (Morton 2000, Wilderness: The Silent Engine of the West's Feonomy). Other “non-
market” economic values arise from the ability of wildlands to contribute to recreation and
recreation-related jobs, scientific research, scenic nn.\n.shods biodiversity conservation, and
watershed protection. (Morton I‘J')') The F - B its o, H’n‘denmvs‘ Hw
Practice; Loomis 2000, Ec cxivy

48 Think We Know at the Turn of the 21" Century). All of these economic benefits are dup\.nd‘,m

upon adequate protection of the wilderness characteristics of the lands.

Recreation -

http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/01 I'hw.-‘!'hwol id. pdf). In addition, local communities that

f. Quality of life — The wildlands located within the Coeur d”Alene RMP help to define the

49 character of this area and are an important component of the quality of life for local residents and
future g ions. Their prc i bles the and culture of this community to
continue.
. Balanced use — The vast majority of BLM lands are open to motorized use and development.
FLPMA recognizes that “multiple use™ of the public lands requires ““a combination of bal 1

and diverse r £
and historical values (43 U.S.C. 9 1702(c)). FLPMA also requires BLM to prepare land use
plans that may limit cert
50 public lands are compatible with protection of wilderness characteristics — in fact, many are

wildlife habitat). Protection of wilderness characteris

harvesting) will still have adequate opportunities on other BLM lands.

T40 CFR. §

tively evaluate™ a range of

51| The range of alternatives is “the heart of the envire tal impact
1502.14. NEPA requires BLM to “rigorously explore and obj
alternatives to proposed federal actions, See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a) and 1508.25(c).

Idaho Conservation League/ The Wildemess Society Comments on the Coeur d*Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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uses™ that includ ion, watershed, wildlife, fish, and natural scenic
n uses in some areas (43 U.S.C. § 1712). Many other multiple uses of
enhanced if not dependent on protection of wilderness qualities (such as primitive recreation and

cs will benefit many of the other multiple
uses of BLM lands, while other more exclusionary uses (such as off-road vehicle use and timber

05 (Cont.)

NEPA’s requirement that alternatives be studied, developed, and described both guides

the substance of environmental decision-making and provides ¢vidence that the mandated

51 decision-making process has actually taken place. Informed and meaningful
consideration of alternatives — including the no action alternative — is thus an
integral part of the statutory scheme.

Mmﬁw 85" F. 2d 1223 1228 (9th Cir, 1988), cert, denied, 489
LS. 1066 (1989) (ci p ).

“An agency must look at every reasonable altl.rnahm. u.lth the range dictated by the nature and
scope of the proposed action.” Northwest Env: ville Powe
117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9™ Cir. I99?) An ﬂ,gcm.) \-mla:l:b !\LP:‘\ b}' failing to “rigorously &,xplom

and objectively all r able ves” to the prop 1 action, City of Tenakee
Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d ]308 1310 {‘J"‘ Cir. 1990) {quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14). This

evaluation extends to cons:dc:nn;, more environmentally protective allernatives and mitigation

measures. See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of ldaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094,1122-1123 (9" Cir.
2002) (and cases cited therein); see also Or. Envtl. Council v. Kunzman, 614 F.Supp. 657, 659-
660 (D. Or, 1985) (stating that the alternatives that must be considered under NEPA are those

that would “avoid or minimize™ adverse environmental effects).

NEPA requires that an actual “range” of alternatives is considered, such that the Act will
52 “preclude agencies from defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow
that they can be accomplished be only one alternative the applicant’s Emposcd project).”
Colorado Environmental Coallnpn v, numhu_k 185 F.3d 1162, 1174 (10™ Cir. 1999), citing
i s v. Uni crs, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7" Cir. 1997), This
requirement prevents the E.Ib ﬁ'om I:m.urnmg *a foreordained formality.” City of New York v,
department of Transp., 715 F.2d 732, 743 (2™ Cir. 1983). See afso, Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d
1104 (10" Cir. 2002).

Given the broad purpose of the preparation of the Coeur d”Alene RMP and the information
compiled by the public regarding lands with wilderness characieristics, the range of alternatives
for these lands should include alternatives to protect these lands. This range of alternatives is
also consistent with BLM's FLPMA obligations to inventory its lands and resources, "including
outdoor recreation and scenic values” (43 U.S.C. § 1711(a)), which by definition includes
wilderness character. FLPMA also obligates BLM to take this inventory into account when
53 preparing land use plans, using and observing the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.
43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)i4); 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(1). Through management plans, BLM can and
should protect wilderness character and the many uses that wilderness character provides on the
public lands through various d ing by luding or limiting certain
uses of the public lands. See, 43 U.S.C. § 1712(e). This is necessary and consistent with the
definition of multiple use, which identifies the importance of various aspects of wilderness

1 (such as ion, wildlife, natural scenic values) and requires BLM's consideration
of the relative values of these resources but "not necessarily to the combination of uses that will
give the greatest economic return.” 43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).

a.
54 | ]d.nho Conservation League/The Wildermness Society Comments on the Coeur d*Alene Ficld Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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Responses

0O5-49: Thank you for your comment.

0O5-50: The range of planning issues identified during the

public scoping period indicated that while resource con-
servation is a goal that the public expects of BLM when
managing their resources, many constituents see BLM
lands as a source of renewable or non-renewable com-
modities or as a location to practice recreational practices
that may not be promoted under the Conservation Alter-
native (Alternative C). To accommodate those needs
while still providing a structured framework to conserve
and protect natural and cultural resources, BLM devel-
oped Alternative D as a compromise. More specifics
about the process of choosing the prefetred alternative
are given in Section 2.3.1 of the DRMP/EIS.

Alternative D has been created to provide access to re-
sources to as diverse a user base as possible while protect-
ing resources for future benefit. The PRMP includes
measures to allow for commodity uses such as timber
harvest and mining, diverse recreational opportunities
such as OHV use and backcountry hiking, maintenance
of fish and wildlife habitat, and protection of physical
resources such as water, soil, and vegetation that benefit
all residents of northern Idaho.

TT response OK but in addition it should also be pointed
out that the commentors are in error when they indicate
“a majority of BLM lands are open to motorized use”.
Action TM-D1.1.1 designates zero acres “open”.

O5-51: The BLM planning approach focuses on goals that

are common to all alternatives, while the alternatives
provide different approaches to resolving user-conflicts
and other issues. The RMP was prepared in accordance
with the BLM handbook H-1601-1 for alternatives. The
handbook states (page 21):

c. Each fully-developed alternative represents a different
land use plan that addresses and/or resolves the identified
planning issues in different ways.

d. Each alternative will include a different suite of poten-
tial planning decisions to address the issues. Some poten-
tial planning decisions may be common to multiple, or all
alternatives.

c. Goals typically pertain to all alternatives (will not vary
by alternative). Objectives, allowable uses, and manage-
ment actions may (1) be consistent across alternatives,
and/ot (2) vaty by alternative. A plan could include some
objectives that vary by alternative, and other objectives
that are consistent across alternatives.

0O5-52: Please see response O5-51.

0O5-53: Please see response O5-51.

O5-54: Thank you for your comment. Please see response

O4-1.
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While we are aware of the April 2003 settlement agreement (Utah Settlement) between Secretary
of the Interior Norton and the State of Utah (in which BLM abdicated its authority to designate
any additional WSAs), we maintain that this agreement is invalid and will ultimately be
overturned in pending litigation.!'!

Even if the Utah Settlement is reinstated, not as a consent decree, it is illegal. The Utah
Settlement is based on an interpretation of FLPMA §§ 201, 202, and 603 that is contrary to
FLPMA s plain language. Section 603 did not supersede or limit BLM’s authority under § 201
to undertake wilderness inventories, but rather relies explicitly on BLM having exactly that
authority under § 201, Nor did § 60 any way limit BLM’s discretion under § 202 1o manage
its lands as it sees fit, including managing areas as § 202 WSAs in accordance with the Interim
Management Policy (IMP). Every prior administration has created WSAs under § 202 and they
plainly had authority to do so. This administration has such authority as well, making this a
reasonable alternative deserving of consideration in this NEPA proce

The Utah Settlement is also illegal because the court in Utah lacked jurisdiction to prohibit
designation of new WS5As nationwide, including in Idaho, In light of the recent ruling and
subsequent action of the parties, TWS emphasizes that the BLM can and should conti
designate new WSAs in this planning process, including the areas identified with th

submission. Further, if BLM fails to fulfill these obligations, it risks violating both FLPMA and
NEPA, and jeopardizing the validity of this entire planning process.

O5-55: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1

55 . , a1, ATy o | ives 1t H " 3 n- ol
Lhd.l‘ZICI(.‘(I‘GlIC‘? and 05—16) patagraphs 2 and 3.

The Utah Settlement does not affect BLM's obligation to value wilderness character or,
according to BLM directives, the agency’s ability to protect that character, including in the
development of management alternatives.

BLM has not only claimed that it can continue to protect wilderness values, but has also
committed to doing so. On September 29, 2003, BLM issued IMs 2003-274 and 2003-275,

55 formalizing its polu.lcs concerning wilderness study and consideration of wilderness
characteristics in the wake of the Utah Settlement. In the IMs and subsequent public statements,
BLM has claimed that its aband of previous policy on WSAs would not prevent
protection of lands with wilderness characteristics. The IMs contemplate that BLM can continue
to inventory for and protect land “with wildemess characteristics,” such as naturalness or

“‘ In fact, the federal court in Utah revoked its apy 1 of the Utah Settl stating that its apy 1 of the initial
Was never 1o be i 1 as a binding consent decree. Recognizing that the court’s decision

undermined the legal ground for the Utah Settlement, the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have now
formally withdrawn the settlement as it was originally submitted. This casts serious doubt upon BLM's current
policy not to consider designating new WSAs. Because the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have
withdrawn their settlement and do not intend to seck a new consent decree, there is currently no binding consent
decree and the BLM has not even issued any updated guidance secking to continue applying this misguided, and
illegal, policy.

Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur d" Alene Field Office Resource
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providing opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation, through the planning process. The

IMs further provide for that emphasizes “the | ion of some or all of the
wilderness characteristics as a priority,” even if this means prioritizing wilderness over other
multiple uses. This guidance does not limit its application to lands suitable for desi ion of

WSAs: for instance, the guidance does not include a requirement for the lands a ue Lo
generally comprise 5000-acre parcels or a requirement that the lands have all of the potential
wilderness characteristics in order 1o merit protection.

In an April 11, 2003, letter to Senators Craig Thomas (WY), Secretary of the Interior Gale
Morton stated: “The Department stands firmly committed to the idea that we can and should
manage our public lands 0 provide for multiple use, including protection of those areas that have
wilderness characteristics.” The letter also stated that “the government can identify. or
‘inventory” lands for wilderness vﬂ]uc< and manage them through different designations
which would be inguished from the * ion of the 1964 Wilderness Act, which only
allows roadless arcas greater than 5000 acres to be congressionally designated™ (Attachment 5).

BLM’s Arizona State Office has recently issued guidance that elaborates upon this guidance by
providing for identification of lands with wilderness characteristics and development of
management prescriptions to protect and enhance these values (IM No. AL-2005-007
Attachment 6). The recently-released Draft RMP for the Arizona Strip (excerpts in Attachment
7) includes land use allocations for lands with wilderness characteristics in every altemative and
sets oul protective management prescriptions ( Table 2,10), This RMP :llw includes a detailed
discussion of how BLM identified and assessed wildemness characteristics and the need for
protective management (Appendix 3.12). This process is consistent with FLPMA’s sction that
BLM inventory for the many values of the public lands and consider ways to protect them (i.c.,
not all uses are appropriate in all places) in the RMP. 43 U.S.C. §§ 1711, 1712, Other RMPs
lhat are being prepared in Arizona also include identification of lands with wilderness

=5 and include r of certain arcas to maintain and enhance these values in
all of the management alternatives under consideration.

ield
areas “to

Similarly, the Draft RMP for the Roan Plateau (prepared by BLM's Glenwood Springs
Office Ppts in A 1 &) includes at least one alternative that manages certai
protect and maintain wilderness characteristics (naturalness, roadl and « i
opportunities for solitude™ as a priority over nlhn_r uses (pp. 2-53 through 2-54). The Roan Draft

RMP recognizes that such management is consistent with the Utah Settlement, specifically
stating that while no new WSAs can be designated, BLM can pursue the “protection and 05-56: Thank you for your comment See responses P11

' . and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.

of wi . isties™ (p. 1-5).

To ensure that wilderness values receive proper and sufficient attention as a critical aspect
56 of land management in preparation of the Cocur d*Alene RMP, BLM must address
wilderness as a separate and unigue issue in the planning process in each section of the O5-57: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1

RMP. and O5-16, paragraph 2.

In preparing the revised RMP and accompanying EIS, BLM should clearly present management

57 alternatives in the context of protecting wilderness character and analyze environmental . L.
to that cf . In the “Altematives™ section of the RMP, BLM must include Protective management prescriptions are offered. Please
Idaho Conservation League/ The wlmm“ﬁ,ﬁfé:ﬁ;:’;ﬁ':‘:gﬁﬁ the Coeur d” Alene Field Office Resource refer to the fOHOWing ACtiOﬂS: RC_D’I 61 thru 164’
Page 17 of 24 RC-D1.8.1 thru 1.8.5 and SD-D3.1.
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05 (Cont.)

various ways to protect lands with Wilderness character in cach of the management alternatives.
In addition to considering designation of new WSAs, BLM r:huu]d propose protective

management prescriptions or other protective status (i witl . NOT-
57 motorized recreation prescriptions, ACEC designations, and prohibi

construction and erection of structures such as cell towers) for the:
section must also discuss the implications of each alternative for the wilderness-quality lands
governed by the Coeur d’Alene RMP.

tions on new road
lands. The Alternatives

Finally, BLM must specify the “Envirc tal C " of the resource management

decisions on the wilderness-quality lands in the planning areas. This di ion should include,
but not be limited to, an analysis of the cumulative impacts of other activities (including those

58 | undertaken by non-federal entities) within the planning area on these unique lands. In short, in

every major section of the RMP, BLM must address wilderness-quality lands and
proposed wilderness areas. BLM should then take appropriate actions to protect wilderness
character in the preferred management alternative.

-

Attachm

Attachments:

2.

Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Socicty Con

Idaho Roadless Arcas and Wilderness Proposals.
Salt Lake Tribune August 10, 2005: “Wilderness Deal No Longer OK with Judge.”

State of Utah v. Norton, Motion to Stay Briefing and for a Stalus Conference, September
9, 2005

February 12, 2004, letter to William Meadows, President of The Wilderness Society,
from Assistant Secretaries of the Interior Rebecca Watson and Lynn Scarlett.

Letter from the Secretary of the Interior to United States Senator Craig Thomas, January
22, 1997,

IM AZ-2005-007.

Table 2.10 *Wilderness Characteristics™ and Appendix 3.D “Identification of Wilderness
Characteristics on the Arizona Strip” from the Draft RMP for the Arizona Strip (Arizona
BLM}).

Preliminary Draft Alternatives for Linle Snake Field Office RMP (Colorado BLM).
Printout is from the Northwest Colorado Stewardship (NWCOS) webpage but posted by
BLM'’s Little Snake Field Office,

Excerpts from Draft RMP for the Roan Plateau (Colorado BLM).
s on the Coeur d" Alene Field Office Resource

Management Plan DEIS
Page 18 of 24

10. Secio

05 (Cont.)

‘conomic Framewark for Public Land M. nt Pl ing: i s _for the
West's Econonmy, 2005, The Wilderness Society.

Relied upon and incorporated by reference:

Daigle, Patrick and Rick Dawson, E sion Note 07; M Concepts for
Lmdwlpc Ecology (Part 1 of 7). Ouobcr 1996
fid/] 2]

ib: 7.pdf: citing Swanson, F. 1.; Jones, J. A
Wallin, D. () (_1:59(.! J H. 1994, Natural \unnb]lll)--lmphc‘ltmn< for ecosystem
management. In: Jensen, M. E.; Bourgeron, P. S., tech. eds. FIL&[H!JL Forest E icosystem
Health Ass .'imt.nl—\-"olulm_ 1I: Ecosystem : principles and appli n
Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-318. Portland, OR: l S, Dept. of Agriculiure, Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station: pp 89-106.

Loomis, J. 2000. Economic values of wilderness recreation and passive use: what we
think we know at the turn of the 21st century. In:MecCool, S.F.; Cole, D.N.; Borrie, W.T.;
O'Loughlin, J., comps. 2000, Wilderness science in a time of change conference-Volume
2: Wilderness within the context of larger systems; 1999 May 23-27; Missoula, Mu
Proceedings RMRS-P-15-VOL 2. Ogden, UT: U8, Depantment of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 307 p.

Morton, P. 1999, The ic benefits of wild theory and practice, University
of Denver Law Review. Volume 76, Mo. 2 pp. 465-518.

Morton, P. 2000. Wildemness: The Silent Engine of the West's Economy. The
Wilderness Society: Washington, DO,

Sonoran Institute 2004, Prosperity in the 2151 Century West -The Role of Protected
Public Lands hitp://www.sc Org/program ity html

LS.

NS

“ish and Wildlife Service. 1‘{1'(}1 ’\-'(momd' \m'w.y aof Hunting, Fishing and Hdn"hﬁ*-
ik /! 3 pubs/01 thw/fhw( -wy. -

ciated Recreation

Noxious an vasive W Treatments

Noxious weeds pose a serious threat to the ecological integrity of public lands. The BLM should

make the control of noxious weeds a top priority and preve
potential for introduction of new invasive specie
important part of this goal, the BLM should prio
59 disturbance of soils, and vectors for the spread o

their spread as well as reduce the
While treatment and elimination will be an
ze efforts to prevent the initial introduction,
weeds into the area. Post-hoe control efforts

(with herbicides, prescribed buming, biological agents, cultural resources, and mechanical

means) are challenging at best and can pose an added threat to the environment, espe
conducted on a large scale. Prevention will save millions of dollars and protect mi

cially when
ns of acres

of habitat.

1daho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments

the Coeur d° Alene Field Office Resource

Management Plan DEIS
Page 19 of 24

Responses

0O5-58: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3.

0O5-59: The BLM agrees that prevention of weeds infesta-
tions is the best method of weed control. Weed preven-
tion measures are included under all alternatives. Meas-
ures are included for washing equipment, especially those
involved in ground disturbing activities. Additional focus
will be placed on equipment that leaves the roadway and
may spread seed into areas that are difficult to monitor
and treat. Restricting OHVs to designated routes is also
part of the weed prevention strategy.

Education efforts are included to provide the public with
information regarding the prevention of noxious weed
spread by activities including; vehicle traffic on roadways,
OHVs, equestrian and pack animals, camping and hiking,
as well as commercial activities.

Continued coordination with CWMAs in an effort to
reduce new infestations on a regional basis, active revege-
tation of disturbed areas, and inclusion of measures to
reduce surface-disturbance and require revegetation in
permits and operating plans are all proposed as pre-
infestation measures to reduce the conditions that most
favor weeds.

K-102
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60

61

62

63

Comments
05 (Cont.)
Though the entire analysis lacks adequate consideration of a full range of alternatives, the section
addressing noxious and i ive weeds is especially pecific and insufficient in its

comparison of alternatives. In fact, the document does not include any sort of range of
alternatives with regard to noxious weed treatments, but instead includes the same set of
objectives and actions for each of the full alternatives. Moreover, the document fails to provide
any details about specific treatments proposed. The BLM needs to consider and assess the
impacts of several different treatment plans that reflect different combinations of treatments,
such as | ion, biological and cultural Is, and herbicide treatments. The development
of these alternatives should be preceded by a thorough inventory of noxious weed invasions
within the management area. The EIS shouid inciude detaiied descriptions of proposed
treatments and their likely impacts, both positive and negative. The BLM nceds to specify
whether any of the altiernatives include aerial spraying and if so, how potential adverse impacts
to water quality and native vegetation will be mitigated

Lands and Realty
nt

of the preferred alternative of the Draft RMP is to emphasize retention and
ion of lands with both c dity and no lity resource values, and lands that

M p—— 1= redaral haldinge (S
itics oF federal holdings. (ES-5).

acg)
increase pubiic aceess, provide recreaiion oppo
Again, with regards to lands and realty, and as d througt these we do not
feel that the preferred alternative achieves a bal b dity production and
preservation. We believe that this balance might be better achieved by designating additional
lands for retention and acquisition, and by including more specially designated lands in right-of-
way exclusion areas. To this end, we recommend the following changes:

i

On pages 2-114 and 2-115, Action LR-D1.1.4 designates 22,069 acres as exclusion areas for
wuld not be allowed in WSAs, WSR
Lund Creek RNA/ACED, Farnham Forest
also be included as
ervice roadless arcas

wild designations), Windy Bay ACE
RNA and Hideaway Islands ENA. We recommend that Gamlin Lake Al
a ROW exelusion area. We also recommend that areas adjacent 1o Forest
be included as a ROW exclusion area.

Corridors (

On page 2-115, Action LR-D1.1.5 designates only 11,274 acres as areas for i

of use authorizations. Those areas are RCAs, developed recreation sites and WSR Corridors
{scenic or ion designations). We rec 1 that all Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and Special Recreation Areas be included as avoidance areas of use authorizations.
Specifically we request the inclusion of Killarny Lake ACEC and SRMA, Morton Slough
ACEC, Rochat Divide ACEC, Kootenai Riverfront ACEC, Little Morth Fork ACEC, Lake Coeur
" Alene SRMA, and Gamlin Lake SRMA as avoidance areas for issuance of use authorizations.
We also d that areas adjacent to Forest Service roadless areas be designated as
avoidance areas for issuance of use authorizations.

On page 2-116, Action LR-D2.1.1 lists the criteria for those lands that will be retained and
acquired under the new RMP. Lands that do not meet the eriteria would be available for
adjustment (trade or sale). We recommend that special status species of plant and wildlife
habitat, dispersed recreation land, and lands adjacent to Forest Service roadless areas be included
in the criteria.
Idaho Conservation League/The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur d"Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
Page 20 of 24

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

05 (Cont.)

On page 2-117, Action LR-D2.1.2 implements a land tenure adjustment program with
approximately 87,240 acres considered for retention and 9,530 acres considered for adjustment
based on the criteria in LR-D2.1.1. We are pleased to see the Gold Hill arca southeast of
Sandpoint desi dasa i L n area in the preferred alternative. The U.S. Forest
Service's Gold Hill trail is very popular receives extensive use, especially in the summer. The
area also supports a variety of wildlife, including cougar and elk. Protecting and expanding
public lands in this area will secure habitat for wildlife in the Sagle peninsula area and also
provide easy access to outdoor recreation for the growing population of Bonner County, centered
in the Sandpoint/Sagle area,

At the same time, we do not think the lands designated for retention in the preferred alternative
are inclusive enough under the existing eriteria. or when considered under our recommended
changes to the criteria to consider plant and wildlife species and dispersed recreation.

We recommend that additional BLM properties include more land for retention and acquisition,
particularly those lands indicated on Map 43 in the vicinity of the Clark Fork River delta, along
the lower and upper Pack River, in the Selkirk and Cabinet ranges. Additional propertics around
the Widow Mountain and Rochat Divide ACECs should also be included, as in Map 43, to
provide a bufTer zone for these Areas of Critical Environmental Concern.

Under Goal LR-2, on page 2-116, “Provide for public ownership of lands (or interest in lands)
with high resource and/or public use values,” a new objective should be included to proteet those
public lands that are released from public ownership. In the interest of protecting the natural
resource values of those lands, we urge the BLM to establish direction that requires conservation
easements on adjustment parcels, such as were incorporated when BLM traded parcels located in
the McArthur Lake wildlife corridor to Forest Capital.

In general, we are opposed to any sale of BLM lands if the revenue of those sales are not directed
back into conservation and purchasing private in-holdings in National Parks and other publicly-
held lands. Any sale of BLM Land should include conservation casements to protect the land’s
natural values.

While the draft plan states that Kootenai County has shown interest in expanding recreation
opportunities around Lake Coeur d’ Alene, the need for public access on Lake Pend Oreille also
is growing as the population increases, and retention and acquisition of waterfront properties
should be a priority.

<, such as on 5t. Joe Baldy, and
courage the construction of
ive or comt ication sites.

We support the BLM’s efforts to co-locate communication si
would like to see that practice established a matter of pol
new access roads on public lands for the purpose of ini

Endangered, S ial § s - 5 “riti Habitat

De at

The range of alternatives with regard to management plans affecting special status species is
inadequate. The number and breadth of actions proposed under the preferred alternative, and the
Idaho Conservation League/The Wildemess Society Comments on the Cocur d” Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
Page 21 of 24

Responses

0O5-60: BLM has modified Vegetation - Invasive Species and
Noxious Weeds Action VW-1.4.1 to specify that aerial
spraying will not be used as a weed-control option. The
RMP specifies a range of general measures under which
the CDAFO weed management program would be car-
ried out. The range of variables associated with weed
control is very broad, and requires maximum flexibility in
terms of management options available to treat different
types of weeds in a variety of habitats and under various
conditions (drought, post-burn, pre- and post-treatment,
etc.). The alternatives do not vary between alternatives
because under all scenarios, all management options for
noxious weeds, exclusive of aerial spraying, will be avail-
able to BLM managers. The BLM’s participation in and
commitment to CWMAs necessitates flexibility in nox-
ious weed control treatments to meet our obligations.
Proposed treatments under current management are
specified in the Environmental Assessment for Noxious
Weed Control on the Coeur d’Alene District. Any new
management programs or large-scale strategies that have
not been reviewed under programmatic documentation
(for example, the EIS for Weed Control in 13 Western
States) or proposed in BLMs Partners Against Weeds will
be the subject of specific NEPA analysis and documenta-
ton.

0O5-61: Appendix G identifies management direction under
Alternative D, that would protect values in the Gamlin
Lake Proposed ACEC (Alternative C). In the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS Alternative D, BLM has added ROW
avoidance designations to some BLM patcels that are
adjacent to Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas
(See Chapter 2, Recreation, Lands and Realty, and Special
Designations sections). BLM made this designation only
if:

1) The recreational setting for the BLM patcels was semi-
primitive

2) The IPNF Proposed Land Management Plan (Forest
Service 2000) prescribed management of the adjacent
Inventoried Roadless Area as backcountry (5A) or recom-
mended wilderness (1B)

3) There were no existing roads within the parcel that
would be the most practical way to, or through the area in
the future.

05-62: ACECs and SRMAs are designated for a variety of
reasons, some of which will not be affected by actions
occurring within ROWs. For example, certain special
recreation management areas are managed to retain rural
and roaded-natural settings. The presence of roads or
utilities within such settings would be expected and need
not be avoided. Proper placement to protect resource
values would be determined at the project planning level.

The proposed action is modified (See Lands and Realty
Action LR-D1.1.5) to designate BLM lands adjacent to
inventoried Forest Service roadless areas as ROW avoid-
ance areas if:

1) The recreational setting for the BLM parcels is semi-
primitive

2) The IPNF manages the inventoried roadless area as
backcountry or recommended wilderness

3)There are no existing roads within the parcel that would
be the most practical way to, or through the area in the
future.

(continued on the following page)
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(Continued from Previous Page)

05-62 (Cont.): Each proposed ROW would be thoroughly reviewed for potential effects during project-level NEPA documentation. If it were
found that the ROW would have significant effects on the values or functions for which an area was designated as an ACEC, the project
would be redesigned or the effects would be mitigated for.

Appendix ] identifies management direction that would protect important and relevant values within areas that were proposed as ACECs,
but not carried forward into Alternative D. BLM analyzed each proposed ACEC and SRMA, and determined that ROW avoidance was not
always a necessary or practical means for protecting values or recreational opportunities.

05-63: Appendix ] identifies management direction that would protect important and relevant values within areas that were proposed as
ACECs, but not carried forward into Alternative D. BLM analyzed each proposed ACEC and SRMA, and determined that ROW avoid-
ance was not always a necessatry or practical means for protecting values or recreational opportunities.

The proposed action has been modified (See Lands and Realty Action LR-D1.1.5) to designate BLM lands adjacent to inventoried Forest
Service roadless ateas as ROW avoidance areas if:

1) The recreational setting for the BLM parcels is semi-primitive

2) The IPNF manages the inventoried roadless area as backcountry or recommended wilderness

3) There are no existing roads within the parcel that would be the most practical way to, or through the area in the future.

0O5-64: Thank you for your comment.

O5-65: The acquisition/retention boundaties on Maps 42, 43, and 44 are simply BLM’s estimation of the BLM-administered lands which meet
the criteria. The criteria would be considered under any proposed acquisition or adjustment, not just the estimation boundaries.

05-66 (Cont.): BLM institutes conservation easements where possible, but cannot commit to requiring such an agreement on every sale. If
warranted conservation easements would be placed on lands leaving federal ownership. This would be determined during project level
planning.

O5-67: This can not be addressed in the RMP. It is regulated by BLM policy at the national level. Also see response O5-66.

O5-68: Public or administrative access is included as an retention/acquisition criterion under Alternatives B, C, and D. This would allow for
acquisitions for public access to Lake Pend Oreille.

05-69: The intention of co-location is to minimize disturbance this is addressed in LR-B1.1.3, LR-C1.1.3 & DR-D1.1.3.

O5-70: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seck to
consetve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act.

Alternatives that would not conserve the species would not satisfy the law. Alternative D includes conservation measures that were mutu-
ally developed and agreed upon by the BLM and the FWS.
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71

72

73

74

75

76
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Comments

05 (Cont.)

lack thereof proposed under alternatives B and C, is such that the preferred alternative is not
really comparable with the others. This is not the type of full range of reasonable alternatives
required in NEPA analyses, such that the decision-maker can make a reasoned and informed
decision.

The BLM should establish goals to ensure the protection and recovery of threatened, endangered,
re and special status species. BLM should designate eritical habitat for endangered,

ive, threatened and special status species. These habitat areas should be managed with the
species survival and recovery as the highest and most valuable use, as per the Endangered
Species Act. As the DEIS is written right now, the preferred alternative would need to be
adopted in order to ensure that these goals are blished. Wer d that the BLM more
fully integrate protection and recovery efforts into a full range of alternatives by considering the
following:

As numerous studies, including BLM research and analysis. have found dredge mining, logging.
road building, and li k ing have all had significant negative impacts on native fish and
their habitats, Migration barriers are also a significant problem. The new RMP must address all
of these problems and provide guidance for rectifving the situation to improve habitat.

The RMP should also address habitat fragmentation in aquatic environments of the Cocur
d’Alene Resource Area. This should include requiring removal of man-made migration barriers
or requiring adequate fish passage structures on all new and existing dams, diversion dikes and
culverts. Since elevated stream temperatures pose a major thermal barrier to coldwater-
dependent species, the RMP should establish temperature guidelines and prohibit any activities
that are likely to result in i d stream t ures.

Siltation from road building, logging, grazing and mining smothers spawning beds and fills in
pools that serve as cri 1 overwintering habitat for fish, and alters macroinvertebrate
populations that serve as an important food sources for fish. The new RMP should strictly limit
such activities in known spawning areas, and prohibit them in areas that are highly susceptible to
landslides. Standards should be established to ensure that reasonable turbidity levels are not

led and adeq bers of pools are maintained.
Competition from, and interbreeding with, n tive species such as brook trout are another
major factor in sensitive fishery declines in some areas. The new RMP should prohibit the
stocking of petitor species, and blish ideli that encourage control or

elimination of competitor species. Non-native fish should not be stocked in rivers, streams or
lakes that contain fish, amphibian and other animal and plant species that are federally protected.

The RMP should also require increased public education. This should include information to the
public on the presence of T, E & S aguatic species and how to properly identify and release
them.

The BLM should also consider special direction for arcas that may provide habitat

for sensitive wildlife species. Important migration corridors between summer and winter ranges

for wildlife should be identified and receive a high priority for protection and improvement.
Idaho Conservation League/ The Wilderness Society Comments on the Coeur d'"Alene Field Office Resource
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Minimizing barriers to wildlife migration and me by designating important travel
corridors with specialized management criteria could significantly benefit sensitive terrestrial
species.

In the previous MFP, the BLM identified some of the sensitive wildlife specics it desired 1o
increase and protect. We request additional infi ion and an of those key species
identified for which BLM has established management goals.

Mincrals

The DEIS does not analyze a full range of alternatives regarding the future management
direction of mineral leasing and development.  The alternatives are remarkably similar in this
area, each leaving a significant number of acres open to mining and neglecting issues related to
restoration and protection from future envi 1d from mi 1 develop The
issue of mineral development is a particularly critical one given the arca’s history of mining and
the environmental devastation that has ensued. The BLM needs to consider alternatives that
truly do emphasize environmental restoration and protection by closing more acreage to mineral

development.

The DEIS does a poor job of comparing the impacts of mining on water quality for each of the
alternatives. It is not enough to state that alternati A, B and D) would have more impacts than
alternative C. The DEIS needs to be much more specific about the negative imy s associated
with leaving acreage open to mining and the positive imy iated with withd
acreage from mining.

ing

Regardless of which alternative is adopted, the BL.M has a responsibility to take sleps Lo restore
the environmental damage that has resulted from mineral development in the region, especially
that relating to water quality. We strongly recommend that the BLM expand the Lower Salmon
River withdrawal to include other sensitive arcas within the Coeur d”Alene Resource Area. We
also recommend that the BL.M buy out mining claims in sensitive areas, such as those containing
sensitive or threatened species. The BLM should duct surveys and s of abandoned
mines for environmental risks and should prioritize treatments. Finally, the BLM needs to be
vigilant about potential water contamination from future proposals, heavy metals, and acid mine
drainage.

Attachments

We have hed the following dc 10 supf our ¢

1. Idaho Roadless Areas and Wildemness Proposals

2. Sait Lake Tribune August 10, 2005: “Wilderness Deal No Longer OK with Judge.”

3. State of Utah v. Norton, Motion to Stay Briefing and for a Status Conference,
September 9, 2005,

Idaho Conservation League/The Wildemess Society Comments on the Cocur dAlene Field Office Resource
Management Plan DEIS
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Responses

O5-71: See response O5-70. Goal SS-1 reaffirms BLM pol-
icy to conserve listed species and the ecosystems upon
which they depend (Manual 6840.06A1). This goal applies
to all alternatives. Goal SS-2, which also applies to all
alternatives, reaffirms BLM policy to implement manage-
ment plans that conserve candidate and sensitive species
and their habitats and shall ensure that actions authotized,
funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to
the need for the species to become listed (Manual
6840.06C and E). Only the FWS can designate critical
habitat.

O5-72: Provisions to ensure that these types of activities do
not affect listed fish species or their habitats are contained
in the conservation measures listed under the preferred
alternative and by specifying restrictions on actions occur-
ring in RCAs under CNFISH. These measures have been
prepared in cooperation with the USFWS, and Section 7
consultation has been initiated.

0O5-73: BLM does not manage any dams in the CDAFO.
Fish passage at road crossings is addressed in CNFISH,
RF-5. Thermal pollution is addressed in CNFISH by
ensuring that adequate canopy cover remains in riparian
zones to provide adequate shading. Establishment of
temperature guidelines for streams is outlined in the
RMO section of CNFISH (please see INFISH/CNFISH
crosswalk in Appendix D of the DEIS).

0O5-74: CNFISH requires that RCAs be established around
landslide-prone areas as well as streams, lakes and wet-
lands. Activities in RCAs will be designed to enhance,
restore or maintain the physical and biological characteris-
tics of the RCA (see RCA-1). Actions that may degrade
the riparian area or aquatic habitat, or delay or prevent
attainment of RMOs (including those actions that would
cause siltation) are subject to the CNFISH Standards and
Guidelines. We abide by the State of Idaho standards for
turbidity when we implement projects that have the po-
tential to cause turbidity, such as culvert replacements or
instream restoration.  Objectives for pool frequency,
quality and size are now included in the CNFISH RMOs.

0O5-75: The BLM does not manage any fish or wildlife spe-
cies, only their habitat that falls within public land
boundaries. The wildlife and fish are under the jurisdic-
tion of Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG),
therefore we do not control stocking or removal of fish.

0O5-76: Increased public education is proposed for a variety
of resource areas and under a number of actions, includ-
ing FW-D2.1.2 (see Appendix I, Item 15), SS-B1.1.5, SS-
C2.5.9, CR B1.2.5, RC-D1.2.10, RC-D1.3.7, and SD-A4.2.
TT - make sure to update this when we decide what to do
about Appendix 1.

O5-77: Goal SS-2 and Goal SD-2 with all accompanying
objectives and actions under all alternatives are intended
to provide special management direction for habitats
occupied by sensitive species.

Neither the BLM nor the Idaho Fish and Game have
detailed mapped migration corridors between summer
and winter ranges. However, we examined a broad-scaled
map prepared by the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation.
BLM also considered findings in Servheen, Waller, and
Sandstrom (2001, Identification and management of link-
age zones for grizzly bears between the large blocks of

public

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

O5-77 (Cont.): land in the northern Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the draft EIS for the Northern Rockies Lynx

Amendment (2004) identified important travel corridors for grizzly bears and Canada lynx. Many of these travel corridors do not have
BLM public lands within them.

05-78: A complete list of BLM Idaho sensitive species is available on the internet at http://www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/id/data/03_im/
IMID2003-057.pdf. Trends of sensitive species in the planning atea are described in Chapter 3 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. More
information on individual species is available on the internet at http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/. Objectives SS-2.1 (aquatic, ripatian,
and wetland), 2.2 (cavity nesting species), 2.3 (fisher), and 2.4 (wolverine) apply to sensitive wildlife species.

0O5-79: The potential for leasable minerals occurrence (fluid and solid) is very low to zero in the CDAFO (TT 2005b) and leasing is a discre-
tionary act therefore the need to recommend closure of specific areas to leasing is not considered imperative. The Proposed RMP does
present alternatives which “emphasize environmental restoration and protection”. Alternatives C and D have additional lands withdrawn
from mineral entry and impose leasing stipulations (NSOs and CSUs) on the greatest amount of BLM lands. The Proposed RMP highlights
protection of resources in critical areas via NSOs and CSUs based on special designations, cultural concerns, visual concerns, and/or special
status species and their habitat. This management approach allows protection of critical areas and flexibility to respond to future, unforeseen
conditions.

05-80: We feel the first and second paragraphs of the Impacts from Minerals Management on Water Resources adequately address the possible
impacts mining could have on Water Resources. Levels of protection are based on Federal, State, and local laws and apply equally to all
alternatives and all forms of activity. Protection of water resources is based on these laws and management prescriptions developed during
the RMP. Protective/mitigation measures are implemented on a case-by-case scenatio. In order to get specific about the impacts from min-
ing on water resources we would need the specifics of each proposed mineral operation over the next 20 years. Our effort to predict the
level of mineral activity the CDAFO could see is provided in Appendix H, Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario. These impacts
could occur on any lands open to mining therefore the only comparison between the RMP alternatives is the amount of lands available for
mineral activities.

05-81: Salmon River withdrawal is outside the scope of this RMP.

0O5-82: BLM does not ‘buy out’ mining claimants. If it is determined that an area warrants withdrawal from the mining laws, then a validity
determination is performed on mining claims with valid existing rights within the area to be withdrawn.

05-83: Please see all actions under Objectives SE2.1, SE2.2 and SE2.3 for proposed action relative to these issues.

05-84: Thank you for your comment.
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4. February 12, 2004, letter to William Meadows, President of The Wilderness Society,
from Assistant Secretarics of the Interior Rebecca Watson and Lynn Scarlett.

5. Letter from the Sceretary of the Interior to United States Senator Craig Thomas,
January 22, 1997,

6. IM AZ-2005-007.

7. Table 2.10 “Wildemness Characteristics™ and Appendix 3.D “ldentification of
Wilderness Characteristics on the Arizona Strip” from the Draft RMP for the Arizona
Strip (Arizona BLM).

8. Preliminary Draft Alternatives for Little Snake Field Office RMP (Colorado BLM).
Printout is from the Northwest Colorado Stewardship

9. Excerpts from Draft RMP for the Roan Plateau (Colorado BLM).

10. Socio-Economic Framework for Public Land Management Pl ing: Indi 5 for
the West s Economy, 2005, The Wilderness Socie

11. Map of BLM Parcels Adjacent to USFS Roadless Areas.

Idaho Conservation LeagueThe Wildemess Society Comments on the Coeur d°Alene Field Office Resource
Management Plan I

Page 24 of 24

06

Kinnikiﬂnicjf Chap [@F 0rthe 1ahe Native Plant Socicty

ragignt, 206 N 4% Ave. FME 162, Sandpoint, 1D 83664 Ifes..?er-\“é".a'we;'a:.‘aor'sf;‘m

Phil Howgh,
wyew nativegiantsociety.org

April 14", 2006 erosidont
Pl Hough
Bureau of Land Management (208) 2682780

S\'«_:c_r\'l\rrd‘.-fcnc Field Office Wf_:‘-:?:::::
K 3 MP . 8
1808 N. Third Street e
Coeur d*Alene 1D 83814 Annette Frase- porotary
Via Email: ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov (208) 2636234
Treasurer
RE: Draft Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Masityn George
Environmental Impact Statement (208) 263.8470
Arboreturn Mansger
We would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft s’hgu::, S
Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Envi I Impaet §
(EIS) for the Coeur d"Alene district. The Kinnikinnick Chapter of the il
Tdahe Native Plant Society advocates for the preservation of native plants (208) 263-8038
and their habitat, As our chapter is based in Sandpoint, hence our
comments may be e detailed in regards 1o the Bonner County
component of this plan. zoea:r;:::s
In general we applaud many of the general conservation measures that the wossarsss | OG-1: This document is not intended to provide site-specific
BLM is suggesting to adopt in the preferred alternative. Some of the most . .. .
important ones, which should be retained in the final plan are mentioned s documentation. It is intended to pIOVldC a framework
below in our detailed comments. Many of the specific proposed actions or : : : : :
standards contained in this plan are well thought through and, if Ay sarene undFr which slte—speclﬁc projects could occur. It is at the
implemented, will enhance forest health and provide protection for native project level that the type of data and documentation that
plants and native plant habitat on lands managed by the BLM under this h . .
plan. Having said that, we have numerous concerns about plan details, the commenter 1s requestmg would be generated'
options and choices made in the “preferred alternative™ (D), which we
waould like to see addressed in the Final RMP and EIS. . .
BLM agrees that there is a great need to be as strategic as
One major concern is that our ability to comment is limited by the lack of : : H : : :
specific information in this draft RMP. And this RMP is limited in its possible in d?tefmlnlﬂg _Wthh areas will be subjected to
ability to make many specific rec dations in regards to land use treatments. Since conditions may change over the life of
decisions by this same missing information. Mis: from the plan are thi 1 f le. d h d i d
1 detailed maps or analysis of stand composition, vegetation type or habitat 18 plan ( or example, drought cou increase or de-
type. Currently the draft RMP does not give the percentage of timber crease, or bark beetle infestations could inctease or de-
harvest projections by area, only by total zone. The explanation, which the . . .
BLM offered at the public meeting in February, for the lack of these crease, CtC.), this Stmtegy is to deVClOp a flexible manage-
details, was that the maps were meant to be a “snap-shot™ taken from H H
38,000 feet. We would respectfully suggest that ar:.'-loscr look at the ment framework that will allow BLM to apply Its re-
sources where they will have the greatest effect over the
life of this plan.
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06 (Cont.)

ground conditions might provide more adequate information on which to base important, site
specific, decisions. The strategic nature of this plan would benefit from this ground level detailed
look.

The need for this specific information is underscored by the fact the even under the most

“aggres " options outhined in Alt D (the so-called “preferred alternative™) the BLM will only be
“treating™ for forest health 10% of the land it administers in the next 15 years, (See page 2-137)
The fact that 90% of the land will not receive treatments designed 1o improve forest health suggest
the very great need to be as strategic as possible in determining which areas are suitable for project
planning.

BLM Manual 6840 directs the BLM’s policies regarding special status species, including plants.
This includes Federal T/E, Proposed and candidate species. sensitive species and state listed
specics. The draft RMP does not address the full range of plant spec cited above ina
manner adequate to determine whether or not the preferred alternative meets the BLM's own
obligations.

In regards to the development of Alt D, the so-called “preferred altemnative™, the BLM has stated
that it represents a compromise between the “use” alternative (B) and the “conservation™
alternative (C). In very many cases the “compromise™ represents a decision to adopt strategies or
goals that are so close to the “use” end of the spectrum that compromise seems to be a misused
term, Timber production, acres and trail miles open for OHV use, the proposed creation of
ACECs and the withdrawal of mining rights are the most extreme examples of this. We will cite
specific details in our detailed comments. But, in general, the range of possibilities considered did
not include any true “middle” ground”. We would urge that the Final RMP/EIS address these
scales and find compromises between “use”™ and “conservation™ that are truly more reflective of
the need to balance resource extraction and conservation. In many cases, they are not mutually
exclusive and compromise can be found with more precise planning.

C ts on Specific Plan C t

Listed below are comments we would like to make on specific plan components. Page numbers or
paragraph details are provided for vour convenient reference:

On Page 1 -7 the BLM states:  “Analysis of the effect of global warming on vegetation
composition and the value of forests as a re it 1o sequester carbon is beyond the scope of the
RMP” And at the public meeting in February in Sandpoint the BLM stated that the BLM “Does
not manage global warming.” We would respectfully point out that while the BLM may not be
able to manage the entire problem, planning for the impacts of global warming would be prudent;
otherwise, the RMP will not be a d nt capable of guiding strategic decisions as these impacts
are felt. The need to address carbon sequestering is but one example. Another example is the
impact of global warming on the lifecyele of the Pine Bark Beetle, which is well documented. As
we feel the impacts from global warming, the subsequent impact from this one insect is potentially
very high and should be addressed. The BLM’s planning should take into account these
interlinked phenomena otherwise on the ground actions will not be able 1o address the real world
situation.

~

10

1

06 (Cont.)

Vegetation -- Forests And Woodlands .
VF-D1.2.2 - should incorporate actions suggested in alt C: “conserve and restore aspen, birch, and
cottonwood stands.” These deciduous trees are among the ones whose habitat faces some of the
greatest threats,

Vegetation -- Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds

VW 1. 4.2 - This action states "when necessary, revegetate treated areas in areas vulnerable to
weed invasion.” We would suggest that the BLM should aggressively pursuc revegetation with
native plants (not only when its deemed necessary but as a standard since this is the only way to
assure that weeds won't return after timber harvests or other “treatment™.)

Special Status Species Section

Tt is surprising that some of the actions proposed in Alt I were not part of Alt C. The rationale
that they were based on "new information” seems at odds with the fact that the majority of added
actions are based on long-established regulations or practices (e.g.: "section 7 consultations" or
"project level inventories” or "utilizing BMPs"). In general, we urge that all of the considerations
included in Alt D, from page 2-22 through 2-27, be included in the final DEIS.

On page 2-27, $8-C1.1.2 states an action to: “recommend withdrawal of public lands within 300
feet of stream beds from mineral leasing and location to protect bull trout habitat.” In the
following section the same recommendation is made in order to protect white sturgeon habitat.
Riparian zones are very sensitive and are significant areas for native plant habitat, cs?ccia]_l,v for
sensitive plant species. Since these same actions would benefit native plants and their habitat we
recommend that they be included in the final drafi.

On page 2-59, Alt D, $8-B2.3.1 states "implement actions under FW-D2.2." For the sake of
clarity we would recommend that the final draft be more explicit regarding the actions to be taken
under this section.

On the same page, $8-C2.3.3 states "identifying mid-seral forest stands that could be brought into
old-growth condit in the near future, and use appropriate silvicultural activities to encourage
this developmen he next section states: "retain stands of late-seral forests and promote their
long-term sustainal " These actions are missing from Alt D. We believe that both of these
actions should be incorporated in the final draft.

On the same page in the next section under Alt C, it states: "implement the selection guidelines for
reserve trees as offered by Oregon OSHA and others.™ It is unclear why regulations from a state
other than Idaho would apply here. However, before making recc dations on whether or not
these guidelines should be implemented we would need to see more details about them, which
were not available in any of the appendices

Responses

0O06-2: Every effort was made to develop a plant list identify-
ing all of the special status plant species in the CFO (see
references in Table 3-13). A programmatic Biological
Assessment has been created for all federal T/E species,
and indicated no effects on those species. Site-specific
inventory would refine species lists at the project level.

O6-3: A compromise that would appear to be balanced by
all user groups is not possible for every resource area.
Some actions proposed under the preferred alternative
may fall closer to those proposed under the “commodity”
alternative, while others may fall closer to those proposed
under the “conservation” alternative. BLM asks that the
commenter review the entire alternative for balance, and
also realize that each alternative allows for flexibility in
the way that actions are carried out during implementa-
tion.

O6-4: Although research suggests that there is still uncer-
tainty to impacts from global warming (fertilization effect
of CO; and increased water use efficiency), BLM imple-
ments and will continue to implement silvicultural prac-
tices to mitigate the effects of climate change and the
predicted northward migration of tree species. These
practices are described in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.5) and
Chapter 4 (Section 4.2.4.2).

0O06-5: Action VF-D1.2.4 is the same as Action VF-C1.2.2, it
is just out of line due to the differences in the way the
two alternatives are written.

O6-6: Thank you for your comment. BLM recognizes the
importance of native plants in a weed resistant plant com-
munity. Native plant seed will be used preferentially for
revegetation efforts. Approved non-natives will be con-
sidered when native seed is not available, not practical, or
does not meet management requirements.

O06-7: The information that BLM used in developing Alter-
native D of the Draft RMP/FEIS, that were not available
during development of Alternatives B and C, included
conservation measures that are now specified in the Bio-
logical Assessment (BA) on the Coeur d’Alene Resource
Management Plan [Emerald Empire Management Frame-
work Plan (MFP)] (BLM 2006). BLM was in the process
of developing this BA, simultaneous with developing the
alternatives for the Draft RMP/EIS. The referenced
section of Alternative D has been modified in the Pro-
posed RMP/Final EIS to reflect measures as they appear
in the final version of this BA. Alternative D was also
modified from the Draft RMP/EIS to incorporate con-
servation measures outlined in the Biological Assessment
of the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment (USDA For-
est Service 2005). This recent document identifies the
preferred alternative for amending a number of BLM and
Forest Service land use plans, to include the Emerald
Empire MFP, to protect the subject threatened species.
BLM made other minor changes to address concerns that
USFWS identified during consultation.

0O6-8: CNFISH provides buffers along waterbodies with
adequate protection for various BLM resoutces and uses.
O6-9: All actions listed under Objective FW-D2.2 would be

implemented under Action SS-B2.3.1.

O6-10: Action SS-B2.3.1 implements actions under FW-
D2.2. Action FW-D2.2.8 says When consistent with goals
and objectives in the forest vegetation section, identify
mid-seral forest stands that could be brought into late-
seral conditions in the near future, and use appropriate
vegetation treatments to encourage this development.

(continued on the following page)
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Special Status Plants Section

$8-D2.5 through D.2.5.4 - these five paragraphs are the same across all four alternatives and
involve inventory projects, planning activities or cooperative participation, All these actions are
eritical when dealing with special status plants. It is very important that the final drafl include
these actions.

$5-DD2.5.5 through $5-D2.5.9 - the specific activities outlined in these six actions are found in
both Alt C and Alt D. Because of the benefits that they accrue to special status plants it is
imperative that final draft include cach of these items.

§8-C2.5.10 - this action (which does not appear in Alt D) states: "for new mineral leases within or
adjacent to special status plant species, specify a no surface occupancy stipulation.” While we
recognize that mining rights cannot be withdrawn from every acre, we feel that special status
plants represent habitat which requires this action and that this should be included in the final
DEIS.

55-D)2.5.10 - this action states: "in cooperation with IDFG Conservation Data Center (CDC),

USF and other partners implement conservation for all 1t i and end

plant species.” This action, which is required both by law as well as internal BLM policies, should
have been present in every alternative; obviously the final the EIS needs to include this action.

| Native plant species that are Idaho State “sensitive™ should receive equal protection as well.
Pages 2-62 through 2-71 contain a list of 30 actions found only in Alt D. Most of these are
“commonsense” activities that are either mandated by law, or contained within best management
practices, and including them provides appropriate directions for managing habitat for special
status plant species. Clearly, all 30 of these actions need to be in the final DIS.

On page 2-72 item 1) states "avoid issuing commercial firewood cutting permits in suitable
habitat and riparian forests. It permits are issued, insure that such activities are consistent with the
long-term maintenance of mature riparian fores If in fact commercial firewood cutting permits
are to be avoided, then the "conditions” under which they would be issued should be a moot point.
They should not be issued.

Continuing on in this section item number 2) deals with “retained forest structure on the edge of
riparian areas with known populations or in suitable habitat for shading these wetland areas” that
goes on to “allow commercial timber management projects or firewood cutting when negative
impact to suitable habitat can be avoided or minimized.” It is hard to believe that the BLM will be
able to fulfill its obligations 1o protect special status plant species in sensitive wetlands by
allowing commercial timber nt under any conditi We would ask that this be
changed so the commercial timber projects are not allowed in this habitat.

Forestry And Woodland Products

Page 2-80 - cach of the four alternatives determines an acreage for commercial forest products
from vegetation treatments designed to improve forest health™. If these projects are truly dt,sijc.md
with forest health as the primary reason for actions to be taken, and as the primary ummnit.ralmn in
determining what treatment methods will be used. and if forest health provides the prima
guidance for how projects are designed we would be supportive of an alternative that de:
8200 acres for such projects, However, we find it perplexing that the so-called “conservation™
alternative would only treat 1200 acres and that the so-called commeodity alternative would treat
9600 acres if the goals were truly forest health. The clear implication here is that resource
extraction, not conservation, is the primary factor in determining acres to be treated.

20

21

22

23
24

25

06 (Cont.)

This leaves us asking several guestions, What happens to the forest health of the remaining 90 to
98% of untreated acres under any of the alternatives? If the preferred Alt I} is a "compromise”
between commuodity extraction and conservation then why are the targeted treatment acres so
much closer on scale to those suggested by the commodity alternative? More importantly, if
forest woodland products are to be produced with forest health in mind the range of alternatives
presented should take into account a greater number of treatments options, such as non-
commercial thinning, prescribed bums, wildland fire management, stream restoration, re-
vegetation and so on. The acreage targets as well as square board feet of timber production would
not be the only variables. We would urge the BLM to review the options available to them to
achieve both wood production as well as forest health and present these options to the public in
such a manner that they may be deliberated on prior to issuing the final EIS.

Recreation

Gamlin Lake - pages 2-94 through 2 -97 cover the proposed Gamlin Lake SRMA. We are
concerned that greater development of Gamlin Lake as a recreational site, would not adequately
protect native plant habitat of this area, also proposed as an ACEC. And, il'in fact pant of this
"expanded Gamlin Lake SRMA™ unit is really comprised of land situated several miles away on
the south side of Gold Hill, then this is not contiguous with the BLM lands surrounding Gamlin
Lake, and should be listed as a separate SRMA in order to clarify the development proposals,
{See RC-D1.4.5) specifically RC-D1.4.1 mentions "providing improved road access to develop the
recreation faciliti Currently, a county maintained paved road leads 1o a well-developed
parking lot at Gamlin Lake. It is unclear what further improvements are needed or suggested by
this section. These pages also suggest the possibility of improvements to a boat launch at this
location. We strongly urge that any activity involving boat usage of Gamlin Lake, include actions
which would prevent and/or control the spread of Eurasian milfoil.

According to the Bonner County weed supervisor, over 40% of Gamlin Lake is already infested
with Eurasian milfoil. The BLM needs to address the problem of this current infestation and
suggest possible remedies. Nowhere in the entire draft EIS is the problem of Eurasian milfoil
addressed for Gamlin Lake or any other waters controlled by the BLM. This is a serious
deficiency of the draft EIS which needs to be corrected before the final EIS is released.

lhc current use of Gamlin Lake by boats powered with electric motors presents an unnecessary

| is a noxious, invasive species that readily reproduces when small parts of
the pI are broken or chopped off. Use of motors in such a small and heavily impacted lake is a
recipe for continued problems. All motorized use of this lake should be banned immediately, and
remain in effect until the Eurasian milfoil problem is brought under control,

Other preventative steps can also be taken to reduce potential additional introduction of Eurasian
milfoil. Some of the things which can be done, include: limiting boal access to one developed
instead of allowing dispersed access, posting educational signs and information on
ilfoil, setting up barriers along the road to prevent vehicles from driving onto the
sensitive shoreline and to limit the launching of watercraft.

Responses

O06-11: The 1995 Oregon Guidelines for Selecting Reserve Trees
was updated (2005) to a Field Guide for Danger Tree Identifi-
cation and Response (http://www.cbs.state.or.us/osha/pdf/
pubs/teserve_trees.pdf). The State of Washington’s
Gutidelines for Selecting Reserve Trees (1992) was updated in
2005  (http://www.lni.wa.gov/ipub/417-092-000.pdf).
The 1995 Oregon and the 2005 Washington guidelines
are very similar to one another. The BLM is not aware of
guidelines developed for Idaho.

0O06-12: Thank you for your comment.

0O0-13: Thank you for your comment.

O06-14: This action does appear in Alternative D; SS-
D2.5.10, item 35b. NSO stipulations will be implemented
on mineral actions where such actions could affect threat-
ened and endangered species. All proposed actions will be
reviewed for such effects on the project level.

O6-15: Action will be included in all alternatives in the
FEIS.

O06-16: Plant species designated as BLM Sensitive are given
the same level of protection as a federal candidate species
(BLM Manual 6840). Plant species designated by the
Idaho Native Plant Society as “State Sensitive” generally
are incorporated into the Idaho BLM Sensitive Plant
Species list as Type 2, 3, or 4, depending upon rarity and
threat levels. However, in order to be included on the
Idaho BLM Sensitive Plant list, the species must be
known to occur on BLM lands, or be very likely to occur
there, though not yet documented.

O6-17: This list provides conservation measures for federal
T/E plant species which were developed in consultation
with the USFWS. Any alternative that ultimately becomes
the RMP will contain appropriate conservation measures
to protect listed plant species, in compliance with the
ESA.

O6-18: This action (SS-D1.3.2) has been changed to state
that BLM will not issue commercial firewood permits
within riparian forests.

0O06-19: This action refers to allowing commercial timber
projects in the vicinity of suitable habitat for water how-
ellia when it can be shown that such projects would have
no effects on the species. Each project would be subject
to implementation level NEPA analysis.

006-20: Alternative C is the Minimal Active Management/
Preservation emphasis alternative. The theme for this
alternative was to make minimal impacts via minimizing
active management of resources. Hence, under vegeta-
tion management, the direction would be to only treat
areas where disturbance has already occurred. The 1,200
acres is an estimate based on past occurrence of wildfire.

Alternative B emphasizes commodity production. Thus,
under forest vegetation, even though the goal is still to
restore forest health, the treatment acres were maximized
with the intention of maximizing forest products. The
goal for forestry and woodland products, which applies to
all alternatives, is to provide timber to help meet local and
national demands for wood products while protecting the
natural component of the environment.

Alternative D is a balanced approach, but not a midpoint
between B and C. Some of the resource protective meas-
ures under this alternative are more restrictive than under
Alternative C, to minimize impacts from such things as
greater active management of forest vegetation.

(continued on the following page)
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06-20 (Cont.): Alternative D also took into account mid-level estimates of future funding and manpower.

Unfortunately, a realistic approach to managing BLM lands through treatment actions or using wildland fire makes it impossible to manage
all acres. It would be unrealistic to assume funding levels and manpower would be available for such a fete. Thus, under Alternative D,
approximately 10% of the available non-withdrawn forested lands could be treated over the next 15 years. If this were to continue beyond
the 15-20 year life expectancy of the plan, then all available forested lands on the CDAFO area could be treated over the next 150 years *.

Numerous treatment options are available for implementing forest health and fuels reductions treatments. These options range from the
use of a wide range of silvicultural treatments including reforestation, prescribed burning to the use of wildland fire (VF-B1.2, C1.2 and
D1.2 and Objectives WF-B1.3, C1.3, D1.3, B1.4, C.1.4 and D1.4). The actions described in the alternatives have been developed to give
BLM forestry and fuels staff the flexibility needed to respond to an altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a changing regulatory
environment.

Impacts resulting from not treating forest vegetation are described in Chapter 4.

06-21: As an SRMA, Gamlin Lake is subject to management under which increased use is accompanied by increased management. Under all
alternatives, conservation measures identified to protect special status plants would be implemented, as would INFISH/CNFISH measures
to protect riparian and wetland vegetation.

06-22: Proposed Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) are delineated in accordance with BLM guidance contained in H-1601-1
Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C. There is no requirement that SRMAs be comprised of contiguous tracts of land. If that were
the case, all our proposed SRMAs except for Huckleberry Campground would have to be segmented into multiple areas that would make
activity level planning very redundant, cumbersome and administratively unmanageable. The parcels we have grouped share a distinct, pri-
mary recreation tourism market, serve most of the same people, produce similar experience and benefit outcomes and have similar setting
characters (ROS = a combination of both rural and roaded natural). Specific recreation development proposals are made at the activity
planning level. In the case of Gamlin Lake a current activity plan is in place. Actions contained in it for the currently configured area re-
main consistent with proposed RMP actions. Consequently, plan revision in accordance with action RC-D1.4.5 is needed so activity specific
management direction can be incorporated for the lands that would be added to the management area.

06-23: Action RC-D-1.4.1 is a prescription of setting characteristics that would commonly be appropriate, consistent, or desirable for rural
and roaded natural areas and is not a development proposal. In the case of Gamlin Lake, a characteristic developed facility with improved
road access already exists and it is desirable that it be retained. If future activity level planning determines that other facilities were required,
the provision of road access would be consistent with the managed setting.

06-24: BLM is strongly committed to containing any invasive species, including Eurasian milfoil. Installation of a boat launch at Gamlin Lake
would be preceded by the appropriate level of NEPA documentation, which would consider the projects potential to contribute to weed
spread, and would propose measures to mitigate for this effect.

06-25: We agree that Eurasian milfoil is a serious situation particularly in a lake the size of Gamlin Lake. Presently we are working with the
Bonner County Weed Superintendent to determine whether the plant exists in the lake and to what extent.

We also agree that electric and outboard motors are one mechanism for spreading milfoil plant parts. However, BLM does not have the
authority to regulate the use of boats or engine types on Gamlin Lake. Boat usage on Gamlin Lake is regulated by Idaho Fish and Game
(IDFG) and Bonner County. Presently there is dual regulation on the lake. If a person is fishing from a boat, they are required to use only
an electric motor by IDFG. Bonner county regulations state no jet skis are allowed and place a limit on outboard engine size of 10 h.p. or
less for all boats.

Boat access to the lake is presently provided at one location at an undeveloped launch along Glengary Bay Rd. This launch is not on BLM
land and is not administered by BLM, therefore BLM has no authority to erect barriers along this road to prevent or limit launching access.
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In order to address the preblem of Eurasian milfoil, we would urge the BLM to coordinate with
the county in developing projects which might be funded through the state if Idaho’s recent
allocation of $4 million for Milfoil control. We would like to be kept informed of any activities
that the BLM takes in regards to Eurasian milfoil, in general as well as at Gamlin Lake.

Because Gamlin lake arcas is habitat for several special status plant species we would like to
sugpest that any projects proposed for this area go through the process of developing an
Environmental Impact Statement.

Transportation and Travel Management

We are extremely disappointed that not one of the alternatives addresses the problems associated
with OHV travel in any serious fashion. Dale Bosworth, chief of United States Forest Service, has
identified unmanaged recreation (along with noxious weeds) as one of the four greatest threats to
our public lands today. The strongest action proposed by this RMP 1o contain this threat, is found
in Alt I, where a mere 631 acres (less than 1% of the 96,000 plus acres of land covered by this
plan) would be closed to motorized travel. From physical disturbance, soil compaction, habitat
fragmentation, to the spread of noxious weed seeds, and the pollution caused by unburned fuel -
the threats of motorized travel to native plant habitat are many.

Simply put. the BLM needs to do an adequate inventory of both sensitive plant habitat as well as
land suitable for motorized recreation in order to make wise management decisions about where
motorized travel should, or should not, be allowed. The results of this inventory data need 1o be
made available 1o the public for review, comment and further input prior to the development and
release of the final the EIS,

In addition to determining closures, this study should provide the basis for determining whether or
not the BLM has any basis to suggest an increase in roads and trails suitable for OHV from 122 1o
175 miles. From drafi document in its appendices we see no materials o support this increase
and strongly urge against it.

Lands and Realty (LR) Section

On page 2-114 the action listed under Alt D. discusses designated rights-of-way corridors across
the planning arca. Evaluation of these corridors is impossible without further information about
and maps of their location, and the habitats that they would impact. The draft EIS does not
adequately address these questions.

On page 2-116. the actions suggested by both Alt C and Alt D. involve adjusting and
consolidating public land ownership to protect resources. The difference between the two
alternatives is that C protects and promotes low-impact uses whereas D would simply promote
“uses”. We support the approach in C.
LR-D.1 L1 references designated [ -way™ corridors, as updated in 2003, But detailed
formation about the locations of these corridors is not o be found in the draft RMP. More
information is needed.

In LR-D1.1.5 we are concerned that Alt D designates 35,000 fewer acres than the Al C plan as
“avoidance areas for the issuance of authorizations™ and we are amazed that it designates 12,000
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=" alternative (B). This situation needs 1o be addressed in order 10

acres fewer than even the ~
preserve native plant habitat,

LR-D2.1.2 would appear 1o authorize the “adjustment”™ of 9,530 acres of land and target only
87.240 acres for “retention.” Keeping native plant habitat in public ownership provides greater
protection. We strongly urge that any “adjustment™ not include the sale of lands wo private
interests, but the transfer or trade to other public authority such as the Forest Service or the State
of Idaho ete.

Special Designations

SD-D1.1.1 In order to “preserve the existing plant communities™ of the Hideaway Islands, the

stated intention of this section, Alt I should incorporate a withdrawal from mineral leasing

stipulation.

SD-D1.2.2 In order to “protect the unigue natural features and ecological diversity™ (native plant

habitat) which is the stated objective of this section, Alt I should incorporate the stipulation

{found in C as well as the “use™ alt B) that “all vehicles will be limited to designated routes.™

SD-IM.1.6.2 In order to protect native plant habitat at Farnham Forest RNA, Alt D should

incorporate stipulation which closes it to motorized vehicles and which withdraws it from mining
15

1.7 — Gamlin Lake — Alt C includes an objective for this area to “preserve the existing
wetland and riparian plant communities in a condition that protects ecological diversity and five
BLM sensitive plant species through designation as an ACEC”. This entire section is missing
from Alt D. We have to assume that this was done in error, since the BLM would be remiss in
their legal obligations (and would contradiet their own policies) to recognize these resources and
not provide for some measure of protection for them. We urge the planners to carefully look ar
this and include the Gamlin Lake area as an ACEC in the final draft. We believe the Gamlin
Lake with its unique peatland habitat, already identified as a host to five sensitive plant species,
would be much better suited as an ACEC rather then an SRMA.

SD-C1.7.2 under the section of Alt C, which deals with Gamlin Lake it, states that the BLM will
“conduct public outreach concerning the impacts of disturbance and/or weedy species on the
riparian/wetland communities.” This objective is missing from Alt D: we would urge its inclusion
not only for its importance 1o the Gamlin Lake area, but for its general educational benefit as well,
SD-C1.8 Morton Slough — states an objective to “preserve the ng plant communities in a
condition that prote (\Id growth ponderosa pine, bald eagles, and ecological div . through
designation as an ACEC.” This action is missing from Alt D. We urge that it be added to the final
plan.

SD-D1.9 Windy Bay states the objective 1o “preserve the existing grassland ity".
We fail to see how the BLM will achieve this objective unless it incorporates the stipulation found
in Alt C, which would limit motorized vehicles to designated routes. 'We would further urge the
inclusion of Alt C's recommendation 1o withdraw this area from mineral rights.

General Description of Envi 1 Ce es

Page 2-138, seciion tivled “Vegetation — Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds™ Alt C “establishes
vehicle wash requirements to further diminish the potential for the introduction and spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds.” This item is missing from Alt D and we urge that it be
added to the final drafi. This simple preventative measure could save the BLM valuable dollars
needed to combat the spread of noxious weeds,

Responses

0O06-26: BLM is an active member of the Selkitk CWMA and
is working with the Bonner County Weed Superintendent
to identify all options for milfoil control funding, includ-
ing the recent State of Idaho funding. BLM also intends
to work cooperatively with other landholders and inter-
ested parties around Gamlin Lake to identify the presence
of Euraisan milfoil, map the extent of any infestations,
propose and carry out treatment efforts, and educate lake
users on proper methods to reduce weed transport into
and\or out of Gamlin Lake.

0O06-27: All implementation level projects will undergo the
appropriate level of NEPA analysis and documentation.

O6-28: We agree that unmanaged vehicle use is incompati-
ble with multiple use resource management objectives.
Consequently, the proposed action would “close” 631
acres to all OHVs and would establish a “limited” travel
designation on the remaining 96,139 acres restricting
motor vehicles to certain designated routes (Action TM-
D1.1.1). Please refer to Maps 37-40. Also see response
05-6.

A complete inventory of resources is not necessaty for a
programmatic document such as an RMP. Follow-up
inventories will be conducted as necessary through pro-
ject-level planning, and travel routes may be adjusted if it
is found that sensitive resources may be affected by their
further use.

O6-29: The preferred alternative contains sufficient meas-
ures to protect sensitive resources at the same time that it
provides suitable levels of access to all user groups. As a
compromise alternative, the miles of roads and trails pro-
posed for OHV wuse fall directly between the
“commodity” alternative and the “consetvation” alterna-
tive, and fits with BLMs mandate to provide for multiple
uses.

Note, the proposed action results in a net decrease of
motorized access over the existing situation not an in-
crease. A designation change from “open” to “limited” is
made on 63,041 acres.

0O06-30: Locations of ROW corridors are displayed in Map
45. Some variation of the corridors exact routes will occur
based on the items listed in Actions LR-D1.1.1 through
1.1.5.  On-the-ground habitat assessments would occur
during project-level documentation, and will address all
issues requited under existing legislation, BLM internal
guidance, or agreements with other agencies.

0O06-31: Thank you for your comment.

0O6-32: Although general locations about the locations of
these corridors is provided in Map 45, detailed informa-
tion about the corridors is beyond the scope of this docu-
ment. Detailed information of the type assumed to be
requested by the commenter would be provided during
project-level NEPA documentation.

006-33: Most of the difference in ROW avoidance area
among the alternatives resulted from designation of visual
resource management (VRM) Class II areas. Under Al-
ternatives B and C, VRM Class II areas were designated
as ROW avoidance areas. Under Alterative C and D, the
VRM Class II area greatly increases (42,273 actres under
Alternative C and 23,551 acres under Alternative D, com-
pared with 14,312 acres under Alternative B). Preliminary

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

06-33 (Cont.): analysis of Alternative B found that it was impractical and ineffective to designate VRM 2 areas as ROW avoidance under Al-
ternative D, given the theme of this alternative. This designation is also not absolutely necessary, since any ROW granted must meet VRM 2
standards when activity occurs within this visual class. The VRM designations under Alternative B are identical to current management, and
were designed to maximize opportunities for commodities. Considering this, and the fewer acres of VRM II under this alternative, ROW
avoidance in VRM II areas would not be as impractical. Chapter 4 contains more information on effects of visual resources management.

0O06-34: BLM has added an action (LR-D2.1.10) to Alternative D which states, Land sales (Sec 203, FLPMA) will not be a mechanism for dis-
posal of Public Lands except for very unique situations specifically; Historical Occupancy Trespass and Hazmat.

O6-35: The existing plant communities would be protected under the no-surface-occupancy stipulation (See NSO-1 Appendix F), that would
be a condition of mineral leasing. Potential for locatable minerals is very low. Any salable mineral development authorized by BLM would
have to comply with the management objective and actions specified for this RNA/ACEC.

06-36: On the Alternative D Widow Mountain Motorized Route Designations map (Map 40) motorized travel (to include snow mobiles) in
Lund Creek RNA/ACEC is limited to designated routes. Travel management actions under Alternatives B, C, and D specify that motorized
travel (except snowmobiles) is limited to designated routes on all BLM lands in the planning area, unless they are designated as closed. Re-
strictions for snowmobiles are shown on the travel maps.

06-37: Franham Forest RNA/ACEC is closed to motorized vehicles on the Alternative D Selkitk Mototized Route Designations Map (see
Map 39). We have added this restriction to Action SD-D1.6.2 in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS for extra emphasis.

0O6-38: The reasons that BLM did not carry designation of Gamlin Lake ACEC forward under Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are
described in Appendix G. This description identifies other management direction within Alternative D that provides protection for the
special values of concern in these areas, to include special status species and tiparian/wetland plant communities.

0O6-39: This action is already implied as under all alternatives. See Vegetation-Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds (VW), Action VW-1.4.5.

0O6-40: The reasons that BLM did not carry all ACEC designations forward from Alternative C to Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are
described in Appendix G. This description identifies other management direction within Alternative D that provides protection for the
special values of concern in these areas.

06-41: On the Alternative D Coeur d’Alene Motorized Route Designations Map (see Map 38) motorized travel (to include snowmobiles) in
Windy Bay RNA/ACEC is limited to designated routes. Also, see response to O6-36.

O6-42: At this time, the BLM land pattern and limited resources make an all-inclusive vehicle wash requirement exceedingly difficult to en-
force. The BLM land pattern is such that, on the vast majority of roads that cross BLM, a significant potion of the road also crosses other
jurisdictions that have various levels of weed control in place. Requiring vehicle to wash prior to entering BLM land (when the user must
often travel along miles of weed infested roadways prior to arriving on BLM land) would be ineffective. BLM proposes to cooperate with
adjacent landowners and engage in public education efforts that promote a joint effort to control and prevent weeds through CWMAs.

All alternatives do include weed prevention measures that focus on ground disturbing activities. The BLM currently requires Right-of-way
holders to provide for the treatment of noxious weeds and seeding of the roadway to prevent weed introduction and/or spread. Equipment
involved in commercial applications may be required to be washed prior to arriving on BLM lands. Additional consideration will be given
for weed free and sensitive areas.
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Page 2-141, section titled “Special Status Plants” — Alt C in which “weed control would be
prioritized” needs to be added to alt D which has “more conservation measures for federally listed
species than other altermatives,”

Page 2-146, " Special Designations " — especially since court case “Norton v Utah™ decision has
ended the BLM's ability to review and designate Wilderness Study areas, the review and addition
of ACEC (Areas of Conservation E Con is a vital tool in protecting native plant populations
and habitat. The “balance™ that Al I find creating ACECs (3 arcas totaling 377 acres) versus
alt C (19 areas with 23,275 acres) is of grave concern. Mere af the ACEC recommendations
made in alt C need to be incorporated into the final plan for meaningful protection for our
native plant populations and habitars.

Affected Environment

On page 3 -- 12, the first full paragraph provides a brief mention of insects/diseases, including root
rot. It is the only paragraph in the entire 700 plus page RMP which has any information on these
ital subjects. And, this brief paragraph merely lists the acreage currently impacted by root
diseases and insect infestation with no comparison to the acreage which might historically be
expected to be impacted at any given time. Perhaps more importantly there's no indication of how
this information has been, or will be, used to guide the development of the RMA.

For a document, which so frequently cites "forest health” as a guiding principle, this sparse
amount of information seems woefully inadequate. The lack of any kind of analysis could be
interpreted as indicating that insects., d se, and root rot are of no real concern to the BLM in
directing management actions. Strong consideration should be given to collecting and inclu
much more information on these subjects in developing proposals to be included in the final DEIS.

On page 3-17 there is a graph that clearly indicates the disappearance of White Pine from the
composition of forests in northern Idaho. However, there is no indication in this section or
elsewhere of how the BLM will act to return cover types, specifically White Pine, to their historic
conditions, We believe that rehabilitation efforts need to go beyond "vegetative treatment”
options, which merely amount to the harvesting of timber, in order to restore forest composition to
its historic balance. The final plan should include more details involving a greater range of
options such as revegetation, reintroduction of natural fire regimes, and forest thinning which is
not necessarily depended upon a commercial timber harvest.

Page 3-18 indicates "the ICBMP strategy identifies a management strategy for promoting and
sustaining a healthy region wide ecosystem, all supporting economic and social needs, and helping
to restore and maintain habitats of plant and animal species.” However, the alternative options
developed throughout this RMP on do not clearly indicate where, or how, the ICBMP strategy
would be implemented. This should be clearly expressed in the final EIS.

Page 3-19 the drafi EIS indicates that quote in 1993 the BLM adopted a goal of restoring riparian
wetland areas so that 75% or more would be in proper functioning condition (PFC). The draft EIS
goes on to state that over 40% of the riparian wetland areas have not even been assessed for their
condition. Because riparian wetland areas are critical to many sensitive plant species in our region
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we would urge that these evaluations be completed as soon as possible in the BLM make every
effort to attain, and a minimum, its stated goals.

On page 3-22 the statement is made "the control of one weed species leads to open space that can
be quickly colonized by different species of noxious weed.” We hope that this statement indicates
an understanding that eradication efforts towards noxious weeds needs to be combined with
aggressive re-vegetation planting of native plants in order to eliminate the vacuum which weeds
quickly fill. We urge that these actions are included in the final RMP.

In various places throughout this report justification is made for Alt D not including as many
ACEC's as alt C on the basis that adequate protection is already afforded for these areas without
such designation. We would draw your attention to the statement made on page 3-58 regarding the
extremely small percentage of land closed 10 OHV use - "all ACEC/RNAs are closed, largely to
protect valued plant habitar.” This statement indicates the only way to protect valued plant habitat
from OHV use, currently, is to designate it as an ACEC. On this basis we strongly recommend

that the final DEIS include many more ACEC's than are in the preferred Al D,

ACEC's - in addition 1o protecting sensitive plant habitat from OHV use, ACECs also restrict the
BLM from granting right-of-way access, which currently occurs 30 to 40 times annually (see page
3= 59).

In our area (Bonner County) - we are particularly interested in Gamlin Lake and Morton Slough
and urge that they be designated as ACECs in the final RMS.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information

Section, page 4-11 cites federal regulation 40 CFR 1502.22, which stipulates: “if the information
is essential to a recent choice among alternatives, it must be included and addressed in an EIS."
Two paragraphs later the text of the RMP states: “certain information was unavailable for use in
developing this plan, usually because inventories have either not been condueted or not complete.
One of the major types of data unavailable is a current detailed inventory of forest vegetation.”

These two statements, which appear on the same page, would indicate that prior to the final EIS
the BLM would need to complete a detailed inventory of forest vegetation. Without this
inventory, or information regarding stand composition, vegetation cover or habitat type, it is
impossible for an adequate analysis of the impact that this resource management plan will have on
native plants. For these reasons it seems that the BLM would not be able to produce a valid final
EIS at this time, nor would we be able to provide our own comments on its impact on native
plants. Based on this, we strongly disagree with the final sentence at the end of this page, which
states: "no incomplete or unavailable information was deemed essential (o a recent choice among
the alternatives analyzed in this EIS."

Responses

0O06-43: Commenter is mistakenly referring to the summary
of environmental consequences, not the alternatives.

O06-44: The reasons that BLM did not carry all ACEC desig-
nations forward from Alternative C to Alternative D (the
Preferred Alternative) are described in Appendix G. This
description identifies other management direction within
Alternative D that provides protection for the special
values of concern in these areas.

06-45: BLM is concerned with insect, disease, and root rot
infestations. The analysis completed on two extensive
inventories that provided the information contained in
Table 3-4 shows a 10,400% increase in insect-infected
and diseased trees per acre between 1974 and 1992. Also
as noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5, Vegetative Commu-
nities, 39% of BLM lands had root disease in 2003. To
assist with project level planning and implementation,
BLM utilizes the USFS annual insect and disease aerial
survey flights. Discussions for the Dry Conifer, Wet/
Warm Conifet, and Wet/Cold Conifer in Chapter 3, Sec-
tion 3.2.5, state that insect and/or disease have adversely
affected these forest vegetation types to the point that
they no longer reflect their historic species composition.
If insect and disease problems were not of a concern,
they would not have been addressed in the RMP.

0O6-46: We agree that the successful reintroduction of WWP
involves more than just harvesting trees. Alternative D
includes a wide range of silvicultural options (besides
timber harvesting) that allow for the reintroduction of
WWP (see Action Items VF-D1.2.1, VF-D1.2.3, & VEF-
D1.2.6). These measures would be implemented during
project level planning,

0O06-47: BLM planners consulted the ICBMP extensively
during the formulation of the alternatives. The DRMP
incorporates measures out of the ICBMP that pertain to
specific resources within the CDAFO, although these
measures may not be identified as such.

06-48: Actions VR-A1.1, VR-B1.1, VR-C1.1, and VR-D1.1
state that the CDAFO would “Complete ripatian and
wetland inventory and assessment.”

0O06-49: Thank you for your comment. Under any alternative,
BLM has a vested interest in containing weed outbreaks
on their lands and takes a comprehensive approach in-
cluding education, eradication, cooperation with CWMAs,
and revegetation.

O6-50: This statement indicates that plant habitat of espe-
cially high value is protected in these ACEC/RNAs by
closing them. This does not indicate that this is the only
method of protecting such habitat, it is simply the most
appropriate method in these cases. BLM has numerous
other methods to protect valued plant habitat.

Also note that no areas are designated “open” to motor-
ized vehicle use under the proposed action. The
“limited” designations will restrict motorized vehicle uses
to designated routes.

The reference to the Rochat Roadless Area as “closed”
on page 3-58 of the draft is incorrect and was deleted.
(Note: this does not relate to the commentet’s statement
but was noticed when reviewing page 3-58.

(continued on the following page)
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06-51: Right-of-way (ROW) restrictions are not automatically implied by ACEC designation. Management restrictions for each proposed
ACEC are specified within the alternatives. The area surrounding Gamlin Lake is designated as a ROW avoidance area under Alternatives
B, C and D. Morton Slough was proposed for ACEC designation, with ROW avoidance only under Alternative C. The reasons that BLM
did not carry this designation forward under Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are described in Appendix G.

06-52: BLM feels that for the preparation of this RMP, the level of detail provided by GAP is sufficient, and that the missing information is
not essential to a reasoned choice between alternatives. This is because, as pointed out in 43 CFR 1610.0-5 (k) - "It [a resource management
plan] is not a final implementation decision on actions which require further specific plans, process steps, or decisions under specific provi-
sions of law and regulations."

Further such guidance is provided in BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, which states “Land Use Plans: These broad-scale decisions
guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation decisions." Therefore, actions proposed under this RMP
will simply provide a framework for them to be protected at the project level.

Prior to any forest treatment or timber management action, the project area would be delineated and surveyed for sensitive resources. This
would occur at the project level and would be subjected to the appropriate level of NEPA documentation.

Alternative A noted that a the FORVIS inventory was in progress on 55,000 acres and Alternatives B, C, and D called for completing a
FORVIS inventory on the remaining forest acres.
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Vegetation -- Forest and Woodlands

Under the subsection titled "impacts” there is an indication that the preferred alternative would
complete a FORVIS inventory to determine species composition and stocking levels. This is a
vital first step in being able 1o make t decisions regarding tr areas. methods to
be used, and allow for the reintroduction of natural disturbance regimes including fire. It is vital
that the final EIS include the completion of this inventory,

In several sections in this draft plan is stated that a large amount of the acreage which would be
created by Alt C or designated as ACEC's is currently protected in wilderness study areas so that
“no additional protection would truly be afforded”. We would respectfully point out that the
protections that ACEC's provide would help guide management decisions in the event that the
WSAs are released.

We fully support the efforts that the BLM is undertaking to develop specific wildland fire use
plans for approximately 52,000 acres.

Impact from minerals Management

On page 4-99, in the section regarding special status species, the statement is made that:
“management impacts on special status plants potentially occur from surface disturbance and thus
loss of habitat as well as potential destruction of individual plants.” The draft further indicates that
under the so-called “commodity” Alt B, 5000 acres would be withdrawn from mineral rights. The
* conservation” Alt C would withdraw an additional 24,000 acres. The "compromise” Alt D.
would only withdraw 27 additional acres. The compromise in this situation involved a balance
99.9% in favor of the use Alt B. This is not “compromise”; this is capi ion to mining i

We urge that mineral withdrawals, in the final RMP, are used to protect acreage for sensitive
plants based on where their habitat is found, or if inventories are not complete, from areas where
their habitat may be found,

Socioeconomics

On page 4-170, under impact from recreation management, the draft plan predicts that, based on
2004 conditions, $59,000 in revenue would be collected from nearly 148,650 visitors, a stated
average of $2.50 per visitor. We would like to point out that 148,650 X $2.50 actually equals
£371.625 and so we are perplexed by these math used in these projections. Perhaps more
importantly we do not understand why non
what OHV users would spend per person.  Later on, on the same page, under “impact
transportation and travel management™ the draft plan indicates that a mere 3.5% of visitor use is
for OHV recreation. And vet in this section the economic projections for OHV use are over $10
million, based on an average expenditure per visitor of $1,425. Aside from a few gallons a gas we
fail to see how OHV users would spend so much more money than other users and benefit the
local economies so much more than everyone else. The fact that this analysis is so lopsided raises
questions of validity of the sources and assumptions used to compile them. Additionally, we
would point to the fact the OHV users only comprise 3.5% of visitors and yet. so many of the

motorized users would be projected 1o spend 1/500™ of
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proposals to open up access for this group has been based, in the RMP, upon the perceived
demand for use from this group. How have the needs of the other 96.5% of visitors been
accommodated? We ask that the socioeconomic analysis and “user needs™ analysis be redone.

On page 4-195, under the section titled “relationship of short-term uses of the environment for
long-term productivity™, there's a lack of any meaningful analysis or comparison of these two
items. Instead, there is an inconclusive statement that “some long-term productivity impacts
might occur regardless of management approach.” While this may be true, we would strongly
urge the BLM to take the "long-range view" of managing these valuable resources to maintain
their current condition and future suitability for use. In order to do this far more information is
need for the evaluation required by this section. We ask that information be provided.

List of questions which we would like to see the final plan address:

In a BLM publication titled “Rare Plants and Natural Plant Communities — a Strategy for the
Future™ opens with this statement: *This strategic plan identifies resource opportunities and
actions required to accomplish the national goals and objectives for special status plants and
natural plant communities outlined in Fish and Wildlife 20007

A number of specific goals are outlined in this document:

Develop and implement 325 activity plans for natural plant community management
Construct habitat improvement projects to benefit 176 natural plant communities

Acquire 93,000 acres of lands identified in land use plans as necessary for the conservation of
natural plant communities

We would like to know how the Draft RMP addresses these goals and see them used to guide the
final DEIS.

Federal Land Policy and management Act, according to the FW 2000 document “requires that an
inventory of all public lands and their resources and other values be prepared and maintained on a
continuing basis.” The draft RMP does not offer up these results — has this been completed and
how does it guide the planning?

This document, on page 25, also states: “The RMP should make appropriate land use decisions
that promote the conservation of special status plant species and their habitats. This includes
identifying opportunities for habitat acquisition and retention as well as imparting special
management designations such as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and special plant
habitat, A table follows this statement which indicates there are 3 plants in Idaho for which
acquisition is needed and a need to acquire 1,210 acres was identified. Are any of these needs
located within the area covered by this RMP?

Page 31 identifies the number of rescarch and study programs required for special status plants -

in Idaho this table shows 8 completed and 104 needed with specific work and funding objectives -

how many of these goals remain in the Panhandle and how does the RMP address that need?

Responses

O06-53: BLM has used the best available data in the develop-
ment of the draft RMP/EIS. Completion of project level
FORVIS inventory for all forest vegetation types and
incorporation of this data into the BLM FORVIS data-
base has been ongoing. With current funding levels it is
expected that the FORVIS inventory will be completed
and entered into the data base before the next planning
cycle. This is an objective under Alternatives B, C, and
D.

O06-54: This is stated in several sections of Chapter 4: Envi-
ronmental Consequences. In all but the Vegetation -
Forest and Woodlands Section, the statement included
“unless released by Congress for multiple use.” This
oversight has been corrected in the Proposed RMP/Final
EIS.

0O06-55: Thank you for your comment.

0O6-56: Under Alternative C, all ACECs were recommended
for withdrawal from mineral entry. Any withdrawal in the
RMP is only a recommendation, since only the Secretary
of the Interior or Congress can make such withdrawals.
Under Alternative D, fewer ACECs were proposed. In
addition, when developing this alternative, BLM consid-
ered the mineral potential when identifying which areas
would be recommended for withdrawal. The Pulaski
Tunnel ACEC (27 acres) was the only ACEC which had
high mineral potential, and thus was recommended for
withdrawal.

O6-57: Miscalculation will be amended in the final plan. The
statement of revenue collected from 148,650 visitors
reflects the fees that BLM collected from visitors, while
the number for OHV users represents the amount that
this group injects into the local economy. Additional
information from the Socio Economic Report concerning
effects of recreation in general to the economy was
added. All recreation visitors spend an average of $1,425
(Idaho Department of Commerce, Dean Runyan Associ-
ates 1997) and contribute to Idaho’s economy.

O6-58: This section has been revised in the Proposed RMP/
Final EIS.

0O6-59: The publication mentioned in the comment is not a
decision-level document, and can only make non-binding
recommendations. Therefore, the CDAFO is not re-
quired to meet the goals outlined therein. However, ac-
tions are specified under all vegetation sections of the
RMP, the special status species section, and the lands and
realty section that would contribute to the attainment of
these goals.

O6-60: Resource inventories in the CDAFO are constantly
being updated as resources allow. For the purposes of the
creation of a programmatic document such as this, and
on-the-ground inventory of all resources is not necessary
or appropriate. Comprehensive inventories for physical,
biological, and cultural resources will be performed for
the area of influence of any implementation-level project
that might be proposed during the life of this plan, and
for which NEPA documentation must be prepared. Data
from many past inventories is described in Chapter 3.
The need for inventories have also been identified in a
number of objectives and actions in the alternatives (for
examples see the Vegetation - Forest and Woodland and
Vegetation -Riparian and Wetland sections of the alterna-
tives).

O06-61: Please see response O6-59.

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resounrce Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement K-115



Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses

Comments

06 (Cont.)
On page . 37, table 8 identifies Ih.:l there are 12,106,000 acres which need inventory of natural plant
€ s — have any ing inventory needs on the Idaho Panhandle been identified and
how are they addressed by this pl.

Page 41, table 9 addresses a target for the number of botanists for Idaho — have these staffing
levels been met?

62

M publication, Rare Planis and Natural Plant Communities: A Strategy for the Future,

“The opportunities for conflict resolution are greatest at the Resource Management Plant (RMP)
state, T hn. RMP should make appropriate land use decisions that promote the conservation of

and their habitats. This includes identifying opportunities for habitat
ion and retention as well as imparting special management designations, h as Areas of
al Environmental Concern, on special status plant h And, it further recommends that
the BLM “incorporate pertinent recovery plan objectives into RMPs.”

Taking our lead from this excellent publication we want to know, and have detailed in the RMP
the following:

Inventory (the first step in identifving sensitive plants and plant communities)

1. How many of the BLM acres in the CdA district have been inventoried for sensitive plant
species?
2. Which acreage has been done?
3. How many have yet to be inventoried?
63 4. Which acreage specifically awaits inventory?
5. What schedule is anticipated for inventory completion?
6. Specific to acreage, and timetable
7. In¢lude in the RMP the baseline information from the completed inventories:
a. Number and location of occupied sites
b. Quality or significance of sites
¢. Number of plants at each site
d. Types of habitat required
¢. Sensitivity of habitat to the effects of different resource activities and uses
f.  Current and potential threats
8. Describe how special status plant needs and recovery objectives are integrated into each
aspect of the CdA BLM’s project planning to contribute to potential recovery and

delisting.

9, v planning: which inventoried sites have site-specific plans developed for all
activities (these include habitat i nt, allotment i and ion arca
management plans)?

10. For those inventoried sites lacking site-specifi lanning, what is the schedule
(including cost), by site, for dev |.|(!plﬂ<.l'|l of lhl)"ﬂ.-

Monitoring
64| 1. Percent of Special Status Plants currently being nitored?

06 (Cont.)

2. Location and description of those populations, with monitoring results,

3. Location and description of unmenitored populations and schedule for initiating
monitoring.
4. Personnel available for plant inventory, developing plans for Special Status plants and
64 communities and monitoring?

5. What percentage of those persons’ time is available for work towards these goals (subtract
funding effons, fire control, etc.)

6. What are the personnel needs 1o meet the Special Needs Plant and Community inventory,
monitoring and planning goals?

7. How these personnel needs be met?

In elosing., we would again like w thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this draft
RMP/EIS, We si 1y hope that our and g i will help to shape a more useful
final plan. Should vou like clarification on any items mentioned please call on us,

Sincerely,

Philip Hough
President — Kinnikinnick Chapter, Idaho Native Plant Society

Responses

O06-62: Please see response O6-59.
O06-63: Please see response O6-59.

Also, conservation measures for water howellia and Spal-
ding’s catchfly are built into the preferred alternative (see
Action SS D1.3.1). These measures include conducting
surveys, mapping, and database management. Retention
or acquisition of habitat for listed plant species is pro-
posed under Action LR-D2.1.1.

In accordance with BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status
Species), BLM conducts surveys and monitoring prior to
and following implementation of specific actions and
projects. For instance, a timber harvest would be pre-
ceded by a vegetation inventory, which would include
special status plant species. Also, surveying habitat that
has high potential for occurrence of Threatened, Endan-
gered, or Sensitive plant species is a priority for the BLM
rare plant program, and is not always specifically linked to
a proposed ground-disturbing project. This occurs as
directed by the BLM Idaho State Office, and is in coop-
eration with ID Fish and Game Conservation Data Cen-
ter (CDC), and other agencies.

Currently, CDAFO has inventory and monitoring data on
about 10-15% of the lands it administers. This inventory
grows with each new project. BLM relied on this data, as
well as data acquired from CDC when developing the
alternatives and conducting analysis described in this
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

O06-64: Please see response O6-63.
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APR 1

Kootenai Environmental Alliance

P.O. Box 1598 Coeur d"Alene, 1D §3816-1598
United States Department of the Interior April 10, 2006
Bureau of Land Management

Attn: RMP

Coeur d'Alene Field Office

1808 N Third Street

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-3407

Dear Mr. Pavey:

The following comments are being submitted for the Draft Coeur d'Alene
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). It
appears NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1500 thru 1508 apply to the DEIS. The
Final EIS should address the following issues,

A, Incomplete or unavailable information:

In our November 9, 2004 letter to Tetra Tech, Inc concerning the Coeur d'Alene
RMP, we had a number of concerns relating to old growth, including old growth
surveys and blocks of old growth larger than 100 acres. | was unable to locate in
“olumes |, II, and IIl specific old growth information relating to the RMP and old
growth issues raised in the November 2004 letter.

The FEIS should include the available old growth data and maps that are
associated with each Action Alternative, or describe the old growth information
that is either incomplete or unavailable,

B. Impaired watersheds/TMDLs:

Table 3-2 on page 3-7 of the DEIS lists impaired water bodies near BLM lands,
the date of the approved TMDLs and schedule for TMDLs under development.
Concerning the Lower Clark Fork HUC 17010213 in Table 3-2 it is indicated
there is a completed TMDL with the date of completion listed as 2004,

Idaho DEQ is pref a sediment and temperature TMDL for a number of
water bodies in the Lower Clark Fork River Subbasin but this TMDL has not been
completed.

The FEIS should include a clarification as to the water bodies in the Clark Fork
River that have EPA approved TMDLs, and indicate there are water bodies in the
Lower Clark Fork River area that require sediment and temperature TMDLs.

The FEIS should also include information indicating EPA Region 10 in December
2005 approved the Idaho DEQ 2002 Integrated (303(d)/305(b)) Report.

RECEIVE

Responses

O7-1: Thank you for your comment.

O7-2: Thank you for your comment.

O8-1: Planning Issue #2 (Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2), derived
from scoping comments, specifically mentions old growth
forests. Also, Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old
growth stands would follow direction in the Vegetation -
Forests and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6, or
VF D1.2.7. Location data on old growth stands is not
necessary to determine the affects of these actions.

(O8-2: This information has been included in the PRMP/
FEIS.

(O8-3: This information has been included in the PRMP/
FEIS.
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C. Wild and Scenic Rivers:

On page 3-67 it is stated “The BLM completed a wild and scenic river suitability
4 study as part of the RMP process. On page 3-68, Table 3-32 lists the eligible
segments studied for W&S River Suitability. All five eligible segments have been
found suitable under Alternative C.

D. OHV use:

The OHV discussions in Volume | include pages 3-57, 3-57, 4-78, and 4-87. In
paragraph two on page 4-78 it is stated Alternative C has the least amount of
designated roads.

United States Code, Title 42, 1988 edition, includes Executive Order 11643 “Use
of Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands" dated Feb 8, 1972 as amended. The E.O
contains 9 sections. Section 8 is titled “Monitoring of Effects and Review, and
Section 9 is titled “Special Protection of the Public Lands."

There should be analysis in the FEIS that will indicate whether the selected
Alternative would be in full compliance with E.O. 11643.

6,

If this E.O has been replaced or rescinded, there should be information that will
indicate the date this E.O. was replaced or rescinded, and there should be
information that describes the current Federal Regulations that apply to OHV use
on public lands.

E. Alternative C:

Alternative C would designate 19 additional Areas of Critical Environmental

6 Concern, and the key components include a number of measures to protect
wildlife habitat, water quality, and protection of fish and riparian habitat. This

Alternative provides the highest level of protection to lands administered by the

Coeur d'Alene Field Office.

We wish to receive a copy of the FEIS when it is released.

Sincerely,

e ema A
Mike Mihelich  Forest Watch Coordinator
These comments are also being submitted on behalf of:
The Lands Council, Mike Petersen, 423 West First Avenue, Suite 240, Spokane,
WA 99201, Selkirk Conservation Alliance, Mark Sprengel, P.O. Box 1809, Priest
River, ID 83856, and The Ecology Center, Jeff Juel, 314 North First Street West,
Missoula, MT 59802

09
Ezng Azcher
<FERCHERILSCMT.CO
M Ic
"'id_cda_rrpiblmgov'”
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Responses

O8-4: We are not sure of the point of this comment. The
term “eligible” is the correct way to refer to the river
segments at this time since suitability is just proposed, not
finalized.

O8-5: The commenter probably means to refer to Execu-
tive. Order 11644, rather than E.O 11643. In addition to
the FLPMA, Executive Order 11644 as amended by E.O.
11989 guides BLM OHV management. Section 8 re-
quires monitoring and periodic adjustment to OHV des-
ignations. We are complying with Section 8 by addressing
OHV designations in this plan. Section 9 allows for
emergency limitations or closures which we do under 43
CFR 8341.2. 'These are not ORV designations but are
interim measures used when travel restrictions have to be
made outside of the land use planning designation proc-
ess. The Executive Order is reproduced in the 2001 Na-
tional Management Strategy for Motorized Off-highway
Vehicle Use on Public Lands. This BLM document is
among those that are referenced in the Draft RMP/EIS.
Please see references-2.

0O8-6: Thank you for your comment.

0O9-1: Thank you for your suggestion. See response P42-1.

09-2: Thank you for your suggestion. There may be a need
to define “jeeps” as their own specific unique class of
vehicle if we are going to manage routes for “extreme
4WD use”. At this time it is more appropriate to deal
with the issue at the implementation level rather than the
RMP level. Coordination will be required with the Forest
Service and the State of Idaho. As you probably know,
Idaho Code currently defines only three classes of off-
highway vehicles; motorbikes, ATVs and snowmobiles.

0O9-3: Thank you for your suggestion. See response O9-2.
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825 NE Multnomah

PACIFICORP

A MIDAVERICAN ENERGY HOLOINGS COMPANY

April 7, 2006

Mr. Scott Pavee

Project Manager Coeur d'Alene RMP
Coeur d'Alene Fieid Office

1808 North Third Street

Coeur d'Alene, 1D 83814

Re: PacifiCorp Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Coeur d'Alene Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr. Pavee:

PacifiCorp appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Coeur d'Alene Resource Management Plan (RMP).
Although we do not have any facilities within the Coeur d'Alene planning area, we want
to ensure that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) understands the issues that
could potentially impact a Utility that has Rights of Way on federal land that and that
these issues are considered when you finalize the EIS and RMP for Coeur d'Alene.

PacifiCorp appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. We have long
recognized the need to develop business practices, both on public and private lands,
which are in harmony with valid and appropriate land use requirements. We are
confident that our record of stewardship on BLM lands and our comments conceming
the Draft EIS will allow BLM fo produce a final RMP that offers suitable protections to
the variely of issues affecting the lands while accommodating both existing and future
electrical facilities used to provide critical electric services to the peeple of Idahe and
throughott the west.

If you have any questions on the comments, please feel free to contact Maggie Hodny
in PacifiCorp’s Portiand office. Maggie can be reached at 503-813-5889.

Sinceresg‘,/ ey
‘»/‘/(/Zh%/w- -
Curt Meyers »

Manager, Property Management
Enclosure

Cclencl:

Jeff Richards, PacifiCorp
iirt Rhoads, PacifiCorp

Portiand, Oregon 97232

010 (Cont.)

PacifiCorp Comments on the DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
For the Coeur d'Alene Resource Management Plan (RMP)

Reference [ D of Issue | Suggested Revision/Action

General

Energy Development

As part of their strategic goals, BLM must help meet
energy resource needs. The draft revised RMPs
reviewed to date by PacifiCorp appear to under-
emphasize the energy development needs of

and issi

electrical

As a general matter, PacifiCorp believes that the EIS and

to electrical energy development.

RMP should better emphasize and promote issues related

Sustainable Development

PacifiCorp is aware that many federal land
management agencies, including the BLM and the
Forest Service, have issued policy statements in
regard to sustainable development concepts, which
includes provision for renewable energy resources.
For example, see the joint federal agency explanation
of this concept entitied “Sustainable Development and
its Influence on Mining Operations on Federal Lands™
dated April 2002. In the context of resource planning,
this document describes sustainable development as
addressing social, economic and environmental
interests. This is consistent with PacifiCorp’s own
vision of sustainability as reflected in our
environmental and other policies.

PacifiCorp urges the BLM to use these principles and this
terminology when evaluating alternatives.

Transmission Corridors

On August 8, 2005, President Bush signed into law
the first National Energy Plan in more than a decade.
The Plan provides for the designation of “Energy
Corridors” in 11 western states, which, in turn, will be
incorporated into various RMPs in those states. The
enactment of the Energy Corridor requirement

PacifiCorp recommends that the BLM take active steps to

to expand the concept of federal Energy Corridors to
state-wide utility corridors that include state and local
government lands. In addition to addressing existing
energy needs, the establishment of state-wide utility

corridors must take into consideration reasonable

izes the i f proper
corridor planning at the western regional and local

RMP Plan levels. state land

agencies in the

avoid unnecessary delays in the country’s efforts to meet
current and future demands for electricity.

work with stakeholders at the federal, state, and local level

foreseeable development. Engaging electrical utilities and

corridor planning process will improve communication and

Responses

O10-1: See Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 1.5.4
“BLM will recognize all valid existing rights.”

0O10-2: BLM scoping analysis did not find that enetgy devel-
opment was a major issue in the planning area. However,
the topic is addressed in various sections (e.g. Renewable
Energy, Fluid Minerals, and Lands and Realty) of the
draft and proposed plans.

0O10-3: BLM reviewed and considered “Sustainable Devel-
opment and its Influence on Mining Operations on Fed-
eral Lands” during development of the RMP.

0O10-4: BLM is currently conducting a study of this docu-
ment. When the final document is completed details

from that study would be incorporated into, or amend
this RMP.
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Reference

[ [») of Issue

on |

| Suggested Revisi i

l -

I
Lands and Realty Volume 1; Chapter 2; Pages 114-118

Guidelines for ROW Clearance

PacifiCorp has concems about locating utility ROW
adjacent to existing facilities.

ROW Incompatibility

with safety or incompatibility or resource conflicts
have been identified.

Activities generally excluded from transmission (high
voltage) utility corridors include mining, materials
storage and disposal, range and wildlife habitat

involving facility ion, non-
linear energy project development, blasting,

PacifiCorp has concerns about the placement of ROW
facilities adjacent to each other if any potential issues

excavation, and high profile (tall) facillty development.

PacifiCorp recommends that the EIS and final RMP
include guidelines for ROW clearance. For transmission
lines we recommend a ROW width of 100 feet; for

distribution lines we recommend a ROW width of 50 feet. |
The RMP should include a specific provision stating that
ROW facilities will not be placed adjacent to each other if |
issues with safety or incompatibility or resource conflicts
are identified. The Western Electric Coordinating Council
(WECC), a regional coordinating council for western utility
groups, supports this provision. It is not always possible
for multiple electrical lines to be located in the same ROW
corridor and still maintain adequate separation from other
lines or utilities (such as gas pipelines). All utilities must
be placed so as to meet reliability and safety standards,
particularly with an eye toward reducing the risk of losing
all lines due to a common disaster (lighting strike,
earthquake, etc.) within a single corridor. WECC

that that i iSSi

systems should be planned to avoid excessive cascading
outages with the loss of any two-transmission circuits in a
common corridor.

ROW Incompeatibility

PacifiCorp has concerns about the potential for
conflict and overlap when a new ROW is added to a
utility corridor.

To avoid conflicts and overlaps, BLM should adopt
procedures that require all existing entities to be notified
when there are plans for an applicant to install a new
ROW in a utility corridor to be sure the uses do not conflict
with each other.

Access Under Emergency
Situations

In an electrical emergency situation, a utility must be

able to enter onto and conduct repairs or adjustments
within a right-of-way area governed by a ROW Grant.

The RMP should include the definition of an
Electrical Emergency Condition. As defined in
PacifiCorp’s ROW grants with the BLM, an
“Electrical Emergency Condition” is a condition or
situation that is imminently likely to endanger life
or property or that is imminently likely to cause a
material adverse effect on the security of, or
damage to, PacifiCorp’s electrical system.

10

1
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Reference

D iption of Issue

[ Suggested

[
Off-Highway Vehicle Management Volume 1; Chapter 2; Pages 110-114
Access

Itis unclear whether a Utilities’ use of Off-Highway
Vehicles (OHV's) to maintain power transmission and
distribution lines is expressly authorized or otherwise
officially approved.

Utilities must be allowed access to inspect or repair its
structures and facilities without vehicle access restrictions.
In most situations this will be accomplished by a 4-wheel
drive service truck or an all terrain vehicle (ATV). If
repairs are necessary, the use of a high range boom truck
may be required. The definition of administrative tasks
should be expanded to include power delivery operation
and maintenance (O&M) activities and include emergency
actions necessary to restore power.

Access

‘Areas proposed for ciosure 1o OHV use will prevent
utilities from being able to access ission and

Utilities must have access to its transmission and

distribution lines and poles.

lines via vehicles for routine
operation and maintenance, emergency situations (power
outages), and for conducting line patrols. Employees
need to be able to do emergency work anywhere it is
necessary, at any time. Access via over-the-snow
vehicles is also necessary in the winter months. Off road
vehicular travel for “necessary tasks” should be allowed in
all -WSAs for line mai and {
purposes.

Guidelines for Protection of
Sensitive Biological Resources

Fish and Wildlife Volume 1; Chapter 2; Pages 15-22

Timing and spatial stipulations for sensitive biological
resources should be regarded as guidelines only and
not as definitive dates and distances. A one-size fits
all approach puts an undo burden on the applicant.

‘Although PacifiCorp understands the need for developing
guidelines to protect sensitive biological receptors, site
and project specific information must be taken into
consideration. The Agency should present the conditions
for controlling surface disturbing and disruptive activities
as guidelines, not as mandates.

Responses

0O10-5: Compatibility of right-of-ways is always a concern.
This type of issue would be addressed in a site-specific
analysis, but not in this land use plan.

O10-6: Please see response O10-5.

O10-7: By regulation, BLM does notify grant holders in
writing when it receives an application for a right-of-way.
Mote detailed information can be found at 43 CFR
2807.14 Rights-of-Way.

010-8: Compatibility of right-of-ways is always a concern.
This type of issue would be addressed in a site-specific
analysis, but not in this land use plan.

010-9: Expressly authorized uses are exempted from OHV
restrictions. The specific terms contained in individual
right-of-way grants would govern whether there is an
exemption or not. In the case of utility rights-of-way, an
accompanying road right-of-way (to provide for mainte-
nance access) is generally requested and granted. Some
existing right-of-way grants may have to be amended in
order to authorize the OHV exemption.

0O10-10: Please see response O10-9.

O10-11: The mineral leasing stipulations are consistent with
BLM policy. The stipulations include exceptions and
waivers to allow for adaptive management.
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