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1 Conimoits on the Miles Clty Resource Management Plan 

We have assembled tlic following infomiation and issues frolii our mcmbcrs and other niotorized 
I-ecreationists for the project record. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments for the 
Miles City Resource Management Plan. We enjoy riding our OHVs on primitive trails and roads on 
BLM managctl lands. Lands managed by tlic ELM provitle a significant source orthese 0F1V 
rccrcational opportunities. 

'l'lie currcnt procedures for the planning process havc led to the continual closure ofniotorizcd 
recreational opportunities and access ant1 at the same ti~iic the number of 01-IV rccrcationists lias 
grown to 50 million. Motorized recreationists havc rcaclicd the point whcrc acceptance ofany tilore 
wholesale niotorizcd closures is not an acccptablc altcmativc. Something is awfully wrong when 
Sol.cst planning continually produces rcsults that arc opposite to the ~iccds ofthc people. 'Therefore, 
the planning proccss is o ~ ~ t  oftouch with the needs of the p ~ ~ h l i c  and this is our priliiary conccm. If 
tlic planning process would addrcss the attached checklist of issues and incorporate tlic goals and 
ncctls itlcntilicd, then our concerns would be addressed and the nccds of the p ~ ~ b l i c  would bc 
a(lcquatc1y met. 

En)oyment and Rewards of OHV Recreation 
Opportunity for a recrcational experience for all types of people. 
Opportunily lo strengthen knnily relationships. 
Opportunity to experience and respect the natural cnvironmcnt. 
Opporturiity to participate in a hcaltliy and enjoyable sport. 
Opportunity to cxpcricnce a variety of opportunities and clialle~igcs 

Acknowledged Responsibilities of Motorized Visitors 
Responsibility to respect ant1 prcscrvc the natural environmcnt. We are practical 
environmentalists who bclicvc in a rcaso~iablc balance between the protection of the natural 
cnvironmcnt and the hurnan cnvironmcnt. 
Respotisibility to respect all visitors. 
Responsibility to use vcllicles in a proper manner and in designatctl places. 
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Responsibility to work with land, resource, arid recreation managers. We arc committed to 
resolving issues through problcni solving and not closurcs. 
Responsibility to educate tlie public on the rcsponsiblc usc ofmotorized vchiclcs on public 
Iz~nds. 

We arc also rcprcscritativc of the nccds of otlicr public land visitors who lnay recreate and not be 
organized with a collective voice to conimcnt on their nccds during tlie public input process. These 
independent ni~~ltiplc-use rccrcationists inclutle visitors who use motorized routes for wcckcnd 
tlrivcs, mountain biking, sightseeing, exploring, picnicking, hiking, rock climbing, skiing, camping, 
hunting, RVs, shooting targets, lisliing, viewing wildlife, snowmobiling, accessing patented mining 
claims, and collecting firewood, l iat~~ral 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 whcclcd vchiclcs to visit public 
lands. All of these multiple-use visitors use roatls and motorized trails for their recreational purposcs 
and the decision must take into account motorizcd designations scrvc many recreation activities, not 
just rccrcational trail riding. 

We arc provid~~ig the following comments on the Miles City Resource Managcnicnt Plan. Wc arc 
vcrv concemed about the closurc of anv motori~ed access and rccrcational onnortunitics tluc to the . , 
signilicant cumulative effect of closures that wc have experienced. Thcrc is a growing need for off- 
road recreational opportunitics. The Southern Rcscarch Station of the lJSDA reports that tlie 

~ ~ 

number of off-road vehicle users has rcachcd 50 million. Therefore, of tlic public that actually visits 
and uses pi~blic land, OHV anrl otlicr motorized recreationists arc a significant majority. Yet off- 
road recreational opportunities are being closed one by one until no ~iiealii~igli~l OHV rccrcatio~i will 
be left. This trend is not responsive to the nccds of the public. Thcrcforc, we are very concemed 
about preserving all remaining motorized recreational opportunities. Unfortunately, the BI>M 
planning process is oftentimes being used against motorized recreationists instead of protecting and 
providing for their needs. 

Additionally, in order to adcquatcly nicct the nccds of tlic public, the Milcs City Resource 
Management Plan should bc dircctetl to develop new motori~ed recreational opportunit~cs to meet 
the increasing ncctls of the public. 

Ant1 Iztstly, tlic Miles City Resource Management I'lan should bc directed provide adequate 
mitigation to co~npcnsate for tlie sigliilica~it cumulative impacts that all niotoriacd closurcs on BLM 
Inlids have had on ~iiotorized rccrcationists. 'Shere are simply very few recreational opportunitics of 
left for us to elijoy and the balance of equal opportunity has been lost. 

We look forward to working with the BLM to preserve our motorized recreational resources, 
tlevelop new niotorizcd recreational opportunitics to meet tlie growing needs of thc public, and 
provide for mitigation of the cxccssivc cuniulative effects that motorized rccreationists have 
cxpcricncctl. We request that the Milcs City Resource Managemelit Plan be structured to produce 
this end result. 
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Sinccrcly, 

Action C'ommittcc 
Capital 'l'rail Vchiclc Association (CTVA) I 

P.O. Box 5295 
Helena. M'I' 59004-5205 

Contacls: 
Don Gortlo~l at (406) 458-9577 l)( iol-do1i.3 ~ ~ L ~ L ~ ~ c ~ ~ J ~ J  
Bob Mullcnix at (400) 440-2470 I~IIII~~~~~~XXOII~ 
Kcn Salo at (406) 443-5559 ~ X I ~ ! ( ~ ~ J > @ ~ S I ~ . ~ I  
Georgc Wirt at (40h) 443-7923 C~-LY!R~I'(I~,;I~~SI~.~QII~ 

Attachmcnts: Checklist of lssucs Affecting Motorizetl Rccrcation 

CC: Joyce Thonlpson, Prcsidcnt MTVRA 
Mona Elines, Prcsidcnl GPTBRA 
Brian Hawthorne. BRC Public Lands Director 

I C.I'VA i s  also a ii~ernhel- of Montana Trill V e l ~ ~ c l c  icidrrs Association (M'I'VRA) ~ I I L I  Rlue Rlbhon Coalitiun (BRC.). 
Indlv~dual ~~~~~~~~~~ships I I I  the Amcncan Motrrrcyclc Associall<,n (AMA),  W~.stcln Env!ro~~rncntal Trade Associat~on 
(WETA). Ilnitcd Fuur Whccl Drive Asstr i .~; i t io~~ (1IPWI)A) and Montana Mulliplc Llsc Assnci;ilion (MMIIA) 

We 8 1  a locally .iuppo,trd ,ieoociation whose piliposr io to prm~rrvc rralls for a11 
recreationisra through rcspons!f~le r:nvirnnmen tal proccctiotl and education. 
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Checklist of Issues That Affect Motorized Recreation 
Fehrualy 10, 2005 

INTRODUC'I'ION 
NEPA and CEQ guidance require that tlic proposed action bc issuc-driven. Additionally, 
many past actions have enacted wholcsalc motorized closures. The c~~mulat ivc cffcct has 
bcco~ne signilicant and this trend is no longer acceptable. Therefore, niccting the 
unanswcrcd needs and frustrations of over 50 million motorized rccreationists is the most 
significant issuc at hand Tor this proposed action. 

This action and others to lbllow should address the issucs and needs oTtlic public by; 
( I )  Preserving all reasonable existing motorized recreational opportunitics, 
(2) Enhancing existing and developing new motorircd opportunitics to addrcss tlic growing 
needs ofthc public for motorizetl recreational opportunitics, and 
(3)  Implementing mitigation plans to compensate for excessive amount of past motorized 
clos~~rcs.  

Tlic following is a checklist of issues that affect niotorized recreationists and dcfiric tlic 
current nianagcment s i t~~at ion.  This checklist is providetl witli the request that it bc uscd to 
develop, select, and deknd a reasonable Final NFMA Planning Rule. For cvcry issuc 
PI-esented, thcrc is a posilive action that could hc taken that woultl address the issue. Many 
solutions are obvious. Fol- those problc~ns that have less obvious solutions, motorized 
rccreationists would work collaborativcly witli thc agency to tlevclop innovative solutions. 
Wc arc cornniittcd to working towards that end ant1 provide this checklist in the spirit of 
cooperation. 

Checklist of Issues: 

lssuc: 
The projcct cannot bc a success without a clear statement of the owners and the ohjcctive Tor the 
travel plan project. l'he owners oTtlic travel plan project must hc identified as the end users oTtlic 
project, i.e. all ol'tlic public that relies on the project area for motorizcd access and rccrcational 
opportunitics. 'I'he objective for the projcct should bc "To mcct the needs oftlie public ibr a 
functional network of~notorizcd roads ant1 trails Tor acccss and recreation witli practical and 
reasonable consideration of thc cnvironmcnt". 

Issue: 
Current planning projccts typically add tllc number of ' r~~i les  of motorircd t~ails closed to the current 
milcs o f  non-niotorizcd trails as a inleasure of the change in lion-motorized recreational opportunity. 
Howcvcr, current planning projects do not add the milcs of roads closed by action to thc miles of 
non-motorized trails. Non-motorized rccrcationists use roatls that arc closed and benefit from thcni. 
Closed roads; are open to use hy only non-motorixcd rccrcationists, arc typically clcar arid easy to 
walk and hicycle, are coveretl with natural vcgctation within ;I relatively short time and are q ~ ~ i c k l y  
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used as trails. Whol roads arc closetl to niotorizcd recrcationists. then they in reality become a non- 
tnotorized rccrcational resource ant1 thcy must bc: disclosed as such. 

IJnSbrtunately this procedure lias not bccn practiced to date and tlie tliiles of recreational rcsourccs 
have heen i~ndcrstatetl in favor of non-motorizetl recrcationists. All planning projccts should 
disclose the added benefit to no~i-motorized rccrcational resources resultins horn the closure of - 
roads by adding the miles ofcloscd roads to tlic miles of existing non-motori7,cd trails. We rcqucst 
that this procedurc be uscd by this project and all l i~ t t~ re  agency projects. Additionally, we request 
that the cumulative ncgativc impact on motorized rccrcationists resulting from this lack oSadecli~ate 
accounting be evaluated and adequately mitigated. 

Iss11c: 
'l'lic i ~ ~ ~ s t a t e d  but obvious goal or policy of the agency is to close as many recreational rcsourccs to 
motorizcd rccreatiotiists as possiblc. .fhc 11-cntl to date of overall recreational opportunities (sum 
total) Ibr motorizcd recreationists is negative. I h i s  cumulative effect is f'orcing motorircd 
recreationists into a smaller and srnaller resource base. 'l'lie ultiniatc outcome of this unstated goal or 
policy will result in unreasonable inlpacts to both the natural and human cnvironmcnts. It is also an 
unreasonahlc policy or goal with respect to fair and equal treatment of niotorizcd recreationists. 

Environmental impacts are not unreasonable undcr the currcnt conditions but environmental impacts 
will bcco~nc unreasonable given the agency's current dircction to close as many nlotorircd 
recreational opportunities as possible and that divide will be crosscd soon. Thcrcfore, agency 
managcrnent actions are ultimately crcating significant unnecessary negativc impacts on both thc 
natural and human environment. Wc are concerned that this ~ulstatcd goal or policy is not in the best 
interest of protecting the natural or human environment and ask that goals and policies by modificd 
to allow the public continued use of all reasonable access and recreational opporti~nitics on all 
multiple-use lands. 

Issuc: 
Agency planning including travcl management projects should be a process to quantify and address 
the nccds oftlic public for motorized acccss ant1 tnotorizcd recreational opportunities. Instcad, it is 
;~pproachcd i l l  just tlic opposite direction as a closure process tliat ignores the nccds of the public for 
niotorized acccss and motorizcd rccrcational opportunities. Every travcl planning proccss listed in 
Table 2 has reducetl niotorizcd acccss ant1 n~otorired recreation. A travel planning proccss lias Ever 
resulted in incrcascd recreational opportunities for motorircd recreationists. The travel ~nanagcment 
process as currently practiced is not equitable because: (I ) it does not adequately address the needs 
of the public for multiple-use rccreatiollal opportunities including motorizcd access and tnotorixcd 
recreation, and (2) it is deceptive to represent tlie proccss as a travcl management proccss that will 
addrcss thc needs ofthe public when it is reallyjust the opposite, i.c.. a closure process that does not 
fairly and adeqilatcly address the needs of thc public. We request that the process either be renamed 
to "Travel Closure Process" in ordcr to end the dcccption of the public OR (as wc strongly prefer) 
that the process be redirected to meet the nccds of the public for a functional network of ~notorized 
roads ant1 trails for access and recreation with practical and reasonable consideratiotl of thc 
cnvironnicnt. 

Issue: 



The starting altcrnativc proposed to eliminate nlotorizcd access and motorized recreational 
opportunities yjtllout first adequately addressing the needs of the public for motorized access and 
motel-izcd recreation ant1 without [>roper evaluation of facts and infomlation. 'l'his proccdurc is 
cvidcncc o f a  signilicant predisposition in the proccss. 

Issue: 
While we respect other pcrspcctivcs. one niust also rcalizc that the cxtrclnc idcals of the 
environmental groups such as the public should not hc able to cnjoy and use public lands, that 
everything should be wild, and that their use is the only rcasoriahlc use are not generally acccptablc 
idcals for public policy nor arc thcy supportctl by the laws. We are practical cnvironmentalists who 
believe in a rcasonablc balance hctwccri the protection of tlic natural environment and the human 
cnvironmcnt and we hclicvc that the laws arc intcndcd to support this ideal. Our position is to 
rcstorc balancc, practicality anti fairness to the system. 

Issue: 
The existing levcl ot'acccss ant1 mc~torizcd rccrcation is a reasonable starting position and 
altcrnativc. An even fairer position given that this should be a travel plan seeking to address the 
needs ofthc public for motorized acccss arid recreation would bc an alternative based on an 
cnhancctl lcvcl ofopportunity. However, a starting position of massive closures is co~npletely 
unrcasonahlc and tells us a lot about where the process is heading. It seems to be predisposed. This 
strategy is outrageous bccausc it forces the public to fight to get every inch of motorixcd road and 
trail addcd back into tlie preferred altcrnative. This strategy is designed so that motorized 
rccrcationists are destincd from the outset to losc big time. Thc damage has hccn done as we hear 
many people saying "what's the point of participating, the proccss is rigged and the Forest Service 
has already made up its mind". Wc request tliat this strategy hc corrected by presenting a starting 
alternative tliat addresses thc nccd for niultiplc-use access and recreational opportunities. 

ISSLIC: 
'l'hc planning team should fornlulatc all Alternative that maximizes all existing recreational 
opportunities, as well as anticipates and plans for an increase in recreational use in thc futurc. None 
of the DI-aft Alternatives maximize recreational alternatives and most of them fail to provide 
adcquate recreational opportunity to meet the current nccd. 

Issuc: 
'fhe agcncy must develop a true No Action alternative in complrancc with NEPA and other planning 
regulations. 'She agcncy must fornlulate a lawful "No Action" allernat~ve so that the public and 
decision makers may reasonable comparc and contrast other management alternatives. 

A No Action alternative is a vital component in assuring full public disclosure of all foreseeable 
direct, indirect, and c~~nlulative environmental impacts of the project, and consistency with 
c~iviro~~mental and public involvement requirements of  State and Federal laws, Exccutivc Orders 
and policies. The twin goals of NEPA (to inform the public and tlisclosc anticipated effects) are not 
met without a properly written and accuratc No Action altcrnativc. 

An accuratc No Action alternative provides for a clear, logical and comprehensive analysis process 
and disclosul.c of cffccts, both to the human environment and especially in this case, cffccts to 
visitors. An acc~~ra t c  No Aclion allernittivc is the prescribed way the agcncy discloses existing 

We ara a local!y supported association whosc purp05c i i  i o prcwrvc t ra i ls  for all 

rrcreacioniiits thi oisqti responsible envir-onrncn tal protrcf  ion and education. 

Pngc (i o/' 1 0  1 



conditions of Fcdcral lands and serves as a baseline for discussion ofguidancc and rationale Sor 
proposed cliangcs to travel managcmcnt direction and programs ibr iniplcmcntation. Under thc 
existing conilitions motorizcd recreatioliists have a reasonable number of choices and variation of 
opportunitics. Under most proposed conditions, motorized rccrcationists have a significantly 
rcduccd number ant1 variety ofopportt~nities. Wc do not want to be forced to go to the salne place 
ovcr and ovcr nor do we want to he sqcieezcd o t ~ t  frorn public lands. 'l'liereforc, t l ~ c  No Action 
(existing condition) altelliativc must be accurately and reasonably evaluated. 

Iss11e: 
There is an increasing demand for OHV rccrcation opportunitics on public lands. The BLM, Forest 
Scl-vice, as well as environmental groups, state and local govemtnents and OHV and rccrcational 
access organizations liavc all acknowledged that many Land Use Plans woefully failed to anticipate 
thc increased public tlcmand for all types of outdoor rccrcation and rclatcd OHV uses. Additionally, 
ant1 importantly, the Bureau of Land Management's National OtIV Strategy states: "Motorized off- 
highway vcliiclc use on public lands administered by tlic Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has 
incrcascd substantially in recent years. . . . Somc of [the factors contributing to growing OHV 
popularity1 arc: 

. greater piihlic interest in unconlinetl outdoor recreational opportunities; 
rising disposable incornc . . . 
advances in vcliiclc technology . the rapid growth oftlic West's cities and suburbs . . . . a population with an increasing median age with changing outdoor rccrc:~tional interests 

This [growing OHV] popularity is evidcnccd by the fact that rccrcational enthusiasts are buying 
OHV's at the rate of 1,500 onits per day nationwiilc, with nearly one-third of them tloilig so as tirst- 
time buycrs." "[BI>M's OI IVI Strategy rccognizcs, as does policy outlined in BLM Manual 8340 
(May 25, 1982). that off-road vchiclc use is an 'acceptable use of public land whcrcver it is 
compatible with establishcd rcsourcc management objectives.' As estahlishcd by the Fedcral l.and 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), the BLM is required to manage public lands on the 
basis of moltiplc use and sustained yield, while protccting natural values. . . . Motorized OHV use is 
now firmly established as a major recreational activity on RLM-administcrcd public lands". 

IJnwiscly, rather than work to accommodatc the incrcascd demand for OHV recreation, BLM and 
many National Forests liavc frecluently reacted by restricting OHV opportunitics. But Illore 
i~nporlantly, opportunities to manage OHV use by developing OHV trail systems, marking roads 
and trails, providing i~sablc maps, identifying OHV trails and systems ant1 entering into cooperative 
managenicnt agreements with OHV user groups liavc, by and large, becn ignored by most federal 
land managers. Although more pro-active management is clearly permissible within the existing 
managemet~t plans, a quick scarch on tlic BLM's and National Forest's websites indicates that land 
managers morc often choose to implement parts oftheir OtlV policy associated with limitations and 
closi~res. 

Suggestions: 
a) Thc agency cannot legitimately address increasing dcrnand for OHV rccrcation opportunity by 
rcfusing to accomniodate such demand. Altcmatives must prudently provide for incrcased OHV 
rccrcation opportuliitics to meet currcnt and anticipated demand. 
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b) Thc planning team should look to individuals and user groups for assistance in identifying 
opportunities for Ol lV rccrcation. 
C )  'l'lic planning tcam should tlcvclop nianagcnlcnt alternatives tliat allow for proactive OHV 
nianagcnicnt. All altcrnativcs should includc specific provisions to mark, map and maintain existing 
OHV opportunities. All altcrnativcs should include instructions to engage in cooperative 
tnanagcnicnt with OHV groups and individuals. 
(I) Altcrnativcs should inclutle arcas wlicre OHV trails can be constn~ctcd and maintained when 
demand increases. 

Issuc: 
When developing management alternatives tlic agcncy must recognize thc public's dcsirc to keep 
cxisting opportunities open. 

OIiV's arc by Tar tlic most dcsircd and utilized means to obtain solitude in nature. Most public land 
visitors strongly favor maintaining exiting roads and trails open to disperse usc and address 
environmental conccrns rcgardlcss whether or not the road or trail is classified by the agency. 'l'hc 
agcncy must recognize that providing for OfHV use ant1 protecting thc cnvironrncnl means fully 
utilizing the invcntory of existing roatls and trails. 

Suggestions: 
a) Thc public wants thc cxisting roads and trails left opcn to vcliiclc use. 
h) 'l'hc cxisting network of roads and trails in tlic planning area shoultl be considered an invcntory 
with which to develop recreational trail systcms. 
c )  'l'lic Planning Tcam should look for management alternatives that provide lilr mitigation instcad 
of closurc. Options other than closurc should hc emphasized in each altcrnativc. 
d) Alternatives, or managcnicnt guidance, directives ctc that rcquirc closure as thc first or only 
option whcn rcsourcc impacts are identilied should hc avoided. 
c) Tlic Planning Team should carefully considcr displacctl use. Assuming that c lo s~~res  are eminent 
in some arcas, onc could calculate approximately how much cxisting motorized will bc displaccd to 
othcr arcas. 'l'hc Planning Tcani sliould dcvclop alternatives tliat allow for additional access and 
additional rccrcational opportunities in suitable arcas in order to properly manage thc displaccd usc. 
1) Thc Planning Team sliould avoid ovcrly restrictive nianagenicnt prcscriptions that limit the land 
manager's ability to respond to changing recreational patterns. 

Issue: 
Agcncy managers seem to be dircctcd to close as much public land as possible to ~notorized visitors 
by a top clown tnanagelncnt directive tliat is conflicting with the needs of the public Tor multiple-usc 
acccss ant1 rccrcational opportunitics and contrary to the laws cstablishcd hy congress. Congress has 
not designated this arca to bc wilderness and existing congressional laws clearly intend lor this area 
to bc managcd for niultiple-uses. Why are legally designated multiple-use lands being managcd for 
limited-usc instcad of multiple-usc'? Thc top down closure directive is in violation of the will of thc 
pcoplc and in violation ofcongrcssional laws. 

Issuc: 
Because o l the  exccssivc closures proposed, motorizcd rccrcationists are forced once again into a 
confrontational position with the agency in ordcr prcscrve any sort ~Trcasonahlc solution. This is 
not our choice and we arc disadvantaged by being placcd in this position. Wc would prefer to work 

Wc arc  a locally *upyorrcd associa tion wI105e P U ~ ~ O S P  if. t~ PI%CPIV~  tm i l s  f o ~  all 

rccmaLionist+> Chrooqh re!jponsiblc environmenrsl pr.oiccrion and education. 

P(zge 8 u f l  01 



collaboratively with the agcncy but once again the travel planning proccss is being approached as a 
"closurc" proccss. We arc concerned that this is a conscious strategy to put nlotorized recreationists. 
who arc largely unorganized, at a disadvantage. Wc ask tliat this concern be adequately addressed 
ant1 that significant chru~gcs he made to the procedures in order to eliminate this disadvantage. 

Issuc: 
All o f thc  existing motorized routcs arc vcry important resources to us cvcn though tlicy arc several 
hundred miles away from us. For example, we havc enjoyed trips to the BLM lands surrounding tlic 
Tcndoy Mountains and sor~lh end of the Pionccr Mou~itai~is in past years and thcsc have usually 
heen extended weekend trips that are special events for us. We have ridden over most of the open 
routcs in tlie project area and have tliorougl~ly enjoyed them but we could not accuratcly draw lines 
on a map to describe wherc wc have been and what routcs we want to rcniain open. We arc puzzled 
by this requirement. We have never had to identify and inventory backpacking routcs that we wish 
to remain opcn. Additionally, most motorired recrcationists do not have the expertise or equipnlent 
requircd to provide a coniprehensivc inventory of roads and trails. We are very concerned about the 
burden and disatlvantage that is placed on motorized recrcationists by this procedure and we rcqucst 
that i t  be changed. 

Issue: 
We arc vcry conccrncd that tilotorized rccreatiotiists must identify and inventory specilic routes that 
we want to rcrnain open. These reso~~rces  are thcrc now and they arc being used by tlie public a~ id  in 
ahnost all cases, it is entirely reasonable type and lcvcl of use. Motorized rccrcationists should not 
havc to identify and inventory niotorircd routcs as part of the proccss. This is tlie work of the 
agcncy. No other visitor group is saddlcri with this recluircmcnt. Our concern is that the agency is 
using public involvement in a discriniinatory way to establish w111ch motorized routcs will remain 
opct~. For example, the Forest Service has cot~cludcd that the level of use by  noto or cycles on  the Ncz 
Pcrce trail in tlie BDNF is low hascd on the level o l 'p~~bl ic  participation in the EA proccss. There is 
no actual data or cornparison of~notorcycle use to hiking use or direct discussion witli nlotorizcd 
t.ccrc;~tionists to sclbslantialc this. 

Iss11c: 
We rcspcctfi~lly nlaintain that the agency can not establish the motorized routes to remain opcn 
hascd solely on forn~al written public input because the process did not have a liigli cnough level of 
participation by tilotorized recrcationists to develop meaningful input. Therefore, the needs of 
motorized recrcationists arc not adcquatcly or accurately represented. Our comlnents submitted 
during the EA further explain why this condition exists but basically the proccss, as practicctl, is 
ovenvhelnling and intimidating lo the pnblic. There arc ways to more directly involve niotorixcd 
rccreationists including interviews at club meetings ant1 interviews on the trails and at trailheads. 
Continuing to use the practicc of fonual written comments to esvahlish the need for tnotorized routes 
will leave tnotorized recrcationists witli only a few main roads and with no high quality n~otorized 
trails. We ohjcct to this process and respeclfi~lly rcqucst that i t  be corrected. Additionally, the 
current practice is tliscritninatory because non-motorized recrcationists arc not required to submit 
written for~nal comments that identify and defend each and every recreational opportunity that they 
want to enjoy in the fi~turc. Again, we respectfully ask that this practicc be corrected. 

Issuc: 
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Similar to non-motorized recreationists, niotorizcd rccreationists also like plenty of disperseti 
recreational opportunities ant1 the currcnt trcnd is limiting lnotorizcd rccrcationists to a vcry few 
locations. Additionally. eliminating dispersed niotorizcd recreational opportunities and 
concentrating the fcw remaining niotorizcd rccrcational opportunitics in relatively sniall areas 
signilicantly increases negative inipacts on both the natural and human environments to tlic point 
that the impacts become unacccptablc ant1 this trcnd is neither reasonablc nor equitable. 

Issue: 
Motorized rccrcationists endorsed and accepted millions of  acres of area restriction under the Off- 
Highway Vehicle Environmental Impact Statcrnent and Proposed Plan Amendment for Montana, 
North D:~ltol;~ ;u~d South Dakota (3-State OtlV) dccision as a positive action to control 
environmental impacts. We accepted arca restriction and not arca closurc. Area closurc is 
pcniiancnt. At-ea restriction allows flexibility as nccdcd to address site specific conditions. Each 
motorized road and trail exists bccausc it scrvcs some multipic-use need. Every road and trail is 
important to some intlividual for sonic purpose. Each niotorized road and trail must have adequate 
site-specific analysis to dcter~i~inc all of its values including niotorized recreational value. 
Motorizcd recreationists gave up 97% of the arca covered under both thc Forcst Scrvicc and BLM 3- 
State ROD 21s the i~ltilnate mitigation so that we would continuc to have use ofcxisting rnotorizcd 
routes that cover or provide access to an arca cstimatcd at less than 3% of tlie total prqjcct arca. 
Now we have been given almost no crcdit for that action and have only becn pcnalizcd for our past 
cooperation by currcnt rcsourcc management plans, forest plans and travel plans that seek to close 
50'%, to 75% of the remaining routcs. This outcomc was not part of tlie 3-State agrccnicnt and this 
lcvcl of closurc is not acccplable to us for that reason. l'he 3-State agreement was not made with the 
intention of massive closures beyond that agreement. We ask that all BLM antl Forcst Scrvicc 
actions i~iclutle proper recognition of the agreement behind the 3-Statc 01-IV dccision that includctl 
continued usc of the existing networks of niotorized roads and trails without massive lnotorizcd 
closures. 

Issuc: 
Requiring motorized visitors to identify anti inventory roads and trails is seen as part of a strategy to 
reducc the number of ~notorizctl routcs because the public cannot undertake this huge effort. 
Addilionally, the 3-Stale OHV tiecision required that site-specilic planning he analyzed at a nutnbcr 
oftliffcrcnt scales antl across diffcrcnt boundaries. Site spccitic planning incli~dcs an adcquatc 
evaluation by the agcncy of  all of  the inipacts being experienced by niotorizcd rccreationists 
i~icluding motorcycle trail riders in both the project arca and the surrounding region. The scalc and 
boundaries of inipacts hcing experienced by niotorized recreationists arc discussed in throughout 
these coninicnts. Site specilic analysis was an important part of  tlie 3-Spate OHV decision and was 
discussed many tinics in that document. The agcncy has the resources and the obligatioli and we 
request that thc agcncy honor that commitnicnl. Site specific analysis includes adequate 
identification and inventory of all cxisting ~notorizcd routcs and adequate evaluation of tlic public's 
nccd for those routcs. 

Issuc: 
Another exaniplc ofprcdisposition in tlie currcnt setting includes the fact that motorized 
rccrcationists endorsed and accepted millions of acres of area closurc undcr the 3-State OHV 
dccision as a positive action to control impacts but wc havc no1 heen given crcdit for Ihat ;!ction and 
have only been penalized for our past cooperation and initiative. The preferred alternative tiillst 
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adequately consider tliat past coopcration ant1 it must move in a direction tliat givcs nlotorizetl 
recrc:itio~~ists credit for their cooperation ant1 ttic environmental irnprovenicnts that resultcd. 

Issue: 
'The 3-State OIIV EIS ant1 most likely the new National OIIV Policy describc thc second lcvcl of 
planning involving the analysis ant1 in~plementation of management practices rcl'crrcd to as "site- 
spccific" planning. Sitc spccific planning detailed information including the location. conditioli, ant1 
current uses of individual roads atid trails, and tlic identification of wlicn and whcrc indivitlual roads 
ant1 trails will be opcn or closcd to various types of use. Wc supporteti thc restriction ofcross- 
country travcl hccause wc felt the document assured thc identification of on the ground trails and 
thcir consideratiol~ :IS designated routes. Currcntly in Montana, the only l'orcst to conduct an 
inventory that inclutles adequate dctail and includcs trails that are currcnt routes on thc ground is the 
Lewis and Clark National Forcst in tlie I.ittlc Belt Range. Adequate site specific planning as 
outlined abovc must be providetl as part ofthis pro.jcct. 

Issue: 
A reasonable test of significaticc of impacts from niotorized closurcs on lnotorizcd recreationists 
must bc uscd. A reasonable test would include evaluation of intlicators inclutling: 

I .  Where clsc can motorized recreationists go within a reasonable distance and with equal 
rccrcation valuc? 

2. Do nlotorizcd recreationists havc an adcq~~a te  selection of the recreational resources with the 
proposed motorizcd closurc(s)? 

3. What is tlie balance ol'recrcational opportunities in the arca and region as dcmonstratctl by 
the infomation dcvclopctl Srom tlic outline shown in 'fable I? 

4. Arc thc cxisling motorized rccreational opportunities suflicicnt for the nccds o f  tlie public'! 
5 .  Arc thcrc documented user conllict and can the recreational resources hc reasonably shared'! 
h. What arc the cumulative eSSects of this motorircd closure combiricd with all other niotorized 

closures? 

Issue: 
In order to adequately evaluatc end disclosc niotorized and non-motorizetl recrcational resourcc and 
oppot~unity infomiation to the public, the Sollowing infortilation using tables and maps niust bc uscd 
atitl prcscnted in an accurate and concise manncr. 

Table 1 
Comparison of Non-motot-izetl and Motorized Opporturiitics 

I .  the milcs of non-motorized recrcational opportunitics available in tlic prolect area including 
all possible cross-country routcs and the numbcr of acres available for cross-country non- 
niotorized recrcation utidcr the existing condition, 

2. the miles of roads and trails ant1 nunibcr of acres to be closcd to non-motorized recreationists 
in the proposed condition, 

3.  the miles ofexisting ~notorizcd roads, alv trails, and motorcycle trails in the project arca 
tiiceting thc 3-States Of~IV decision dclinitions, 

4. the acrcs within thc project arca opcn to motorized rccreationists undcr cxisting and 
proposed conditions, 
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5. the miles oSalv trails, motorcycle trails and roads and acres closed to tnotorizetl 
recreationists under both cxisting and proposed conditions, 

6. the cumulative miles ofroads, atv trails, motorcycle trails meeting the 3-State OHV 
definitions and n~nuber of acres closed to rnotorizeil recrcationists over the past 35 ycars at 5 
year intervals in both the project area ant1 regional area. 

Once this infortnation is adequately and concisely presented, onc can easily see that motori~ed 
rccrcational opportunities arc lirnitcd in the existing condition and then severely reduced in  the 
proposetl condition. This information must be presented in order to understand the significant 
imbalance of rccrcational opportunities that exists and the decision is dcticient without this 
information. 

Issue: 
The evaluation of a balance of opportonities should also include an accounting and con~parison of 
facilities including trailhead facilities at wiltlemcss areas versus trailhead facilities at OHV arcas. 
Most wilderness trailhead Sacilitics include parking lots, horse handling Facilities, kiosks with 
inforn~ation, campgrounds, and rcstrooms and thcy arc f ~ ~ n d e d  without any direct connection to the 
users. Motorizcrl rccrcationists generate more than adequate gas tax and OHV sticker rcvcnucs (ovct 
$500.000 in FY 2003 in Montana, FWP OHV program and RTP) but have few facilities to show for 
i t  versus a great need for facilities. Additionally, nnothcr $31 1,274 that was designated for 
motorircd progralns and that could have bccn spent on badly needed motorized recrcational 
facilities were instead spcnt on non-motorized facilitics. Wc request an atlcquatc evaluation arid 
consideration of these imbalances be tnadc part of  this project ant1 actions taken that will correct 
thcsc imbalances. 

ISSIIC: 
Bccausc oSthc cumulative negative e f i c t s  of the motorized closure trend, the rcsourcc base for 
motorizcd rccrcationists is generally be reduced to a limited number of rnotorircd routes and the 
Icsscr used routes arc becoming hard to find antl, therefore, thcy must be eonsidercd invaluable to 
motorized rccrcationists. l'lle level ofusc should be evalualetl along thc logic that the most valuable 
~notorized routes now days arc the ones that are remote and scc less usc. 'fhcrcforc, barcly visible 2- 
track roads and single-track trails arc invaluable to motorized recreationists and must be evaluated 
as such. It is not Snir that niotorizcd recrcationists practicc "tread lightly" principles and arc then 
penalized for that practice. This is another cxaniple ~Spretlispositio~i. 

Issue: 
Throughout this document we may refer to  noto or cycle trail riders and atv riders as motorircd 
recreationists because the relationship between them are inter-twined. For cxarnplc, many trails that 
were once single-track have become atv trails. Additionally, the trend of tnotorizcd trail closurcs 
affects all OHV rccrcationists and puts additional demands on the few niotorized recreational 
opportunities that remain. However, ~notorizcd single-track trails arc a uniquely different rcsourcc 
and experience compared to atv trails and must he rccognizctl as such. 

Issue: 
Existing single-track trails or potential single-track trails were not adequately identified and 
included i l l  the projccl. There ;II-e n~any  single-track "cow" trails that nlotorcycle trail riders could 
use in the project area. It is critical to preserve the integrity of the cxisting motorized single-track 
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trails. Single-track trails offer a highly dcsirahlc experience for trail bike riders, cquestrians, hikers, 
and I~icyclists. 'l'hey oll'cr a diflkrcnt, inorc primitive experience than ATV trails or forest roads. 

Issue: 
As part oftlic planning process, the agency is requiring motorized recrcationists to providc an 
inventory of motorized routes tliat arc important to tlicnl. I t  is not rcasonablc to expect motorized 
recreationists to inventory all existing motorized access ant1 niotorizcd recrcational opportunities 
that they woultl like to use over the course of a lifetime. For example, niotorizcd recreationists may 
hc planning to visit an area that is 200 tniles away for a wcck long suninicr vacation to c~!joy 
nlotorizcd routes or wc know people from several hundretl tnilcs away that routinely hunt in the Sill 
and use many of the primitive roads ant1 trails within the project area. They are not aware of the 
planning process and, even ifthey did, would not hc able to invcnto~y all of the primitive roads that 
tlicy use. They simply expect the agency to look aner their nccds and that these motorized access 
and recreational resources will always he there for them. 'l'hey will he extremely disappointed when 
they go out to their favorite hunting camp and find 50% ofthc access closed. This is also an 
exarnplc of why t l ~ c  rcsults of t~nvcl planning are generally poorly supported by thc public. 

IJndcr thc curt-ent process ifniotorized recrcationists arc not involved in the planning process for 
that area tlicy will i~~idoubtcdly lose use of onc-half ofthe cxisting routcs and be extrc~ncly 
disappointed when they do visit in thc future. Given the signilicant number ofactions as 
demonstrated in 'l'able 2, it is irnpossiblc ibr motorized rccreationists to participate in cach action 
ant1 provide inventories of routcs ibr cach action, so motorizetl recrcationists arc destined to lose 
hecause the agcncy will not adcq~~ately consider our needs unless we providc invcntorics ofroutcs. 
Again, a significant predisposition cxists because the needs of non-motorized rccrcatior~ists are 
given significant consideration without the requirement for inventories and identification ol' 
~rcsourccs, i.c. non-motorized recreationists are not subjected to the sanic requirement to identify 
trails now in order to keep them open for future use and generations. 

ISSLIC: 
'l'hc a ~ ~ ~ o u n t  o f i ~ s e  that a route rcccivcs is t~ot  a criterion Tor not]-motorized routes (scc later 
comment about solit~~tle on CDNS'I') and should not be a rcquirement for motorizetl routcs. 
Solitude, challenging, and rcn~otc motorized routcs are highly valued by motorized rccrcationists 
also. 

Iss11c: 
'l'hc tlocunlcnt and decision must clearly disclose on maps and tables and summaries all cxisting 
areas, and existing roads and trails tliat would hc closed to motorized access and motorized 
rccreationists. Summaries should include ovcrall closurcs percentages. Otherwise public disclosure 
has not been adequately provided and the public will not be inl'om~cd and the public including 
motorized recrcationists will not be able to adequately participate and comment. 

Issue: 
The document and decision makers must prove by use of facts and data and without rcasonablc 
doubt (hat the claimetl improvements to t l~c  natural environment are significant cr~ough to justify the 
signilicant impact on the human environment associated with the closure of motorizcd routcs. There 
niust be a nicasurablc ant1 significant improvement. Additionally, thcrc must be monitoring to 
hackup the claimed improvcnients to the natural environmcnt. 
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Issue: 
All oftllc motorized routcs that are important to tlie public cannot bc idcntilictl by clubs and 
intlividuals. Evcryotic that visits our public lands has a spcci;tl road or trail that tliey like to visit. 
Getting cvcryonc to participate and identify all of these routcs is neither practical nor reasonable. All 
oftlic cxisting routes exist because tliey arc important acccss and recreational opportunities. 
Tllcrcfore, all existing routes without signiticant cnvironnienlal considered as the preferred 
alternative. Additionally, all available mitigation measures must be adequately considered for those 
rotlies with environmental concerns. We strongly support mitigation before motorizcd closure and, 
in fairness to tlie public, cncouragc the agency to adopt this policy also. 

Iss11c: 
L)uc to the trend of motorizcd closure after motorized closurc, the prevailing question is not will we 
losc access and recreation opportunities but rather how much will we losc in eacli action. Motorized 
recreationists are the only group to lose in every action on local, regional and national levels, yet the 
cun~l~lative negative elf'cct of  this signilicant ncgativc impact has never been tabulated or addressed. 
Tliis obvious predisposition must be adcq~~atcly addressed. The magnitude of these undisclosed 
cumi~lative negativc impacts on multiple-use interest itlcl~~ding liiotorircd rccreationists has 
incrcascd to the point wlicrc the livelihood and recreation of nearly everyone has hccn significantly 
impacted yet an adequate assessment has not been conductetl nor included in tlie decision-making. 
Allowir~g the cumulative effects of the closurc trend to continue ovcr and ovcr without any 
consideration or impacts or mitigation will certainly allow the cuniulativc effects to eliminate any 
meaningful ~notorized recreation. 'l'lie burden of cstablisliing the cumulative negativc effect of all 
motorized access and niotorizetl recreational closurcs should not fall on motorized recreationists. 
Tablc 2 is a partial listing of  projects that have had a negative impact on motorized recreationists. 
All of these actions antl others most he includctl in the tabulation and evalr~atioli of cuniulative 
negative eSSccts on motorized rccrcationi~ts~ Most of these projects have not adequately disclosed 
tlie true number of miles of roads and trails that were in use by tlic public and then closed to 
motorized use as part of their implcmcntatiotl. This lack of disclosure is not acceptable antl wc 
recluest that the lack ofdisclosurc he addressed by establisl~ing the true magnitc~dc and cumulative 
ncgativc effect of all motorized acccss and motorized recreational closurcs. When tabulated, this 
cuniulativc negative effect must be co~isidcrcd in  tlie evaluation and decision-making for this action. 
Additionally, adequate ~iiitigation must now be iniplcmcntcd to counter the cum~~lat ivc ~icgativc 
effects that motorized recreationists have cxpcricnccd. 

Issue: 
lftlie loss of motorircd routes cannot be mitigated within the project arca, then a Motorized Access 
and Recreation Mitigation Rank r n ~ ~ s t  be established. This mitigation bank would kccp an overall 
accolrnting ofthe miles antl acres ofniotorized access and recreational opportunities closed and the 
new motorizcd acccss and recreational opportu~iitics created to offset that loss. It would be the 
responsibility of a cooperative group of public land management agencies to monitor the balance 
shcct and work towards no net lossiclosurc of motorized acccss and motorizcd recreation. Similar to 
otlicr mitigation banks, ~uotorized acccss and routes closed to motorizcd use would be replaced with 
equivalent routes on a one to one basis. Where equivalent routes cannot be four~d, then mitigation 
would be provided at 2 to 4 times tlie length of tlie closed route. Where equivalent access and/or 
areas cannot be found, then mitigation would bc applied at 2 to 4 times tlie area closed depending on 
the quality of the closcd route or area. 
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Issue: 
'l'he cuniulative negative cSfects of  more restrictive travel plan decisions include the con cent ratio^^ 
o f ~ ~ s c  on fewer miles of road and trail, such that traflic density is increased and recreation 
cnjoytnent is reduced. Travel decisions affecting public lands that restrict motorized recreation in 
one area ntay consequently increase niotorizcd use i n  another wlicrc site-specific travel plans are not 
yet in place. Cumulatively then. this "leapfrog" cffect may increase resource damage, create more 
law cnforcemcnt problems, generate discord betwccn ntotorized and tion-motorized recrcationists, 
and make future site-specific travel planning more difficult. This cumulative negative cffect must be 
adeq~~atcly considered as part ofthis project. 

Issue: 
The list of projects in 'Table 2 demonstrates that ~notorizcd routes are all too comn~only closcd for 
exclusivc non-motorized use. The proposed action continues this massive trend. The Forest Servicc 
looks out for the interests and needs ornon-motorized interests and is willing to create many miles 
of new non-motorized trails as demonstrated by a number oS projects such as the CDNS'I'. We 
rcqucst the sanic cooperation between the Forest Scrvicc and a recreation group be extended to 
~notorizcd recreationists. We rcqucst that the Forest Servicc provide the saliie attention to our nccds. 
Now it is time for a route to be closcd for exclusive use by motorcycles. We request that trails be 
closed for exclusivc use by OtlVs and that 100 miles of new motorized recrcational opportunity be 
created as a demonstration of equal opportunity. 

Issuc: 
Thcre arc very Sew good exatuples of OtIV trail systems in most national forest and BLM managed 
lands. However, 3 OHV systems should be mentioned as good examples oftlic types of systenis that 
should be tlcvcloped and include 1)anskin Mountain in the Boise National Forest, Winom-l:razier in 
the lJmatilla/Whitman National Forcst, I'rospcct in the lZogue Rivcr National Forcst, and Paiute in 
the Fislilake National Forest and BLM lands. In order to nicct the public's nccd for motorized 
recreational opportunities, cvcry national Sorest and BLM district should have a number of OHV 
systems co~nparahlc to these examples. 

Issue: 
The typical use of public lands and the typical needs of the public in our region are described on 
'fable 2-7 in the Social Assessment of the Bcavcrhcad-Dcerlodgc National Forest dated October 
2002 (11!jp: \\:>\McA!. ris!r l !Ll~I 
r l11-sio1irllc1rt1111ssoial!~f~c~~.)~~l~.';o~:ii1l'~i~LOi\s~i'~s1~1c11t~~~~2Ob1~1~~ti:rli11l~~h 

LO.pi!I). 'I'his document reported that the total n ~ ~ ~ n b e r  oS forest visitors in Forcst Service Region 1 
for year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total number of wilderness visits was estimated at 037,000 or 
2.55% '. Therefore, millions of visitors to public lands (nearly all at 97.45'2'0) benefit from 
management for multiple-use and benefit from motorized access and mechanized recrcational 
opportunities which are consistent with our observations orvisitors cnjoyng motorized access and 
mechanized recreation on public lands. Additionally, Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth 
recognized the true popularity and magnitude ofmotorizcd recreation in his January 16, 2004 

I It is revealing that this rcpurt chosc to prcscnt allcl criiphasize wildcrlless visits wliicl~ wcre the minority statist~c at 
2.55'%, and ignorc the Fact that tlic overwl~eltliitig ma,i~rrity o f t h r  visitors (9745%))  arc rnultiplc-usc and, Ihcrcforr, [lie 
grcalest need is for multiple-11sc rccrrational oppurlunitics. This is an cx;irnple olprejsludiclal presentation of  tlic facts. 
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speech which statcd "Off-highway vchiclcs, or OHVs, arc a great way to expcricncc the outdoors. 
But the nulllbcr of OtIV uscrs has just gottcn huge. I t  grcw from about 5 million in 1972 to almost 
30 ~nillioll in 2000." Wc agree with the Forest Chiefthat 36 n~illion is a siynilicant number of 
recreationists. Additionally, tlic USDA Southern Research Station has recently validated the 
growing popularity ofOt lV rccrcation in thcir Rccrcation Statistics Update lleport No. 3 datcd 
October 2004 (http:i!~~~srs.!i.11scla.~ov/trc11c1~~1Icc,4:t;1tI!~1d~f~~~~t ). 'l'his documcnt rcports that 
the total numbcr of OHV users has grown to 49.6 million by the fall 2003lspring 2004. This tolal 
tlcmonstratcs the significant popularity of OHV rccrcation and the trcmcndous public support and 
nccd for OHV rccrcational opportunities. This support and nccd must be rccognizcd and addressed 
by thc c rca t io~~ of adequate OIIV rccrcational opportunitics as part ofthis planning effort. 

Issue: 
Access to and use of public land should hc the highest orpriorities for mulliple-use lands. However, 
current decision-making is out of touch wit11 these priorities. 'She n~itiority interests (non-motorired 
rccrcationists) arc rccipicnts of new rccrcational oppo~tunities with each decision whilc thc majority 
inlcrcsts (~notorizcd recreationists) lose opportunities with each decision. 

The cv:~lu;ltion and decision-making must also takc into account that the total area of RLM nia~lagcd 
lands in Montana equals about 8.000.000 acres and ovcr 05% of thosc acrcs are designated for 
multiple-uses. Every multiple-use acre must rcmain available for multiple-uses in ordcr to mcct the 
needs of07.45'%j of the public and rnaintain a reasonahlc balance ofopportunitics. 

Additionally the decision must consider that non-motorired rccreationists havc the opportunity to go 
not only to dcsignatcd wilderness areas but anywhere while the opport~~nitics for niotorizcd 
rccrc;~tionists arc limited to designated routes in a sniall portion of multiple-usc arcas. 

Issue: 
'She process is predisposetl bccausc without adcquatcly considering the nccds of the public it 
immediately proposes to add to the vast opportunitics for non-motorized recreationists that arc not 
over-used and furthcr i~npacts mulliplc-usc visitors, who make up 97.45% of the visitors by further 
limiting thcir rccrcational opportunities. It iias now reached the point now where multiple-use 
rccrc;ilionists do not 11ave an cqual opportunity to eti~oy our pilblic lands. Multiplc-use rccrcationists 
fccl likc they are being trcated as second class citizens. It is bad public policy whcn that policy 
affects 97%) ofthe pilblic in a ncgative way. 

Issue: 
The prevailing trend of thc past 351  years has bccn to convert large areas of  BLM t~lanagcd lands in  
Monlana liom multiple-usc lands to wildcr~~esslnon-~~iotorizediexclusive-IS lands which is direct 
contradiction to the numbcr of visitors ant1 thcir needs. How Illany "land of many uses" signs do you 
scc anymore? Tllc remaining multiple-usc areas are the only arcas where most of thc public can 
access and cxpcricncc our public lands. Therefore, the remaining rn~llliple-use lands must rcn~ain 
open for multiple-use, motorized access and 111otorircd recreation in ordcr to adequately and 
reasonably meet thc nccds of 97.45% of the  public. 

Issuc: 
'I'lie greatest conimun;il need for public 1;lnds is for multiple-usc opportunities. Wc promotc 
managcmcnt for multiple-use hccausc it allows everybody to enjoy t l ~ c  rcsourccs and it also 
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promotes sharing and non-polarization of visitors. Other tnanagement schemes pro~uote non-sharing 
and polarization of visitors. Non-sharing of n~ultiple-use lands is not an acceptable concept. We can 
solve more problems by resisting non-sl~aring and polarization and working togcthcr. 

'llie most cquitahlc managcmcnt oTpublic lands is for multiple-uscs. Congress has rccognircd this 
need with many laws including the Multiple Use Sustained Yicld Act of 1060 ( I  h I1.S.C. 528 ct 
seq.) and National Porcsl Managc~~icnt Act 01' 1976. Multiple-Use was tlcfincd as "PKc ~?zcrrrctgen~etrf 
ofrrll the l~trriorrs reneu~rrhle srt~fircc rcsorrrces oJ'tlrc trntiorrnl forc~sl.~ so fhtit they ure rriilizerl in the 
ronthirrulior7 iliot will hest rnec,t tlrc rrcctls ?ftlre Anrcriet~n pcople ... ". Outtloor rccrcation is the first 
stated purpose ofthc act. Note that the pre-Columbian management schclnc has not been enacted 
by Congress. Therefore, tlic Bureau of l.and Management ant1 Forest Scrvice have a responsibility to 
providc recreational opportilnitics that n~cct  thc nccrls of thc public j i~st  as government entities 
provide road. water and wastcwalcr systclns that meet the neeils of thc public. 

Public Law 88.657 statcs that "the Congrt,.ss l terc~l)~~ firtrls trrrtl tlccltrrc.~ tlrt~t the rotrstructiorr a17rl 
rrrnitrter~nt~ce qfnrr r~~leyriuie systrrn o f  rotrtls crtrd trcrils withirr otrd rrcnr the rrrr~iot7olfirc.st.s nnd 
~t l rer  lt1r1~1.s t~iln~inistereil hy (he k'orc.s/ Scrviee I S  c.~.setrtid ~f'irrcrerr.sirrg clenzrrtrtlsfur fimher. 
rec~rnrtion, urrd ollzer rrscs of'srrclt lrrrrtls are to he r?let; that /he existerrce o f  x~ich 11 s y s f e t ~  wotilil 
hrtve the effect. trrnorrg other things, o/'irrrrec~.sing the vtrlrre ofiinrher nnil other resoltrees trihrrfrr~v 
lo srrch rocrtls; trrrrl thnt srrch tr sy.sterrr is w.serrtiu1 lo errahle the Secrcftrrv . ofAgricultrrrc . (lrcreint~ftcr 
ctrllt~tl ihe Sc,rretnrv) topru,viile,fir itrtrtt.si~~e use, protecfion. ~levelopr~rerrf, crnd twcttrtrgo~rctrt o/' 

, . tlrcsc lrmtls rrrrdo-pritrrili1e.s c$tnultipli~ rise irtr(1 sustirittetl.viclrl of'prothrc~s trtrri services. . 

'The 1;cderal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) states that "(7) gocr1.s arrd 
oh/~rfii,cr he c~.vt~rhllshed I?). ILL&!' ( I S  ~rri t l~l irr~sjurpr~hIic  Irlrrd ~~.~~pIttrr~rirrg, at111 thtrt nrtrr7rt~yerrrc~rrl 
he or1 rite hrrsis of nnrltiple rrsc crrrtl srtstrritrcrl~~icld rrrrless otlrerwi.sc ,sperifictl hv lnw: and, (</ 117 [he 
tlevc~lopment irtrrl revisiorr of'ltrtrtl rrsc plons, thc Sc7crefrrty .s/rcrll -- ( I )  rrse utril ohserve the princip1c.s 
ofr~trtltiple rise trwrl .srrsterirrctlvicld set forth ilr r1ri.s ttntl other c~pplicuhlt~ Iitw; ". 

The BLM Strategic Plan FY 2000 to 2005 statcs that: "To nrh in~c  [his nrissiotr, the Srrrcarr of'Lorrt1 
Mrrrragcrrretrt.follo~.s the.se pritrci~~fes: Mirrrrrge rrlrttlrirl resorrrc:es,fbr rnrrlt~~~lc rise trtrd lorrg-tcrrrr 
~~trlrrc. rccogtrizirrg //rot the 1~1i.r of perr~rillc~rl irrril nllownhle usi7s will ~~ctrvjiorrr rrrcn to nren trrrtl 
over firrte." 

Multiple-usc rnanagenicnt goals are the only goals that will "best n~cct  the nccds" oSthc public and 
providc for equal program delivery to all citizens including niotorir.cd visitors. All of visitors have 
a responsibility to accept and prornote diversity of rccrcation on public lands. Diversity of 
recreation opporti~nities can only be accomplished through managcmcnt for multiple-uses and 
rc;~sonable coexistence among visitors. Multiple-use lands must be managed for shared-use versus 
segregated-use or exclusive-use. 

A significant closing of roatls and rnotorixcd trails in the project arca is not consistent with mccting 
the needs ofthc pnblic and the goals oSMultiple-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 arc lcgally designated multiple-use lands being managed for limited-usc instead of 
multiple-use? This is a signi licant issue and must bc adequately addressed. Tlic cumulative negative 
cSfccts of other proposed and enacted fcdcral land management policies havc resulted in a 
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significant retluction of multiple-use and OHV rccrcation opportunities. The result has been a 
significant conversion of multiple-use areas to cxclusivc non-motorized areas. We request 
compliance with multiple-use policies and laws and a prcfcrretl altcrnative that will support these 
lmlicics atid laws and the needs ofthc public 

Issue: 
Any language in cxisting management plans for multiple-use areas that docs not support niultiplc- 
use is iticonsistcnt witli directives from Congress, tlie needs of tlie public and should be struck. Any 
proposed language for thc management plans for multiple-use areas that does not fully support 
multiple-use is incotisistent with directives fioni Congress, tlic needs of the public and should bc 
dropped. 

Issue: 
Under tlie Organic Act of 1897, I6 [J.S.C. # 475, ("Organic Act"), National forests were cxprcssly 
reserved for two purposes: to maintain ravorable conditions for water flows and to cnsure a 
continuous supply of tinihcr. With passage ofthe Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, 16 U.S.C. 
$ 528 ct. seq. ("MUSYA"), Congress allowed the Forest Servicc to manage "rcncwable surface 
resources ofthe national forest for ~iiultiplc use and sustaincd yicld of thc several products and 
services obtairicd therefrom.'' However, whilc thc "multiple use" niantlatc of MUSYA broadened 
the purposes for which National forests may be managed, tlie Act did not fi~rtlier reserve National 
forcsts for liiultiple use purposcs. See LJnitcd States v. New Mexico, 438 U.S. # a  (1')6, 706-18 
(1978). MUSYA tlelincs "suslaincti yicld of the several products and services" as "the achicvcnicnt 
atid riiainlenancc in perpetuity o f 2  high-level at1nu:rl 01- regular periotlic output of various rcncwablc 
resources of the national forcsts without impairment of tlie protluctivity of the land." 16 U.S.C. # 
531(b). Nowhere docs MlJSYA mention ecological sustainability or authorize it as a dominant use. 

Although the National Forest Managcnient Act ("NFMA") docs not define sustaincd yield or 
sustain;~bility, NFMA requires forest planning to bc consistent with the MUSYA. 16 U.S.C. $5 
1002,1604. Like the MLJSYA, N1;MA requires the Forcst Scrvice to consider environnicntal and 
ecological factors in land use planning. Howcvcr, also, like MUSYA, NFMA does not elevate 
ecological fictors abovc any other multiple-use nor docs it require that National forest land use 
plans be contingent only upon ccological sustainability considcrations. The proposctl alternative 
effectively clevatcs "ccological sustainability" abovc all other uses is based upon several faulty 
assumptions. 

First, the proposcd alternative wrongly asstimes that the "sustaincd yieltl" mandates of MUSYA and 
NFMA require "sustainability." 'I'hus, tlic proposcd altcrnative expands the concept of sustained 
yicld significantly beyond what is allowed by the MUSYA and NFMA. As stated above, "sustaincd 
yield" undcr the MUSYA simply means thc niaintenancc of a regular output of several renewable 
resourccs. 

Second, the proposetl altcrnativc wrongly assumes that all sustainability must bc predicated upon 
ecological suslainability. The proposcd alternative assumes that sustainability (or sustaincd yield) of 
any sort cannot bc achieved without first achieving ecological sustainability. Howcver, this 
assumption is rake. While biological divcrsity undisputably affects certain legitimate uses of 
National forests, it is not esse~itial to multiple use and sustaincd yicld, as delincd by the MUSYA. 
For exaniplc, timber liarvcst and water llows can be managed on a sustainable yield basis (as 
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required by statute) with little spccics divcrsity. On tlie other hand, sonic uses, such as recreation, 
nlay require a high degree of species tlivcrsity (fishing, research, wildlife watching), while 
recreational uses oftlic forest recluirc little or no spccics diversity (rock climbing. skiing). Still 
others, such as mining, rcquirc no specics diversity whatsoever. Certainly. ccological sustainability 
and specics divcrsity arc importanl considerations in forest land use planning, and arc oftcn csscritial 
to maintaining certain lcgitimale uses on a sustained basis. However, the assertion that specics 
divcrsity is absolutcly necessary to niaintain tlie sustained yield ofmultiplc goods and services is 
unsupportable, arid cannot Justify elevating the primary focus of land use planning to spccics 
diversity. In sum, the proposed alternative should report and rcflcct the true nature and role of 
ecology in multiple use and sustained yield managcnicnt, not elevate it over the Congressional 
mantlatcs. 

Third, the proposed alternative wrongly assurne that ecological sustainability as tlie primary focus of 
forcst plalining best nrccts the nccds of the American people. l'lie MUSYA dcfincs "nioltiple use" as  
the management of various renewable resources in  a co~nbiiiation which best meets the nccds of the 
Anicrican people. 16 U.S.C. # 53 I(a). Elevation of biological diversity and ecological sustainability 
to the chiefplanning factor assumes a priori tliat such values, in all cascs, bcst nicct the nccds of the 
American people; this presumption is in error and must hc establislicd on a case by case basis. 

Fourth, in addition to not following tlie lnandalcs of the Organic Act, MUSYA, and NE'MA, the 
document states that the enactment of various other laws, including the National Environnicntal 
Policy Act ("NBPA"), the Entlangercd Specics Act ("ESA"), the Clean Air Act ("CAA") and the 
Clean Water Act ("CWA") "reinforce ecological sustainability as the first priority of National Forest 
system managcmcnt." Id. Again, tliis is incorrect; noile of  tlicsc statutes in any way change the 
m;~ndates ibr thc niani~gement of National forests. Scc c.g. Platte River Whooping C'ranc Trust v. 
Fetlcral Energy Regulatory Commission, 962 F.2d 27, 34 0D.C'. Cir. 1002) (holding that the ESA 
tlocs no1 mandate tliat federal agencies violate their statutory authority in protcctirig listed species). 
For cxamplc, the document cites a policy statement set forth in Lhc prcaniblc to NEPA as a mandatc 
to manage for ecological sustainability. 1 lowcvcr, as the courts have made clear, the NEPA is a 
proccdural act only, designed to promote consitlcraliori of cnvironnienlal impacts i n  federal 
decision-making, ant1 cannot mandatc any substantive result. See Robertson v. Methow Valley 
Citizens Council, 490 I1.S. 332, 350 (1089). 

In summary, the proposed allernative is built upon a tenuous foundation which assumes that: ( I  ) 
various statutes require that ccological sustainahility be the dominant consideration for all 
managcmcnt of National forests; (2) sustained yield of various goods ant1 services derived from the 
forcsts cannot bc achieved without first achieving ccological sustainahility; arid (3) that ecological 
sustainability in all cascs is the highest and bcst use of the forcsts for the American peoplc. To bc 
supportable, these assumptions would require signilicant legal. scientific, and ccononiic data. As it 
is, such data has no been provided and tlicsc assuniptions are false, thercforc, the proposed 
altemativc is flawed and should not bc adopted. 

Issue: 
In order to achieve ecological sustainability as the proposed alleniativc defines it, tlie ecological 
condition of the project area niust be within tlie range oftliosc found prior to European Scttlcmcnt. 

I .  This standard is illegal and inappropriate under applicable law. First, lcgitimatc ~nultiplc use 
activities SLICII as ti~iiber harvest and niining rarely occurred on a large scale prior to 
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European settlement. Thus, to achicvc ecological sust;tinability, such activities must bc 
exclutled. This is a violation of the Organic Act, MIJSYA, and NFMA. 

2. Second. no statutory authority exists which mandates that ccological conditions of'ally kind 
must reflect prc-European scttlcmcnt contlitions. 

3. l'hirtl, the assumption that ecological conditions prior to European scttlcrncnt are better than 
conditiorls at any time since then is a purely subjectivc valuc jodgment, and is not 
appropriate to consider during the plalniillg proccss. 

4. Finally, the scientific evidence which suggests what ecological conditions wcre like prior to 
European settlement is highly speculative. Basing all planning and management around a 
range of variability which can never be delinitivcly dctcmiined is illusory, arbitrary and 
capricious and violates the Organic Act, MIJSYA, ant1 NFMA. 

Issue: 
ldcntification of "high social, cultural, or economic valuc" and "desired" levels arc subjective and 
rcquircs an assessment and balancing of public values. For exatiiplc, a particular species may have a 
high social valuc to a particular segment of the population, but a low social valuc to another. 
Similarly, a species may have significant cconornic valuc for a particular usc (trees cut ibr limber), 
but have high social value in the context ol'an cntirely different use (trees ohscrvcd by hikers). 
Furthemlore, these conllicting valucs may rcqilirc entirely different "tlesiretl" levels. Dcspitc these 
extrenlely coniplcx and subjectivc dctcrrninations, the proposed alternative provide virtually no 
cxplanalion or guidance rcgardir~g how these levels and values were established. This cxtrcnic 
tliscrction is not allowed by the Organic Act, MUSYA, ant1 NFMA, which require that forests be 
managcd for a variety of uses. 

Issuc: 
IJnder applicable law. cconornic and social considerations are just as important ecological analyses 
and should hc given equal consideration. This is especially truc for the social and economic 
conccrns at the state and local lcvcl. Consider the following: 

1 .  Thc Organic Act has long hccn interpreted as requiring that Natiotral forest lands be 
managcd to proniotc the local economic and social stability ol'tlie dcpcndant communities. 
Thc first C'liicl'ofthc Forcst Service, C;iSford Pincliot wrote: "111 the nrtrlrn,yc~t?retrt oferrclr 
reserve, loci11 rlrrestiorrs will hc tlecirlc~rl rlpotr loccrl grorrrrc1.s . . . . srirlrlen c11crtrgc.s irr 
in(111stricrl corrtlitiorrs will he rzvoirlcrl hv grcrtlunl rrrl/ustnrerrt after c11re notice . . . . " Forcst 
Service, Unitcd States 1)epartment of Agriculture, The Use ~ b o k  (1000 ed.) at 17. The first 
congressional concerns for the stability of colnmunitics dependent on the resources of thc 
National forcsts ;irose during ilcbatcs surrounding passage of thc Organic Act. l'he Natiotial 
Academy of Scicnccs had criticized past land managcmcnt practices that allowed conipanics 
and intlividuals to cut excessive quantities of timber without monetary charge. Nevertheless, 
thc dcbatcs surrounding the Organic Act centeretl on protecting the forests from fire ant1 
inscct damage, ensuring that thc forests serve to conscrvc water resources for the and West, 
and managing thc forcsts for economic purposes. S. Kept. No. 105. 10, 1'). In fact, after 
describing the depredatiolis oSfire, livcstock. and illegal tinihcr cutting, onc Scnalc report 
concluded: A sturlv ofthe./brcs~ rc.~eervs in rclntiorr lo t/le gerreral clevelopn~errt ofthe 
~~rlf21rc ojtlrr mutr tr~~,  shows rlltrt the .scgreg[rtio~~.s of the.re grecrt horlies rfre.servc(llunt1.s 
ctrrlttot hc withclrcrwrz fh r r r  rrll occrrpafiotl nrrtl use orrd tho/ tIrq must he mrrrle to pc ' r  f orrn 
theirj~crrt for the ecotror,~v of the ntrtiort. Acr,or(lirrg lo ( 1  strict ir~terprctrrtiotr of the rrr1irrg.s 

w e ,  .irr .i 1 U L B I I , ~  !?upporrcd ;isiinciation wiiose puiposc i i i  t o  prcmrvc t l z i i s  for.all 

rr:cireCioniiiCh r i~rouqli  responsible environmental piOcEGtion and ~duca f i on .  

Pogc 20 cf 101 



ofthe Ile~i~rrrn~errt ~ f t l r e  1rrto.ior. rro orre lrtrs /he right to errler o firest reserve, lo cut tr 

,sitr,qlc' trce fiorrr its /bres/.s, or to ercrrriir~e it ror!i.s it] .secrrc:h oJ~~trlrirrhlr~ rwitrcrrrls. FOPCI) 
rrrilliotr trrrc2.~ oflrr~rcl ore thcrr tlrcorelicr~llj~ shrit or11 fronr rrll lrrmrrrrr occri/itr/ion or 
tv~juynrort. Srrrlr ( I  rotrditiorr ofthirtg.~ .slrorrlrl riot c~orrlirirre, for rr111cs.s thc rcscrvctl ltrrrtls o/ 
rhc /irrIilir tlorrririrr ore 171nilc to coirtrihtr~e to tkct wel/irrc trtriI/~ros/icritv of thr  courrtq~, tlrt:v 
slrorrlrl he tlrrowrr opcrr to sel/lerrrerrl trrrd ilrr ~ ~ l r o l e  svstorr ofre.so.vcil/uresfs he 
crhirrrtlorrei/. S. Kcp. No. 105, 22. 

2. The notion ofcommunity stability grew out ofC:ongressq concern for the impacts on local 
cornmunitics. During the passage oftlic Organic Act, Congressman Saf'oth cchocd this 
concern: The forc!s/ry yrrcstiorr is /rot rr  rrrrrtter of'yretrt corrcenr,/i.or7r rr rrrrtiorrcrl sttmdpoint. 
hccirrrse tlrepurpo.ses /br wlriclr tlrc,sc re.scrvirtiorrs ore set crsirle ore nierely locul. It is ri  

r~rcrtter o/in/r~res/ 10 /~etj/)Ic irt tlrc Wt~st ot11.v ( IS  10 ~ h e / l t e r  these reservrrtions ore propcrly 
e.s~irhlishe~l. I/ is otr ueeo~rrrt of the wtrter.~ whirh rm! to irrigole otir rrgrirrrltrrrttl 1tr11il.s thrrt 

r~re i r r t ~ r ( ~ s f ~ d  i r l f o l ~ ~ t  reservi~fi~rrs. . . . . The tiin~her resc>rves oof'tut regiorr cart rrcvcr 
hc rr  .srrl,/r~cr ofrrtrtiorrcrl corrcerrr irlthorr,yh /h<v rrrcry hc ofgrerrt irrtcrc~.st to tlrcpcoplc o/'tlrnt 
/itr,?icrt/c~r loroli(v -- rlre[reop/e (~fCt/lo,wilo. Utcrh ntrrl othcr Wc~stcrrr cor~rrrrr~rritier. 30 
Cong. Ilec. 084 ( 1897). 

3. C:ongrcss has ncvcr changed its concern for local communities. Eleven years following the 
passage ofthc Organic Act, Congress passed the 'l'wenty-Five Pcrccnt Fund Act. uridcr 
which 25 percent of the revenues from the national forests arc rctur~icd to the stales. 16 
L1.S.C. # 500. In 1913, Congress dircctcd that anothcr 10 percent of the Natiolial Sorest 
revcnucs be spent on road constn~ction and local road rnaintcnallce. 16 U.S.C. 3 501. In 
1070, Collgress anlentled the Twcnty-Fivc Pcrccnt Fund Act to provide that the 
disbursement to statc and local govcrnnlcnts would be calculated from gross revenues, 
rather than stunipagc prices. 16 U.S.C. # 500, National Pot-est Managcmcnt Act of 1076, 
Report of Scnatc Comniittcc of Agriculture and Forestry, S. Rep. 94-803 (May 1070) 1. 22- 
3. 

4. 'l'licsc examples clearly illustrate that Co~igress intends National Sorcsts to he a driving Sorcc 
in  promoting and sustaining state alid local communities and governments, both 
cco~lon~ically and socially. The multiple use and sustai~lcd yicltl of so,cral goods and 
scrvices mandate of MUSYA and NFMA reinforce this conccpt. Accordingly, the proposed 
altcr~iative should give more weight to thesc concerns. Economic and social impact alialysis 
should be mandatory at all levels of ibrcst planning atid rnanagcmcnt. 

Issue: 
With rcgard to wildcr~~css al-cas, roadless areas, national recreation areas, natural landniarks and 
rnonunients, arld wild, sccnic, and recreational rivers, the Bureau of Land Management and Forest 
Service are only authorized to delineate such arcas and report such lindings to Congress. Unlcss and 
until Congress actually dcsig~lates such areas under applicable law, such delineations sllould have 
no eSScct on the multiple use and sustained yield mandates for managcmcnt of public lands. 

With rcgard to rcscarcli ant1 llati~ral areas and sccr~ic by-ways, the BLM and FS call designate such 
areas; liowevcr such designation should have no effcct on the niultiplc use and sustained yield 
mandatcs for management of those public lands. Finally, with regard to critical waterways, 
gcological areas, unroaded areas, botanical arcas, and national scc~lic areas, the BLM and FS have 
no statutory authority to dcsignatc and manage such areas. Any such designations can by law have 
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no eSSect on the ~nu l t~p lc  use and sustainetl yield mandates for management of national forests 
Accordingly, these "speclal designations" should be deleted tiom tlic proposcd altem;it~ve. 

Issue: 
Note that the Final Roadless Rule pl~blishcd on January 5, 2001 
( ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ l l c s s . l i . l ~ t l , u s i i l o c u ~ ~ i ~ ~ g i t s ~ r ~ ~ l c / r i ~ a ~ l l c s s ~ ~ c t l r c ~ r u l ~ ~ p ~ I ~ )  included the following dircctivc 
"'She proposed rulc did not close any roads or off-highway vehicle (OHV) trails". The agency must 
honor this conitiiitmcnt. The Roadless Rule is all about preventing new roads Srom hcing 
constructed; it is not about banning lnotorizcd use of existing motorized roads and trails. IJnited 
Four Wheel Drive Associations rcaclicd a setllement agrccnicnt with tlie Federal Government 
prohihiting thc US Forest Service Sroln eatcgorically closing roads or using the term "unroaded" in 
csPablishing roatllcss areas ibr Wilder~iess designation. Under the terms of the settlement agrccmcnt 
the Forcst Service is balllied frolii using the Road Moratoriinn to close a single mile of road". [Jnitcd 
obtained evidence that many, if not all, of the national forests were using the Temporary Road 
Moratorium to create de facto wildelness arcas as part of forest planning. Carla Bouchcr of ilnilcd 
predicted in early 1VC)8 that this was the plan ofthc Forcst Scrvice all along. "This agrccmcnt 
prcvcnts the creation of ilc facto wildcrncss, protecting tiearly 347,000 niilcs of access for motorized 
rccrcationists", rcm:~rked Bouclier. Additionally, the ruling in the State of Wyoming v. lJSDA by 
U S .  District Court Judge Clarence Britnmer blocked implcmcntation of the Iioatlless Area 
Co~iscrvation Rule. This project l i i~~s t  include proper interpretation ofthc Roadlcss Rulc and tlic 
roadless rule should not bc used to close existing niotorizcd routes in roadless areas. 

Iss11e: 
A November 2003 national voter survey by Moorc Infortnation ( I ~ t p : i / w w w . c ( l I L . . o r g ~ ~ ~ , l l j ~ )  
reveals that most Americans agrcc that thc scores of environmental groups in Montana and 
throughout tlic nation liavc lost their focus. Specifically, 61% of voters l~atioliwide agree with tlic 
statement; "Whilc protecting tlie cnviro~irne~it is import;mt, environmcntal groups usually pl~sli for 
solutions which are too cxtrcnic for me." Just 33% disagree with this, and 0% have no opinion. In 
the Mountai~i/Plaitns region that includes Montana the divergence is even more scvcrc. A fill1 71% 
ofrespondents agree with the previous statement, and only 25% disagree. Additionally a poll by 
Market Research Insight (MKI) in L)ecemher 2003 found that 27% of the public supported 
environmental groups and 53% opposed their actions. 

In ordcr lo be true and rcsponsivc to the p~~b l i c ,  d~cisiotis slio~lld not be based on pressure from 
environ~ncntal groups and their litigation. Public opinion supports this position. 

Issue: 
Environmental groups with substantial funding and paid staff arc likely to provide substantial input 
to the process and to challenge the process through appeals and legal actions. The magnitude of 
S~u~iding mnd the influence available to thcsc has been doculnentctl by tlic Independent Record in a 
series of articles found at: 
litt~~:i~~~~v~~.li~lc11~1ir.co1~1i:1rticl~~i2t~tl~!O3~ I I /sliiricsil~c:~tl~i~icil a2.lxt , 
I 1 t t ~ ~ : / I ~ ~ : ~ . . I i ~ / ~ 1 i i 1 i r . ~ ~ g 1 n i ~ 1 r t i ~ I ~ ~ i 2 t ) O 2 i ~ l 3 i I  O ! ~ t ~ ~ r i ~ ~ ~ / I 1 c a c l l i 1 1 c ~ 7 ~ l ~ . t ~ t ~  , and 
Iitt~~:~~~n.w.liclcn;1ir.com/;1rticlus/2002:01/ I O i s t c ~ r i c s I I i c ~ ~ l l j t i c l l ~  l . t u l  and tlie Sacramento Bee at 
http:i!\\ \v\v.s;vhcc.c~~~~~/~!~~~~~~~~~~iyc~~i~~~~si~~r~~jcctscr~ironnnctil/it~~l~xt~_l.li~~i~l , at Activist Cash 
~ t : v v . . ~ ~ c . l i i ~  and at Green-Watch 
~ ~ p : ~ i c : ~ ~ ~ r c s c ; ~ r c l ~ . l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c r . n c t ~ s c ; n r c l i ~ ~ ~ c l i ~ ; w ~ ~  . 

Wc a,-6 a locally sopporlcd ,?wociation whose puryosr ih l o  pie6crvr ti;,ils for- all 

rscr-ca ?.ionisfa i hiouqti rcsponoible environmenf.ai prnrcclion and rducarion. 
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This inllucnce must bc balanced by the public opinion demonstrated abovc which indicates that they 
arc way out ol l inc with the public's nccds and interests. 

Issuc: 
Agency tlccision-making is bcing driven by acccpting actions that will not be challcngcd in court 
versus decisions that arc in thc best i~itcrcsts of the public or that woultl meet thc public's nccds. For 
cxarnplc, the January 2 1 ,  2004 Missoulian llewspaper quoted Lolo Forest Supervisor Dcbbic Austin 
"'fhcn, too, it's probably not worth taxpayer dollars to propose a big-acrcagc, big-ticket salvage sale 
that's likely to be challcngcd in court, shc said." The ethics of making dccisiorls that are in the best 
i~~tcrcs t  ortlic public and that mcct the neetls ol'thc public iiiust be restored regardless of thc  dollar 
cost. Failure to base our govemnient on thcsc principles will be devastating in the end and we must 
rcslore ilecision-making based on thcsc principles. 

Issue: 
Why arc the cxtrcn~c tnotorizcd closure alternatives presented and a rnidtlle ofthc road alternative 
based on existing routes plus new motorized routes nccdcd to meet the public's nccd not prcscntcd? 
We arc concerned that this demonstrates a significant predisposition in  the currcnt process. 

Issue: 
One of'thc basic requirements of NEPA is to "achieve a balance bctwccn population and resource 
use which will pennit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities" (Public Law 
91-100, Title I, Section 101 (b) (5)). The wording oFNEPA was carerully chosen and was intended 
to produce a balance between the natural and human environment. Practice and interpretation since 
the law has strayed Tar from that intent. 

Issue: 
WE ar~c a locally suppoi-led aci:.ociilt:ion wflose purpo!?c: 15 ro pjcijrivs tr_iilj for 811 

rccrmt.ionii.ti> thii,ugf~ rcnpon<,itblc nnvirvnrnenC81 p io ta ; t ion  and nduc;ition. 
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Ovcr tlic past 35 years (and it is accclcrating in recent ycars) the overal-ching public land 
management trcnd has hccn to closc access to and usc orpublic lands. This trcnd of closure ~ ~ p o n  
closurc has hcconic cpidcmic ant1 is out ofcontrol as demonstratcd by popular public opinion. A 
sampling of dirfcrcnt uscrs arid pcrspcctives is providcd below to de~ilonstratc this trcnd and the 
cumulativc ncgativc itnpacts that it has produccd. 

Many additional articles can bc found hy searching tlic web for keywords "public lands acccss". By 
far the loss ofacccss and the trend of niotorizcd closures upon n~otorizcd closure on public lands are 
tlic most common themes. From tlic public's pcrspcctivc tlic #I problem is access to adcquatc 
multiple-use acccss and rccrcational opporlunitics and the fact that t11csc opportunities are being 
eliminated at a record pacc by rcdcral land use agencies. It is time to recognize that the trcnd of 
closlrrc of public land to the public is inequitable. It is also time to undertake adcquatc corrcction to 
rcvcrsc tlic cumulativc negative impact of35  ycars of closure upon closurc. It is also Lime to 
implcmcnt adequate n~iligation to compensate for the cumulative negative impacts causcd hy thc 
trend ol'incquitahlc closures that are now significant. 

Issue: 
Thc ovcrarching trcncl ortlic last 35 ycars has bccn to rcniove people fi-om thc land. This trend has 
occurred as a result o f  many difrcrent lactors including creation of national parks and mon~~ments;  
crcation of wildcmcss, non-motorized, and roadless arcas; policies of the Forest Scrvicc and Bureau 
of Land Managcmcnt; influx of dollars for conscrvation easements and land trusts; decline of 
'lrnming and ranching; and dcclinc of mining and timhcr harvests. People still havc thc samc nccd 
and desire to work and recreate on the land but thcy no longer havc thc samc opportunity. Thc 
cumulativc ncgative effect of the diffcrcnt trcnds that havc rcmovcd pcoplc from the land is so 
significant now that any additional impacts must be avoidcd. Additionally, hecausc thc cumulativc 
negative effect is so significant, adequate mitigation nicasurcs must he inclutlcd as part of all future 
actions. 

Issue: 

Wc a m  a iocaiiy c;~iypoitcd nooociarion wiroiis P U ~ P O L E  16 t o  y ,e5~1ve  t , r i i i ~  for.aii 

r rcrrat ionisrs Cf~rvoqil iciiponsibie envir.onmentai protection and cducafion. 
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Evaluatio~is :~nd decisio~is have been limited to natural resource management issucs. Issues 
associated with motorizcd access and motorized rccre;~tion must be adequately addressed during the 
evaluation and decision-making including social, economic, and environrncntal justicc issucs. We 
arc conceliicd that issues cannot he restricted to just those associated with natural rcsourccs. Acccss 
and recreation on puhlic lands arc csscntial needs of the public in  Montana and wc rcspcctSully 
I-eclocst that issucs associalcd with ilie liunian environn~cnt be adequately ;rddrcsscd. 

Iss11e: 
Montana ranks very low for social conditions (44"' stale pcr Fordharn Institute for Innovation in 
Social Policy, ) and social issucs are relevant lo this action. Motorizcd recreation is a healthy social 
activity. These types of issues are associated with motorized access alitl rccrcation in the project area 
ant1 these issucs must be adequately addrcsscd. Social issues must bc adequately evaluated per the 
SOCIAI> IMPACT ANALYSIS (SIA): PIIINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES TRAINING C:OIIRSE 
(1 000-03) (Iittp;bly>v.Ik. l i ' t l . ~ ~ s ( c ~ n c i ~ ~ y ~ ~ i ~ c l ~ ~ l e s : s i a . h r ~ ~  ) and Environmental Jilsticc issucs pcr 
Departmcntal Regulation 5f100-2. Tlic evaluation and resulting dccision must adcquatcly consider 
and address all of thc social arid economic impacts associated with thc significant motorized access 
and niotorircd rccrcarional closurcs. 

Issuc: 
Dr. Martin E.P. Seligman has identilicd that lcamcd liclplessness or fhe hclicf'tlrcrt vorrr rrctiotrs will 
hc/irtilc is an  epidemic affecting the nation (page 70, ISBN 0-071-0101 1-2). The evaluation of 
social issues niust also includc an evaluation of conditions contrihuting to learned hclplcssncss 
irrclutling thc lack ofrccognition and ;~llentiou to the needs of  motorized recrcationists and thc 
significant social problc~ns that result Srotn these conditions. 

Issue: 
Ovcr the past 35 ycars (and it is accelerating in recent ycars), motorizcd rccreatio~~ists have llad to 
bear a tlispropot.tionate share of'tlie negative conscqucnces on the human environment resulting 
from the significant closure oSniotorized acccss and rnotorizcd recreational opportunities by fcdcral 
land nianagclncllt actions and politics. We continue to ask for a reasonable explanation of "Why are 
we the o~i ly ones to losc in every action'?" Arld yet the trend of~i io tor i~e t l  closurcs continues at an 
ever increasing pace. 

Wc believe that fcderal environmental justice compliance requirements as initiated by Exccutive 
Order 12XOX should bc applied inimcdialely to corrcct the disproportionately significant and adverse 
impacts that motorizcd recreationisls have been subjected to. In order lo accon~plish thjs wc request 
that this proposed action comply with U.S. Forest Service Dcpartnicntal Regulation 5000-2 
( I I I ~ ~ : : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : \ \ . I I ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ( , O ! ! : ~ ~ ~ J ) ~ I ' )  including the DEFINITION of environmental justice 
providetl tlicrcin: 

ENVIRONM/<N7ilL ./(ISTI('/< 1rzerrtr.s thrrt, lo itre greirtcc.1 crtorf prcrcticrrhlc irt~tl~~c~rrtrittetl 
I J ~  LIW, trllpoprr1ntioir.s areprovirled rhc opporllrnily lo C O ~ N I N C ~ I I  h~$)re CIc~i~iorrs (Ire 
retrtlcrc~rl on, nre trllowed to shrrre in tkc herrgfirs of; rlrc trot ca-c,luCI~~i fronz, clrrrl are not 
cgfi,ctctl in cr clisproportior~alelv high nrril crrlversc nrtrtrrtcr I?, go=ovrrt~nrerrr progranrs crrril 
activities nfectiirg hurni~rz herrlth or /he crr~~irontrrcrr/. 

W r  are a locally suppor-tcd as5ocialion whusc puipo~r~ icj to pre!irrve r,,,3,15 for all 

remaatiuniijts tlrrnugli r cc,jionsrt~lr r , i v i m n m c n t a l ~ ~ ~ T r c t l ~ ? i  ,3nd E//IICUIIOII ,  
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While some ofthe guidance published on environmental justicc rcfcrs to specitic minority and low- 
income populations, thc intent of the gilida~lce must be taken in a broatler scnsc as rccom~ncndcd by 
tllc EPA in  order to avoid discrimination or unfair treatment of any significantly impacted sector of 
the public: 

In ordcr to correct the disproportionately significant and atlvcrsc impacts that motorized 
reel-cationists have been suhjcctcd to we rcqucst that thc proposed action comply with EPA's Oflicc 
of Environmental .Iusticc ( l ~ ~ t p : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ v w . ~ ~ p ~ ~ . ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! c ~ ~ : c s ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ i : ~ / c ~ ~ ~  
cj;cj_gl~iil;~ncc - ricp:i-cpaOJi)R.~~~ll') including: 

Tlrefiir irr7irtment rrnrl rnctrnirrg/irl irrvolvcrrrrrrt of'crllpcople regcrril1es.s of'roce, color, 
rrcrtionrrl orrgirr, or incornc wit11 rc.s/,crt to tlrc rlcr~elopt~rent, inrplernortcrtiorr, nnd 
ctrfi)rccmort of'crrvirorrnrcrrtd ltrws, regrrlrrtions, crtrrlpolicies, Frrir trecrtnrent nrccrrrs thcrt no 
groril) ofpeople, i~rclrrrling rocicrl, etlrtric, or .socioeconomic grotrp shotrlrl hear u 
rli.sl~rol?ortiorrntc shtrrc ofthc ncgrrti~~e environn~rtrlnl rut~seyrrencc.~ re.sultin~ fronr 
inclrrstrinl, rnur~iripul, nntl commerc:iol operutiotl.~ or tlrc erccrrtiow q/:/l.tlenrl, sttrte, loccrl. 
trnd trihtrl/~rog,vrnrs otrtlpo1ir~ie.s. 

Ttre goul qf'this ',j?rir rrmrlrncrrt'' is trot to sl~r/i risks rrr~rorrgl)opulntiorrs, hrrt to irlenlrfi 
pot'vrtirr/ rli.c.[~ro/)ortiorrtrtc~!i~ /rrg/r inn/ rldvecse c//ects trrrrl irlenlfi rr/ternc~tive.s thnt r?lr~,v 
ttritigtrte thcsc inrpocts. 

Ilnfortunately, the treatment of motorizcd rccrcationists docs not meet the clefinition offair 
treatment and cnvironmcntal justice rcquircmcnts nlust be complied with in  order to correct the 
sit~~ation. 

Wc rcqucst that the proposed action comply with the Council on Environmental Quality 
(hu~:jicc~l.ell.tloc.ggfi~g';ii~.c~s!ei/iu~&~lp~ll') recon~nicndations in order to correct thc 
disproportio~iately significant atid adverse impacts that lnotorizetl recrcationists havc bccn suhjcctcd 
to including: 

7lrrr.s. crgcrrric.\. hrrve rlt?velopetl rrtrcl .slrorrlrl periorlii~trlly revi.sc tttcir strtrtegies provirliwg 
grrirlrrtrce co~~ccrning the opes o / rog~rnrr ,  ~~ol ic ics ,  nrrrl nctivitics tlrcrt rrrig~, or hi.storicirllv 
hrr~~e, roi.~ed et~virorrmentnl,jrr.stice corrcerrrs (11 /Ire prrrticrrlrrr rrgctrcv. 

7he Erecutive Or[ler rci/rrire.c. crgcwcics to work to ensure effectiveprihlicpc~rtiriputiotr~nrrrl 
rrc.c,e.c..s lo irrfornrrrtion. 

The cumulative negative impact of all closurcs on rnotorizcd rccrcationists arc signi licant and 
warrants a revised strategy to deal with the issues surrounding this condition. 

Agei~ciec. shorrlrl recognize the irrterrelu~ed c~rrl~zrrirl, .socicrl, occtrl~crtioncrl, hisrorictrl, or 
erotronricfrrctor.~ thnt nrcrv rmzplfi the notzrrul rrrtrlptr~~sictrl errvirorrrrrewttrl ef'ficis . . qf'the 
/)ropo.sed r1,yenc:v uction. TIre.se,fircrors shoultl irrclrrile the phy.c.icir1 serrsitivit~v of'the 
conr~n~rni~v or poprrlrrtiorr to pnrtirrrlur inr/~crcrs; tlrc cfjcct of'trrrg~ drsrrrptiorr on i11c 
conrrrrrrrri<y struclrrre crs.socitr~m1 wit11 ttrc proj~osctl trctiorr; and //re nntrrrc nnrl clegrcc of' 
irrrprrc~t on rlrc pl~,~:c.icrrl rrtrd social strrrctrrr.e qf'tlrc cortrnrunitv. 

Wc are a locally suppoj-tcd aeoociatiorl wiioi.i: purpoiir io to preserve I.riiili. Foi all 
r-ccr-ca tionirts th raugh rcspon3iblc cnvironmenral prvrcc t.ion and cdiicntion. 
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To datc. all ofthcsc factors liavc not been adcqi~ately exalllined with respect to motorizctl 
rccrcationists and thc trend of  cxcessivc motorized access and recreational closures. 

Agcrlcics .shorrlcl encormr,ye thc mcnrher.~ qf'tlre eonrrrrurrilie.s rh(~t r r z i r y  .sr!fir [ I  

rli.sproport~orrrrtc~l~~ /rig11 irrril ( r r l ~ ~ r r ~ ~ ~ < ~  I r r ~ r r r ~ r r  I~r(rlt/r or erri~~r~orrrrrc~ril~rl ~ffi,c,t,fruttr (?ropo.scr/ 
cr,yerrr:y iri.tiorr to Irclp rl<~vc~lo;~ rrrrrl comnrcrrt or1 po.ssihle rr1terrrutive.s to [Ire proposcrl ogorc~' 
rrctiorr us rnrli, us possihle in the ~ ~ r o c e s s .  

Motorized rccrcationists havc not 11ad thc opportunity to develop mitigation plans rcquired to 
address the signilicant impact resulting from cumulative eSfect all closures. 

Wlror tllc trgerrcy h(rs irlrrrtificil rr tlis/~roportiorrtrtc~,i lriglr rrrrd irclvcnve I I U ~ I I ( I I I  hetrlth or 
crrvirorrr~rerrtcrl e//i.cl on low-incorrrc l)opulir/ior~s, rrrirrorit.vpopulntions, or irrtlierrr irihc:~ 
frortl either [he proposeil ocliorr or crltcrrrtr/ive.s, the tlistrihutiori (1s well us ilie mrrgtritrrtle of' 
tlre rlisproportionu/e impcrcts it1 tlrese conrnrunitic,~ shoull he afirclor in rleterrniwing tlte 
errvironrn~~n~irlIv prcfcrtrblc nltertrtitivc. 

Wc maintain that thc intent of  idcntifying low-income populations, minority populations, or  Indian 
tribes is simply to portray cxa~nplcs ofaffccted groups. The EPA guidance includcd ahovc supports 
this conclusion. To datc, the disproportionate impact on ~ilotorizcd recreationists has not bccn a 
factor when dctcrmining thc preferred alternative and it should he, in ihct, just thc oppositc is 
occurring (our needs arc bcing ig~)orcd). 

Mi~i,yertiorr trrc,(rsrrrc.s rrrrlrrrlc~ st<~p.s to (ri~oirl, rrtiligirtc~, nzitrir~~ize, rec,t$j', retlrrce, or c l i r ~ r ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ r  
//re inrl~irc./ ir.s.socirrtr~t1 wit11 N pro11ost:rI rrgerrrv (rctior~. Tl~rorrghorrt the procc2.ss of'l~rthlic 
pnrtic~ipirtio~r, trgetrcies .shor~ll elicit the v i e ~ a  uf [lie i~f~clmlpoprrlrrtiorrs orr r~rctrsrires to 
mirigrite u rlis/~roportiorrcrtc~I~~ higlt cmtl o h ~ e r s e  humtrr~ heolth or cnvirorrrrrerrt~rl effect ... ... 

Motorized rccrcationists havc bcen affcctcd in rr rlis~)roporrionatcl,? /rig11 rrrrd nifvcrse rnnrrner by the 
signilicant impact that has occurrcd from all cumulative closures of motorized acccss ant1 nlotori~cd 
recreational closurcs including actions by the Forest Scl-vicc and Hurcau of  Land Managcnlcnt 
associatcd with travel planning, forest planning, watershed planning, watcr quality districts, 
wilderness study arcas, rescarch areas, ti~iiber sales, and crcation of monu~nents, non-motorized and 
wiltllifc management areas. We arc also conccmcd that this has occurrcd on lalids illtended by 
congrcss to be rrlartaged fbr multiple-uses. Multiple-uses includc motorized access and motorizcd 
rccreation. 

The efforts to involve ~notorized rccrcationists in the proccss using ul~iquc methods as rcquircd by 
the environmental justicc regulations have not happcncd. 'She proccss must allow for and 
acconiniodate that nccds of  citizcns who, for the most part, act and live independcntly and are not 
organized to thc lcvcl of cnvironmental organizations. Tbotuas Mendyke, Outdoor Editor for tlic 
Independent Rccord niadc thc following statement in his article on Novembcr 20. 2003 Ou/door 
crrt1rrrsirrst.s f,-rclucr~tl~~/irrcl /hemselves irt orltls ~ i r l r  big rrroncv irrtwev~.~. Gerrerrrllv speakirig, people, 
w/10 p~i)~srrc (~rrtcloor ittteresls lord to he irtr i~rrlepctrderrt lot. Sporlirrg grolips rtsunllv [Ire poorly 
firrrtied, loosi?l, or,yrrtri:eil rrttcl ill-prcprrwcl to rrrcrtclr ilre/ir~nrrcicrl trrr<l legirl powrr /heir irt1vc~r.surie.s 
of if!^^ p ~ s s c ~ . ~ . ~ .  

We are a locally t.upported assnciarivri wtlose ~ I I I ~ O ' ? C  t i i  t o  pt.e5~1ve t t r ~ i l s  for.a/i 

r rcrest ionih l5 ll irough rcapon:,iiifi. rnvirotimsntal prilreccion and edumtiorr. 
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The process should not allow well-organized and lilndcd groups to take opport~~nities away fro111 
Icss-organized and li~ndcd individuals. This certainly is an environmental injustice. Moreover, the 
clcvclopnicnt of measures as  required by environmental justice regulations to mitigate tlie 
i lr .s /~vo/~ov~iot~rrtc~I~~ /rig11 trt~tl crtlverse i~npacts that have affected ~notorizetl recreationists has not 
happenetl. 

Wc request a corrective action and ovcr-arching mitigation plan that will undo the significant impact 
that all cl~mulativc rnotorixcd access arid motorized recreational closures has liad on ~notorizcd 
recreationists over thc past 35 years. Wc also rcqi~cst a nionitoring program be provided by an 
onhiascd third-party to assure that this correction occurs within our lifctinic. 

Issuc: 
A recent study by Davitl Sunding, an associate professor of natural resource economics, David 
Zilbe~lnan. a UC Bcrkclcy professor of agriculture and resource cconomics. and graduate studcnt 
Aaron Swoboda to tlie California Resource Management Institute found that thc cconomic impacts 
from designation and prcscrvation of special plant and animal habitat arcas continue to cost society 
hundrcds ofmillions of dollars hccausc ofdclays, court fees and opportunities ibrgonc. Sunding's 
rcport. rclcascd Feb. 20, found that agencies liad underestimated the actual ecolloniic alitl social 
impact by seven to 14 tinics. 

Certainly, natural resourcc decisions cannot and should not be made entirely on cconomic impacts. 
However. NEPA requires that both economic and cnvironmcntal facts sl~ould he considered in the 
final land management decisions. The [I.<'. Rcrkclcy study displays the Fact tliat tile full cconomic 
ant1 social lhcts and impacts arc not being atlcclu;~tcly consitlcrcd by the federal land management 
agencies. Wc rcquest adequate evaluation of thc cconornic and social impacts ofthis proposed 
action he consitlcrcd in thc analysis and decision-making. Additionally, we request that the 
cuniulativc ricgative impact resulting from inadequate cvaluation of economic and social iriipacts in 
past actions arc consitlcrcd in the analysis and decision-making and that an adcquatc mitigation plan 
be includcd as part of this action to cori~pelisate for past cuii~ulativc negative impacts. 

Issue: 
'I'hc positive economic impact on the economy of the area must be adequately considcrcd in  the 
decision-making. Arizona Spate I'arks has prepared a good example of an economic analysis of 
OHV rccrcation Ibr Coconino County, AZ 
(11111' \ \ \ \ \ \  _ ' I  \ I : I I :  ;I/ 11 ,  l h i l .  \\-, Oil\ ' ' . .?<rl<.li~rl 11JI'J. I hu  r.~.ononl~i impact.; o i O l I \ '  
riit.c.iIion 111 C I I ~ I ,  co11111v ;Ire ~ ~ . ~ ~ i ~ I i z ; ~ t i t  11 1111 $253.3 I I I I I I I O I I  s t : i t ~ ~ \ ~ ~ I u  I I I ~ I > ; I C I  ;IIILI ;I $21 5..: rilillio~i - 
impact locally tliat supports 2.580 jobs. Off-highway vehicle rccrcation activity is an immensely 
nowerful wart o f the  Arizona collcctivc economic fabric, eeneratine nearly $3 billion in retail sales - - 
during 2002 ( l i t t ~ : i i ~ v u : ~ . . ~ ~ s t ~ ~ t c ~ i ~ ~ , . ~ i ~ i ~ ~ I I s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  I V"/~,20I<~por1.~tll').Tliis cvaluation should be 
used as guideline to evaluate the existing and potential positive cconomic impacts associated with 
OHV recreation in the project area. Additionally, the study docs a good job assessing the activilies 
and reasons that recreationists enjoy using off-highway vehicles. 

Additional infonnalion on the importance of OHV rccreatio~i to the economy ofthe project area call 
bc round at: 
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Giltnore Rcscarch Group, 1089, Washington DNR, Assessment oSOKV impact ant1 ilsc 
in Roslyn-C'le Ijlum. WA. 
Mans, Cilenn ct al. 1089, Colorado Sate University, Estimated CO recreational use and 
cxpcnditurcs for OHV i n  FY 1988. 
'l'yler & Associatcs, 10')0, CA DOT. A study of lid tax attributahlc to OHV and Street 
Licensctl vchiclcs used f i r  recreation off-highway. 
CA OHMVR Division, 1094. CA Department of I'arks arid Rccreation, A 20 page study 
ofthc $3 Billion economic irnpact of OHV use in CA. 
Oak Ridgc National Laboratory. 1994, Fetleral tlighway Administration, Rcport 
ORNL/'l'M-I9091100, Federal Highway Administration, An 80 page summary of the fuel 
used for OHV recreation. I I I I ~ ~ : I I \ V L ~ L L . - C ~ ~ . ~ ) ~ I ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ V I ~ L ~ [ ~ ~ ~ C ; I ~ / ~ I ~ S ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ I ' .  
CA OHMVR Division, 1001. CA Dcpartmcnt of Parks and Recreation. A 1 19 page 
summary of the status of OHV rccrcation in CA. 
Schuctt, Michael . 1098, West Virginia University, 14 page report on OI IV user values 
and demographics. 
Motorcycle Intlustry Council (MIC), 1908, 20 page statistical report of motorcycle 
popul;ition, sales and usage. 
Gcncroux, John & Michclc, 1YY3. Minncsota DNR, 33-pagc report on fcasihility of Iron 
Range OHV Iiec'r~ Area. 
tlaxcn and Sawyer, 2001; Colorado Off-Hishway Veliiclc <:O, 144-pagc analysis of 
economic impact of OHV rccrcation in Coloratlo which is estimated at $230 tnillion. 

). 
Tcnnessec OHV Economic Impact, A $3.4 Billion Industry, 
l ~ ~ t ~ ~ : ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ v . s l ~ ~ l c . t ~ ~ s ~ ~ c ~ ~ ~ : i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ l i ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ . p ~ l l ~  
t~llp:i~'\+\x \ ~ . ~ t a t c . t & ~ ~ s I c ~ i y ~ e ~ ~ i o l ~ \ ' ! c c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n p ; ~ c t . p c i  f . 
March 2003 Presentation at thc National OHV Managers Meeting in Charlotte, North 
Carolina, 1_~tp:I~~~~~1i.;~.iict~N~~~slc1tcrs.'2OO3iS111y20O3.1~t1ri. 
Nelson, C.M., Lynch, J.A., & Styncs, D.I. 2000. Michigan Licensed Off-Road Vehicle 
IJse and Users, 1998-90. East Lansing. MI: Dcpartmcnt of Park, Recreation and Tourism 
Resources, Michigan Statc Univcrsity, t1 l tp : ! i \ v \ v \~p1~r .1 i1~~~1.c (1~1 l /1 ' .  
Jonathan Silbern~an, PhD. 'Thc Economic lmportancc Of Off-Highway Vehicle 
Rccrcation, Econon~ic data on oCi-highway vehicle recreation for the Statc of Arizona 
and for cach Arizona County Study, Prepared by School of Managcmcnt, 
l ~ t ! ~ i : i ~ \ ~ : ~ v ~ v . ~ l ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ s ~ ~ v  c:Ol lV'!<~~~l!j<~porl.1)(l I' 

A cornmon thcmc with the public and local ant1 state govcrnmcr~ts has been the need lor Inore 
cconomic development in the area and they arc starching for ways to cxpantl and enhance the local 
cconomy. OHV rccrcation is a significant part of the cxisting cconomy. Any reduction in OHV 
rccrcational opportunities will hurt thc local cconomy. Additionally, the enhancement of OHV 
rccreatio~~al opportu~iities in thc project a]-ca will provide a badly needed enhancement of the overall 
local cconomy as wcll. 

Issuc: 
There has never been an accounting ofthe cunlulative negative impact of all motorircd closures that 
havc occurred ovcr the past 35 years. Actions that have contributed to the significance of thc 
curnulativc ncgativc inlpact on n~otorized recreation include millions of acrcs and thousands of 
miles of roads and trails associated with Endangered Species Act; ContinenVal Divide National 
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Scenic 'l'rail; Sorest fires; timber harvests, forest plans; view shed plans; resource plans; watershed 
plans; roadlcss plan; creation of wildlife management areas, monuments. non-motorized areas, 
wildcrncss areas, atid wilderness study arcas; area closurcs, and last hut certainly not least, travcl 
plat~s. 'l'liis cum~~lat ivc ncgativc impact has not hccn q~~antificd and it is signilicant. 

In ordcr to evaluate this cumulativc ncgativc cffcct, an accouriting of all motorized closurcs ~iiust be 
done at 5-year increnicnts going hack to the creation of the wilderness act. Tliis accounting needs to 
be done on a local forest or district lcvcl in addition to statewide and regional levels. For example, 
loss of~notorized access and motorized recreational opportunitics since 1986 in our ininiediatc arca 
(Helena National Forcst) includc: 18 separate closurcs in the Big Belts with the loss of 42.15 miles; 
130 niilcs in other areas; closure of 191.000 acres and 75 miles in  the Elkhorn Mountains; and 
closure oS625,447 acres in tlie remainder of the forcst. Both adjoining public lands and public lands 
furtlicr away have experienced siniilar trends. 'l'herefore, thc cumulative ncgativc itlipact of all 
motorized access and recreational closures is significant. Simply, thcrc arc very Sew places left 
wlicrc motorized recreationists can rccrcatc and yct tlic trcnd continues. Tliis stealthy attack on 
motorizetl recrcational opportunities must hc acknowledged. Pleasc quantify and consider these 
cumulativc ncgativc impacts and dcvclop a preset-red alternative that will mitigate thc significant 
impact on niotorizcd recreationists tliat has occurred. 

Issuc: 
We are concerned tliat the lack of accounting for the cumulativc ncgativc impact of all forms of 
motorircd closures over tlie past 35 years is an undisclosed strategy to squeeze motorized 
rccrcetionists into tlic stnallcst possible arca. Oncc this is accomplislieti, then tlic agencies will take 
the position that tlic inipacts on that sniall arca lcft for use is signilicant and everything will he 
complctcly shut down. All o f thc  plans, strategies, actions, and evidence support this concern. 

Issuc: 
Onc agency cannot ignorc tlie cumulative negative impact that another agcncy's actions arc having 
on tnotoriZcd access and motorized recreation. For example, the B1.M cannot ignore cu~nulativc 
negative inipact of all of tlic closures that have occurred in  the Helena National Forcst during thc 
evaluation of BLM projects in the area and vicc versa. 

Issue: 
For the most part, adequate OHV opportunities do not exist. As OHV use hccomcs concentrated in 
sniallcr arms because of closures or restrictions, the frequency of encounters between motorizcd and 
non-motorized trail users increases dramatically. Rcsource damage can also results from use 
concentrated in  smaller areas. Certainly with the acceptance ofmillions of acres of arca closurc by 
motorized recreationists, the use of the existing network of roads and trails including sp~lrs for 
camping and exploring is reasonable. Additionally, we have scltloln asked for any new routes and 
the level of use would justify many new routes. 

Issue: 
We arc concerned that the BLM ant1 Forcst Service has created utnicccssary significant negative 
impacts on both the human and natural by their policies that seeks to close as many motorized 
routcs and opportunities as possible over tlic past 30 years. The cumulativc effect of this policy is to 
crowd motorireti recreationists into a relatively sniall number of areas and trails such thc Whitctnil- 
I'ipestone arca versus widely dispersed and adequate motorized recreational opportunities. 'fhc 
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limited opportunities and rcsr~lting concentratetl usc is not the best alternative lor either the human 
or natural cnvironmctit. 'fhe limited opportunitics and resulting concentrated use is not equitable for 
the public ant1 cspccially whcn considering tliat thcsc lantls arc intended by Congress to be managed 
Tor multiple-uses. 

Issuc: 
Thc public has a need for mm motorizcd access to dispersed canlping spots in the project area 
including acccss for RV's trailers, and tent camping. 

Issuc: 
The travcl 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 motorizcd 
rccrcationists should bc used as the starting altcrnativc for all analyses and impact deternlinations. 
Estahlishnicnt ofthis baselinc alternative is crucial to tlic evaluation of all proposetl impacts on 
motorizcd rccreationists. 'I'irne alter time the ;lltcrnatives presented in the travel planning proccss do 
not it~clude a reasonable tnotorizcd alternative. 7his seems to he a ploy to get the puhlic to accept 
less right from the start. The proccss is prcdisposcd in tliat a minimal number of rnotorizcd acccss 
and motorizcd rccrcational opportunities are presented as the preferred alternative froni the 
beginning whcn the nccds of tlic puhlic are just the opposite. Wc request that the process be 
rcstarted and tliat all existing roads and trails which arc available for use by motorized recreationists 
he adequately identilicd as the baseline iiltem~t' r IVC. 

Issue: 
In an attempt to close as many existing roatls and trails and possible, tion-niotorizetl interests kccp 
trying to confilsc the issues by suggesting that we are asking for illegally created trails. We arc not. 
We arc asking for continued use oftrails tliat arc lcgitinlately rccognizetl by the agencies including 
those defined by the: 3-State OHV decision, RS-2477 acccss laws, all agcncy lnapping including 
current travcl plan mapping and historic and current visitor mapping. 

Issuc: 
'l'hc nccd for more non-motorized liikine trails has not hccn demonstrated or tlocuniented. Non- " 
motorized hiking trails in the project arc not over-used. At thc same time there is need tbr more 
moloriscd access a1111 motorizetl rccrcational opportunities yet the domin;uit thinking within the 

~ ~ - 

agcncy is to close nlotorized roads and trails and increase non-motorized rccrcational opportunities. 

We do not understand why tlic public's needs do not carry any weight in the proccss. Why is i t  
accep1;rble to make tlccisions that fly in tlie face oSpuhlic need? It appcars to he tlonc as consc io~~s  
ant1 organized cnbrts to eliminate a sector of thc puhlic from public lands. The needs of the public 
arc being ignored in favor of a management agenda that is contrary to the nccds ofthe public. 
Priorities for management of p ~ ~ b l i c  land have swung to this ridiculous extreme. Wc request tliat the 
hidticn agcntla of' closure of motorized roatls and trails which is so contrary to tlic needs of tlie 
public bc addressed and corrected. 

Issue: 
During a House Resources C'omn~itlec l~caring in San Diego during August, BLM California State 
Director Mikc Pool, 111adc a statement while being clucstioncd by Congressman Bob Filncr about 

WC 2 l~c;jll,y ~ i ~ i / > ~ ~ i - l ~ d  ~6601:1~fi0n ~h056' PU1703C i5 TO prCc,('rYT f.lillll f0r iilf 
rrcir;itioni?jt5 t l ~ t ~ ~ , q l i  rlO~poniif'b cnviionmenCalprofcc~iun arid rducniion. 

f ( l ,L!~  3 / Of / ( I /  





Issuc: 
Almost all visitor use surveys including NVUM ant1 those sponsored by Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
have found that a category defined as "driving for plcnsure" is by the largest activity within puhlic 
lands. This category includes all sorts of off-highway use including atv, camping, fishing, firewood 
and footl gathering, hunting, RVs, motorcycling. picnicking, rock climbing, rock hounding, target 
shooting. and wiltllifc viewing. l 'he iriiportance and need for prinlitivc roads and trails to support 
thesc and other activities must he recognized in the analysis ant1 decision-making. 

Iss11c: 
There is a shortagc of dispersed camping arcas along all ofour  motorized routcs. 'fhis can hc 
conlirnletl by going out on any holiday wcckcnd and trying to find a camp spot. In ordcr to rncct tlic 
nectls of the public, camps spots ant1 acccss to them must not he closed becausc of acccss andlor 
s;~nitation concerns. Thcrc arc ways to mitigate :uiy access concerns. Sanitation concerns can he 
addrcsscd by constructing v a ~ ~ l t  toilets or limiting camping to self-containctl cariiping units which 
al-c the most poplar nicans of camping now. Additionally. campers that arc not self-contained can be 
recluircd to pack wastes out by using porta-potties or similar devices. 

Issuc: 
In ordcr to conserve energy, adcqi~atc niotorizcd recrcatio~ial opportunities are necdcd within a short 
distance of thc  cities and towns in our arca. In ordcr to coilserve energy, we rcqucst that all 
rcasoliablc OHV routcs within short distance of urban arcas he developed and that urban OHV trail 
lieads he developed whcrc cvcr p ~ ~ b l i c  right-of-way allows acccss to puhlic land. 

Issue: 
'Thc cvalustion and tlecision-making must also take into account that millions of acres ofpuhlic land 
near the project arca are designated national parks, monuments, wiltlemcss and lion-motorized areas 
whcrc motorized access and rccreation is not allowctl or severely restricted. Therefore, the projcct 
arca inclutlcs a signilicant iiumber of non-motorized recreational opportunities that can he 
quantilicd in many ways including acrcs, miles ortrails, an infinite nunibcr of miles of cross- 
country travel opportunities, and acrcs per visitor. At the salile tiliic motorized acccss ant1 recrcation 
is limited to a relatively small corridor and network ofroads and trails. Wc rcqucsl that the 
difference in visitor use bctwccn designated wilderricsslnon-ni0tori7~cdIexclusivc-use lantls and - 
multiple-use lantls bc ;~cknowlcdgcd mtl adequately addressed in the evaluation. We also request a 
111otorizcd recrcation altcr~iative with a rccreation opportunity spcctrunl (ROS) coniparahle to the 
surrounding ROS available for non-motorized rccrciionists hc~adopted as the "proposed action" 

Isstrc: 
We request a starting proposal that is bascd on all of the existing roads and trails availahlc to tlie 
puhlic. I'he process is required by NEPA to be neutral and a neutral process would include Llic fair 
presentation of  all reasonable altcrrlatives including all existing roads ant1 trails plus new motorized 
opportclnities required to meet the needs of the puhlic. Why isn't this reasonable alternative hcing 
presented'? We arc concerned that the proccss is manipulating the public to believe that an entirely 
reasonable alternative bascd on existing roads and trails cannot be considered. Again, the process is 
predisposed towartls closures right from tlie start and this is neither right nor equitable. 

Wc request the full and ljir disclosure of this  information to thc public. The starting benchmark 
could he consitlet-ctl deceptive. NEPA requires adequate disclosure of the  potential impacts of a 
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proposed action as statctl in CEO Scc. 1500.1 Purpose. Most irirportrrrrl. NEPA clocrrrrrorts nrrrsl 
coficoitrrrte or1 tire ~ . Y . S I I ~ S  I I I ~ I I  (IYC trrrly .sigf~lfi(~utrl lo tlre (rcliorr in ~ ~ I I C ' S ~ ~ O I I .  r(rtkcr f h ~ f r  ( I I I I ( I S S ~ N ~  

rreer1les.s cleteril. I t  .shlrllproi~irle fir11 crrrrlfirir cliscrrssiotr uf sigrr~ficant orvirotrrrrerrtul irry~crcts trrrtl 
shlrll infi~rm rlecisionmrrkers trnd theprrhlic. uf the rcruorrohlc trltwrrcrti~~c~s wlrich would rrvoid or 
n~iriinrize ndverse irrrperc~ts or ewhrrwcc the rlutrliti~ of'thc hurrrtrrr orvirorirncr~t. Agorcies shnl1,focrrs orr 
signific,urrr mr ~~irorrtwctrtal issrrcs (rrid crltcr~trtii~cs rrrrd slrrrll redrrce popcrwo~k orrd the mccrrr71rrlntiorr 
~/~ertrerrtcoru huckgrourrtl tlrrrcr. Slerlerrrorts .slrrrll he corrcisc, rlerrr: trrrd to  liep point, a17d .shull he 
srr~~portc(I /I!, ('i'iclerrc.~ I I I C  rrgcr~ci, IIOS  ~,rorlc tlrc rrccesstrly errvirorr17re11tcrl crricrlvses. Thcsc 
requirctucnts havc not been met. We request that thcsc deficiencies be atltlrcssctl by dcveloping a 
starting benchmark alternative tliat identities all of the existing roads and trails available to 
motorized rccrcationists including non-system routcs and thosc falling untler sonic undcfincd 
definition of "unusable" and thosc additional routes required to mcet thc necds of the public. 

Issue: 
The cvaluatio~i needs to distinguish the difference in trail rcqoirements ant1 impacts bctwccn atvs 
and motorcycles and use that difference to justify keeping more single track trails open lo 
motorcycles. 

Issuc: 
Wcll-funded and organized non-motorized groups havc systematically attacked and reduced 
ccononiic and recreational opportunities associated with multiple-use of public land by ordinary 
citirens. This attack has included the introduction of an unreasonable expeclation into all NliPA ant1 
land management processes. This unrcasonablc expectation is built around the concept that non- 
sharing of public lands is acceptable and that conversion of multiple-use public lands to non- 
motorized, narrow-use or tlefacto wilderness lands is acccplablc. Non-motorized special-interests do 
not use the existing roads and trails as much as the public uses them for motorized access. Non- 
motorized spccial-intcrcsts simply do not want anyone using them or want to share them with 
anyone else. This is not a reasonable cxpcctation, it is inequitable to the public and these 
~mrcasonahlc cxpcctations must not be rewarded any further. It is not acceptable to reward people 
who scldoni or never use a roatl or trail and allow them to shut out those that use them frequently. 

The endorsement ofthis ~~iireasonablc cxpcctation by agency actions has significantly impacted 
miiltiple-use opportunities on public lands ant1 the public in general. The cumulative negative 
impact of this unreasonable cxpcctation is significant. Adeqi~atc recognition of this Lrcnd and 
mitigation must now hc iniplementcd in order to counter the incquities that have been created by 
allowing this unrcasonablc cxpcctation to havc so much influence on our land use decisions. 

Issuc: 
For the most part, thc existing levels of roads and trails have acceptable natural environmental 
i~ilpacts because of the dispersed level ofuse tliat it allows. Mitigation can be implemented in those 
cases where there are enviroiimental problcnis. The management trend ofclosurc after closure is 
concentrating recreationists into srnaller and smaller areas. The cuniulativc ncgativc impact of the 
closure trend will citlicr produce more impact than allowing use of the existing roads and trails or 
squeeze [IS conipletely out from public lands. Wc rcqucst that this fact bc acknowlcdgcd and the 
trend of wholcsalc closurcs be reversed so that public tanti can bc managed using the most sound 
natural and human environniental principles. 

We arc a localiy supported ss5or:iation WJIOCE P U I ~ O ~ C  ii To p r ~ s ~ w c  t r d s  for ail 
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Issuc: 
It appears that the agcncics do not want to; (I ) accept or acknowletlge the public nectl for OHV 
recreation, and (2) thc rcsponsibility as a public agcncy to provitle adcquatc managcrncnt for that 
recreation. OHV recreation is something tliat thc pt~blic wants and enjoys ant1 the agencies must get 
off the fcncc and accept the responsibility to develop OHV recreational resources and manage 

' 1011. public lands Tor OHV rccrc~t '  

ISSLIC: 
Tlic use of the name "Travel Management" for the proccss is deceiving the public. History has 
dcmonstratcd tl~al t h ~ s  is a closl~rc and restriction proccss. New motorized roatls or trails are seltlotn 
created by tlie proccss. When we ask visitors that we meet about the process they will either tell us; 
( I )  that they expect the Forest Service to look out for their needs, or (2) that the Forcst Scrvice has 
already made up thcir mind on travel planning decisions and that i t  is pointless to participate in  the 
process. 

Iss11c: 
The maps and ligurcs are not easily understood. There arc n o  identifiable or named features and no 
road and trail nl~nibcrs on the maps. It is vcry diflicult for the pi~blic to orient themselves and to 
interpret the proposed action for each specific road and trail. Tlierelbre, the pi~hlic cannot adcqi~atcly 
evaluate the proposal and cannot develop comments with reference to specific roads and trails. 

Iss11e: 
National Forcst oflicials have stated that all challenging motorizcd roads ant1 trails woultl be 
climinatctl clue to their concerns about hazartls on thosc routcs. For many of us, these arc the very 
routcs tliat we considcr to have the greatest rccrcational value. Again, this is another example of 
prcdispositio~i and discrimination. Lliscrimination is lo make a choice, a distinction. We all make 
choices, cvcry day. Discrimination becomes illegal whet1 choices madc limit tlie possibilitics of 
some groups or some individuals. Othcr forcst visitors and thcir recreation opportunities are not 
subjected to this criterion. For example, this concern has never been used to limit tlie opportunitics 
for hunters, fisher folks, wootlcuttcrs, equestrians, river floaters, campers, hang gliders, rock 
climbers, hikers. skiers, anyone driving a~iywhere in the Sorest, ctc. We request that this 
unreasonahlc and discriminatory criterion be dropped immetliatcly from the proccss and that the 
proccss he rcstartcd without this criterion. 

Issue: 
The cumulative negative impact of multiple-c~sc ant1 motorized recreational closures (in acres of  
unrestricted ;vea and miles of roads and trails) by all past decisions including plans. and the creation 
of  wildlife arcas, wilderness, wilderncss study areas, roadless areas, monuments, national parks and 
non-motorized areas has not been adequately recognized and it is significant. We have not sccn the 
agencies tabulate the amount of motorized rccrcational opportunity lost during the past 35 +years. 
We have experienced the significant cunil~lative loss lirst hand. We estimate that today's motorizcd 
recreational opportunities are less than 50% ofthe level available in 1070. 

The significant cumulative loss to date of motorized recreation and access opportunities further 
combined with the proposed actions, and then conibincd with current policy proposals including 
thosc shown in Table 2. 

'l'ablc 2 
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l is t  ofCitmcnt and lrnnicdiatc Past Actions Affecting Multiple-lJsc liccrcatton 

United States Court O f  Appeals fbr the Ninth C~rcui t  
Nu. Ol-35600 I1.C'. NI,. C'V-00-00152-1)WM 

All Rcsr,orcc Mani~gcmcnt Plans and Pl;tnning Actluns 
(inter-agency) Grizzly LIcar llccovcry I'lan 
(inter-agency) IC'I3t'Ml1 
(intcr-agcncy) Northcm Rock~us  L p x  Amundnicnt 
(inlcr-apr11cy)3-SIiltrs OHV Strategy 
13-IINI' ( ' n ~ ~ t i ~ ~ c ~ ~ t a l  l ) i v~dc  ' l 'ra~l ncar .lackson, M'l' 
U-UNI: LVhitclail 1'1pcslunc Travel Plan 
13-IINI; 2003 I'orest l'lan llpdatc 
D-L)N17 Analysis o f t h c  Management Situation 
13-I)NP (:ontit~et~tal l ) iv~de  trail near I'ecly 
U-LINI: Cunt i~sn ta l  LI~vidc trail r~car  Wh~tctail-l ' ipcsto~~c 
13-I)NI: Social A s s c s s n ~ c ~ ~ l  
13-L)NI: Muss~ghrod Post F ~ r c  Roads M a r ~ a g c r ~ ~ c r ~ t  
8-I)NI;& H1.M I ' l i ~ ~ t  Crcck Watcrshc~l Project 
R1.M Dlacklcaf Project EIS 
H1.M 1)lllon R e s o ~ ~ r c e  Mani~genient Plan 
H1.M Ileadwatcr Ilcsource Managcmcnt I'lan 
LILM Arizona Strip Travel Pla11 
I3I.M I3mncau Rcsourcc Arca 'l'ravcl Plan 
LILM Esc;11;111tc Gri111d Staircase M O ~ I I I I ~ ~ I I ~  
H1.M miss our^ Hrcaks Monument 
ULM Mu;~h K c s u ~ ~ r c c  M;~nagcn~c t~ t  P~;IIIS 
I3I.M Na t io~~a l  OIIV Strategy 
ULM Naliunal Muun1a111 Uikmg Strategic Ac1lu11 P ~ J I I  
H1.M Sa11 Rafael 'l'ravel I'lal~ 
I3I.M Slccping Giant 'l'lavcl I'lan 
R1.M Wl~iteta~l/Pipest(r~~e Rec. Manageme~it Strategy 
131.M Lakc Ilavasu KMI' 
ULIM S u a t a i ~ ~ i l ~ g  Working La~alscapes 1111lialive 
I3I.M Rocky Mountain I:ront Sccncry I(valuation I'n?jcct 
ULM Kilnah Kcsol~rcc Managcmcol Pl;m 
l3l.M M ~ l e s  ('ity Resource M a ~ l a g e l ~ ~ e n t  I'lan 
Ulttcrn,ot NI: l:irc Salvagu ELS 
R~tterroor NF I'ost-tire Weed Mitigation I l S  
Ulltcrruot N1: Sapphirc Oivldo Trail 
I3ltterrorrt NI: Forest I'lan Kev i s i o~~  
C';lrlbou NI: Travcl Plan 
('uster National Forest 'I'l:~\,el I'la~i 
CI'A Tc~ l~n l l u  Cruuk Watcrshcd Plan 
Flathrad NF Robert Wedge I'ost E ~ r e  I'rolect 
1:lathcad NF West Side Rcscrvolr Posl F ~ r c  Project 
Flatl~rad NF Forest I'lan l l ev i s~u r~s  

IFlathcad NI: Moose I'ost I:il-c Road Closurcs 
1:latllcail NI: Spoltcd Ucar Koad C'lusurcs 
Gallatin NF 2002 Travel Plan Update 
Ilclcna NI: I3l;1ckli,ot l 'ravcl Plan 
TIclcna N F  Blackrout Water Quality Plan 
Hclc~la NF Cave Gulch Firc Salvage Salc 
Ilclc~io NI: Cln11i.y-TJni~rnvillc Plan 
llelena NI; North Belts Travel I'lan 
Hclcnn NI: Nortll 1 ) i v ~ l e  I ravc l  I'lan 
l l c lc l~a  N F  Ncrxious Wccd Plan 
Helena NP South Hells 'l'~.avcl I'lan 

Iluniholdt Tolyabe NF Cl~ar les to~~-Jarh~dge  Road 
I lumholdt 'I'otyahc NI: Spring Muuntains NKA 
Koolenai NF I3rlsIow R e s t o r a t ~ o ~ ~  Project 
Kootcnai NI: McSwcdc Rcse~l-ation 1'1~1jcct 
Kootenai NF Forest Pla11 Rev~s io~ i s  
Lulo N1: 1:orcst I'lan I<uvls~on 
I.&CNF .luditli l l es tora t io~~ l'lan 
L&C'NF Rucky Mountain Front Travcl Plan 
I.R;CNF Snowy Moutltai~l 'l'ravel I'lan 
L&CNF Tr;ivul Plan updatc 
Montan;~ Stale Wolf 1'12n 
Montana State l'rall Cirant P n l g w n ~  PBlS 
M u ~ ~ t a ~ r a  State l'rall l'lan I'FlS 
Montan;~ TWP Statewide Outdoor Rccrcation Plan 
NCL I'CICC NF I'ravcl Plan Revisions 
NI'S Srtlt C'rcck Koad Closure 
NPS Yellowstonc Winter Plan (snuwmobile closurc) 
I'ayette NP I rave l  l'la~i RCV~SIOIIS  
Sawtooth NF Travcl Plan Rcvis~ons 
LISFS National OHV I'olicy and l r ~ ~ p l e r ~ ~ e n t a t i u ~ ~  
l lSFS I'orcst Plan Amendments fill- Grizzly Rear l labitat 
Consrrvation 
TJSFS Naliunal Strategic Plan 2003 llpdalc 
LJSFS Iloadlcss 
TJSFS R<wdlcss Rule I1 
LISPS lloads l'olccy 
IJSFS N ; ~ l i o ~ ~ a l  1.and Managcmcnl Plan Rcv i s i~~ns  
USFWS Dull 'l'root llccovcry I'lan 
IJSI'WS W c s l s l ~ ~ p c  Cutthroat Trout GSA 
USFWS CMll  National Wildlife I lef i~ge Road Closures 
IISI:WS Sage <;ruusc Plan 

Thcsc projects typically propose to or have reduced niotorizcd rccrcation from 20% to 100$1,. 
Additionally, cacli timc an actiorl involving travel management is ttpdatcd it typically closcs anothcr 
20LX to 50% to motorized access and motorized rccrcation. The cumulative negative effcct of past 
actions has contributed to a reduction in motorized access ant1 motorized recreational opportunities 
over tlie past 35 years that is great than 50'%. The cumulative effect of this trend has produced a 
significant impact on motorized visitors. 

Wr are n local(y ! j ~ i ~ o r r c ~ i  ;j:jooci,ation wliooc PI I I~O~C is to prF!iCIVE tlili ls for all 
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Wc request an adccluatc evaluation oftlie signilicant curn~~lativc loss in  niilcs, acres, arid quality of' 
molori~cd rccrc;~lion and access opporlunilies within public lands as required under 40 CFR 1508.7 
and 1508.25, and g~~iilelilics puhlislietl by the Council on Environmental Quality "Considering 
Cumulative Effects Under tlie National Environmental Policy Act". 

Iss11c: 
Because of  the large llunibcr of  projects affecting tlic public (?'able 2) and tlie limited amount of  
tinic tliat individuals have including most working class citizens, agencies call not cxpcct tlie level 
of public participation lo be high. This docs not justify taking rccreatio~l opportunities from the 
public including working class citizens. 

Iss11c: 
'The proccss i~sctl puts the average working class citizen at a great disadvantage. Tlic process is 
inorclinatcly confusing, cumbersome and intimidating to tlic mcnibcrs of the public who arc not 
organized or experienced which is tlic majority of the public. Tlic process is inordinately demantling 
of participation ant1 has c~nrcasonahle expcctations for thc involvement of individuals and families. 
A 3001 page drali EIS and tillally a 300+ page lirial EIS is loo much for the general pi~blic to 
i~nderstand and participate in. Couplctl with tlie current ~iumher of other ongoing actions shown in 
'Table 2 the situation is ovcrwhclming. ?'he sizc of the DElS document is being used as a mechanism 
to ovcnvhclm tlic public and allow the agency to effectivcly ignore the nccds of the piiblic for 
lnotorizcd access and motorized recreation. On top of  the shear volume is the fact that the docunient 
docs not address the significant issues al'fccting motorixcd rccrcationists. Just because the public 
cannot digest all oftliis paper or understand the proccss docs not niran tliat tlie agencies are fi-ee io 
ignore the nccds of the public. NEPA never intcndcd fol- tlic process to take away the quality of 
liuman life for individuals and families hut hccausc tlic process is so ovcnvlielming it is doing just 
tliat. Giveii these conditions, it is not rcasonablc to expect tlie lcvcl of unorganized public ant1 
working class citizen participation to bc liigli. Given thcsc conditions, the nceds of the overall public 
lnust be carefully determined. The most equitable alternative to nlect tlic public's nccds would bc a 
~rcasonable multiple-usc alternative. 

Iss11c: 
'l'hc forest, watershed and viewslied planning process tends to influence ~notorized access and 
motorizcd recreation in an i~~ltliscloscd manner that is deceiving the public. For example, forest 
plans, waterslied plans and view shctl plans such as the I-lclcna National Forest Plan, Beaverlicad- 
Dccrlodge National Forest Plan, Little Blackfoot River Watershed Plan, Tenmile Crcck Watershed 
Plan and Scenery Evaluation Plan for the Rocky Mountain Front often set nianagcrnenl goals ibr 
areas tliat will i~ltimatcly rcsi~lt in tlic elimination of motorized recreation yet niotorizcd 
rccrc;itionists arc unaware that tlicsc actions will ultimately affect them. This back door process tlocs 
not nicct thc NEI'A rcquircment for adequate public disclosure of the impacts of the proposed 
action. Adequate public disclosure in  these cases would require direct means ofcomniunication 
with n~otorizctl rccreationists to infor111 them of the potential changes that will result from the 
respective plan. ' h i s  process of non-disclosurc has been used to cffcctivcly eliminate many 
niotorizcd access and motorized recreational opportunities and contributes to the cumulative 
rlcgalivc impact of  closur-es on motorized recrecltionists. We rcqucst tliat the cumulative ncgative 
impact of past planning actions on lnotorizcd rccrcationists bc adequately evaluated and considered 
during tlie decision-tilaking process. 

Issue: 
Wc a m  s locally i,~iiiy~r.rcd ii:jsociat~on wf~ose P O ~ ~ O C E  i6 TO P ~ C L ~ C ~ V C  t,rail5 for all 
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Ifallowcd to continue the trend of closure alicr closure of motorized acccss and motorizcd 
rccrcational opportitnitics will r e s ~ ~ l t  in an extremely limited number of motorizcd acccss and 
motorizctl rccrcational opportunities. If allowetl to continuc to that end as proposcd by current 
nianagcmcnt schemes, motorizcd access and motorized will hecomc so concentrated tliat thc 
impacts on natural resources will become significantly greater than the altcmutivc ofcontinuing to 
allow a rcasonahlc level ofliiotorizcd access and lnotorircd recreation on all tnultiple-use lands. We 
believe that i t  is time that this trcnd to terminate motorizcd acccss and motorized recreation on 
public he evaluated. Wc request that the trend of cutnulativc closures, the cumulative neg, 'I t ' tve 
impacts associatcd with that trend and thc reasonable alternative of maintaining the existing level o l  
motorizcd access ant1 motorizcd rccreation must he adeq~~ately addressed. We also request that the 
proposed action include an atlccluatc mitigation plan to compensate ihr the significant impact from 
the cumulative effect of all past actions that havc affected liiotorizcd access ant1 tnotorizcd 
rccreationists. 

Issue: 
Motorizetl visitors arc contin~rally losing significant recreational opportunities by conversion of 
multiple-use areas to non-motorized arcas. Wc arc grcatly concerned ahout the cuml~lative negative 
impact associatcd with the reduction ofni~~ltiple-use and OHV recreation opportunities because it is 
signiticant. We do not cxpcct to have the frccdotn to go anywhere and do anything that we want. 
Howcvcr, we arc losing tlie basic opportunity to travel to places and expericncc outdoor recreation 
tliat we have enjoyed ibr decades. We are losing routes that lhthcrs havc taught sons and daughters 
and even grandchildren to ride on. People are calling us and asking whcrc they can go to ride. What 
arc wc supposed to tell them? The continual loss of motorizctl acccss and rccre:ltional opport~tnitics 
is seriously degrading the local culturc and quality of life. Public land is a cultural resource and 
access to the project area for many uscs is part of the local culture. The decision for this project 
  nu st consiiler the impacts that any closures will have on this culture. 

Wc arc opposctl to any proposed action that further contributes to this cumulative negative impact 
on multiple-use and OHV recreationists because it is already signiticant. Recreation opportunities 
for multiple-use and OHV rccrcationists are hcing significantly reduced at a time whcn the ncctl for 
thcsc catesorics of rccreation is growing. 'l'here is n o  rcasonahlc justification for closing these lands 
to multiple-uses. Management of public lands for multiple-use is t l ~ c  most equitable and rcsponsivc 
approach availahlc to meet the needs of all citizens including motorized rccrcationists. We request 
that the evaluation and proposed action atlcquatcly address this condition and not contribute further 
to this cuniulativc ncgative impact hccause i t  is already having a major impact on ~iiotorized 
reel-cationists. 

Issue: 
The trend ofclosurc after closure alter closure after closure of motorized acccss and motorizcd 
recreational opportunities and the associated cumulativc ncgative impacts ofthat trcnd is no longer 
acceptable without adequate mitigation. A rcasonablc mitigation plan must he developed for each 
action in order to avoid contributing to significant cumulativc inipacts on motorized acccss and 
motorized recrcationists. 

Iss11e: 
Current land management trends arc applying wildcrncss standards and criteria to lands intended for 
multiple-use. For cxan~ple, total National Forest area eqi~als 191,85h.000 acres 
(I~tlp:i!ro;~cllcss.fs.lccl.trs,ilocu~nc~~ts!kis~ti:~t;~!sl~c~t~~_:i~rcs~';~~~p~~~cli~ - Ii)l-cst ~~~ I S I I ~ I I I ) .  'l'otal 
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dcsigr~;~tetl wildcr~~essiprotected areas equal 42.35 1,000 acrcs or 28% oSthc total forest area. 
Additiot~nlly, Illere are otlicr #,on-tnotorirctl ilcsignalions Illat eflectivcly eliminate motorizcd acccss 
and motorized recreation in large arcas of the forcst. 

Other designations that prccludc unrcstrictcd multiple-uscs include roadlcss areas which total 
54,327,000 acres or 22% of the tolal forcst area. First, the rules governing identilicd roadlcss arcas 
clearly allow motorizcd recreation and roadless arcas currently provide many important motorizcd 
rccrcational opportunities. Flowcver, in practice roadless arcas are managcd with restrictions that 
scverely rcstrict multiple-usc and access of those areas by the public. Thcrcfore, the national forcst 
area with scvcrc acccss and use restrictio~is totals at least ')6,078,000 acres or 50% of  the total forest 
arca. 

Sirnilar tr-ends have occurrcd on lantls rnanagcd by thc Dcpartriient of Intcrior (D01) which total 507 
niillion acres which is about one-fifth of the land in the United States. Acreages nianagcd by each 
Intcrior agency inclutle: 262 million acrcs managed by the Bureau oS1,and Management, 95 million 
acres managed by tlic Fish arid Wildlife Service, 84 rnillion acres managed by lhc National Park 
Scrvice, 8.6  nill lion acrcs managed by the Bureau of Reclamation, ant1 50 million acrcs managcd by 
the Rurcau oSIndian AfSairs. Statistics summarizing acres of  multiple-usc and rcstrictcd-use on DO1 
lands arc not readily available to the public, however, a significant portion of these lands liavc 
lirnitcd motorized access and lirnitcd motori7,cd recreational opportunities. DO1 should adequately 
disclose thcsc land use statistics to thc public inclutling motorized recreationists as quickly as 
possible. 

.l'hereSorc. the cumulativc ncgativc cSfcct of the  pre-Columbian schcmc. wilderness dcsignations, 
wildcrncss study arcas, national parks, monumcnt designations, roadless 
dcsignations, non-motorized area tlesignations, travel nianagcrnent, wildlifc 
managcmcnt arcas and other restrictive management dcsignations over the 
past 35 + ycars have restricted the pirblic land arca (IJSUA and DOI) 
available to multiple-use visitors seeking ~notorized acccss andlor 
niccharrixud recreational experiences (over 95% of thc  public lanil visitors) to 
lcss than 50% of the total national forcst and public land arca. 

It is not reasonable to closc this arca to the maqority oS uses. In order to be rcspo~isive to the nccds of 
the public all of tlic remaining (IOO'X) multiple-use public 1;ulds should be rnanagcd Sor multiplc- 
uscs inclutling ~notorizcd acccss and motorizcd recreation. Thcrcfore, all public lands such as those 
in this projcct arca must rcniai~l open as multiple-use lands in order to avoid contributing to the 
significant cuniulativc negativc cffect associated with the trend of converting multiple-use lands to 
limited-use lands. We request that the document ant1 decision evaluate tllc nccds of multiple-usc and 
rnotorizcd recreationists and adequately evaluate thc curnulativc ncgativc irnpacts that have resulted 
frorn inadequate evaluation in past actio~is. Wc also rcqucst that an adequate mitigation plan be 
included as part ofthis action to compcnsatc for past curnulativc negative impacts. 

Issue: 
We request that the over-arching nianagcnicnl goals for all multiple-use public lands be to: 

(1)  Manage multiple-use lands for the greatest benefit lo the puhlic; 
(2) Managc multiple-use lands in arl crivironmentally sound and reasonable manner; 
(3) Managc multiple-use lands i r ~  a way that avoids thc pursuit ofcnvironmcntal cxtrcrnis~n; and 

We are a Iocaiiy suppo, rcd a*.ociation w f~osc  purposc i5 t o  prr5civc I rail:, for ail 
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(4) Manage multiple-use lands in a way tliat proniotes the shared-use that they wcrc intended for 
versus segregatetl-use or exclusive-use. 

Issue: 

Nutc 1 Motoi~ieit access counted as vehrcies being used lor fishing only in 1999 Counted as vehicles (natoccupants) which ondeiestimates actual motonred 
ViS,tOlS 

Note t Matorlied sccesscotrnted as vehlciea being used tar fishing and hunting only in 2000 Countcd as vehicles [not mcupants) which under-estlmater actual 

Our observations of recreationists on multiple-use public lands from I909 tlirougli 2004 is 
sumniarized in the tahlc ahovc (yearly data shccts available upon request) and demonstrates that out 
ofh.355 ohscrvations, 0,093 rccrcatioriists or 96% of  the visitors were associated with n~ultiple-uses 
that involvcd niotori~cd acccss andlor mechanized recreation. 

Additionally, Table 2-7 in  tlic Social Assess~iient of the Ucaverheatl-[)eerlodgc National Forcst 
tlatcd Octobcr 2002 reported that the total number of forest visitors in Forcst Scrvicc Region I for 
year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total number ofwildcrncss visits was estimated at 337,000 or 
2.55%. Tlicrcfore, nearly all (97.45'X) visitors to public lands hcncfit from management for 
mi~lliple-use and hcncfit from molorizcd acccss and mechanized recreational opportunities which 
arc consistent with our obscrvalions. 

Tlicrcforc, over 06% of the pi~blic land should he illanaged for multiple-uses including motorized 
acccss and mechanized recrcation. However, over 50% of the puhlic land is managed by wilderness, 
wilde~ness sti~dy area, national park, monument, roadlcss. non-motorized area, wildlife 
management, and other restrictive managenlent criteria that eliminates most or all niotorizcd acccss 
and niotorized recreation. Note tliat tlic Final Koadless Rule publislicd on January 5 ,  2001 
(litt~~:~.'roa~llt~s_lj,li-~.i!~~~~~~~~iictitsh~lc~rn~~~II~ss-li.tlrc~r~~l~~~?~ij~) included the following tlircctivc 
"The proposed n ~ l c  did not close any roads or off-highway vehicle (OHV) trails". The agency must 
honor this committncnt. 

We ar.8 a locally supported a5sociation whose purposr i6 l o  prcscrvc t i i i i l e j  for. all 
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Therefore, all (100%) of the remaining pitblic lands including roatllcss areas must hc managed for 
multiple-uses in order to avoid further contributing to the cxccssive allocation of resources and 
recreation opportunities for exclusive non-motorizcil use. 

Issue: 
Sign-in kiosks are ro~~titrcly provided at wildcr~iess traillieads to recortl the use of wiltlemess arcas. 
We have never seen an cquivalcnt ihcility or program and this lack ofdata puts ~notorizcd rccrcalion 
at a disadvantage. 

Issue: 
Thc cumulative ncgativr: erScct of tnanagement trcnds over the past 
35 + ycurs lias signilicantly increased non-tnotorizetl rccrcational 
opportu~iities while motorized recreational opportunities havc bccn 
signilicantly decreased. Non-motorized rccreationists havc many 
choices wliilc niotorizetl recrcationists have few choices. We 
request tl~itt the tlocunicnt cvaluatc tlic signilicanl cttmulative 
ncgative efl'ects of this trcnd and that the decision be based on 
corrcctir~g this trcnd in order to equitably meet the needs of 
motorized rccrcationists. 

Issuc: 
Agency staff has told 11s the1 ihey intcnti to focus on rcsourcc mana~emcnt  issues. Issues related to 
the ~nanagement of natural resources havc rcccivcd most o r  the attention during the cvaluatio~i while 
socio-economic issues surrounding motorizcd access and rccreation are largely ignored. This lack of 
adequate recognition has lctl to the creation orsiglii licant socio-eco~iomic issues affecting the 
quality of thc human environment for ~notorircd recreationists. Land rnanagemcnt agencies must 
acknowlcdgc that public land lias significant meaning and socio-economic value to thc public. We 
rcqucst that all significant issues i~ivolving the human environnicnt for rnotorizctl rccrcatiot~ists be 
adequately considered tluring tlie evaluation and decision-making process. 

Issuc: 
'Travel management documents havc historically over-emphasized the potential positive impacts to 
S O I I I ~  resoilrcc arcas and under-cmphasizcd thc impacts to other rcsource areas both in numbers of 
pages devoted to a rcsourcc and in the conclusions. For cxample, in the Clancy-llnionville FElS and 
DSElS there arc about 100 pagcs discussing potcntial positive impacts to wildlife and fishcrics and 
less than 2 pagcs discussir~g negative impacts to motorized rccrcationists. This cmphasis in the 
proccss has prc-cictcrtnined that the human ellviro~i~ncnt will be sacriticcd for incrc~ncntally small 
benefits to some resources. Thc emphasis in tlic analysis docs not reasonably considcr incrementally 
small iniprovemcnts (0-5%) to the ~iatural environment against an incrc~ncntally significant impact 
(50%) to the hunlan environnicnt. We request that significant human environment issucs involving 
motorizcd rccreationists be adequately considcrcd and wcighcd in thc travel managcmcnt process. 

Issuc: 
The existing lcvcl of motorized acccss and rccrcation was developed by the community through 
years of involvement in dircct relation to thc nccd for motorizcd access and recrcational 
oppo~tunities. The community is accustotned and relics on this level of  access and recreation. Wc 
request that thc project arca remain open to moltiple-use and tlie public and [hat a rcasonablc 
prcfcrrcd alternative be based on the existing level ofmotorizcd access and motorizcd rccrcation. 
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Issuc: 
Wliy usc so many indirect attcmpts such as public meetings and open liouses to gatlicr feedback 
from motorizcd rccrcationists? Wliy not Jilst go directly to niotorizcd recrcatio~iists in thc ticltl and 
at club mcctings and ask them'! NEI'A encourages direct coordirtation with (lie impacted p~lblic 
instead of a process tailor madc for spccial-interest environtnctital groups. 

Issuc: 
Tlic dominant direction taken by tlic age~icics is to usc the travcl planning proccss as a proccss to 
cliniinate n~otorizcd acccss and recreation opportunities. Instcad, thc travcl management process 
should bc directcd to mcct tlic needs of  the public for niultiple-use, niotorizcd access and ~iiotorized 
recreation on public lands. NEPA reqilircs that agencies "Rigorously explore and objectively 
cvaluatc all rcasonablc alternatives.. .." [40 CFR 1502.14(a)]. Wc ask that you develop a prcfcrred 
alternative that prcserves and enhanccs niultiple-use intercsts and motorized recrcation. 

Issue: 
Managing public lands for cxclusivc-use by a Scw pcoplc or non-use is not in thc bcst interest oftlic 
community. Thcrc arc lirnitcd public lands availahlc. We need to nianagc thosc lands for maximum 
communal bcnelit. We request that available uses oftlie prqjcct area be niaximizcd as rcquired hy 
NEPA so that life's a~iicnitics can hc cnjoycd by as many peoplc as possible. 

Iss11e: 
'fhc ovcr-arching intent of NEI'A was not to elirninatc humans from the natural cnvironmcnt as 
proposed by some. Instcad, tlic intent of  NEPA was to provide for a practical and rcusonable 
protcction oftlie natural cnvironmcnt while providing for a wide sharing oflifc's amenitics. Note 
that NEPA specifically used tlic word "sharing". Sliaririg can only be acconiplislied by managing 
p~lblic land ibr rnultiplc ilscs. 

Issue: 
'She following statc~iie~it on Pagc 1 17 oSthc Big Snowy EA is rn;~rlc in regards to ci~mulativc 
ncgativc cffccts atid 01 IV recrcation; "/I ~~ori/rf  t r l ~ p c ~ t ~ ~  tl7ut tlr~, ~:u~i~~~it iut iotr  oftzl/ t11c.sl~ uc/io~r.s /)v 
Ir~rrtl rnrmugetncnt irgcvrcies nrcry huve L r  cri~rrulrr/ive cfljitct orr opl~ortrrrritie.~ for OllV recreutioir. It is 
iinpossihle lo c~uatrtifv the rfert, ht'cur~sc [he 1,brest Sc!rvicc ~ locs  trot lrtrvc tr Strrte-wirlc tttllv of 
n~rnrhcr ofirtilcs o/'rotr~l.s irnd truil.~ open to O1fV.r. 1.ikewise. no one htrs (In e.~lim(rte ~ / ' N L L I I I / I C ~ ~  of 
nriles ofroatls rrnd lrui1.r rreeclerl to meet the ilelernuntl for nrororizcd OllV rc~c.rerc/ion." 

Page 262 of thc Supplcment to Big Snowy EA. "lw looking ilec~per inlo the issrie of'eqriitohle 
o/~porlroriticr. we f i ) ~ r ~ t I  i h t~ t  tire Forest Service rcyortcd 133.087 miles oflr~ril  rrcrlionall~~ in 1996. 
hrr~ urqurlu~tutrb tlrerc is tro hreakilown oflrow nrcrmry miler ofrhesc tri1i1.s crrc open to nrotorbed 
travel ver.szts worr-motoriietl trrrvel. '" 

Pagc 263 of  the Supplcmcnt to Big Srlowy EA. "Kegion I of111e Forest Seri~ict! repnrls 18,024 
r11i1e.s of trrril i.vithirr jrrsr Monltrrru. I/~~fortrirtotclv. norre ofthcse reports hretrk rlowrt tlre infbrrwoliorl 
into miles ufrocztl or  truil open to nrotorized lise. " 

These statenicnts in thc Supplement indicate that the agency was not able to assess whether the 
liccds of motorizcd rccrcationists are bcing mcl because data docs not exist. It appears that OHV 
user data is not bcilig collected because thc agency does not want to quantiSy or recognize 01-IV use 
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and popularity. Our observations of recrcationists on multiple-use puhlic lands from 190'9 through 
2004 (available upon rcqucst) indicatc tli;~t out ofh.355 observations. 0.093 rccrcationists or 96% oi 
the visitors wcrc associatetl witli multiple-uses involving niotorizctl acccss andlor niechanized 
rccrcation. Tliis is also consistcnl with the Social Asscssmcnt for the Rcavcrliead-Dccrlodgc 
National Forcst which rcported that 97.45% of thc visitors to Region 1 in year 2000 enjoyed 
rccrcatiori opportunitics found in multiple-use areas. 

Thcsc skltcnicnts also indicate that the agency w;~s not ahlc to assess tlie cumulntivc ncgativc 
impacts 011 ~iiotorized acccss and rccrcationists hccausc data tlocs not exist. This lack of infonnation 
is a significant reason why motorized rccrcationists are sull'cring such significant reductions in 
recreation opportunity. Rccausc data docs not exist, agencies cannot quantifL thc individual and 
cumulative negativc impacts of each nlotorizcd access and recreation closurc on motorized 
rccreationists. 'l'his lack of data and consideration is bcing used to thc advantage of non-motorized 
interests hccausc the agency is not recognizing tlie sigtiilicant nccd for multiple-use opportunitics 
including motorizetl acccss and ~iiotorizcd recreation. 

If the present trend continucs for a few more years, tlic loss of ~iiotorized access and rccrcation will 
bc so significant that the collcction ofmeaningful data will bc preclutled hccause motorized 
opportunities will be largely cliniinatcd and motorizcd visitors will he pe~iilancntly displacctl 
(absent from puhlic lands). Based on our obscrvations, wc cstimate that rnotorizctl acccss and 
rccreation opportunities have been reduced by at least 50'X sincc thc 1000's by the significant 
cuniulativc ncgativc cffcct of  wilderness designations, wildcrncss study arcas, national parks, 
moni~mcnt dcsignalions, roadless designations, non-motorized arca dcsign;~tions, travel 
managcmcnt, wiltllife management areas ant1 othcr rcstrictivc management designations. 

Motorized visitors arc continually losing signilicarit recreational opportunities by conversion of 
~iiultiplc-use areas to non-motorircd areas. Tliis is a significant impact that has occurred 
cuniulatively by a process of thousands of individual closures. 'She lack of data does not justify 
imposing a significant impact on motorized recrcationists. We requcst that this cumulativc ncgativc 
i~iipact be addressed by tlic collcction of data and tlie fair evaluation of thc  nccd for motorizctl 
acccss and motorized rccrcation. Additionally, we requcst that an adcyuatc mitigation plan bc 
includcd as part of this action to compensate for past c~~niulativc ncgativc impacts. 

Issue: 
Mailings and telephone interviews as donc in past studics do not accuratcly locate the pcoplc 
visilirig public lands. Our field observalions oitrail use in multiple-use areas and the Social 
Assessment ibr tlie Beaverhcad-Deerlodgc National Forcst have f o ~ ~ ~ i d  tliat over 96% ofthc visitors 
were associated with multiple-uses that involved motorized access andlor mechanized rccrcation. 
Wc request that cffcclivc tnctliods be devclopcd to involve and account for motorized acccss ant1 
mechanized rccrcationists. 

Issue: 
'Thcrc was considerably morc human activity in the project arca during the period from 1870 to 1940 
when mining, logging, Iiomcsteading, ranching. and pionccr activity was high. Therefore, tlierc is 
considerably less hunlan activity and human-causcd impact now than during any period in tlie last 
130 ycars. We request that this trend be in included in thc analysis. This trend also contributes to the 
cumulativc negative impact of less acccss and less use of public lands that has become significant. 
Wc rcqucst tliat tlic decision-making revcrsc thc trcnd of less acccss and less use of puhlic lantls by 
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including an adequate mitigatio~~ plan as part of this action to compensate lor past cumulative 
ncgativc impacts on motorizcd recreationists. 

Issue: 
Motorized recreation is recognized as one of thc fastest growing activities on Scderal lands within 
this country yet rccrcation opportunities for n~otorized recrcationists are always being reduccd. 

Issuc: 
Nation;il Forests and BI,M lands arc cn'ectivcly 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 p~tblic who enjoy or depend on lands managed for 
niultiplc-uses including motorizcd access ant1 motorizcd recreation. l 'he concepts of "Multiple-IJsc" 
arid the "Lanti of Many Uses" need to hc restored as envisioned by the first Forcst Service ChicC 
GiSSord Pitlchot who directed that ". . .. National Forcst lands arc managed for the greatest good for 
the greatest numbel- of people.. .". This is no longer the case and, consequently, the Forcst Scwicc 
no longcr has any credihility with thc pt~blic. Wc rcqucst that the docctmcnt address restoration of' 
these concepts and steps be Lakcn to restore reasonable niultiplc-use management and dccision- 
making to public lands. 

Issuc: 
A CNN poll (available up011 rcqucst) asked the question "Do you think oll-road vehicles (ORVs) 
should be b;~nned from unp;~ved areas ofnati~ral forest land'!n and found about 15% said yes and 
85% (lid not think OKVs should bc banned. 'l'hcrcSorc, elimination ~Srnotorized access and 
recreation on public lands is not widely supported. We request that the document and decision- 
making rellcct citizens' support Tor niotorized access and rccrcation. 

Issuc: 
Forcst Scrvicc and BLM law enforcement has taken the position that OHVs cannot legally ridc on 
Sorcst or BLM roads ut~lcss the road is dcsignatcd dual-use. Cumulative decisions have closed OHV 
trails to the poilit that there is not an inter-connecting nctwork of routcs. At the same time, the 
agctlcics have not designated a functional nctwork of dual-use routcs to inter-connect to OHV 
routes. Thercforc. these closure dccisions arc forcing tlic OHV recreationists to ridc non-designated 
dual-use routes illegally. The proposcd actiori must include these designations in order to provide a 
network o f 0 1  IV routcs with inter-connections, wherc required, using dual-use roads in  order to be 
S~~nctional. This will allow OHV enthusiasts to operate legally on forest and BLM roads. We rcqucst 
that a system of dual-purpose roads, and OHV roads and trails that interconnect bc one of the 
primary objectives oSthc travel lnallagement plan and that this objcctivc hc adequately adtlrcsscci in 
the document and decision. 

Issue: 
'rile continual closure ofmotorircd trails has forced OFIVs to hc operaled on lbrest roads in order to 
provide a reasonable system of routes and to reach destinations oSinterest. The lack of dual-use 
designations on Sorest roads then makes OHV usc on these routes illegal. The cumulative negative 
effect ~Sniotorizcd 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 dcsignatcd for dual-use so that a systcni 
of roads and trails can be used by motorized recreationists. Adtlitionally. wc rcqucst that the 
cumulative negative effect of all past decisions that have adequately considered dual-use 
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designations be evaluated and considered in the decision-making and tliat this project include an 
adcquale mitigation plan to compcnsatc Tor in;~dequ;lle considcr;~tion in tlie past. 

Issue: 
Travel inanagcmcnt startctl from the beginning with a proposal to close the majority of existing 
roads and trails to ~notorizcd recreation and access witli the exception o f a  few major roads. This 
practice lbrccs motorized visitors and recreationists to start with the worst casc scenario and then 
expend great effort (that is not vcry successf~~l) 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 
proccss, in cfrcct, provides preferential treatment for non-rnotorizctl visitors who tlo not have to 
identify routes and challenge the process to protect their rccrcation opportunities. We request that 
the travel management process be practiced in a manncr tliat does put motorized visitors at a 
disadvantage. 

Issuc: 
A fair lravcl managcmcnt process would start witli a comprehensive inventory of all cxisting 
niotorizcd routcs in use by the public. 'l'lien. in order to avoitl Turthcr cumulativc loss and significant 
imp;~ct on motorized access and recreation opportunities, we request that the travel managcmcnt 
process include a preferred alternative bascd on preserving all cxisting nlotorizcd routes. Existing 
motorized roads ant1 trails have bccn around for tlccadcs and have not caused any significant 
problems. Thercfore. it is not rcasonablc to closc a significant number ofexisting motorized routcs. 
Any significant negative impact associatud with a specific motorized routc should be the hasis for an 
evaluation to closc or keep tliat routc open and should carefi~lly consider all reasonable mitigation 
measures. The cutnulativc loss of motorized recreation and access opportunities within public lands 
has been significant. I n  order to avoid fill-ther cumulativc negativc inipacls, we rccli~csl tliat the 
majority ofcxisting motorized routes remain open and the closure of an cxisting motorized route be 
offset by the creation o f a  new motorixcd route. 

Issuc: 
Ofteutinics, many of'thc motorized roads and trails proposcd for closurc are primitive roads and 
trails that provide tlie ideal cxpcricncc sought by rnotorized visitors. We request that the analysis 
adequately cvaluate the type and qilality of experiences that motorized visitors enjoy ant1 want 
~naintained in the area. 

Issuc: 
Motorizctl rccrcationists prefer an interesting assortment of loop and spur routcs for a variety of 
purposes. Each road and trail should be inventoried and viewed on tlic ground to tleter~ninc its 
rccrcatio~~al value and any significant problem arcas that require tnitigation measures. Each road 
;~ntl trail should be evaluated for its value as a lnotorizcd loop or connected route. Each spur road 
and trail should be evaluated for its value including: a source ofdispcrsed campsite(s), exploration 
opportunities, destination such as an olcl minc and viewpoint or as access tbr all multiple-use 
visitors. Evcry problem has a solution. Evcry impact has a mitigation measure. We request that 
travel management alternatives bc ilcvcloped with the ob.jcctive of including as many roads and 
trails as possiblc and addressir~g as many problcnls as possible by using all possible mitigation 
measures. 
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Motorized trail rccrcationists have been very reluctant in the past to givc up the "open" designation 
hccausc we bclicvc we may lose legitimate and historic trails that are located in "opcn arcas" that 
arc crucial to loop opportunities. Our fear has been, and remains, tliat thc agcncy will dclinc key 
trails we currently ~~tili'c as "user created" bccausc they are not on a current travcl plat1 or forest 
[nap and b e c a ~ ~ s c  tlicy a!-e not itlelltilicd tliat they will bc closcd. Many ofthcsc trails arc recorded 
on earlier maps hut others arc not. While in fact they may havc bccn crcatcd to access an activity 
such as mining or logging in the late 1800's or carly 1000's when thcsc uses and activities wcrc 
more popular. 

Issuc: 
Motorized rccrcationists would acccpt area closure (restriction of  motorizcd vchicles to designated 
routcs and elimination of cross-country travcl) when reliable docunicntation demonstratcs that it 
w o ~ ~ l t l  provide ~ ~ i c a s ~ ~ r a b l c  and significant improvcmcnt to the t~atural cnvironmcnt in cxcl ia~~gc for 
a rcasonable number of desigllatetl ~iiotorizcd routes. We rcqucst that the analysis dcvclop a 
prererrcd altcmative with a reasonable numbcr ofdcsignatcd routcs in exchange for the 
crivironmental i~nprovemerlls that havc bccn realized by ~notorizcd visitor's acceptance of millions 
of acres of area closure ~rndcr thc 3-Statc OHV Plan. 

ISSLIC: 
In most locales, visitors to public lands have give11 up motorized cross-country travcl opporti~nitics 
and acccptcd millions of acres of area closurc. Therefore, motorized rccrcationists cannot travcl 
cross-country usit~g motorized vehicles and n~otorizcd rccrcational opportunities are li~nited to 
existing roads and trails that are open to niotorizcd usc. At thc same timc, non-motori~cd 
recreationists can hike cross-country. Thcrcforc, hiking opportunities are unliniitcd. 

In rriost locales, public land visitors have givcn up motorized cross- 
country travcl opportunities and acccptcd many acres ofarca closurc. 
Howcvcr, most often motorizcd recreationists havc not been givcn crctlit 
for the benelits associated with the implclncntation of cross-country 
travel restrictions ant1 area closures. Thcn along colncs travel planning 
which seeks to li~rthcr rcstrict niotorizcd acccss and motorizcd 
recreation. Wc rcqucst tliat tticsc trends and the significance of the 
cumulative ncgativc impacts ofthcsc trcnds on motorized access and 
niotorizcd rccreatioriisls be evaluated and that iliotorizcd trail projects be 
undertaken to mitigate the cumulative negative impacts on niotorizcd 
acccss and ~notorized recreationists. 

Issuc: 
Most of thc  motorized roads and trails in the projcct arca have scrvcd as important public access 
routcs since tlie tun1 ofthc century. This is dcmoristratcd by the nu~nbcr  of  historic mines and 
structures that arc located along thcsc routcs. Wc havc obscrvcd that these travelways arc currcntly 
significant rccrcation resources for motorizcd visitors in thc arca including ATV, motorcycle, and 
four-whcel drive enthusiasts. Many of thcsc travclways have right-or-ways as provided for u~ider tlie 
provisions of Rcviscd Statute 2477. Thcsc roads are shown on older mapping sourccs including: 
aerial photographs, 15-minute lJSGS quadrangle sliccts, and older county maps. The cut and f i l l  
sections ant1 obvious roadbed indicate that these roads were constn~cted and used by the citizens for 
acccss to thc forest. RS 2477 was created to provide adcquate ;tccess to puhlic lands. Now this 
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public access is being climinatcd. We request that these travelways remain open based on; (I ) their 
history ofcomniunity acccss, (2) the acccss that they providc to interesting historical sites, and (3) 
their importance to conimunity acccss. We recl~~est that the document cvaluatc all o f thc  issucs 
surrounding RS 2477 including thc cumulative ncgativc impact of all past closurcs of RS 2477 
routcs which has beconie a significant inipact on motorized rccrcationists. 

Issuc: 
On .luly 26, 1860, as pa-t o f a  move to grant acccss to western lands, tlie United States Congress 
cnacted the l86O Mining Act, section 8 of which grantctl a right-of-way to all persons over 
unreserved federal lands when it stated "the right-of-way for tlie constn~ction of highways over 
public lands, not reserved ibrpublic uscs, is llcrcby granted". In 1873, the 1866 grant was re- 
cotlilicd into section 2477. Revised Statutes of the Unitcd States, and rights-of-way granted by that 
section havc since bccomc known as the "RS 2477 rights-ol'way". 

Throughout tllc later half of thc 19th century and the first tlircc-quarters of thc 20th century, the use 
of  "US 2477 rights-ol'way"over kdcral land in the western IJnitcd States bccame a standard 
rnctliod of legal access across federal lands for cornnicrcial, industrial, ant1 recreation pursuits to 
such an extent tliat the use of thc  US 2477 rights-of-way has become an inherent part ofwcstcrn 
heritage and a capital asset for the public that should be prcscrved for future gcncrations. 

'I'lie use of US 2477 rights-or-way over nearly a century has rcsultcd in an cxtcnsivc body of case 
law in  thc state ant1 fcdcral courts, in whiclr owners of various types ofrights-of-way liavc co~npctcd 
with holtlcrs of RS 2477 rights-of-way a~itl in which tlie availability of those various rights-of-way 
has hccn dccided by the courts, including the motleni State Supreme Court as well as the federal ')th 
Circuit Court of Appcals, in such cases as Robertson v. Smilh, Suprcnlc Court Montana Ten., 1871; 
Butte v. Mikosowilz, 30 Mont. 350, 102 P. 503, (1909); Moulton v. Irish, 67 Mont. 504, 218 P. 
1053 (1023); and Shultz v. Dept. of Arnly, I0 F.3d 640 (0th Cir. 1993). 

l iS 2477 rights-of-way liavc bccn given a liberal interpretation by state and federal courts in thosc 
judicial decisions intcrprcting what constitutes a "liighway" within the tncaning of  RS 2477, thosc 
judicial opinions holding that even the barest lbot trail could qualify as a "highway" and that no 
particular way across fcdcral lands has even bee11 idcntiticd, i t  being sufficicnt that travclcrs used an 
area of fc~lcral land as a method of access betwcc~i two geogaphic points. After I 10 years of public 
usc of RS 2477 rights-of-way, the U.S. ('ongress repealed the most ~-ccc~lt  version of RS 2477.43 
U.S.C. 932, but that repeal was, by 43 I1.S.C'. 1701. spccilically lrladc subject to valid rights-of-way 
existing as of tlie date of repeal which was 1070. 

Schiller, chairman of the High Desert Multiple-Use Coalition, told tlie Kern County Board of 
Supervisors at a meeting held on February 19, 2002 to address RS 2477 issucs that "the roads 
represent our custom, our culture, our ecolioniy and our family traditions. I know it's bccn argucd 
tliat this is about OHV uscs and off-highway vehicles," said Scliillcr. "I t  is really about acccss" .We 
request that any routcs proposed for closure and in existence before 1976 bc considered as having 
RS 2477 rights-ollway in order to provide citizens with access to public lands. 

Issue: 
Tllc maps used in thc environmental document should bc familiar and easily interpreted by all 
citizens. The public is   no st familiar with Forcst Visitors Maps and other common visitors maps 
The cnvironmental document mapping should follow tllc guidelines required by 40 CPR 1502.8 
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Past analyses of the affcctcd envil.onnicnt and cnviroil~ncntal 
consequences havc failcd to adcquatcly rccognizc that 
resources such as fisheries, wildlifc, and scciimcnt 
production arc affected ihr more by naturc than by motorizcd 
visitors. Drought has a significant impact on fisheries, OHV 
recreation does not comparc. Erosion and other activities of 
interest such as thc spread of noxious weeds occur naturally 
and at significant rates. For examplc, floods, fires, drought, 
and wildlife discascs have historically created significantly 
greatcr impacts than ~notorized visitors have. In many cascs 
it is not reasonable to deem as unacceptable thc relatively 

small increase causcd by motorizcd recreation on natural activities. Comparing man-causcd impacts 
to natural impacts is a rcasonablc approach that sl~ould bc used to test for the signilicarlcc of impacts 
entl improvcrnents. Thc improvcmcnts to tlie natural environnicnt from this action are not 
significant whcn compared to the naturally occurring impacts. I'hc picture shows Coppcr Creek near 
Lincoln, Montana followirlg tlic August 2003 lirc. I'rior to thc lirc the Forcst Service was conccmcd 
about the public c;~mpiiig ncxt to tlie crcck. 'fhc potcr~tial impacts frotn the public camping along 
this strcam compared to this firc arc insignilicant yet closurc of this recreation opportunity was 
hcing col~sidcrcd. Why arc thcre so many double-standards in the impact analyses'! We rcqucst that 
all impact analyses in all rcsourcc arcas comparc the relative tnagniti~de of man-causcd impacts to 
thc background lcvcl of naturally occurring i~np;~cts or management actions such as tlic " k t  it bur11" 
policy. 

Iss11c: 
Impacts S I I O L I I ~  he evaluated in a fair ;~nd i~nbiascd manner ant1 with a relative sense of magnitudc. 
For cxamplc, if natural events including lloods, wildfircs, and their associated inlpacts arc natural 
arid acccptablc ;is stated by some agcncy pcrsonncl and cnvironmcntal groups, then (in order to he 
consistent and equitable) impacts from OHV rccrcation should hc compared in rclative magnitudc to 
thc impacts associated with floods, wildlirc, and othcr natural events. We are conccmcd about 
commcnts about OI IV rccrcation bcing such a significant tlircat to public lands (Bosworth spccch. 
January 16, 2004). The impact of OHV rccrc;~tion in our arca co~nparcd to the ncgativc irlipacts 
fromjust one of the h significant fircs in our area is rninisculc 
( i i l t p : ! ~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~ . I 1 c l c 1 i ; ~ i t ~ , ~ ~ n 1 ~ ; ~ 1 ~ 1 i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 ~ O ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ O l  I 0 0 0  - 01 .prl ). Thcrcfore, the impact of 
recreation should be rairly compared to the impact of floods, wildlirc, and other natural events on all 
rcsourcc areas. Tllcse comparisons shoi~ld also inclutlc natural levels ofnoxious weeds, 
deforestation, crosio~i and sediment production, and loss of  organic material. 

Thc use of soil crosion as a reason to closc rnotorized rccrcational opportunities is an examplc of the 
predisposition thal exists pcr !he following cxamplc. Soil c r o s i o ~ ~  associated with fires that havc 
burned severely has hccn reported in thc range o f 5 0  tons per hectarc' (20 tons pcr acrc). Nearly all 
lircs increase sedimcnt yield, but wildfircs in stccp terrain producc the greatest amounts ( I2  to I65 
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ton per acrc pcr year. 28 to 370 Mg per licctarc pcr year) (table 5 and lig~trc 11)'. 'fliis soil loss 
occurs over the bumcd area duc to thc lack of vegetative cover to hold the soil in placc on steep 
slopes during prccipitation cvcnts and irlcrcascd peak rates of runoff. Flood pcak flows after 
wiltllires that burn large arcas in  stccp terrain often produce significant inipacts. Peak flow incrcascs 
of 10 to 100 times arc common, but some have been measured as high as 2,300 tinics prc-tire 
conditions". Since 1094 the acl-es burncd nationally have ranged from 2.3 to 8.4 million acrcs and 
avcragctl4.8 million acres. At a typical sediment yicld of 20 tons per acrc per year, about 
96,000,000 tons ofsedimcnt has been produccd by tires or about 9,600,000 dump truck loads. On a 
more local basis in tlic Helena National Forest several hundred thousand acrcs have burned since 
1988. Sediment production associated with thesc fircs would equal 4,000,000 totis or 400,000 dump 
truck loads. Sedinicnt production associated with niotorizcd rccreatio~i cannot bcgin to compare to 
this magnitude and, therehrc. it is not reasonable usc sediment as a basis to close ~liotorizcd 
~rccreational opportunities whcn impacts from "Let it burn" and other nianagcmcnt policies are a 
million times grcatcr and considered acceptable. 

Monitoring and cvaluatiotl must be nlade consistent with and pursuant to thc best available 
scicntilic inlormation, techniques, and methods, and any conclusions based on these evaluations 
must be statistically significant. 

Tahlc 2 National lntcragcncy Coordination Center Anlli~al Firc Data 

~~- 
Acres 

1994 114.049 4,724.01 4 

1995 130.019 - 2,315,730 ~ ~ ~ . .  

1996 11 5.025 6,701,390 

Source: National Interagency Coordination Centel 

2003 Figures current as of 11107103 

hltp:/lwww.nifc.govlfireinf~lnln.html 

In a fair and unbiased evaluation, the source ofthc impacts (natural versus human caused) should 
not hc a factor. In a fair and unbiased evaluation, relative impact associated with natural events 
including lloods and wildfires is thousands of times greater than i~ilpacts associated with tinibcr 
harvests ant1 OHV rccrcation, yct proposed action involving tinibcr harvests and O11V recreation are 
consitlered to have unacceptable inipacts. The absence of a rational connection between the facts 
found and thc choice niatlc has bccn defined by tlic courts as arbitrary and capricious (Natural 
Rcsourccs. v. (J.S., 966 F.2d 1292, 97, (9th Cir.'92)). A clear error ofjudgment; an action not hascd 

3 Rohichaud. Peter K. ;  Ikycrs, Jan L.; Ncnry. Uanicl G. 2000. Evaluating llie effccliveness of postfire 
rehabilitation trcatments. ( i cn  l'cch. Ilcp. KMKS-CiTR-63. Fort Collills: 1J.S. Department of Agriculturc, 1:orcst 
Service, llcxky Mounlai~,  R e s r ~ r c I ~  Station. 85 p.  ill!^) !~\sn I . l ' rd .~~s '~ r i ,~  ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ r ~ ~ $ r i ~ ! r O : . p d l '  
1 POST-WII.I)I~lllli WA'I'ERSHEL) FI.001) RESPONSES, 1)aniel ( ~ i .  Ncnry*, Gerald J. (iotttiicd, and I'ctcr F. 
1:lblliott. IISl)A 1;orcst Scrvxe, llocky Mountain Research Station, 1:l;igstaSl: AZ School of Kcncwablc Natural 
I<eso~~rccs, i ln lve r s~ ty  of Ar~zona ,  'l'c~csun. AZ l ~ l l p : . : n a . u . r ~ ~ ~ r ~ . ~ ~ ; n ~ . i ~ ~ l ~ t  I:III 4.:tl? I ' ~ I ~ ~ I C ~ I ~ ~ ~ I I ~ \ ~ \ C : I ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ) S ~ . ~ ~ ~ I I ~  
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upon consitleratio~i of relevant fi~ctors and so is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion or 
otherwise not i n  accordance with law or  if i t  was lakcn without observa~icc of  procedure required by 
law (5 USC. 706(2)(A) (1988)). Wc request f i r  and unbiased evaluations and judgme~its during this 
evaluation ant1 decision-making. 

Issue: 
I t  is tiiiic to impletncnt a practical and sensiblc application oSNEPA. The intent oSNEPA when it 
was created in thc late 1960's was to better incorporate environmental concerns into proposcd 
actions wliilc still meeting tlic needs of the public. Up until tliat time, consideration of thc natural 
environrncnt was not always required and inipacts to the natural environmental wcrc not always 
adcquetely considered. A signific;ult correction lias been niadc since thcn. Coriccrns with tlie natural 
environnicnt now rcccive considerable attention and natural resourcc issues are atlequatcly 
corisidered for nearly all proposed actions. Additionally, many ways aiitl means have been 
dcvclopcd to niitigatc impacts to the natural cnvironnicntal ant1 still meet the needs of tlrc human 
environment. 

There niay have been a time whet1 NEPA decisions struck an ideal balance bctwccn the natural ant1 
human environments but now NEPA is used by environmental organizations to rigorously pursue 
environmental perfectionism. Environmental perfectionism occurs when significant inipacts are 
imposed o n  tlie human environrncnt in return for relatively minor or unaccountable improvcrnents to 
the natural environment. The pursuit of environmental pcrfcctionism lias contributed to the 
signilicant 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. Tlic mindset of'eiivironnicntal 
perfectioiiisrn has pushed agencics far beyond the original intent ofNEPA to better protect tlic 
natural cnvironmcntal from proposcd actions. Tlic pursuit oSeiivironniental perfectionism is 
attacking onc of thc basic rcquircmcnts of NEI'A to "acliicvc a balance bctwccn population and 
resourcc use which will pcmiit high standards of living and a wide sharing of lifc's amcnitics" 
(Public Law 91-100, 'Title I, Scction 101 (b) (5)). 'fhe wording of  NEPA was carefully clioscn and 
was intcndcd to produce a halalice bctween tlie natural and human environrncnt. Practice and 
interprctation since the law lias strayed f i r  from that intent. Wc rcqilcst the development and 
implementation of  a practical and sensiblc alternative that achieves a balanced and wide sharing of 
lifc's amenities as originally envisioned untlcr NEPA. 

Issue: 
Tlic transport mcclianism Sor noxious wccds includes all visitors and uses of public lands inclutling 
hikers, eqocstrians, and cattle grazing i l l  addition to motorized recreationists. Many events including 
lire, floods, and tlic importation of invasive species also contributc to noxious weed prohlcnis. For 
the most part, vehicles do not liave a surface texture that will pick up and hold noxious weeds seeds. 
I'ransport n~eclianisnis based on hair, fur, mannrc, shocs, and fabrics arc more effective that the 
smooth metal and plastic surfaces found on vchicles. Additionally, niotorized recreationists practice 
thc "Wash your Steeds" policy. Howcvcr. c lo s~~res  tluc to noxious weed concerns arc only placed on 
~notorizcd recreationists. 

Wc liave obscrvcd an eclual amount ornoxious wccds in lion-inotorizcd areas as there arc in 
motorized areas. We requcst that the document make a fair cvaluation of all sources and uses that 
contribute to the noxious wccd problem includi~ig hikers, mountain bikcrs, cqoestrians (non-use of 
weed-free hay), ctc. 'The document should also fairly evaluate how natural processes and wildlife 
spread noxious wccds. The document should iiicludc a bala~iced discussion of the noxious wccd 
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~>roblem. 'I'he discussions, decisions and lncasurcs used to mitigate noxious weeds should be applied 
i~npartially to all visitors and with a realistic represenlation of noxious weeds natural ability to 
spread vcl-sus a relative magrlit~~dc for every activity's contribulion. 

Issue: 
01 IV owners in Montana, as part of thcir vehiclc registration, contribute $1.50 to a noxious weed 
abatcrncnt program. Non-motorizetl visitors do not contribute to a wccd abatement program. Wc 
rcquest tliat the analysis be based on a balanced discussion of tlic noxious weed problem. 'l'hc 
t l iscu~sion~,  decisions and measures used lo mitigate noxious weeds should recognize the relatively 
minor impact that OHVs have on the lloxious weed probleni and crcdit OHV visitors Tor 
contributing to a program to control noxious weeds. Additionally, this is anothcr cxample of 
predisposition becausc motorized recrcationists have not bccn givcn crcdit for the positivc action 
that tlicy have taken and wc havc only been penalized for our past cooperation and the initiative 
taken lo control noxious wectls. 

ISSLIC: 
Thc cnvironmenlal tiocumcnt should accurately addrcss the signilicant ncgativc impacts associated 
with disturbing cxisti~lg stable roadways in order to oblitcratc thc existing roadbed. A rcasonable 
altcrnative would be to reclassify the road to either restricted-width or unrestricted-width motorixcd 
trail. We rcqucst that the prcfcrrcd altcmativc make practical use of  this management tool and the 
bcnefits that i t  provides including rctluccd scdinicntation impact, reduced fisheries impact, rcduccd 
noxious weed impact, much less construction cost, rcduccd road inventory, rcduccd road 
maintcnancc and incrcascd opportunities ihr motorized recreationists. Rcclassifying roadways to 
rcstrictcd- or unrestricted-width motorized trail also avoids contributing to cuniulative ncgativc 
impacts on motorized rccrcationists. 

Issue: 
Current managcmcnt directives seek to aggrcssivcly decommission non-beneficial or unclassilicd 
roatls. rcduce the existing backlog on road maintcnancc and reconstruction, and rcduce the resource 
impacts of the current roads nctwork. The Forcst Scrvice in the Roadlcss Rule EIS reported that thc 
backlog of'l'orcst road maintcnancc was about $8.4 billion. This estimate illcludcs many primitive 
roads and trails tliat lnolorizcd recreations would prefer not to havc improved except for mitigation 
mcasul-cs such as water bars and rcrontcs to avoid sensitive cnvironmental areas. The challcnge ant1 
recreation value ofthcsc types of primitive roads and trails is what most motorized rccrcationists arc 
looking for. Tl~crefore, this luaintcnarlce effort is ovcrstatcd and a more rcasonablc altcrnative 
would be to incorporate rcasonable mitigation mcasures and convert roads to unrestricted-width or 
restricted-width trails to providc niotorizcd recreation opportunities and then rcmovc these roads 
from the roads inventory. Wc request tliat this rcasonable alternative be included as part of  the 
preferred altcrnative. 

Issue: 
Consitlcrablc trail and cnvironrncntal n~itigc~tion work could bc accon~plished by programs similar to 
AtncriCorps and Sob Corps iftlicy wcrc given that direction and organized to providc that 
assistance. 

Issuc: 
We understand the operation and maintcnancc budget constraints facing thc agency. Motorized 
rccrcationists would work in  collaboration with the agcncy to obtain trail and OHV funding for the 
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projcct area. Additionally, niotorircd recrcationists can be called upon to help with the niaintenancc 
of trails in  the project area. In many cases niotorizcd rccrcetionists have been providing trail 
maintenance for many years and are quite willing to continue it1 return for continued access. 

Issuc: 
Most environmental documents have not taken into consideration the fact that niotorizcd mi~ltiplc- 
use designation serves all rccrcation activities. instead of the l i w  served by non- 
rnotorizedlwildcr~iess designations. For exaniple, motorized roads and trails allow acccss to 
dispersed camping sites for RVs, the collcctioli of lirewood, access for fishing and hunting, target 
sliootitlg, access for bird and wildlife viewing, walking and bicycling opportunities, and family 
picnics. Wc request that the analysis ant1 decision-making fully rccognizc all of thcsc activities and 
the cuniulativc ncgative impact that closing roads and trails has had on all multiple-use 
recrcationists which has beco~uc very significant. Additionally, we request that an adequate 
riiitigation plan be included as part ofthis action to compensate for past cumulative negative 
impacts. 

Isst~e: 
Management dccisions should be based on input from a nianagcmcnt tcani that is representative of 
all citizens nccds. This is especially necessary to provide a halanccd perspective oti the travel 
management team and wl1c11 consulting ant1 coordinating with other ;lgencics. There is an inherent 
bias on tnunagcment teams that do not includc OHV cnthusiasts. Wc request that the 
interdisciplinary team (IDT) include molorizctl rccrcation planners and enthusiasts in order to 
atlcquately spcak for thc needs ofmultiplc-use and motorized visitors. A multiple-use and 
niotorizcd recreationists advisory board could also he used to advise the IWT and decision-makers. 

Issue: 
Presently, very i'cw agency staffmerr~bers are 01IV enthusiasts and can rcprcscnt OHV recreation 
interests in day-to-day operations and long-term rnanagemcnt decisions. OHV enthusiasts 
understand how to educate, manage, and meet the nccds of OHV rccrcationists. Agency personnel 
are not able lo rclatc to the needs and challenges of OHV rccrcationists because they are not familiar 
with OHVs nor are they typically OHV rccrcationists. There is an inherent bias on management 
tcams that do not include OtlV enthusiasts. Wc rcqucst that the staff on each project team include 
an adequate tiumber of OHV enthusiasts in ordcr to adequately represent and adtlrcss thc nccds of 
OHV rccreationists. Adtlitionally we rcqucst that an adeqi~ate number of agency staff be licensed 
and safety trained to operate OHVs. have an adequate nuli?hcr of  OHVs for their use and spend an 
adequate amount oftinie riding OHVs along with OtIV recreationists so that they can adequately 
undcrstantl thc riccds associated with motorizcd access and motorized rccrcationists. 

Issuc: 
Nat~~ra l  contlilions should be used as the benchmark for lhc tcst of i~npacts  on natural rcsollrces. All 
impacts should be nicasured against a realistic asscssnient of natural conditions including natural 
sound lcvcls, scdimcntation rates and natural cvcnts such as fires, glacial periods, and floods. Wc 
requcst that gi~idclines be developed to help tlctcrniinc if perceived impacts are significant or 
insignificant. All nleasures of perceived impacts should be compared to natural levels of activities 
over the course oftime to test for significance. A significant difference in magnitude should be 
required beforc a perceived impact can he considcrcd signilicant. This standard is required in ordcr 
to remove personal opinions lion? the proccss and to restore impartial and rcasonahlc Judgment to 
the process. 

Wc arr a locally supported aa5ilcwtion whoer puiposc is t.o prci>crw: rciils for i l l 1  
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):or example, the lack of adcqt~ate policy and implcmcntation offire management praclices has lead 
to many catastrophic fires. The sctiinicntation resulting fro111 tlicsc fires should be measured and 
comparctl to all OHV activity in  lhc forcst. The results will demonslrate that the ratc of scdinrcnt 
resulting from lircs is tt~ousands oftimes grcatcr than that ofall  011V activity in tlie forest. 'l'he 
detcnnination of tlic natural rate olscdimcntation over the coursc of time will also demonstratc that 
the natural ratc of  sedimentation is many tinles greater tlian that of all OMV activity in  the forest. 
These are examples of the sense of magnitude and big pictllre perspcctivc that should be rcquircd 
when evaluating impacts in the documcnt and decision-making. 

Issue: 
Thcrc is no documentation or data to support closurc of any motorized routcs in the project area to 
iniprovc wildlifc connectivity. The existing level of roads and trails does no1 significantly impact 
wildlifc conncctivity, i.c. i t  fi~nctions as such with tlie existing level ofroads and trails and closing 
any roads or trails to motorized i ~ s c  would not make any measurable difference. Connectivity is 
another concept being promoted by extren~e grccn groups sucli as tlic Wildlands Project to f~~rtlicr 
Ihcir agenda to close all land to the public. Adtlitionally, non-motorized routes woultl have the same 
inipact on wildlife connectivity as ~notorircd routes ant1 the cvalualion must recognize this fact. 

Iss11e: 
The Forcst Scrvicc Strca~n Systems Technology Ccntcr has found. in a paper published in tlie July 
2000 issue of Strcarn Notes, that roads and trails can easily be hydrologically disconnected from 
strcams. Thercforc, the sedimentation concenis can bc casily mitigated and should not hc uscd as a 
rcason to just ib  ~notorized recreation and acccss closures except in cxccptional cases that cannot hc 
atlccl~~:ltcly miligatetl. 

Issue: 
A study of sound levels from OHV usc was ibund to bc less than the background noise of tlie wintl 
i n  treetops (Nora Hamilton, Mendocino National Forest, memorandum to tlie file, Novenlber 17, 
1992). Also, thc LJSDA FS Technology and Development Program in a report prcparcd in 1993 and 
titlctl "Sountl [,cvcls of Five Motorcycles Traveling Over Forest Trails" found that at distances over 
400 fcct, motorcycles (lo not raise the ambient sound lcvcl (they are no louder than background 
levels oSnoisc). Absolute quiet is not a reasonable expectation. Sound from motorizcd sources such 
as airplanes exists even in the most remote areas. It is not rcasonahlc to cxpcct ahsolutc quiet in 
areas intendcd for multiple-use. The sound lcvel of motorizcd rccrcation use is not greater than 
natural sounds, and thercforc, sound lcvcl should not hc uscd as a reason to justify motorized 
recrealion and acccss closures. 

Iss11c: 
A stildy of National Park elk habituatcd to human activity and not hunted were more sensitive to 
pcrsons afoot tlian vehicles (Sliultz, R.D. and Janies A. Bailey "Responses of National Park Elk to 
Human Activity", Journal of Wildlife Management, v42, 1975). Thercforc, hikcrs disturb elk more 
than motor vchicles and "disturbance of wildlife" should not be uscd as a rcason to justify motorized 
rccrcation and access closures. Additionally, when thcrc arc concerns with wildlifc disturbance, 
I-estl-ictions on hikcrs shol~ld he given a Reatcr cmphasis than restrictions on motorized visitors. 

Issue: 
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Hikers disturb nesting birds (Swartliout, Elliott and Steitll, Robcrl, Journal of tlie Socicty of 
Conservation Biology, Februa~y 2003) yet rcstrictions on hiking ant1 other non-motorized 
rccrcationists to rcduce itlipacts on nesting birds arc rarely imposed. 

Hiking, cross-country hiking and wilderness uscs also ccluscs trail impacts yet tliesc impacts are 
seldom acknowlcdgcd. For example, the USDA FS Intcr~nountain Research Station Research Papcr 
INT-450 "Changes on Trails in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderliess, Montana, 1978-89" and datcd 
10'11 round that many trail segments changcd markedly, dcpcnding on site antl use. 

Additionally the report "Kccping Visitors on the Right 'l'rack - Sign and Barricr Kescarch at Mount 
R;liner", Park Sciencc 14(4) published in 1994 found tliat off-trail hiking is a ~najor  source of impact 
that creates 11-ails and erosio~i throughout the several thousand acrcs of sub-alpine meatlaws. 

Additionally the report "Erosional lliipact of  Hikers, tlorses, Motorcycles, and Off-Road Bicycles 
on Mounvain Trails in  Montana", Mountain Rcscarch and Developnicnt, Volume 14. No. 1 ,  antl 
published in Ic)')4 found that multiple comparison tcst rcsults showed that liorscs and hikers rnadc 
more scdiment availablc than wliccls, ant1 this cffecl was nlost pro~iounccd on pre-wcttcd trails. 

Why arc there so niany douhlc-standards in thc impact analyses and decision-making? I T  the issues 
surrounding lnotorizctl tl-uvcl are significant enough to justify closurcs, then, in order to avoid 
introducing a bias to the cval~~ation and process the sanic issues and restrictions should also be 
applicd to hiking, mountain cli~nhing. cross-country hiking, wilderness usors, ctc. 

Issuc: 
A study o f t l ~ c  heart rate of clk fountl tliat humans w ; ~ l k i n ~  bctwccn 20 to 300 rneters from thc clk 
causcd them to llec immetliately 41'X of the time while an OHV passing within 15 to 400 mctcrs of 
the elk caused them to llec 8% of the tinic (Ward, A. L. and J. J. Cupal. 1976. Tclcn~ctcrcd hcart 
rate of thrcc elk as afl'cctcd by activity and l~uman disturbancc. USDA Forcst Scrvicc, Rocky 
Mountain Forest and Rangc Experiment Station. Laramic. WY. '1 pp.). l'hcrcrorc, hikcrs disturb elk 
liiorc tlian motor vehicles and "disturbancc of wildlifc" should not be used as a rcason to justify 
motorized recreation and access closures. Additionally, whcn there arc concerns with wildlife 
disturbance, rcstriclions on  hikers should be given a grcatcr emphasis than restrictions on motorized 
visitors. 

Issuc: 
A study of ~llule dccr fountl that 80% flcd in rcaction to encounters with persons afoot whilc only 
24% fled duc to encounters with snowmobiles (David J. Freddy. Whitcomb M. Bronaugh, Martin C. 
Fowler. "Respotlses of Mule Dccr to Persons Afoot atid Snowmobiles", Wildlife Socicty Bulletin, 
1980). 'I'hereforc. hikers disturb deer more than motor vehicles and "disturbancc ofwildlife" should 
not be used as a reason to justify tnotorized recreation and access closurcs. Additionally, when there 
are conccrns with wildlifc disturbance, restrictions on hikcrs should be given a greater emphasis 
tlian rcstrictions on niotorizcd visitors. 

Issue: 
'Thc wildlife sections of many travel plan docurncnts tend to promote two underlying tlicmes; ( I )  
wildlifc and forcst visitors cannot coexist. and (2) thcrc ;ire signilicant negative impacts to wildlifc 
from visitors to tlie forest. Observations of wildlifc in Yellowstone and Glacier National Parks and 
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thc 400 dccr that livc within the Hclcna city Innits 
con~bincd with common scnsc tell us that wildlife call 
flourish wit11 niillions of visitors and motorized 
vcliiclcs. 

Wildlife can and do cffcctively coexist witli motorizcd 
visitors in cvcn the most heavily visited places. 
Thcrcfore, concerns with niotorized forest visitors and 
wildlife are olien ovcr-stated ant1 over-empliasizcd 
which unfortunately tle~nonstratcs a predisposition in 
the process 

'f11c wildlik/visitor intcr:lction in national parks demonstrates that the manner in which visitors 
cocxist witli wildlife is the most significant factor in the interaction between wiltllik and visitors. 
'I'lie manner in which visitors coexist wit11 wildlife in national forest can bc shaped by adequate use 
of mitigation measures including seasonal closures, educational programs and trail rangers. 
'l'l~ercforc, rcason;~hle alternatives to the closure of motorized roads and trails exist and can be used 
to address wiltlli fc concerns. Wc request that tlicsc sorts of reasolrable alternatives to closurc of 
roads and trails to motorized visitors he adequately considered and incorporated into the preferred 
altcrnativc. 

Issue: 
"Prcscnt day populations of white-tailed deer and elk arc at their highcst lcvcls rccortletl in recent 
history" (Montana Wolf Conservation and Managcmcnt Planning Docunient, Montana Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks. .lanuary 2000 
(lit~p:l!\v\\\~.li~~p.~l"~.nit.~1s!wil~~~11~~~~~v~l17~\~o1li1ia1!n~cnicntOI lOO2_pdl). Additionally, "ncarly 
00 percent of Montana's original elk nianagcnlcnt units exceed elk-population objectives, while only 
3 I pcrccnt cxcced harvest ob.jcctivcs" (~~ww.Iiv~~.sl;~tc~~iit.~~s!l~~~t~ti~~~'~Ik~~~~~h~n~l ). 

Adtlitionally, the Northem Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE), outside of Glacier National 
Park, has grizzly bear population densities of' about 1 hcar per 20-30 square miles and has human 
recreation consisting of ~notorized access. motorized recreation, hiking, lishing, camping, horseback 
riding, and big gatnc hunting. Glacier National Park annually receives approxinlatcly 2-3 million 
visitors, docs not allow hunting, and has grizzly hcar population dcnsitics estimated at about I bear 
per 8 squarc miles. The Ycllowstone Ecosyste~n (YE) which is comprisetl of Yellowstonc Park and 
su~ound ing  National Forests, receives more visitation than Glacicr Park and has an increasing 
grizzly hear population estimated at I bear per 30-50 square miles 
(l~1tp:l~~~\~\1.1~O.~\~:s.~0vI~~~~~~~igri.~1~y~I~itt~r~isldcisclip2.l1t1i1 ). All indications are that grizzly hear 
habitat is fi~lly occupied and that additional road closurcs and obliteration will not produce any more 
bears and, therefore, motorized closures are not reasonable or productive. Thcrcforc, grizzly hcars 
can coexist at reasonable population densities with multiple-use recreation and there is no 
compelling reason to close roads and trails to motorized rccrcationists to increase grizzly 
populations because the most significant constraint is their riccd for so many acres between other 
grizzly hcars. 

Furthcnnorc, Kate Kcndall's Greater Glacicr Bear DNA study (inclutles all the North Fork of 
Flathead), which identified 367 unique individual bears with one years data not yet analyzed. l'lie 
rccovcrcd population target was 600 bears for the entire Northern Continental Divide Ecosystcni, so 
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there is already known that about 213 of that target exist on about 114 of thc  habitat. Completion of 
DNA study of the rest ofthc ccosystenl is certain to show that bear populations far cxcccd the 
recovely goal and should bc dc-listcd. 

Additionally, the nurnhcr ofliu~itcrs lias leveled ofT(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvicc, 1000 National 
Survey ofFishing. Hunting, and Wildlil'c-Associated Recreation. ]ittp:i(lihr;~ry.IL\s.g~~~~~~~l-~~!~~~y 
I OCJO.[i(II'). 

Thcrcfore, thcrc are no co~npclling reasons "to elevate the levcl of elk security in tlic prolcct area 
and.. .enhance elk populations" as licqucntly suggested by wildlifc biologists (example; Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks letter datcd February 27. 2002 to Hclcna National Forest on the Clancy- 
llnionvillc Travel Planning I'rojcct, bottom of page 9). Additionally, there are no co~npelling 
rcasons to justi rcducctl road dcnsitics as a sought-after or necessary wildlife managc~ncnt 
criterion. Lastly, thcrc arc rcasonablc alternatives including pcrniit hunting and seasonal travel 
restrictions that can hettcr accomplish tlie outconic sought by reduced road and trail densities. 
NEPA r cq~~ i rc s  consideration ant1 implcnicntation of  all reasonable allemativcs. Not considering and 
implementing reasonable altcmatives denionstratcs a predisposition in the process. 

Issue: 
A Deccmbel- 3 1 ,  2003 1;cdcral Court ruling f o ~ ~ n d  that associated with actions taken i~nder the 
cndangeretl spccics action niust bc paid to tlic public. The case stennncd from the govcrnmcnt's 
efforts to protect endangcrctl winter-rt~n chinook salmon and tl~rcntenetl delta sn~cl t  hctwcen 1092 
and 1994 by withholding billions ofgal lo~is  from farnicrs in California's Kern and l'ularc countics. 
('ourt of Fcticral Claims Senior S ~ ~ d g e  John Wicse ruled that the govcrnment's halting of watcr 
constituted a "taking" or intrusion on the t'dmmers' private propcrty rights. The Fifth Amendment to 
the Constitution prohibits the government kom taking private propcrty w i t h o ~ ~ t  fair paymcnt. 
"What the court found is that the government is certainly lice to protcct the fish under tlie 
Endangered Species Act, but it must pay for the watcr that it takcs to tio so," said Roger S.  Marzulla, 
the attorney representing the water districts that brought the claim. This same standard should also 
be applied to the economic ant1 tnotorizcd recreational losscs that tlie public has suffered onder the 
ESA including niotorized closurcs justifietl by grizzly bear habitat and impacts on westslopc 
cutthroat trout and bull trout. (I11tp:~~~~~~~~~.~~~v;11e1-1i~ys.co11~1-cIii~~~~:1r~rigl~tsi~c~iIi~~i1tc2.I1l1i~I ) 

Issue: 
Tlic Agency must support any claim that various recreational activities (c.g., off-highway vehicle 
use, camping, eq~~estrian use, hunting ctc..) posc significant threats to cndangered spccics. Claims 
that arc highly speculative and based on little or no rcliahlc data should be excluded fro111 the 
oivironmental analysis. 

Tlic Agency must establish much more than a causal connection between recreation activities and 
any perceived declines in the population of any threatened or endangered spccies known to reside in 
tlie project area. At most, the technical data shows that some recreational activities, in somc areas. 
have the potential to displace somc spccies on a very local levcl. This, however, cannot establish 
that rccreational activities posc a substantial threat to an entire population or subpopolation of a 
particular plant or animal. 

We arc a locally supported association wliosr. purpo5c is t o  pic5crVF rwiil5 for. ail 
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a) The agency should not utilize technical data that displays a pronounced hlas against public 
recl-cation. 
b) The agcncy 11i~1st not jump to conclusions regarding the cffects ofrccrcation on threatened arid 
endangered species. 

Issue: 
Our ohsel-vations over dccadcs of trail riding havc cstahlislied tliat significant wiltllife mortality docs 
1101 result fro111 OllV activity. Wc arc riot aware of any reports of large animals such as dccr, elk, or 
bear bcing hit or injl~rctl by OHV activity. Additionally, it is extreniely rarc for OHVs to injitre any 
s~iiall animals such as squirrels or chipniunks. We request that wildlife mortality Srom OHV activity 
he considcrcd minor aritl tliat wildlife mortality not bc uscd as ;I reason to closc roads and trails to 
OHV visitors. 

Issue: 
OI IV use and wildlilc can and do coexist. Wc do riot scc any evitlencc in  the field that would 
indicate that summcr rnotorizctl rccrcation use is a signilicant wildlife problem. Wc support 
motorizcd closures whcrc ncccssary to protect wildlife during the spring calving season and hunting 
scason whilc maintaining a rcasonahle level of access during those periods. 

ISSLIC: 
I t  is obvious fi.0111 acrial observation of thc projcct area that under the existing contlitions so much 
oftlie area is initccessible to motor vchicles and that the cxisting level of~notorired access and 
motorized recreation is cntirely reasonable. Reduced motorized road and trail density is often used 
as a desired management goal but is not rcasonable. Tlic trcnd of reduced motorizcd access and 
lnotorizcd rccrcational opportunities is not necessary and is not consistent with multiple-use 
management of thc area. 

Issue: 
Wiltllik management also dcpcnds on adeqi~ate motorizcd access. For cxamplc, the lack of 
adcquate roads and motorized access for hunter access has let1 to rcduccd hunter success and 
reduced harvcst of game animals and affccted the overall riumbcr and balance of game animals. 'l'his 
in turn has let1 to the nccd for cow permits and special hunts. In ordcr to he cotisistent with the 
Forest Plan and mcet tlie goal of no net change i n  herd numbers requires no nct change in hunter 
access which in turn justifies the current lcvcl of motorized roads atid trails. 

Issue: 
'The cncroacliment of residences into the forest is olten thc most significant lhctor contributing to 
the loss of summer a~idior winter wildlife liahitat. First, we request that the irnpact of these 
pennancnt cncroachrnents be quantified and comparcci to tlic relatively minor impact that 
~licchanized forest visitors havc on wildlife habitat. Secondly, public land visitors should 1101 have to 
pay tlie price in thc form of niotorizctl closurcs required to offict the impact of  permanent 
encroachnicnts by private residcnccs. Proper assignment oSrcstrictions would rest on those privatc 
individuals who pemiancntly cncro;~clicd on the natural liahitat. 

ISSLIC: 
Indcpcndcnt scientist should review and parlicipatc in all aspects ofplanning, broad-based 
assessments, local analysis, and monitoring. Irrdepentlent scientists must review the pclblishcd 
rcsults of all partnership studies including those prcparcd by studcnts undcr thc direction of 

We ar.6 a locally supporlcd asouciation w h m e  purpabc is> 1.0 pmijr ive i t ~ ! l c i  fa1 all 
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professors, in order to be sure that they are appropriately interpreted and documcntcd and that thc 
supporting data is adcqutc. 

Scientists may conic from within fcdcral or state agcncies. or thc gcncral pi~hlic, atid tilay 11oliI a 
variety of important and influc~itial positions. 'Thc study team should: 

I )  rcquirc minimum standards and criteria for qualifications which must be nlct bcfore a 
scientist can be dccmed an "expert"; 

2 )  provide minimum standards and criteria for dctcnnining whcn a scientist may be deemed 
"independcnt"; and 

3 )  providc a mininiu~n amount of public noticc and opportunity to object whcncver any such 
scientist is considered for such participation, whether such position is permanent or 
temporary, St111 timc or part limc, voluntary or compensated. Such notice should include the 
qualifications of thc individual, the rolc which the individual will havc in  such participation, 
and tlic type and duration oftlie position. 

Kcview and participation by independcnt scientists is a good thing, provided the proccss require 
standards which assure that such scientists arc in fact qualilicd and independent, and provide the 
public the opport~ulity to review such factors. 

Issue: 
We arc greally conccmctl about the prevailing management trcnd for public lands that has 
significantly rcducctl or climinatetl motorized recreation and access opportunities. Why docs the 
closurc of public lands pcrnicatc the current management mind sct? This mind sct is not in line with 
tlic hcsl intcrcsts of the public. 'l'he closurc of any existing rno(orizcd trail will add to the significant 
c~~niulativc loss of~~io tor ized  recreation and acccss opporti~nitics that has occurred within public 
lands during thc past 35 i ycars. In ordcr to avoid contributing further to the significant cumulativc 
loss of motorized recreation and acccss, we request that the closure o f a  motorized trail or access 
should bc offset by the creation of a new motorized trail or acccss of equal value. 

Issue: 
'She elimination of public acccss to public lands through privatc property has also contributcd to tlic 
loss of motorircd acccss and motorizcd recreation opportunities. Wc rcqucst that agcricics acquire 
pr-ivatc land and right-of-ways to provide acccss to public land that is now blockcd off to the public. 
This action is nccessary to reverse thc prevailing trcnd of significantly lcss public acccss to public 
land ovcr thc past 35 4 years and the cumulativc neyativc impact ofthat trend on multiple-use 
rccrcationists. 

Issuc: 
Private property owncrs that bordcr public land should not benefit from public land without 
providing access to the pi~blic. Any private landowner that owns land that borders public land and 
docs not providc ptrblic acccss to that public 1:md should also bc dcnietl access to that public larltl 
under the principles of fiirncss and reciprocity. This action is necessary to rcvcrsc the prevailing 
trend ol'significanlly lcss public acccss to public land ovcr the past 35 i ycars and thc curnulativc 
negativc impact of that trend on multiple-use rccreationists. 

Wc arc a lnially suppoi'trd a:,:,ooia:ion wt~ose pi,ipoi.c b TO piZ5F!VC t,i1,!5 for a!! 
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Anytime there is a land cxchangc hctwcen private and public entities, a public access easement or  
right-of-way should bc rcq~~irctl in ortlcr to offsct the trend of less public access to puhlic land over 
tlie past 35 1 years and tlic cuniulativc negative impact of that trend 011 niultiplc-use recreationists. 

ISSLIC: 
Page 279 of thc Supplement to Big Snowy EA. As prcviorr.slv stnted i n  orrr respotrse to 3c - 
Kocr~llev,s/Wilrlc~r~~~~ss c,o!rrnrerrt.s, we firil to scc h o ~ l  ihc Kondless Kule has ( I  crrnlululive eflec.1 o w  
rrru1tiplc.-~rsc rccrerrtiowi,sts. 7ke RotrtNess Arcn ( 'onscrvcrtiorr Sfrutegv did rrol prohihit nrotorizcrl 
rrse on roads rrtrrl tr(ri1.s tlrtri trlretrtlv et-isi wit11irr irr~~errioried rocrt1l~~s.s nreos. It ulso (/ill rtot prohihit 
cunslrrcclio~r o f ~ c w  nro/orizerl troils. It tlid rrol (fe.signcrte the nreus rrs  ~~i l~ lcrwess .  II (lid trot proltihil 
thc h w s i  S~rpcrvisor fro111 rrwkirrg lorn1 c1eci.sion.s rrhozrl motoriierl tr(rve1 within ron(1lcss rrrcrrs. 
Tlrcrqfbrc, wc corrsicler this conrnlent he,votid [he scopc ufihe project. 

Wc disagrcc with thc conclusion that tlic Roadless Kule will not have a cuniulativc ncgativc cffect 
on  tnotorizcd rccreationists. The Final Koadless Rule published on January 5. 2001 includcd thc 
following tlirectivc "The proposed rule did not close any roads or  off-highway vehicle (OHV) 
trails". Even though ~iiotorired rccreation is allowed hy the lloatllcss Rulc, non-motorized groups 
will contest cvcry inch of ~notorizcd trail in roadlcss areas. The comments subn~itted by non- 
li~otorizcd use groups as part of this proposed action are representative of their position. All too 
often, the prcfcrrcd altcniativc implcmcnts a signilicant reduction in motorircd access ant1 
recreation. Every action involving travel management in the region has had signilicant niotorircd 
~ICCCSS and rccrcation closures associated with it .  Tliere is no evidence that li~turc actions will be any 
tli fkrcnt. 

Montana has a total of' 16,843,000 acres in National Forcsts. Ofthat area, 3,372,000 acres or 20% 
arc designated wilderness. Areas subject to the Roadlcss Rulc total 6,397,000 acrcs or 38% of our 
National Forest area. .l'herelbrc, 9,760,000 acrcs or 58% of the National Forest in Mo~ita~ia  is either 
wildcrncss or subject to thc Roadlcss Rulc. This number ofacrcs tnilst be balanced with the fact that 
wilderness visits account for only 2.55% of the visits to public land (Table 2-7 in tlie Social 
Assessmcnt of the Bcavcrlicad-Dccrloilge National Forest datetl Octobcr 2002). 'I'hercSorc, nearly all 
(97.45%) visitors to public lands bcnclit from lalit1 management for multiple-use and bcncfit from 
tnotorizcd access and mechanized recreational opportunities. 

Based on our experience with past actions and currcnt proposcd actions, motorized rccrcationists 
will lose signilicant recreational opport~~nitics and suffcr cuniulative negative impacts from the 
Roadlcss Kule. 'l'hereforc. wc disagree that this issue is out ol'scopc. We request that the cumulativc 
ncgative impact of the Roadlcss Rulc, past actions and future actions be considcrcd a significant 
issue and adequately considcrcd in the tlocumcnt and decision-making. Additionally, we request that 
an adequate mitigation plan be includcd as part of this action to compensate for past cumulativc 
negative impacts. 

Issuc: 
Natural resources are renewable and sustai~iable when reasonably managed and uscd. Environmental 
hcalth is not significantly improved under managcnicnt for wildcnlcss or roadless character. 
Rcasonable management and use for the hcncfit of all citizens is hcst provided under multiple-use 
policies. We rcquest that decision-making he based on restoring reaso~iablc management and use of  
public lantls. 

Wc are a locally suppotred association W ~ O ~ F  pIIIp06E is t o  pr.C6En/E t m i l ~ i  tor all 
rrcrp;rtioni!sts ti,iot,yh responsible envi,onrnantal protection and education. 
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ISSLIC: 
The wildcmcss dcsign;~tion is not good for recreation and an altcrnativc designation is needed. 
Many 17,s. citizens do not trust our federal land managers to manage our natural resources 
rcsponsihly. Wilderness advocates havc taken advantage of this situation to protnote the Wildcmcss 
tlcsignation ant1 now the Roadless dcsignation as a nicans to protect thcsc areas. Wildcrticss 
tlcsignation was originally conccived, by the Wildcrncss advocates involved in the passage of the 
1964 Wilderness Act, as appropriate for about ten niillion acrcs of administratively designated 
Primitive Areas. Present day Wiltlemcss advocatcs havc since expa~idcd the concept to a systcln of 
over one huntlred million acrcs and thcy say we nccd ~nuch morc. 

An alternative land dcsignation is nccdcd to resolve the Wilderness and Roadless area debate. Off- 
highway niotorcyclcs, aircraft, snowmohilcs, 4X4s, mountain hikes, A'fVs, and personal watercraft 
arc not allowctl in designated Wilderness areas. Therefore, these popular recreation pastimes are 
scvcrcly impacted by the Wilderness and Roadless designation. Motorized uses that have been grand 
Sathcrcd into some Wilderness areas, such as use ofaircrafl and powerboats, are subjected to 
harassment. Horseback riders, hunters and olhcr non-motorized rccrealiol~ists arc also increasingly 
under attack fio111 Wilderness atlvocatcs who p i ~ s l ~  morc restrictive regulations in existing 
Wilderness areas and those arcas proposed for that designation. 

'l'he L1.S. Congress shoultl act on legislati011 establishing a federal designation that is lcss rcstrictivc 
to recreational use than Wilderness and the Roadless dcsignation. It should be callctl "Back C:ountry 
liccrcation Arca" ( ~ I ~ ~ ~ : ~ : ~ ~ V L ~ . ~ ~ I ; I I ~ C I ~ I I I S . ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ I ~ ~ I I I ~ . ~ I ~ I I  ). This dcsignation should be 
tlcsigncd to protect and, if possible, enhance the backcountry rccrcation opportunities on tlicsc lands 
while still allowing responsible utilization ol'thcsc arcas by the natural resource industries. 

This designatioti should be used for those areas currcntly identilied by the federal lalid management 
agencies as "roadless" and thus currently under consideration for Wilderness tlesignation. Areas 
co~lsidcrcd may or may not be rcconirncnded for Wildcmcss desig~iatio~i or classed as Wildcmcss 
Study Areas. In addition, the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Marrage~nent (BLM) havc 
administratively dcvclopcd non-Congl.essionaIly designated Wilderness-like rcscrvcs or buffer 
zones. Thc Forest Service's buffers are called natural and near-natural arcas. Thc BLM's rcscrvcs arc 
named prinlitivc and semi-primitive. These non-Congressionally approved land classifications 
should hc receive the Back Coutitry Recreation Arca (BCRA) dcsignation. 

Many roadless areas have been under consideration for Wilderness designation for over 35 years. 
The opposition to Wilderness dcsignation in many of these arcas has been largely liom 
recreationists whose preferred Tonn ofrccrcation isn't allowed in Wilderness arcas. Recreational 
resources need not he sacrificed Tor rcsponsiblc resource extraction. The BCXA designation will 
encourage cooperation, not only between diverse recreation interests, hut also between rccrcationists 
and our rcsourcc industries. 

We rcqucst that all "roadless" federal lands, not currently designated as W~ldcnicss, be reviewed for 
thcir importance to back country recreationists and designated as Back Country Recreation Areas. 

Issuc: 
Thc Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) for niolorizcd rccrcationists should consist of an an 
equivalent nu~nbcr, type ant1 quality of opportunities as compared to non-~notorized recreationists 
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inclutling access to back country rccrcation areas, long distance back country discovc~y routes, back 
country airstrips and destinations including historic areas, lakes, vistas, streams and rivers. 

Issuc: 
Many visitors who traditionally usc roads and trails in the project arca may not participate in a 
foniial NEPA process. The process is both time consuming and confusing to many citizens. 
Multiple-usc intcrcsts oftentimes strugglc to provide participants tluc to many other time 
commitments. At the same time, non-motorizctl groups limdcd by foundations have well-organized, 
trained and expcricnccd staffs that are readily availahlc to participate in the NEPA proccss and 
collahorativc sessions. 'l'hesc groups arc ahlc to participate on a wide Sront of actions fi-om travel 
managenicnl to timber sales to non-motorized designations. The magnitude of foundation ftmding 
availahlc to non-motorizetl groups tends to amplify their limited-use intcrcsts in comparison to tlie 
needs of thc public. The number ofgroups and the magnitude of their funding can hc found at 
Iitt~):ilw\\:\~ .cr~:~~~l-\r:~lcli.co~ri~sc~~:~l~~cl~)~y~:~sp. For exaniplc, tlicrc arc over 45 special-interest 
environmental groups operating in our area. This sctting often results in non-motorized intcrcsts 
getting undue benefits by creating and manipulating the proccss. This sctting is not based on the 
principles of addressing public nectl and tcclinical merit. We request that the effcctivcncss and 
inipact of roundation-funded orpaniz;~tions versus the nccds of  all citizens be evaluated and Si~ctored 
into tlic agcncics decision-making. 

Issuc: 
( ~ i i v e  tlie current sctting (nuliiher of actions and tinic required to address each), most oftlic public 
not associated with foundation-funded special-interest cnvironmcntal organizations docs not have 
the time ant1 moncy to adequately protect their rccrcation rights. This characterization typilies most 
motorized and rnultiplc-use rccrcatioliists who alrcady struggle to balance lhlnily obligations with 
work obligations. I t  is not rcasonahle to require niajor involvcmcnt in tlie NEPA process from the 
working public in order to protect their rccrcation rights. Conversely, it is not reasonahlc to reward 
tliosc groups backed by foundation funding and paid positions with an advantage in the NEPA 
process ant1 unduc recreational opportunities. We request that the cuniulative negative inipact 
associatcd with this setting be adequately evaluated and Factored into the decision-making for this 
action. 

Issue: 
Wc havc also ohscrvcd from past NEPA travcl management processes that the lack of p;uiticipation 
by motorizcd rccrcationists has been due to the cumulative effect of confi~si~ig and poor 
tlocumcntation 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 concernetl that this lack of understanding 
will lead to resentment and poor support of motorized closurcs by the community. We request that 
tlie travcl management process seek out and document the nccds o f  all motorizctl visitors including 
those who traditionally use tlic primitive roads and trails, plus tlic hantlicappcd, cldcrly. and 
physically impaired as required under 40 CFR 1500.6 ((1) Make (lili,qerif efl)rfs fo  irrvolve the p~thlic 
it1 pre[~trrirrg trtrrl irtipler~rentiti,q the NEPA process. (3) (id;) Puhlicufion in newsletters fiirrt mtrv he 
eupecferl to reach potcrititrl~l~ irr~eresfedpe~sorr.s. (1,~) i'os/iril: ~f'rrotice 0 1 1  (rnd qffsite in the trreu 
~?IIere the crctio~i is fo hr, lo(~rfer1, ot7rl RI) Solici/ trp,r>roj~rinle ir~forrn(r~iot~ frorrr the prrhlic. 
Adtlitionally, NFMA requires the Forest Scrvicc '!s/rtrll p1~hIici-7~ I I I I ~  i r~ ld~~rrhl ic  i~re~firrgs 'SOT 

~.onlprrr(rhlc processes (rt loctrtions tlitrtfostcr [~rrhlicptrrticiptrfiorr irr fllc ~cv i cw  of'such plotrs o11r1 
revisions. " 16 U.S ('. ,$ l(jO4((1). 
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Iss11c: 
Many ~iiultiplc-use and riiotor-ired recreationists have cxprcsscd a concert] about t l ~ e  general lack of  
trust in the travel managcmcnt proccss. Thcy fccl that travel nianagc~iient decisions are pre- 
determined, that it is pointless to participatc in the proccss, and that travel management is not 
intended to meet tlicir needs. Thcsc opinions could bc easily confilllied by publishing a request in 
local newspapers and on local tclcvision channels asking for a response to the question "Do you feel 
that you havc been adeqilatcly involved in the closure of roads and trails on public lands to 
motorized use? Yes or No" and "Do you feel that the nccds of  multiple-use and motori~cd 
rccrcationists havc been atlcquatcly corisidered in the travel ~~iatiagcrncnt process'? Yes or No". 

Wc rcqucst tliat thc process adequately meet puhlic involvement rcqi~ircmcnts witli respect to 
niotorizcd visitors. The process should include methods of public involvement tliat effectively 
rc;~cli motorircd visitors and mcthotls to account for the ncctls ofcitizcns who  nay not participate 
for diverse reasons. Sornc public involvcmcnl niclhods that would be effective include; ( I )  tlie use 
of trail rangers (who are motorircd enthusiasts) to count and interview visitors using thc travclways 
and distribute fravcl Managclncnt materials to them, (2) publication in the newsletters of motorized 
association, (3) attendance at motorizetl club meetings, (4) posting of information packets at 
lnotorizcd trail head arcas, ant1 (5) mailings to OHV enthusiasts and owners. 

Issue: 
The 11~1rnber of NEPA actions is overwhelniing. For cx;~rnplc, cach Bureau of Land Managcmcnt 
and Forest Scrviceji~risdiction pi~blishcs a NEPA Quarterly Report and there arc typically at least 30 
actions ongoing at any moment. Wc typically rccrcatc in at least 5 to 6 Forest Service or RI,M 
management areas. 'fhe numbcr of NEPA actions at any ll lon~e~it  that we woilld havc to evaluate 
and comment on in ordcr to be involved would total 150 to 180. Refer to Tablc 2 also. 'l'hererore, 
thc pi~blic cannot possibly comment on every road, trail, or document. If this is an over-arching 
strategy, thcn it is grossly unfair. It is not reasonable to expect citizens to commcnt on cvcry NEPA 
action that ;iffccts tlicm. 

Additionally, in order to fi~cilitate our involvcmenl, we liavc rcqucstcd cach agcr~cy in our area lo 
riotify us when a travel management action is proposed. Ilnfortunatcly, we are rarely notilicd. 
Because oftlie overwhelming number of actions we request that all of tlie basic nccds of the 
community be adcquately itlcnti ticd and considcrcd during the process and provided for by the 
Agencies decision-making. 

Issue: 
Wc arc concerned with the way tliat co~nments are being uscd by agencies in thc decision-making 
process. Agcncy management has said that tlie total number of comments rcceivcd during thc 
proccss is considered during tlie decision-making. 'fhere is a clcar indication that tlccisio~~s arc being 
made based on those interests producing the most comments. We strongly disagrcc witli a decision- 
making process using comments as  a voting process whcrc the most commcnts wins Ihe most trails 
and recreatio~~ opportunities because motorized rccrcationists and working class citizens have a low 
participation rate in NEPA processes ibr reasons discussctl filrthcr in this document. 

The iliterlt ol'National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) when seeking comments during scoping 
and document comment processes is to solicit input in order to assure that signilicant issues were 
brought forward and considcrcd. This intent is stated i n  NEPA Section 1501.7 as "There sliirN he i ~ t r  
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enr11, nrrt/ npor prorc,sx/i~r tleteri~rii~iirg the scope of'i.ssnes to he orltlres.scd ~rriil/ur iilerrti/i'irrg . . the 
sigirr/ic~rrrrt isslrrs relrtctl to ti proy~osed ocliotl." Arid in  NEPA Section 1503.1 as "(4) Kcc/uc.st 
cotrrriretlt.s~f,-o,,~ thepuhlic, tr/lirrrrrr~ivelv solicitii~g comnterrts from thoseppr.sons or orgnrriztrtioirs 
11,/10 I ? I ~ I Y  he i i r t~r f? . s~~d or t(flectei1.'' 

Clcarly. comnicnts under NEPA wcrc intended to bring issues and concerns to the attention of tlie 
tcam preparing thc cnvironmcntal document and the decision-makers. NEI'A tlitl not suggest that 
con~mcnts wcrc to he used as a voting process to indicate support of alternatives. Nor did NEPA 
anticipate that the scoping and citizcn input would be dominated by wcll-fi~ndcd spccial interest 
groups. And linally, NEPA did not intend citizens to co~nmcnt on every possiblc NEPA as a 
requircmcnt to protect their interests, nccds, and quality of lire. 

Ilnfortunatcly, the conimcnt proccss has bcen consideretl a voting process to gauge co~ l l~ l l i~~ la l  
opinion and agcricics have not always recognized thcir responsibility to adequately addrcss tlic 
riccds of all citizens. This misuse of the comment process has resultcd in agencies overlooking the 
needs of all citizens and decisions have been madc that do not adeq~~ately address thc nccds of thc 
public. NEPA requires decision-making that atleq~~ately addrcsscs the nceds of all members of tlie 
public. This direction was statcd in Titlc 1. Scc. 101 of NEI'A Policy Act of 1060 as "uchieve C I  

holntrcc hctwccrr populrrtio~r nird resotire trse which will perinit lrig/r stnntlnr(1s of'liviwg awrl a ~ ~ i r l e  
.shrrriizg oflifi'.s . . crn~orities ..". Undcr NEPA, decision-makers havc a rcsponsibility to seek out, 
dctcmiinc, ant1 makc decisions that atldress the nccds orall citizens and not just thosc that submit 
comnicnts. 

Conimunal nceds are best met by nianagcmcnt of pl~blic lands and programs for multiple-uscs. 
Motorized roads and trails arc a significant source ofrccrcation for all of the p~lblic. Thc public 
expects dccision-makers to adecluatcly protcct thc cxisting standards of living and opportunities 
(human environment) in thcir dccisions. l 'hc public cxpccts and nccds public agencies to be on their 
side. NEPA did not intcnd for citizens who do not commcnt on NEPA actions to givc up thcir 
standard of living to tliosc that do. Wc ask that public comments not bc used as a voting process and 
that the 11cctls of all citizcrls he fairly addressetl in thc documctit and decision-making. 

Issuc: 
Tlic NEPA process is complicated and unapproachable to most of the puhlic yct thcrc has ncvcr 
been a program to inform. cducate, and increase the public's awareness and ability to work with thc 
NEPA proccss. 'l'he lack of widcsprcad infor~nation, education, awarcncss and NEPA skills has 
contributetl to cxtrcnicly low participation in thc NEPA proccss by some sectors of the public. 
Public p;~rticip;~lion for cvcn tlic most controversial proposed action (roadlcss rulc) has involvcd lcss 
than 1% of tlic all'cctcd public. Additionally, the general lack ofundcrstanding of the NEPA process 
has rcsultcd in poor acceptance and opinions of the process by the public. 

Moreover, thosc with significant NEPA knowledge, training, and skills are able to successfully 
manipulate thc NEPA process and have bencfitcd significantly from the process and t11c ability to - 
influence its decisions. 

A quantification of the level ofpublic understanding and parlicipation in thc NEPA proccss has 
never been i~ndertaken. Additionally, a quantification of the lcvcl ofpublic acceptance of thc NEPA 
process has ncvcr hccn undertaken. Wc rcqiicst that thc significant negative impact on the majority 
of thc public resulting from the lack of information, education, training, undcrstanding and 
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acceptance oftlic NEPA process be evaluated and that the cumulative ncgatlvc impacts which have 
hcconic significant on tlic publ~c bc adequately mitigated. 

Issue: 
National Foundations arc providing sigr~i ficant funcling to special-interest c~~vironmental groups. 
For exaniple, 'Turner Fountlation provitlctl $14,174.845 in year 2000 to over 40  organizations tliat 
are active in our arca ( l ~ ! ! p : i : \ v w ~ ~ ~ . g r c c n - \ v ; ~ l c t ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ g ~ ~ i ~ l i s ~ ~ I : ~ y . ~ ~ s ~ ~ ' ~ O r i :  58 l~)2JS')() ). 

Pcw Foundation provided $37,690,400 in 2001 
( ~ 1 ~ t ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . g r c c 1 1 - ~ ; 1 t c l i , c ~ ~ 1 1 1 ~ s ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ t 1 1 ~ I i s ~ ~ l ~ 1 y . ~ 1 s ~ ~ ' ! O ~ ~ ~ ~ 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ,  

Weedcn Fountlation provided over $65,000 in  2003 and 2004 
( h ~ ~ p : i i ~ v w ~ ~ . \ ~ c : ~ ~ ~ c t ~ I i l ~ ~ . o r ~ ! ~ i - ~ i i ~ l s i ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ I ~ t ~ ~ i  ) with $20,000 going to tlic Wildlands Cc~itcr for 
I'rcvcnting Roads with a stated mission oflimitir~g motorized recrculiori. 

Another example, Forest Service Etnployccs for Environmental Ethics had a total revenue of 
$837.550 in ycar 2000 with $8 10,853 originating as gilts from 5 foundatio~is 
( l i t t p > ~ ~ w \ \  . l ~ ~ c c ~ ~ . ~ i ~ r ~ ' O O O ~  ). 

t;inancially significant national foundations providing funding to environmental groups in the 
project arca include; 
L3iillitt Fou~idation (littp:' ~ v ~ v y . g i : c c ~ ~ - ~ v : ~ l ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s c : ~ r c l ~ , g ~ i i ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ l : ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ] ~ ' ~ O r g ~  < ] I  110277')i ), 
Hanhury Fi~nd (l~~l]~:~~\~\v\v.~rccn-\valc~~.c~~~:icarcli:y~~l~y~!i~y_:i~]~'!Org l3(>Oi~24i~.! ), 
Edward John Nohlc 1;oundntion (lillp:. ~ \v i \ \ \  .gt~c~~l:\v~itcl~.corl~!~~:~rcli gi~~<byll&;~sp'?( )rg 00 lO55.iXO ). 
I<icliard King Mcllo~i Foundation (Iitlg: \ v \ \  \\ .gicc~~,~c;!~cli.c~iiii~~raicl~g~i~~l~~~~l~v.~~~~~'~~ 11s 'i!!Z7705 ). 
('liarlcs lingclhard t'ound;~tion (III!~!: \\I\\\ . p i c r ~ i - \ v : i t c l i . c o t i ~ ~ c : ~ r c l ~  g l11~l1~spl~1y.n ip ' . 'Org2l f~Of~~303~? ), 
Ford Foundiition ( h t ~ l > :  \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ v ~ ~ ~ ~ ? - ~ v ; ~ ~ c l ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ s c : ~ i c l ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ l ; ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " O r g ~ = l  1 lOK43.3 I ), 
U'illiam k Flora I lea~lctt i:oundati<~n (tittfi:bj:!~ ~\~.grci.~i-n:i~clt,~i~ri~~sc:~rcli~gm~l~ipli~y.:~.;p:'~ )if- '141 (155073 ), 
and W.K. Kcllogg (lillp: . \ v ~ ) ~ ~ ~ c n - \ v : ~ I r l i . c o ~ i i . ~ c : ~ r c h ! g m ~ l ~ c p l : ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ? (  )rg I S  1 .3502(>2). 

Cary Hcgrcherg in tlic January 2004 edition o r  the Montana Colilraclor News descrihcd tlic current 
situation as "Mont:uia-based cnvironmcntal groups tliat s~?ccializc it1 stoppi~ig dcvelopnielit generate 
millions of dollars each ycar selling their "serviccs" to out-of-statc donors.. . Montana certainly 
tlocsn't need to produce any more cnvironmcntal advocacy than our own residents pay for". We arc 
concerned about tlie magnitude and influence of foundation funcling to non-niotorizcd organizations. 
The lcvel of funding provitlcd to non-rnotorizcd orga~iizations from national foundations is tens of 
thousands of times greater tlian tliat available to individuals ant1 local organizations representing 
multiple-use ant1 motorized rccrcationists. This lcvel of fi~nding provides non-niotorizcd 
organizations with signilicant stafling, management, and lcgal support. Local residents are closest to 
the land and sliould have a niajor say in the way that the land is managcd hut they cannot counter tlie 
influence of  the organized environmental groups. 

We request tlie signilicant impact that national fountlation funding to environmental groups has on 
motorixcd recreationists he adecluatcly cvaluatcd and considered including; ( I )  the i~iipact that 
Cound:~tion li~nding has on the NEPA process, (2) the impact that foundation f~nlding has on the 
decision-making, ant1 (3) thc impact that foundation funding has on tlie NEPA process through 
significant use of lcgal cliallcngcs to nearly cvcry decision involving multiple-use proposals for 
public lands. In addition, the document and decision-liiakers should evaluate the cumulativc 
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negative impact national foundation S i d i n g  has had on all past NEPA actions involving multiplc- 
usc and motorixcd rccrcation. 

Issuc: 
Wc have been told that motorized recrcationists ~ i i i ~ s t  participate in tlie travel management proccss 
andlor collaborative sessions in ordcr to realize f ~ ~ t u r c  motorized recreational opportunities. While 
we agrcc that motorizctl rccrcationists have the opportunity to participate in the NEPA proccss, the 
IcvcI and cffectivcncss of participation should not be the deciding factor when making decisions 
about who gcts what recreatiolial opportunities within public lantls. NEPA docs not identify the 
quality and quantity oS individual and g r o ~ ~ p  participation as a decision-making critcriot~. Agencies 
should not be overly intluencetl by the nctwork of inl l i~cr~cc groups tliat foundations and 
environmentalists have established. Thc nctwork of influence groups has a sig~iilicant advantage 
over common citizens in arcas including funding, staffing, traitiitig and advertising through radio, 
tclcvision, web sites, and newspapers. This setting allows environmental groups to get undue 
benefits hy manipulating tllc NEPA process. This setting does not address the principles of mccting 
puhlic need. NEPA and other laws do not intend for indepcndcnt intlividuals who arc less organized 
to give up their life's amenities to better-organized and funded groups. 

The cstablisliment ol'rccrcational opporlunitics on public lands should be based on public nccd. 
Other government entities arc ciircctcd to address and meet tlie needs of thc public. For example, 
cities provide watcr ant1 scwcr systems based on pi~blic need. I lighways are constructed hascd on 
puhlic nccd. Thc need for these facilities is not based on the level of citixcn involvement. [ 'he  ncctl 
for thcsc fitcilities is hascd on an  assessment of need developed hy watcr and sewer usagc, traffic 
counts, etc. Tlic puhlic has a basic expectation that agcncics will look out for all oftlicir interests 
ant1 thc best interests of thc puhlic are tnet when agcncics respond to the nccds of tlie pi~hlic in this 
manner. Ifmemhcrs of the p ~ ~ b l i c  did not comment on thc upgrade o f a  water treatment plant or tlie 
construction of a highway docs not mean that their watcr is shut orfor  tliat they can't drive to 
Rozcman. We recluest that tlic use ofpuhlic participation in decision-making for this proposed 
action be monitored to assure tliat i t  is does not ohscurc thc needs ofal l  citizens who rely on the 
project area for their rccrcation atid livelihoods. 

Issuc: 
I t  has been stated tllat motorized recrcationists should participate in collaborativc sessions with lion- 
motorixcd groups in ordcr to obtain motorized recreational opportunities on public lands. Tlic 
agencies tilay think tliat the delinition of a collaborativc effort as "working together to develop a 
solution tliat reasonably mccts the nectls of all parties" but the dictionary definition oScollaboratc is 
"To cooperate treasonably, as with an cnctny". 

Addittonally, British Prime Ministry Lady Margaret Thatcher describe consensus which is another 
closely rclatcd process as "...tIic process oS abandoning all beliefs, principlcs. values and policies in 
scarch of  something ill which no one belicvcs, but to which no one ohjccts; the process ofavoitl~ng 
thc very issues that have to be solved, nicrely becai~se you cannot gct agrcemcnt on thc way ahead". 

Both sides would be li~rtlicr down tlie trail towards mcasurahlc protection of  tlie human and l~atural 
environment if multiple-use, motorixcd access and ~notorizcd rccrcation were accepted at a 
reasonable level and we all focused our energy on visitor education, site-specific probleliis a id  site- 
spccific mitigation mcasurcs. Consensus and collaborativc processes cannot by nature producc 
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rcasonahlc results and motori~cd rccreationists should not be ibrccd into these processes where they 
arc gua~~t i tecd  Lo lose. 

Issuc: 
Multiple-use rccrcationists arc receptive to rcasonablc actions that benefit both tlie human and 
natural cnvironment. The intent and goals of non-motorized groups call bc cxa~iii~led by reviewing 
their comments submitted on this action and other sinlilar proposed actions, reviewing the list of  
legal actions that tliey liave sponsorcd, and browsing websitcs such as: 
liit~)::i\\\v\v.grc~t~gyclli>\rs~o~ic.i)l-~ ; Ii~tp:!!\vil~~~~~~tt;~~~n.or~~~ivsp~~hl;~t~~l.lit~ii ; 
!ittp:!l\?l~y.~iltll;rntls.(~rg ; I i t t p : ! : r ~ ~ o ~ ! & ! @ ~ ~ c r ~ ~ c ~  ; h~>:t/w\i!\s&r+i:Ir~I>.<)rs ; 
li!~>~!~:~w.wiItl~iii)nt;lr~a.org ; titt1);~\~fi\\-.\vildrocltie~,org! ; l~tll);([kv-~~,.\\ i l t l r o c k i ~ s . o r ~ l ' l ' l ~ ( ' l ~  ; 
litt~>:~!\v\v\v,~il<ll;~nclsc~~,~~g ; litt~);~!~~i:~~x.\vil~l~'~~~~~i~s~~~rg~~~vi ; Iittp:~i~v~v~v.~ildr~~ckic~i~llii~~i~c~or~ 
; t i t t 1 > : 1 : \ v \ v ~ . I i : i ~ g ~ ~ f l l 1 ~ b i t t c r 1 ~  ; and Ii~~~~:!y\v~\~.~~ii~~~;t~~i;~~vil~llil~.corn (click on "activism" 
or "issues" or "news" or "take action" or "opinions" or scarch for "OHV" or "ATV", ctc). 

A conimon stated goal of  non-rnotorizcd groups is tlic elimination o f a s  m ~ ~ c l i  multiple-usc on 
public lalids as possible and the cstablishnicnt of as much wildcniesslnon-motorizcdiexclusive-use 
area as possible (I~ttp::i\yww.\\ c c ~ l c ! i j ~ ~ . ~ ~ g ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ j t s ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ r i c s . l i ~ i )  Wliilc collaborative agrccmcnt 
on a travel management plan between two opposing interests is a desirable solution from an 
Agency's pcrspcctivc, the reality of the current setting is that collahorativc sessions havc failed 
because a reasonable allocation of recreational opportunities that would mcct tlic needs of  all 
citizens ncvcr stays oti the table. Thc approach to travcl management take11 by tlie agencics is to pit 
user groups against each other in tlic process. Furthcr~norc, the lack of a reasonable multiple-use 
alter~iativc combined witli tlie significant cumulative negative effects tliat motorized recreationists 
havc experienced (loss of over 50'%, of motorizctl rccrcational opportunities during the past 35 * 
years) precludes motorized rccrcationists born accepting any additional imbalanced proposals 
coming out of collahorativc sessions. The collaborative approach must produce reasonable multiple- 
use alternatives for all (100%~) of thc remaining lands ititelided for multiple-use. 

Additionally, wc musl rr~;lkc decisions hasetl on adequate consitteration o f  the needs of  both the 
human and natural cnvironn~cnt. Recreational opportrlnities should be csPablishcd hascd on the 
needs of the p ~ ~ h l i c  and not tlie negotiating skills ofparticipants in collaborative sessions. 

'l'lie rcality of the currcnt setting is that we must share public lands witli all visitors. Sharing requires 
coexistence among exclusive-nsc and niultiplc-usc rccreationists. It is not reasonable to take the 
position tliat motorired and non-tnotorizcd rccrealionists cannot coexist at the levels of use typical 
in tlie project area. The motive behind a non-coexisting attitude is a sclfisl~ one. Collaborative 
sessions and decision-~nakcrs must not yield to those i~nwilling to share or acccpt diversity. All 
parties must acccpt diversity ant1 coexist. All parties niust be respoiisive to and willing to meet tlie 
nccds of  the pi~hlic. The reality of tlie current setting is that we must rnakc halanceci decisions tliat 
meet the nccds of the public. We liave been told tliat ~notorizcd rccrcationists must participate in tlie 
travcl management proccss andlor collaborative sessions in order to realize Suture motorized 
recreational opportunities. While we agree that motorized recreationists tlavc the opportunity to 
participate in the NEPA process, we disagree that the lcvcl and cffcctivcness ofparticipation should 
be the factor deciding when making tlecisions ahout who gcts what recreational opportutlities within 
our public lands. 

Decisions sliould be hascd on; 
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( 1 )  accurate and unhiascd information, 
(2)  lainicss to all nicmhcrs of thc puhlic and their needs, 
(3) thc principles of sharing and tolerance, ant1 
(4) an cq~~itahlc  tlistrihution of henelits to all interests. 

Issuc: 
NEPA docs not require or suggest that tlie quality and quantity of individual and group participation 
hc uscd as a decision-making criterion. Agcncies should not bc ovcrly influencctl by thc nctwork of  
influence groups that environnientalists have establishcd. Thc network ofinflucricc groups has a 
significant advantage ovcr common citizens in arcas including funding, staffing, training and 
;~tlvertising tlirougli radio, television, wch sites, anti newspapers. Collaborative scssions or other 
typcs of negotiations oftcn result in unduc benefits for environmental groups because thcy have 
manipulatcd the process. The dccision-making process should be solidly foundcd on tlie principles 
of unbiased information and public nccd. 

Tlic recent Bittcrroot timber salvage settlcmcnt 
(I~t~~:li~v~v~v.1tcle1i~tir.cotnl~-ctlnc~vsR!lOZioI:OX:l~t~il~lil~e;~tlIinc! I A2.111t111 ) is an example of an 
unreasonable compromise with cnvironrncntal groups. Thc Forcst Service developcd a reasonable 
proposal to harvest 44,000 acres (14%) out of307,OOO acres burncd during the fires of2000. The 
final ncgotiatcd scttlc~ncnt will allow just 14,770 acrcs (5'26) to be harvested. This pattern of 
onrcasonahlc negotiation was repeated with tlic Cave Gulch lire scttlcmcnt 
(11111>:/!\\ ~ v ~ ~ . I r ~ ~ ~ I r ~ i ~ . ~ o t r ~ i a r t i c l c s ~ ~ 2 0 0 . 3 ! O l i 2 3 / l ~ ~ c n ; i ~ t o ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ r ~ 2 ~ O . ~ ~ O . ~ . ~ u ~  ). Again. the Forest 
Scrvicc dcvelopetl a reasonable proposal to harvcst 2.707 acres (10'X)) out of a total of 27,660 acrcs 
burned during 2000. 'She final negotiated settlement in .lanuary 2003 allowctijust 1,101 acrcs (4%) 
to be harvested. 

Clearly, these and the many other lcgal actions by cnviron~iicnlal groups with funding and resources 
have intluenccd thc systcm and sct prcccdcnt with federal agcncics. Appeals and lawsuits by 
environmcntal groups greatly outnumhcr those of average citizens 
(lttt~?:/;\\\\\\ . l ~ ~ . l ~ ~ l . ~ t s ~ t ~ l i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p c ~ ~ l ~ i t i ~ l ~ ~  ancl 
li~~~~:lIw\vw.1s.Sc~l~u~~~~i1~~pplit/inti~x~~). 'I'lie current prcccdcnt is that legal actions and appcals 
;Ire the most effective way to influence decisions on how pr~blic land is to hc managed. 
Ilnfortunatcly, thc true pi~blic need for management ofpuhlic lands for multiple-uses is not 
adequately defended bccausc agencies are so focuscd on countering thc massive legal attack by 
environmental groups. 

The final "ncgotiatcd" tlecision-making in these actions had nothing to do with scicncc or public 
nccd. Thc final "ncgotiatcd" decision-making in tlicse actions had everything to do with the amount 
of moncy and legal support that spccial interest environmental groups have availablc. Thcsc 
rcsourccs allow them to routincly pursue actions within the NEPA process and significantly 
influence the NEPA to benefit their special intcrcsts. Environmental groups arc not reprcsenlativc of  
the overall public necd yet their use of legal actions allowed o~i ly  thcir pcrspective to hc rcprcscntcd 
in a negotiating session. This inequity creates a serious flaw in the process. For cxaniplc in  thc 
Bitterroot and Cave Gulch salvage harvest actions. the "ncgotiatcd" scttlcmcnt conccded too many 
un-harvested acrcs (30,000 and 1,600 acrcs rcspcctively) to wildcrncss oriented groups, was not 
bascd ori soi~nd lechnical information, and was not rcprcscnlalive of the majority of public needs. 
'l'lie saliie sort of influcncc and "ncgotiatcd" scttlcmcnt is repeated ovcr and over in travel planning 
actions and has rcsulted in thc closurc of over 50% ofthc existing motorized roads and trails 
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exceeding 50'X in  most cases. This "negotiatcd" decision-making has crcatctl a significant ncgativc 
cumulativc ncgativc impact on multiple-use and motorircd rccreatio~lists. 

Wc request that tlic use of public participation in decision-making for this proposed action be 
monitored to assure that it is does not obscure tlie needs of all citizens who rcly on this area ibr their 
recrealion and livelihoods. C'olloborativc sessions arc inequitable and a travesty if they do not meet 
a true cross-seeti011 of public needs. 'l'lie neetls of the public arc best met by managing public lands 
Ihr multiple-uses. Multiple-use inclutles motorized acccss and ~notorized rccrcation. We requcst that 
agencies conduct collaborative sessions that produce rcusonable multiple-use outconics. 

Issue: 
Each and every travcl management plan has signilicantly reduced ~iiotorizeil acccss and motorized 
recreation. Thcrcforc, non-motorizetl rccrcationists gain morc opporti~nitics with each and cvcry 
travcl plan compromise that closes motorized roads and trails and areas to motorircd recreation. 
'I'his trcnd is effectively co~lverling significant areas oS~nultiplc-use public land to tlefacto 
wildcrncsslnon-~~iotorizedlexclusivc-IS lantl. This conversion is being repeated over and ovel- and 
the cumulativc negative impact of this trcnd on motorized acccss and ~uotorized (recreation is 
significant atitl most he evaluated as part of this action. 

Issuc: 
The lack of nioncy to maintain OHV routes is being used as a reason to close OHV routcs and at the 
same time llccrcatiorlal Trails Program (Kl'I') and gas tax money paid by OHV rccrcationists is not 
hcing rclurncd to OHV I-ecrcation. 'l'liere is also unused tnotorizcd KTP money available each year. 
Atlditionally, tlie lack of money is used as a reason that new OHV routcs cannot be constructed. 
Solution: 
'I'lie Forest Set-vice ~iiust aggressively pursue ant1 make use of all availablc forms o f 0 1  IV trail 
Sunding inclutling R'I'P, ant1 a morc cquitahlc return of the gas tax paid by OHV recrcationists. As 
demonstrated in tlie following comtncnts, the amount ofgas  tax paid by OI IV recreationists is 
e11o1111o11s. 

Iss11e: 
Our observations of rccrcalioliists taking visiting the primitive roads a n ~ l  trails witl~irt public lands 
indicate that 06% of the visitors represented niultiple-uses that rcly on niotori;.cd access andlor 
mccha~iized recreation (data available upon request). These tlccds can be further quantified by 
rcscarching records from the Motor Vehicle Division (MVD) and tlie report Fuel llsed ibr OKRoad 
Recreation (Keport ORNL/I'M-1 0O1)/1 00. Fcdclal Highway Administration). Both of thcsc sources 
document OllV numbers by state. 

Montana is estimated to have 32,747 off-road trucks, 18,400 of[-road motorcycles, and 23,017 off- 
road atvs ibr a tolal of 74,164 OHV recreationists (Report ORNLfi'M-l99Oll00). This total tlocs 
not include othcr multiple-use visitors using automobiles, SUVs, etc. Nationally, the total estimated 
or-highway vehicles equal about 7,400,000 wliich docs not include othcr multiple-use visitors 
(Report ORNLITM- 19991100). 

Additionally, there arc millions of othcr multiple-use visitors who use motorized access for 
sightseeing, exploring, picnicking, hiking, rock climbing, skiing, mountain biking, riding horses, 
camping, hunting, RVs, target shooting, lishing, viewing wildlife, snow~iiobiling, accessing 
patc~itcd mining claims, and gathering of firewood, rocks, natural foods, etc. Mountain hikers seem 
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to prefer OHV trails because we clear and maintain them and they have a desirable surlhcc for 
biking. Additionally. many ofthc routes within thc project area arc necessary to maintain access to 
patcntcd mining claims and historic districts. Also, physically challenged visitors must use whcclcd 
vcliicles to visit nublic lands. 'l'lic nccds of all of these multinle-use visitors have not hccn 
adequately addressed and the proposed negative impacts to them have not been adequately 
disclosed. We rcqucst that thc cun~ulative needs of  these visitors be accurately quantilicd ant1 t t ~ c  
cumulative negative impacts of closurcs on these visitors be considered in the decision-making. 

Issue: 
Finding funding for programs call be a 'hallenge. In the case of OIIV rccreationists, ample funding 
is hcing gcncratcd by OHV rccrcationists, however as dcnionstratcd in t l ~ c  following paragraphs, a 
rcasonablc atiiount ofthis fi~ntling is not being rcturrlcd to OHV rccreationists. 

Spate governments collect excise taxes on gasoline for road and highway improvcmcnts ranging 
liom $0.075 to $0.389 per gallon (Refercnccs 7 and 9). The federal government collccts cxcisc tax 
on gasolinc for road and highway improvements equal to $0.1 84 per gallon, which is ear~narked for 
the Fcdcral llighway Trust Fund (Reference 8 and 10). A federal cxcisc tax refund program for 
gisolinc ~ ~ s e d  for off-road purposes does not exist at this time. Some states allow purchasers of 
gawlinc ibr off-road use to collect a statc tax rcrilnd for fuel used in  a non-taxable manllcr. 'l'lie 
State of Montana defines fuel consumcd by cquipnient and vehicles operating off public roads as 
fuel used in a lion-taxable manner (Rcfcrcnce 2). Tlicrcfore, excise tax on gasolinc used for off-road 
fuel 11sc slioultl either he rcfundcd to off-Iiighway recreationists or usetl to fimd programs that 
bcnefil olllhighway rccrcation~sts. Neither of  these rncchariisms arc hcing iniplcnicntcd i n  :In 
eqi~itahlc manner at this time. Therefore, a reasonable amount of the gasoline excise tax paid by off- 
highway rccrcationists is riot being returned to off-highway rccrcationists or ~ ~ s e t l  ior their benefit at 
this time. 

The magtiitude ofgas  tax paid by OIiV recreationists is significant. Fuel used for off-road 
motorcycle, atv and 4-wliecl drive rccrcatiori i n  Montana is estimated at 18.537.000 gallons pcr ycar 
(Reference 1) .  'l'he Statc of Montana fuel Lax is $0.2775 pcr gall011 (Rcfcrcnce 2) .  'l'hcrcforc, an  
estiniatcd $5,144.034 in  stale lilcl tax ($0.2775 per gallon times 18,537,000 gallons pcr ycar) is paid 
annually by Montana off-road recreationists. 'l'he present worlli oitliis annual aniount ovcr the past 
30 ycars is about $88,040,000. Unfortunately, most of the statc tax pait1 by OHV rccreationists on 
gasoline ends up being used for other programs and not for OHV programs. 

Additionally, fcdeml gas tax paitl by OtlV recreationists living in Montana is signilicant and is 
estimated at $3,410,819 ($0.184 per gallon tinlcs 18,537,060 gallons per year). The present worth of 
this annual amount ovcr the past 30 ycars is about $58,973,000. There is no method ibr direct return 
of thc federal excisc tax to OtIV rccreationists. Therefore, most of the federal cxcisc tax paid by 
OHV recreationists on gasoline ends up bcing ~ ~ s e d  for other programs and not for OHV programs. 
In summary, OHV rccrcationists in Montana generate total state and fcdcral annual gas tax rcvcnuc 
on the order of $8 million and a present worth ovcr the past 30 ycars of about $1 50,000,000. This 
level of fi~nding would be sufficient to fund expanded and enhanced OHV programs in  Montana but 
this ohjcctivc rcq~~i rcs  at1 equitable means of I-etuming off-road gas tax to OHV recreationists. 

The amount of gas tax be~ng  returned to Montana OHV rccrcat~onists through State Trails Program 
(STP) and Recreat~onal 'l'rails Programs (I1TP) is on the order $200,000 per year (References 3 ant1 
4) or ahoul 3% of the actual state and fcdcral &is tax paid by OHV recreationists. This small 
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To promote greater registration of OHVs which will protluce grcatcr support for the OHV 
Program, 
To develop and distribute a nnontlily or quarterly ncwslcttcr to all registered OHV owners, 
To dcvclop ant1 tlistributc OHV info~~nnation including inlaps and listings of OHV 
rccrcalional opportunities, 
To dcvelop multiple-use rccrcation opportunities on public lands as allowed untler cxisting 
lilws, 
To develop and opcratc a collection and distribution point for OHV recreational and 
educational information, links to OHV clubs, ctc., 
To provide a Trail Ranger program that suppol-ts OI IV rccrcationists similar to the State of 
Idaho's, 
To mitigate all existing concerns with OIIV recreation on public lands in cooperation with 
fetlcral and state ;tgencies and in confoniiancc with all existing laws and a Memorandum of 
Understanding dated Fcbrilary 25, 2002 bctwccn U.S. Department of Agriculturc, Forcst 
Service and tlic Blue Ribbon Coalition, and 
To dcvclop and promote all rcasonablc OI IV rccrcation opportunities on public lands in 
cooperation with federal and state agcncics and in confornia~ice with all existing laws and a 
Mcmor;lndum of CJndcrstanding tlatctl Fchruary 25, 2002 bctwccn U.S. Department of 
Agriculturc, Forcst Service arid the Blue Ribbon Coalition. 

Notc that a11 OIIV Trust Fund should hc set up to collect and hold OHV gas tax lnonics paid by 
OHV I-ccrcationists in thc past hut not returned to thcm. l'his trust l id could also he uscrl in thc 
cvcnt ofdelays in  the start-up oSOllV Programs and to acconnmodatc the scheduling ofNEPA 
actions ibr o~i-the-grountl 01 IV projects. 

In summary, we cite a cotn~non principle of law articulated in the Montana Codes Annot;lted "1-3- 
212. Dcncfit -- burdcn. Ilc who takes thc bcncfit must bear thc burden." We agree with that 
principle and tlnc ncccssary obvcrsc, "He who bears the burden must receive thc bcncfit." Wc 
request that all gas tax rcvcrluc generated by OIIV recreationists be rcturncd to OHV recreationists 
for their bcncfit ant1 ~lscd to address; through education, mitigation, enhancement, and dcvcloprncnt 
projects; all of the conccrns and needs associated with OHV recrcation. 

liefercncc 1 : Report ORNL/l'M-l~)9~~/100, Fcdcral Highway Atlniinistration 
l ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ u ~ c ~ ~ ~ . o r ~ i l . g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ i ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ l i ~ i ~ t i o ~ i s i ~ ~ ~ l l ~ ~ O R N l ~  'l~'~M-ll~Oc)-l~!xJ 

Reference 2: l~l!~i:!~'\c.\vw.ni~lt.stat~.~~it.~~si;ulnii~ii~s!~~ioniqasl~~~~ti~I,I~~~ 
Rcfcrcnce 3: lnllp:::\~\~\~.I\vp.st;1lc.1n~.~1s~~~orks'Ll.ails/t~~i1~ra1ita~~~s.i1sp 
Reference 4: 1il~p:~~\~~~~~.Ii\.~~.s~iit~.rnit.~~s~~~n~~ks~ol~v~r:1nta\vard.~sp 
Rcfcrcncc 5: Iit~~:/:\~~\\:\v.fli\~~.dot.cov!cin\~ir~l~~~~~n~~rccli!~~~~~ 
Rcfcrcncc 6: l~~r,:.!'\.\u.\~.fl~~:~.dot.~ov/e~i~i~~~~n~ni~~it!r~h~:~~~.htn~ 
Rcfcrcncc 7: I11t~~:~!\\~\\~.\vs~lol.\~~,go\~iKcy!:c~s~(;lt~~~txlli~lc~.lit1ii 

~ ~. 

Rcfcrcnce 8: I i t t p : ~ . . \ \ \ v ~ v . ~ ~ ' ~ ~ I o 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 , ~ o ~ ~ / l ~ ~ y I ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ s l  liwilyl iscl-l:ccs.htnl 
Rcfcrence 9: Iittp:.'~w\v\\;~~pp.or~i;~~-clniv~~'~~l~~~;~st~~~.litt~i~ 
Rerercncc 10: ~ ~ ~ ~ v w w . l ~ t s . ~ o v 1 t ~ 1 i i s t 1 1 ! l s 2 ~ t s 2 . l n t m  

Issue: 
Past comments lnadc in opposition to the Synrns Act by notn-motorized groups have tried to 
establish that the OHV portion of tlic Syrnnis Act and RTP are subsidized by public funds, howcvcr. 
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decision-making be based on sharing and tolerance and to avoid unreasonahlc accommodation of 
visitors to public lands tliat are not reasonably tolerant and sharing. 

Issue: 
Atlcquatc and accurate field data for visitor use in the project arca has not heen developed by the 
agcncy and does not exist. Our field data and the Social Asscss~ncnt for Beaverliead-Dcerlodge 
National Forcst indicate that over 95'X of the forcst visitors are associated with multiple-uses that 
involve motorized access andlor nicchanizctl recreation. Mecliatiizcd visitors end up losing 
significant recreational opportunitics by conversion of multiple-use areas to tion-mccl~anized areas 
and they arc ~ ~ s c d  at a lcssct- Icvcl. Wc request that sufficient and accurate background data hc 
collcctcd anti uscd to dctcrmine the existing visitor use of the arca. We request tliat nccds and 
rcsourcc allocation be co~isidcrcd e q ~ ~ a l  to visitor usc. A reasonable alternative can only be 
fortnulaled aficr sufficient data has been collected and analyrcd. 

Issue: 
The Forest Service National Visitor Usc Monitoring Process: Research Method L)ocumentation 
datetl May 0, 2001. page 4 states that: 

Wrnrtrf fhi.s proc~~.s.s ilocs NNOT~)roviilc: 
The iltrtlr c.ollr~c~fiotr irtril rc7portitrg proc,e.ssc.r M J ~ N  trof cstit,rote ri~cl-ei~tiotl vi.sit.s 1 0  prrrticirltrr .si/cz.s or 
l-~rtr,q~~r ( l i ~ t r i ~ t s .  11or will ( I I I ~  ( /r .~rri~~tiotr of'visitc~r,~ to trt<11 p(rrtic~~l(~r sile or i l i t f~ict  hc t~trile. 
Resrrlts will tlc,scrihc tlic size orrtl cor~rposifiotr of the overnll recretrfiotr visitor poprtl~r/iorr fi)r a 
troriorrtrl/i~re~~ or gmsslcrtrd. I)c.scriptive irtformntionfi~r portictrl~rr suh~rortl~s of rccrccrtiorr risers. 
c'.g., c(rttr1)cr.s. dispersril I I . S ~ I : S .  IO(YII  user.s, gerierull,,  ill trot he trviril~rhlc. 

'l'hcrcforc, the National Visitor [Jse Monitoring project (NVUM) criteria states that the projcct docs 
not attempt lo dcfinc subgroups ofrccrcationists atid Ol-lV rccreationists are not specifically 
idcntilicd. 'llie intent oftliis project was further contir~ned by 1)avc Paync, Helena National Forcst 
in  a personal conlmunication to Jerry 1,cvandowski. MTVRA on October 8, 2002 stated that "this 
study is ititc~idcd to help tlecidc how muc11 money each forcst rcccivcs to opcratc on and does not 
address users groups." 

Additional shortcomings in the n~cthodology of NVUM in ternis of adequate accounting of 
motorixcd rccreationists includes: the use ofvoluntecrs with respect to consistency of data 
collection, pllysical lin~itations and individual preferences (the interviewer is allowed to sclcct 
intcrvicwccs); the location and types of monitoring points being used (not on motorized roads ant1 
trails pop~~ la r  with mcclianized and OIlV rccreationists); the use of an intcrvicw process which 
interrupts the rccrei~tion expericncc; tlie tendency ibr visitors to avoid participation in tlie survey 
process; tlie ilitervicw process is subjective versus the use of an ohjcctivc nietliod (actual visual 
counts by the interviewers or nicchanical counts by counting tncclianisms); and tlic lack of a specific 
methodology for interviewing mechanized visitors including OHV recreationists. 

Iss11e: 
We arc conccrncd that the data frorii the NVUM will not be used to accurately portray the 
importance o f  motorizcd access and mechanized recreation on public lands. For example, the Social 
Asscssmcnt of the Beaverhead-Dccrlodge National Forest dated October 2002 is one of the first 
tlocumcnts to have done that on page 2-14. Tlic table on page 2-14 rcprcscnts that OHV use 
accountetl for only 4% of those ilite~vicwcd and that only 2% reported OHV use as thcir primary 
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activity in the forcst. However, a more accurate representation would key in on the inlportance of 
driving for pleasure, motorized access and mcchanized recreation to all forcst visitors. For exan~ple, 
our monitoring dala Tor the period Srom 1999 through 2004 (available upon request) indicate that 
out oS6,355 observations, 6,093 rccrcationists or 06'% of the visitors were associated with multiple- 
LISCS (activities) that involved niotorizetl acccss andlor mechanized rccreation. This is also consistent 
with the Social Assessnlent for the Beavcrhcad-Decrlotlge National Forest which found that 07.45'X 
o f  the visitors to Region 1 in year 2000 enjoyed rccrcation opportunities in  multiple-usc arcas. 

Issuc: 
The results Srom NVUM do not tlircctly or adequately rcllcct the importance of ~notorizcd acccss 
;tntl mcchanizetl rccrcation to tlic typical visitor to public lantls. Tlic importance and magnitude of 
tnotorized acccss and nicchanized rccrcation is hidden and dispersed within a number ofdiffcrcnt 
categories including: viewing wildlife, birds, fish. etc. (motorizcd acccss); picnicking (motorized 
access); viewing natural features (motorized access); hunting (motorizcd acccss); fishing (motorized 
acccss); gcnerallother (motorizcd access and rncchanizcd rccrcation); driving Sor pleasure 011 roads 
(niotorized access arid mcchanizetl rccrcation); hiking or walking (motorizcd access to trail heads); 
gatlicring m u s h r o o ~ ~ ~ s ,  etc.(motorizctl acccss); camping (motorized access); resorts (motorized 
access); visiting historic and prehistoric siteslareas (motorized access); nature study (motorized 
acccss); off-road vehicle travcl (motorized acccss and mecl~ani~cd  recreation); downhill skiing 
(motorizcd access); cross-country skiing (motorized acccss); primitive camping (motorized acccss); 
backpacking (tnotorizcd acccss); visiting a nature center, etc. (motorized acccss); snowmobile travcl 
(mo(orized acccss ant1 mcchanized recrcation); motorizcd watcr travcl (motorized access and 
mcchanizcd recreation); other nlotorized activities (rnotorizcd acccss and mechanizcd recreation), 
horseback riding (motorizcd access); bicycling (tnotori~cd acccss and n~eclianizcd recreation); non- 
molorizcd water travcl (motorizcd acccss): and otlicr non-motori~etl activities (motorized acccss). 

Issue: 
We arc vcry conccmcd that NVUM will be used to produce signilicant and i~njustilicd cumulative 
negative impacts on motorizcd access and motorized recreation. We request that the data from 
NVCJM be corrcctly intcrprcled to dcmonstrale the importance of  motorizcd acccss and mechanized 
recrcation to all public land visitors. For example, Table 2-7 in thc Social Asscssnicnt of the 
Rcavcrhcati-Deerlodge National Forest reported that the total number of forcst visitors in Region 1 
for year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total numhcr of wilderness visits was estimated at 337,000 or 
2.55% Thcrcfore, nearly all (97.45'%,) visitors to public lands benefit from management for 
multiple-use and benefit from motorized acccss and mcchanizetl rccrcational opportunities. 
Ilowcver, the document was written so that the minority visitor group was emphasized. l'his is 
another example ofpredisposition that we are very concerned about. 

Isstre: 
Documents such as the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 1994 Montana Trail Users Study, 1008 
Montanan's Assessment of Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks Programs and Slatewide Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCORP) and others grossly underestimate and do not accurately assess the 
nunihcrs and nccds of ~notorized recreationists including driving for pleasure. These s t ~ ~ d i e s  have 
attc~nptcd to predict the number and needs ofpublic land visitors by using methods including 
tclcphone interviews with a random sampling of  a small group of motor vehicle registrants. These 
docunients are not bascd on a reprcscntative sampling of actual visitors to public lands and their 
rccrcation needs. The results from these stittlics arc oficn cited as justification for less ~notorized 
acccss ant1 less motorizcd rccrcation. Wc arc vcry concerr~cd that these studies arc being i~sed to 
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produce signilicant and u~ijustified cumulative ncgative impacts on motorized access and motorized 
rccrcation. These studies arc based on processes such as telephone interviews to sclcctcd groups that 
tio not relate accurately to actual visitors in the lield. Our observations ofh,355 visitors to niultiple- 
use lands Sron~ 1')')') to 2004 (CTVA, Multiple-Usc Observations 1999-2004) indicate that 96%) of 
tlie visitors rely on ~llotorized acccss and cnjoy lnotorized recreation. 'She National Visitor Use 
Mo~iitoring (NVUM) program has found tliat over 07'X of the visitors to public lands enjoy 
multiple-use recreation associatetl with niotorizcd access ant1 motorizcd recreation yet SCORP and 
other documents have stated that motorircd rccrcationists arc insignificant. This is another cxa~nple 
of thc predisposition Sound in some evaluations and documents which is being used to support an 
agenda and prc-dctcrmincd decisions. 

We request that the data Srom the Trail Users Study and SCORP not be used because it is inaccurate 
arid predisposed and tliat CTVA data and NVUM be used to demonstratc thc overall importance oS 
motorized access and mechanized rccrc a t '  lon. 

Issue: 
Docun~ents such as thc Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 1994 Montana Trail Users Study, 1998 
Montanan's Asscsstncnt oT Montana Fish, Wiltllife and Parks Programs and Statewide Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCOIZP) and others grossly underestimate the numbers of OHV recreationists 
while the I1.S. Forest Service claims that there 36 million nationwide (National OHV 
Implementation and Ma~iagenlent Teains newsletter, January 7. 2004, 
I 1 t _ t ~ ~ : : : ~ c . \ \ : ~ ~ . l s . l ~ ~ . r 1 r ~ r c c r ~ ; ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ 1 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I i v i l i u ~ c 1 - 1 i ; 1 1 ~ 1 l . ~ 1 n ~ ~ r ~ t 1 1 ~ I ~ 7 ~ O 3 . p t l l ' ) .  The estimated 36 
million ~llotorizcd rccreationists would clearly cstablisli that tlic majority of tlie Sorest visitors arc 
also O11V rccreationists which arc consistent with our observations (available upon request). 

Iss11c: 
71'lic rncthotlology and rcfcrcnces used to develop SCOKP tend to ignore and under-estimate the 
popularity of riiotori~ed recreation and tlie needs of the public with respect to niotorircd acccss and 
niotorizcd recreational opportunities. Driving Tor pleasure, molorizetl acccss and motorizcd 
recreation including OHV recreation are the most popular, fjstcst growing and most fundablc Sonns 
ofrccrcation and should be givcn a much higher priority. The National Ccntcr Tor Appropriate 
Technology ibund tliat Atr ~~stir?rcrtctl 12 t o  13 percent of Morrlutrrr horrscholr1.s owrr otre or  nrore OTV 
(OHV) t h c  snnrcpc,rccrrlrrge of /rousehold owtring .swowmohile.~. Additionally, multiple-use 
recreationists who rcly on motorizcd access represent 97% ofthc visits to public lands in Region 1 
(National Visitor Use Moriitorirlg ProJect). 

SCORP mentions increased grooming of snowmobilc trails in tlie recommendation scction (Chapter 
0 )  but docs riot mention OHV trails or projects at all. The lack o f a d c q ~ ~ a t c  rccognition oTOHV 
recrcation by MDFWP continues to damage OHV rccrcation and other multiple-use rccrcationists in 
several ways including; ( I )  the lack of LWCF fitnding for OHV related pro.jccts, and (2) S C O W  is 
often referenced as a docutnent rcprcscntativc of the rccrcation ~iccds of all Mo~i ta~ia~is  ant1 it is not 
an acculnte document with rcspcct to the popularity and riccds of OHV recreation. 

'fhe continuing lack of adequate support and recognition ofthe popularity and needs of OHV 
rccrcation by MDFWP will further contribute to cu~nulativc ncgative impacts which are significant 
on motorizcd acccss and motorized recreation. Wc request that these issues surrounding SCOKP 
including the lack osrecognition of OHV recreation and associated negative impact on 01 IV 
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rccrcation he adequately evaluated i t ]  tlie document and adequately considcrcd in the decision- 
making. 

Issue: 
The lirst sentence on the illside covcr of most federal environ~ncntal documents includes a statement 
similar to "Ttrc Utritctl St(rtec. L)cpnrtr,zerrt (fAgricultrrre ((1,SDA) is (r ilivcrsc orgcrrriztrtiotr 
cottrttritrcrl to C(IN(I/ u /~p~r f r~ t r i f i~  rtt et~zpl)vt?rent trn(l[)rogr~~nl tlfdive~).. " We are greatly concenretl 
about the lack ofcqual recreation opportunity and quality within public lands. Evcryone should have 
equal access and opportunity to enjoy the natural environment. 'l'here is a nccd for motorized 
recreation and access opportunitics (arras and trails including inter-forcst ant1 intcrstatc routcs, OHV 
back country discovcry routcs, and OHV byways) e q ~ ~ a l  to our non-motorizcd/wildcmcss 
opportunities (cxaniplcs include Pacilic Crest Trail, Continental Divide Trail, Pacilic Crcst Trail 
and National Recreation Trails). We r e q ~ ~ e s l  actions that will dcvclop rcgior~al (inter-forest and 
intcrstiltc connections) motorized recreational opportunitics such as the proposed (;reat Western 
Trail and Orcgon Back Country Discovery Routc. OHV back country discovery routes and OlHV 
byways :Ire required to provide opport~rr~itics !"or motorized recreationists equal to existing long- 
distance non-motorizetl opportunities. 

Issue: 
Our vision for ~notorizcd recreation includes opportunities such as tlic proposcd Great Wester11 Trail 
and Orcgon Back Country Discovery Route, and ofher regional opportuliilics that include 
connections between forcsts and adjoining states. A system of OHV hack country discovcry routes 
and OHV byways could provide loops ant1 intcrconnccting trails to points ofintcrcst including 
lakes, streams. rivers, ghosts towns, ant1 scenic overlooks. This system of OHV routes could also 
include coli~iections to small towns for access to ~notcls and restaurants and could hc a significant 
source ofcconomic revitaliration for thc project area. OIIV rccreatioti and tourism could be a 
significant boost to many local cconornics. 'l'liis potctitial has yet to bc recognized and tapped. 
Examples of OHV tourisni can hc found at: 1 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ! ~ v ~ v w . \ i s i t i c l , ~ ~ ~ ~ ) l 1 I t i ~ 1 o r / A ' l ~ V , h t g ~ l  , 
1it1~~::~\~\v\v.ni;".ys\;1lc.o1~~;' , I I ~ I ~ ~ ~ W \ V . I ~ ; I ~ ~ S C O ~ I I . ~ I I I  . , 
I ~ t ~ ~ ~ : , ~ . ' \ v t ~ : y . r ~ ~ o ~ o r - c q . ~ ~ ~ ~ , l ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ . c ~ ~ r ~ ~  , arid ~ ~ ~ ~ : / / t ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s i ~ t ~ o r i t ~ i ~ l ~ ~ l ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ l l ; t c ~ J ~  . Wc 
request that the positive bcnctits of OHV recrcation ant1 tourism he considcrcd as part of the 
evaluation iuid implcnicnted for this action 

Issuc: 
OHV recreation and tourisni has r~ot  bccti pro~notcd or supported by Montana Dcpartmenl of  Fish, 
Wildlifc and Parks (MDFWP) as aggrcssivcly as recrcation and tourisni associated with lish and 
wildlife programs. Be clear that this is not a rellcction on the dedicated OHV staffassigncd to Lhe 
MIIFWP OHV program; rather i t  is a fi~nction of perceived conflicts of interest and lack of 
lnanagcmcnt dircctivcs that exists within MDFWP. These conditions significantly rcstrict what 
OHV staffn~cnibers and tlic MDFWP OHV program can accomplish. For examplc, tlie mission, 
vision, and goals statcmcnt for MDFWP do not mention tlrc OHV program. MDFWP is focused and 
managed as a fish and wildlife managcnicnt agency. Wc rcqucst that MDFWP actively promote 
OHV recreation and OHV tourisni. Wc also request that MDFWP irlcrcasc the level ofO1-IV 
management to a level that addresses the needs of  motorized rccrcationists, entliusiastically promote 
OHV rccreatio~i opportunitics and enthusiastically dcvelop OHV tourisni. 

Issue: 
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In:ldcq~~;~lc ;~ttct~tion nlld passi\-t: stljymrt of OHV r t ' ~ ~ - e ; ~ t i o i ~  1 ~ y  ~ ~ C I I C ~ U S  ill ;i pusitiui-I 10 siljll>(~-t a 1 ~ 1  
i71;111;i~c OHI.' S C U I - ~ ; I ~ ~ C ) I I  I I ; IS  c ~ l i t r i b ~ ~ c ~ i  10 1 1 1 ~  ~ S S L I C S  iliilx~ctillg O H V  r~c~ .ca t i~ t l i s t s .  :\g;ii~l. 
111~) to r i~c~I  ; ICUC\S  arid in0tc71.i;lcd secrei1tlo11 illcl~diilg OH\.' I - C C I . C ~ ~ ~ I > ~ I  arc the I I I O S ~  ~ ~ o p i t  lar. fi~stcsl 
tlt.o\\ ins  ;iilc! most (~tndat~lc  rijmis 01-1-ccrcalion and sl~ut~lcl hc gi\-en a inuch highcr- pi-iority. - 
I-etlltcst tliat thc cumulat ivc. i ~ c > ~ t  ivc i11lp;lct OII I l l  IV rccrcat ion t.esi~llinz fioin Icss than adcqlia~e 
and untliusi:~stic s~lpport  i io t~i  l l~anayiny  n y c ~ ~ c i o s  he a d e q t ~ a t c l ~  cv,aluatctl i t 1  the ciouitr-11ent and 
;idecli~i~telq. coiisirlcl.ud duri1-ig the decision-making. :Iilditiolially, I\-c rcc~uest that all a d u q ~ ~ a t c  
mi tipition p1;ili IJC incliicied ;IS part nf this actiori to corlipcnsi~lc fbr past cuinulat ive ncgalive 
irlipacts. 

I X S L I U :  
11:inq' h;uiiIic;il,lml. clderly. or p11ysic;illy impaii-ed citizclis can 01114. access illid rccl-cate on public 
lalids bq- usin? motori7cd l.oads :lnd tt-;lils. Thu needs ol'thesu citi;l.clis slloiild be adeclii:~tcly 
uunsidcrucl. On Novembur l O":,  1 OOX. President C'lillto~i signed Pitblic I .nil: 105-359. rcqi~iring 111e 
Sccruti~ry ot' 4gricultul.c and the Scci-ctary of thc Interior to collcluct il stuci? to impi-ni c acccss ii>r 
persons with disabi litics to outcloor rrcreativn oppr>rtunitics made a\ ai lablc to the public. -1'his laxv 
stalcs: 

'I'ho S l~ ld )  ~ ) r ~ ' p a r u ~ l  to address P.I.. 105-359 (Ilnllrovirig ..4cccss tu C>ittdoor Keci-catio~ial Xcti\.itics 
oil Fctlc~.al Land. prcpai-url I)? \Vilcit.rne\s Ii~iliiiry. .lune 37. 3(:)00) I i>~~lid ;~IICI ~ . t ' c ~ l ~ l n l e n ~ i e i  t lie 
follon ing ; I I . C ~ S  0filcti011: 



We request tliat tlie proposcd actlon adcquatcly address and comply with tlie recommendations of 
the Study conducted to address P.1,. 105-359 including itcnls 1 and 7. 

Issue: 
Issuc: 
Equal treatment and acccss to public lands must bc provided for all people inclutling n~otorixcd 
visitors. One cxan~plc ofuncclual treatment is dcmonstl-ntetl by the nunlber of agcncy publications 
and inforn~ation on agcncy wcb sites promoting non-motorized rccreation versus thc publications 
and wch sitc infomiation pages providcd for motorized rccrcationists. Non-motorized recreation 
opportunitics arc casy to find using agency wcb sitcs and printed information. Most olicn littlc or no 
infomiation is providcd about motorized rccreation opportunitics. 'fhe one good example o f a  
motorizeil web site can be found at ~ i ~ p : i ! ~ v \ v w . l > . f ~ c t l , ~ ~ s ! l . ~ J c c n t t : ~ I ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~ i r c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ l _ c ~ .  There 
is a ticcd for every forcst and district to have a similar web sitc. 

Issuc: 
Motorized visitors arc extrcmcly concemetl over the significant cc~m~~la t ive  loss ofniany historic 
travclways. Motorized visitors are unwilling to compromise any further bccausc of the curnulativc 
loss of motorized access and rccreation opportunitics tliat has rcsultcd in the lack ofcquivalcnt 
rccrcation ant1 acccss opportunities within public lantls. Motorizctl visitors have tlie need for trail 
systems and areas equal to those availablc to non-motorized visitors (areas ant1 trails including inter- 
Ibrcst, interstate routes, Continental Dividc 'l'rail, Pacilic C:rcsl 'l'rail a id  National Recreation 
Trails). There arc no new opporturiitics wilhin public lands to make-up for the closure of  roads and 
motorizcd trails. 'l'herclbrc, a substantial need for motorized rccreation ant1 acccss opportunities 
will not be met i f a  substantial number of roads and trails are closed. We rcquest thal, the impacts 
associated with the signilicant loss ol~motorixcd recreatiou a ~ l d  acccss opportunitics hc adcquatcly 
addrcsscd in thc environmental documcnt and decision-making, i.e. Whcrc will displaccd niotorizcd 
visitors go'? And, due to the lack of any reasonable motorized acccss arid rccrcation opportunitics, 
what will they tlo'? Additionally, we requcst that an adequate mitigation plan he iticludcd as part of 
this action to compensate for past cumulative ncgativc impacts. 

Issuc: 
We request that tlie loss ol'niotorizcd rccrcalion and acccss opportunitics due to millions of acrcas 
ol'arca closure (niotorircd travel restricted to designated routcs) be adequately addressed 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 motonzeil visitors. Thc lack of  
adcquatc considcration of the negative impact of arca closure on acccss and motorizcd rccrcation 
has produccd a cuniulativc ncgative i~ilpact tliat is significant. We rcqucst atlcquatc considcration of 
arca closure impacts on motorized visitors in the project arca and the cumulativc ncgative impact of 
;dl area closures. Additionally, we request that an adcquatc mitigation plan be included as part of  
this action to co~iipensatc for past culnulativc negative impacts. 

Issue: 
Past actions have closet1 many roads and trails lo triotorized recreation and access without 
addressing the merits of  cach one. Wc arc concerned with the lack of  site specific analysis for past 
road and trail closures. .lustification has included reasons such as non-system roads or trails. ghost 
roads, user crcatcd roatls ctc. that are not site spccific and do not provide adequate justification. Thc 
fact is that many roads and trails in use today have been crcatcd by visitors going hack to thc early 
days of history whcn all public lands were "open" to niotorizetl acccss. Agcricics cannot select 

Wc am a Io~n l l y  6!1ppo1t~d association wtloac purposc i.5 t o  preoervc trij i l i, tor all 
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which roads are useful to kccp and which are tiot without a site-specilic analysis. 'fhe cumulative 
negative cfkct of not analyzing each road and trail seglilent is trcmcndous. We rcqucst that the 
decision-making be based on the individual and site-specific merits of each travclway. Additionally, 
we request that an adccluatc mitigation plan be included as part ofthis action to compensate ibr past 
cumulative negativc impacts. 

Issue: 
Noti-system roatls and trails are a sibwilicant OHV rccreation resource. However, non-system roads 
and trails are, most often, not inventoried and consitlcrcd in the travel management process. Failing 
to identif) and consider non-system roads and trails in  the travel management process will undcr- 
estimate the existing use and nccds of motorized recreationists. Therefore, the impact that the 
resulting closure ofnon-system roads and trails by non-consideration will have on motorircd 
rccrcationists 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 arc in use by the 
p~~b l i c .  Wc request that adequate consideration be given to a comprchcnsivc inventory ant1 analysis 
ofall  non-system roads and trails and the currcnt recreational opportunity that they provide to 
niotorizcd rccreationists. 

ISSLIC: 
All public lands were largely open to motorized access prior to the 1060's. Many existing roads ant1 
trails were createtl by lcgal logging, mining and public access during this period. Ncarly all of the 
roatls and trails i n  the project area havc been in existence for rnany ycars with rnany dating back to 
the turn of the century. The term "~~nclassified road or ghost roatl" may give the impression that 
these roads evolvcd illegally. We rcqucst a clarification in the document that travclways with these 
origins arc lcgal travelways as recognized by the 3-States OHV ROD. We are vety co~lcemed that 
the agencies arc not honoring this agrccmcnt and decision. Additionally, we request that these roads 
and trails continue to provide rccrcation opportunities for motorized visitors and that mitigation 
measures be used, as required, to stabilize or address any environnicntal concerns. 

Issuc: 
Wc arc conccrncd about the loss ol'acccss and impact on the handicapped, cltlcrly, and physically 
impaired produced by each motorized closure to historic sites and traditional use areas. The 
proposed closurcs deny these citi7,cns access to public lands that are especially important to them. 
We rcqucst that all the roads, trails, and fcatilrcs of interest be analyzed for the access and rccrcation 
opportunity that thcy provitle for handicapped, elderly, and physically impaired visitors. 

Issue: 
Thc concept of area closurc is 1101 consistent with Forcst Service regulations as cstablislicd by 
appeals to the Stanislaus National Forcst Travel Management Plan 
(1i~~~~:~~sv05O5.r5.li.l~~l~~~:XO~~p~~ci1lsilOO~il~OX~st~nislj1us.lit1~~ ). Wc reqilcst that the findings of 
that appeal including the following excerpts bc includcd in this evaluation: 

I )  Prrrsrrrtrtt to r<~g~tlatiorrs r rr~d~~ol icv ,  the Forest Service .slicrll "T)esignute rtll Nrttio~rtl Foresr 
Swterrr It~trrls for offlrocrtl . . vellicle use it1 otre pf rhrw cti~egories: uperr, rcs~rictetl, or closerl" 
(FSM 2355.03-3). R~c.strictei1 is defined cts 'Yreos utirl trc~ils on which rnororiicil vclticle use 
is rcstrictc,rl hv tin~es or seu.sor~ ( f u s e ,  lypes o/vchicles, vehicle cilriiprncnt, tlc~srgrrtrtctl rrrerts 
or  lrc~il.~, or. fvpc.s o f r n ~ l i v i ~ ~ ~  .specrfiec/ in or~lers [.s.?ricr/ tnrrlcr //re crrrtkor~tv of 36 (Y<.H 261" 
(FSM -735.5.13-2). 

We arc R l i~~al l ,y i i ~ i p p o ~ t ~ d  855ociatinn w h n ~ c  purpolc i$ t o  pmBPiYe t i i i i io f o r  all 
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2) Tlrc Forest Srrpervisor tlrr.irlerl to nrrrtrtrge motorizctl rise trs closcrl rrriless tlesigrrntcd (sigrierl 
or rrroppetl) os open (DN, p. 3). TttI,s uffi.cts over 2.500 r1ri1c.c. ofl.el,el 2 rotrtl.~ rr/irl trtrils on 
tlrr Sttrrris1nrr.s. Ilis rlet.isiuw is itrcoirsistcrrt wit11 Fe'etlercrl regrilotio~is, wllich reqrrire sigringc, 
fbr c,lo.red rorrtr:.\.. not o/~c,tr orrcs. 

3) lfortrrtl the h r e s t  Srrpt~r~~isor's rlccisiotr otr sigtriwy irrcoirsistort with Fc,tlercrl regulatiuns, 
whic.11 reclriire .si,yr~rrge,fbr closer1 routcs. trot opol orir.7. Tlie firc~st Supervisor is i l i r~v~ci l  to 
tr~rr~itzgetl motor ~~etriclc, t n r ~ v l  11s restricted to rlcsigrrcrtetl rorrte.~ uri1e.s.s signer1 or pIr,y.sictrl/v 
closed. Vehicle rr!sfrictiorrs nrrrst hc/)roccsscd itr trccortlunce with 36 CFIt 261.50 rrrrd 
postetl in trct,orrkrtrcc with 36 C'l<'K 261.51. 36 ('Flt 295.4 irilrlre.s,se,s lrtl~litiorrrrl recluirc~mt~wts 
firprthlic infornrcrtiotr rc~g~rrrlitrg list, cfMotor Vehirles Of f  . . Foresl Developmenr Korrrls. 
Hr~.sl~ictir~trs otr t t ~ o t ~ r  vehicle trtn'el will he ntlrlres,setl throlrgtr site spec~fic NEPA crtri~lvs,sis 
with co~~itlt~rrrtiori of'trrzy ciijil rights imprrcts. 

4 )  Wlrerc KS 2477 riglrts ore ir.s.sertrrl, these routes muv he cotr.si~lc~reclfor ttrotor vel~iclr ~ s c .  
5 )  Roiitr2 rr~crp.s wc2rc rrot ir~clrrtleil irr l/?e pltrri~~irig ~loc~rn~erits trr~il t t ~ c  t/ricr(l rtrtrp.s of /tit, 

O/~portri)iitv C'1n.s.se.s were rlqficirlt tu rc(rtl due lo tlreir scolc. 

Issue: 
'l'he signing of "closed ~ ~ n l c s s  posted open" is not consistent with the 3-States OHV ROD and is 
confusing to the public. The 3-States OHV decision logically defines what constitutes an open road 
or trail and tlie appropriate vehicle for that route. l'his 1s a more rcasonable approach than "closed 
~~rl lcss  posted open". 

Tssuc: ~ - -  ~ ~ 

Closed unless posted opcn is an inipractical concept because signs do not last 
very long for many reasons inclutling vandalisni, animals and weather 
knocking them down, rotting ofposts, etc. It is not Fair to tlie public and will 
be velyconfi~sing to have somcbody pill1 down a sign and then it is 
tcclinically illegal for the public to travel on that route. Signs will becomc 
da~nagctl andlor destroyed and then the public docs not know whether thcy 
arc lcgally open or closed. Additionally, "closcd llnlcss posted opcn" will have a hagc annual 
maintcnancc cost that will he difficult to filnd. Also, posting signs as required to adequately definc 
open routcs untler "closed unless postctl opcn" will he extreniely unsightly which should not be 
considered reasonable or acceptable. 

Issue: 
A science-based approach to the analysis of Sorest roads is presented in the Forest Service 
p~~hlication FS-643 Roads Analysis which was publishetl in August Ic)99. This tiocurricnt includes a 
comprehensive overvicw of considerations and issues. suggcsted informational needs and sources, 
and analytical tools that sliould be eval~~atcd during the analysis of forest ro;~cls. Many of the 
considerations and issues presented in FS-(143, if evaluated adequately and fairly, would support 
keeping priniitive roads and trails in the project area opcn for motorizetl recreation, handicapped, 
cldcrly, and physically impaired. We request that FS-643 he used in this evaluation to deteni~inc the 
specific values of each motorized road and trail. 

Some of the considerations and issucs are: 

Ecoworlric (R(1 
l:'(~' ( I )  llow does the rorrrl SVS~C'III  t![jilct fhc OgCrlc.V'.s direct ~ O S I S  trrid revenues:) 

Wc arc a locally suppoii:cd acjejociarion wtloae purpo5r i'j t o  prcseivc t rz i ls  for all 
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LC' (2) / low r1oe.s the rocrd svstenr (IJIL.cI pricerl rrnrl notr-prirerl con.scr/rrewcr7s irrclrrcl~~d it1 
rrorror~ric cfficierr~:~, arru1):si.s rtserl to ~r.sses.s net herr~f i~s to socict.~? 
LC (3) l low r1oc.s the rood .sb~.stem rrflc.c/ . . ~lre rlislrihritiow of'herr~fits trrrtl costs nrrlorrg ilffiictcrl 
pcop1<. 

Tirrrher Mrrtro,yemerrt (TM) 
TM (2) I fow does tho roirrl sjatcrw izfj'i~t . . rrrtrrrtrgirrg tire srritnhle tinzher base utld otlrcr 1t1tlrl.s.~ 

Mirlerrr1.s Mrrrrrrgerwerrt (MM) 
MM ( I )  HOMJ rlocs tlre rorrtl s~vstorr flfjlecf access locc~lrrhle, Iecrscrhle cznrl snleohle rrrinerrrl.~.? 

Spwirrl 1J.s~ I ' C ~ I ~ I I ~ S  (SII) 
SU ( I )  Ilorv rloes tlre roncl svstcrrz cqbrl t,rnrrrr~yirrg .specif11 riser permit silcjs? 

Protecliorr (1'77 
fJ7'(1) / low tlocs thc rocr(l.sy.slerlz ~![/;.rl,fircls miznr~gernenl? 
1'7' (2) l l o u ~  does lire rourl sv.s/em rlfj ' i ,~~ . . ihe rrr/)irci~j~ qf'tlre FS ' S I I I ( /  coo/)erirtor.~ to S I I ~ ~ ~ E S S  

wi1ilfire.s :) 
117'(3j IIOMJ rlocs /Ire rorril systorr crffkct risk tofiri~fighters trntl~~uhlic s c f e t y  

Rooil Rrlnleil Rccrcrltiorr (RR) 
KK ( I )  Is thwc trow or will there hr irr the fiitr~re c,<cess .sy1111v or e,rce.s.s rli~mrrnrlf'or roarled 
rccrc(rtiorr ol~l~orlrrrrilicfl 
K K  (2) I s  developirzg rrcw roar1.s irrfo zrr~rorrrlerl urcas, ilecorrrnri.s.sioni,r~ ewistirrg rocltls, or 
chrrtrgirrg nrnirrlerrurice (~/eri.sting rorrcb. ctrrrsitrg sigrr~ficcmt clrcrrrges irr tlre qrmrrti<v, qurrlicv, 
or type of rorrilc8rl rccrealiorr o~~porlrrrritics? 
It/< (3) Wlro pc~r/ic~il)irtcs itr ro~rtlcrl rco.c,trtiotr in tlrc rrrcns nffi.ctec1 . . rotrtl rotr.strrrclirr~q, 
nirrinltrirrirry, or rlc~cotrrrrrissiotrirr~ 
RR (4) Wlrrrt irrc tlreseptrrtirilxrrrts ' nttcrc1rnrerrl.s lo //re urecr, how slrorzg irre ~hcir,/;.cliwg.s. 
U N ~  rrre llrerc rr/lo.trntivc opportrirriliev irrrrl locutions cr~~rriluhle.? 

Socitrl Isslre~ (Sl) 
SI ( I )  Wlrctt rrrc peol,le,s 'perceive(/ neerls rrtril vului~.sfbr rootls? flow clocs rorrrl 
nrtrrrngen1enl c!ffc.ct people 's rlc~penrlerrce on, rreetlfbr, rrrrtl tlcsirc for crcccss.? 
SI (2) Wllcrt are people ',s perccivcrl ncerls trrrrl vcrlu~~.s,fi~r ircccss? l low rlocs road 
nrcrrrcrgenter~l u f i c l  pc~ol)lc's rleperrrlerrc.e 0 1 1 .  nccrlfor, tr~rtl tlesire for occesfl 
SI (3) H o w  does [he rorrd .sj~.slem uffict ncccss to historicrrl sites.? 
SI (4) Ilow trrc rorrrls tlrrrt rrrc lristoric sites rfifctecl . . 11.v rocrcl morrrrgerrrerrt.? 
SI (5) How is corrrnrrrrritl~ socinl nrrcl ccorrorrric Irealtli flfficted 11.y rorr~l nzurrugerncrrt 

Civil Kiiylrts trrrtl B!n,irotrmortcd ./usticc (('It) 
C'R ( I )  l low c/o(:\. tire rotrrl .sysleni, or its rrrorzugerrrerrl, ~ [ f i c t  cerlnirr gror1p.s ofpco/)lc 
(trrirroritv, cllrrric, crrlturc~l, rucirrl, disahlerl, urrrl low-irrcorne grozrps)? 

We request rull use of tlic 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 nccds of motorized visitors and in order to avoid contributing to additional cumulative 
negative i~iipacts to motorized visitors. 

Issue: 
The environmental document should hc an issue driven documcnt as required under NEPA and the 
(101111cil 011 Environmental Quality guidclincs. The driving issue is the devclopmcnt of a reasonable 
travel ~nanagcmcnt alteniativc that addresses the needs o r  the public. NEPA requires that agencies 
"Rigorously cxplorc and oh.jcctively evaluate all rcasotiahlc alternatives, and for altcr~iatives which 

Wc are 21 locally 6uppoited aicociation wI1o6~ P I I I ~ U > L -  13 to  pI.C6En/C tr-ails tor all 
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incorporating all existing ~notorizcd roads and trails a ~ i d  restricting motorizcd travel to those 
travelways bc includcd i n  thc analysis and selectetl by the decision-niakers. 

Issuc: 
'l'lic cnvironmental docun~cnt should consider the following visitor profiles in addition to OtlV 
enthusiasts as motorized visitors who use roads and trails within public lands. Pcoplc out for 
wcckcnd drives, sightseers, picnickers, campers, hunters, hiking, rock climbing, targcl sliootcrs. 
fislier~iian, s~iowniobile enthusiasts, woodcutters, wildlife vicwing, berry and mushrooni pickcrs, 
equestriatls, mountain bikers, and physically challcngcd visitors who must usc whcclcd vehicles to 
visit public lands. All of these multiple-usc visitors use roatls and ~notorizcd trails for their 
recreational purposes and thc decision niust take into account motorized designations scwc many 
rccrcation activities, not just rccrcational trail riding. We rcqucst tliat tlie significant impact from all 
cuniulativc statcwidc-motorized closures on all of these visitors be included in the cnvironmental 
document. A statcwidc a~ialysis is required because cumulative negative effects are forcing all 
motorizcd visitors to travel farther and farther to fewer and fewer places to lind niotorizcd access 
and recreation opportunities. 

Issue: 
Visual and other impacts associated with motorized trails have bccn citcd as significant negative 
impacts. Many non-motorized trails have environmental impacts siniilar to motorized trails. 
Existing wilde~liess and non-niotorizcd areas include n ~ a ~ i y  trails that are visually and f~~nctionally 
similar to primitive motorized roads and motorized trails. For example, tlie Mount llclcna trails, and 
the mail1 trails into the Bob Marshall and Scapegoat Wiltlenicss at Benchmark. Holland Lake, and 
Indian Meatlows and thc main trails into the Anaconda Pintlcr Wilderness arc similar visually and 
li~nctionnlly to many primitive niotorixcd roads and niotorizcrl trails. Additionally, trails resulting 
fiom activities including wild animals and Nativc Amcricans have always been a part oSthc natural 
cnvironnicnt. Wc request that thc cxistcncc of trails be consideretl part oftlie natural landscapes, 
and tliat tlic visual appcarancc of motorized trails and non-motorized trails be recognized as equal in 
most cascs and that the environmental impacts of motorized and non-motorized trails bc addrcsscd 
Ihirly and equally. 

Issuc: 
If the issue of cross-country rnotorizetl travel is significant cnough to justify closures, then thc issue 
and restrictions should also bc applied to cross-country hiking and mountain climbing. Motorized 
recreationists rclinquishcd cross-country travel opportunitics as part or the Three-Statc OHV and 
National BLM Record of Decision. Bccausc of this wholesale action, motorized recreatioliists gave 
up rccrcational opportunitics such as retrieval ofb ig  gamc and trials bike riding in areas where 
cross-country travel was acceptable. Cross-country hiking and mountain climbing also create trails 
tliat 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. Spec~ficullv, the 
/i~llowO~g tohlc or1 r~rotorizctl crntl iron-nrolorized rocr(ls/trcrils or1 the Lewis orld ('lurk Ntrliorlrrl 
I<brcst it~cliccrtes (I mix o/'opportrrrlities. 

With tlic elimination of cross-country travel and millions of acres of area closures, motorized 
rccrcational opportunity can only be expressed as miles of roads and trails open to OtlV visitors 

WE are a locally supporrcd a!icociation W ~ ~ O S F  P U I ~ O S C  i5 TO prC5bive trai ls for all 
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Land area in acrcs cannot be llscd as a measure of motorized recreational opportunity. However. 
nun-motorized recreational opportunities can be mcasureci in acrcs of cross-country travel area 
available and miles of trails available. I t  is not equitable weigh motorized ilsc on tlie salue scale as 
non-motorized usc. Non-motorized users arc not held to the satnc standard as motorized use in that 
they arc not confined to only trail access. 'l'hereforc, motorized rccrcational opportunities are 
lirnitcd to a set nilmber of  designatcd molorizccl routes wliilc no~i-niotorized rccrcatiolial 
opportunities can include cross-country travel opportunities and are, therefore, imliniitcd. 'This 
distinction has not bee11 adequately recognizcd and we request tliat tliis distinction and advantage be 
recognized in the analysis. formulation of motorizcd alternatives and decision-making. 

Issue: 
The use of tlie existing network ~Tniotorized roads and trails is part of local culture, pioneer spirit, 
heritage and traditions. All of these valucs have ties to the land. Visitors to public lands beliefit Iirom 
all of the ~notorizcd roads and trails tliat exist today. The quality of life for the niultiple-use public is 
being impacted by the cuniulative negative effects of  all motorized and access closures. l'he 
signilicant closing of motorized routes in the projcct area tloes not meet the basic requirenicnt of the 
NEPA act of 1969 as stated in "Sec. 10 1 (b)  ( 5 )  ochinle u hcrluircc hc lwcc~  poprtlr~tiotr ntrrl 
rcsorrt'cc rfse wlrirh wi//pcr-rlril hix/z stcrrr(l(1r-r1.s o//ivinl: rrrrcl  rr ~li i /c  slctrt'irrg ~ . .  o f  iifi '.Y c~ri1erli1ie.s ". Wc 
recluest that the critcl-ia for high starldards orliving and a wide sharing of  life's amcnitics includc tlic 
preservation ofmotorizcd roads and trails based on the recognition ol'tlic valucs (tics to the land) 
tliat they provide to local culture, pioneer spirit, heritage. trailitions, and rccrcation. 

Issuc: 
'Thc proposed action promotes management of our pi~hlic lands as iftliey arc public la~lds close to 
the large urba~i areas in California. If antl when our populatio~i is equal to California. then an 
alternative could reasonably consider rcquircnients ncccssary to inatiage urban impacts. IJntil then, 
local standards and culture should be the over-arching criterion. 

Issuc: 
The prevailing trend of tlic past 35 t years has been to close motorized rccrcation and acccss 
opportunities and not crcatc any new o~ics.  Additionally, roads or trails closed to motorized access 
arc scldoni, ifcvcr, re-opened. Tlic underlying objective oftlic Buruau of',and Managenlent and 
Forest Service has bee11 to restrict tlie public to a few major roads within public lands. We request 
that the cumulativc negative erfccts of these policies be thoroughly evaluated so tliat a reasonable 
travel management decision is made. The evaluation ofcumulative ncgative impacts shol~ld include 
all associated impacts such as social, economic, cultural, and the recreation nccds of motorizcd 
visitors. It should also address the diletnnla facing rnotorircd recreationists after so many closurcs, 
i.e., Where can ~notorircd visitors go when a functional network of roads and trails is eliminated‘! 
tlow can the public cnjoy public lands when there is a lack of adeqi~ate acccss and recreational 
opportunities'? Wlicrc can our cliildrcn and grandchildren recreate'! 

Iss11c: 
Wc are conccrncd about tlie prcservatioli of historic mines, cabins. settlcmcnts, railroads, access 
routes and other features llscd by pioneers, homesteaders, loggers, scttlcrs, and miners. Thcsc are 
important cultural resources and should not be removed from the landscape. Wester11 c u l t ~ ~ r e  and 
hcritage has bccn characterircd by opportllnitics to work with tlie land and preservation of all 
remnants of tliis culture and heritage is important. Current management practices arc not ;~deqt~ately 
protecting western culture antl heritage including tlie opportunity to work with the land. We request 
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that the tics to the land tliat arc part of our local western culture and heritage be protected and that 
the preferred travcl tnanagement alternative include opportunities to visit thcsc features as part of 
tnotorircd interpretative spur destinations and loops. 

Issue: 
We live in  this area and accept the cconomic compromises of living here so that we can acccss and 
recreate on our public lands. We arc fortunate to havc an abundance of public lands and there is no 
valid reason why wc should not have rcasonablc opportunity to ellJoy tlicni. Our local culti~re is built 
on thc hundation of access to visit and use these lands. Now travel planning and other initiatives 
arc scvcrcly restricting tliat acccss and recreational oppo~tunities. We liave only one lifetime to 
enJoy thcsc opportunities and these opportunities are being systematically clirninaletl. Thc impacts 
of lost opportunities 011 motorized recreatiotiists arc significant ant1 irretrievahlc and irrcvcrsible. 
We won't be living this life again. NEPA requires atlequatc evaluation and consideration of 
il-retrievable and irrcvcrsihle impacts. We request that the evaluation and decision-making 
adequately identify and address thcsc impacts. NEPA also rcquircs adequate mitigation of 
irretrievable and irrcvcrsiblc impacts. Wc rcqucst that the decisiotl-making provide for adequate 
mitigation to avoid thc irrctricvablc and irreversible impacts of lost opport~~nilies on motorixcd 
rccrcationists. 

Issue: 
Judge Molloy May 21. 2001 Order bottom ofpagc 13. 111 1996, District Rrrrrger 1.rrrry Tinrchnk of 
/ / I ( ,  Jrrtliflr i(nrrgo 1)istricf rrofctl " Wlrib, r~rotorizcrl ~ r s o l s  f~pi~.rr l lv  hnvc ' 1  hiylr /olcrrr~rt~c,/i,r 1 1 0 1 1 -  

,, r~rolori~crl rcrrcntio?ri.\~t.s. //le rever.se 1.s /)y~irrrllv rrot llrc <,ir.sc. 

Wc arc conccmetl about the protection of our western culture. This culture is charactcrircd by 
acccss to thc land for multiple-uses, friendliness, good neighborliness, tolerance and sharing. 
Motorized access to the land provides opportu~iities for sightseeing, exploring, weekend drives a r~d  
picnics, hiking, rock climbing, skiing, mountain biking, riding horses, camping, hunting, target 
shooting, lishing, viewing wildlife. OI IV recreation, snowmobiling, accessing patented mining 
claims, gathering oSlirewood, rocks. natural footls, ctc. and physically challcngcd visitors who must 
use wlieclcd vcl~iclcs to visit public lands. Both our observations and the Social Assessment for 
Beaverhead-Deerlodgc National Forest f o ~ ~ n t l  that thcsc multiple-use visitors represent over 90% of 
the total visitors and that thcsc visitors rely on motorized access. Wc are fortunate to liave extensive 
puhlic lands to support the western culture. Whilc mechanized and multiple-usc rccreationists are 
tolerant ofothcrs as noted by the District Ranger, this does not mean that non-motorized intcrcsts 
should he allowetl to dominate resource allocation decisions. We request that multiple-use 
managcmcnt principles be used to protect wcstern culture and values including access to the land for 
tnultiple-uses, friendliness, good neighborliness, tolerance and sharing. 

Iss11c: 
Our public lands arc a trcmcndous national rcsourcc both in total area and features. Public lands 
should bc available for conflict-frcc usc and cr~joymcnt by everyone. Unrortunatcly public lands 
havc hccr~ turncd into a conflict zone by non-motorized ranatics. What is right about this siti~atio~l? 
I t  is a great disscrvicc to the public. We request a managctnent initiative be introduced that will 
return public lands for the use and en~oymcnt of everyone for once arid for cvcr. 

Issue: 
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Additionally, OHV routes in adjaccrit forcsts are being rcduccd at an alaniiing rate and arc 
compountling the cost in t i~nc  and energy even f~~rther .  We request thc evaluation of the economic 
cost of kwcr niotorizcd recreation opportunities on motorized rccrcationists ant1 the signi licant 
cunii~lativc negative eSfect ofall travcl management decisions that contribute to thcsc social and 
cconomic impacts on motorizcd recreationists. 

Issuc: 
Motorized recreationists al-c vcry concerned that a rcasonablc alternative will not be adequately 
addressed in the cnvironrnental tlocurncnt and decision-making and that the process is prcdisposed. 
To prcvcnt this from happening again, wc request a Multiple-llse Review Board hc established to 
assure tliat the decision-making reflects the multiple-use managcmcnt goals and tlie needs ofthc 
public. Wc request that a Multiple-llse Review Board look into all past travcl management 
tlecisions within public lantls to detcrniinc whether all decisions have adequately considcrcd thc 
nccds of multiple-usc and motorized recreationists. Where decisions havc not adequately considcrcd 
the nccds of multiple-use and motorizcd recreationists, wc rcqucst that the reasons hc idcntilicd and 
that cot-rective actions bc taken. 

Issue: 
Olicntimcs, the text and maps in travcl management documents do not effectively cunimicate or 
dcscrihc to nlotorizcd visitors the trails and roads tliat they arc accustomed to visiting. Thcrcforc, 
niotorizcd visitors do not rcalizc tliat the Agency proposes to close tnany of the roads and trails tliat 
have been i~scd for decades by generations of motorized visitors. 

The public has not dcvcloped a clear undct-standing as to what is about to happen to the roads and 
trails tliat they routinely visit hccausc thc travel manycnicnt process has not cffcctivcly 
communicatetl the cxtcnt of the roads and trails proposed Sor closurc. Instcad, tlie public will go out 
to tlicir lhvoritc road and trail and lirid it closed to their usc after tlie proposed action is cnactcd. 

I t  will t;lkc tliil'crcnt approaches to cll'cctivcly communicate to thc public, which roads and trails arc 
suh,jcct to the proposed action. For example, one altemativc communication nicthod could includc 
posting of tlie roads and trails proposed Sor closure with signs ibr a period of I ycar prior to the EIS 
process stating "Road or Trail Proposed for Closure, for lnorc information or to cxprcss your 
opinion please call xxx-xxxx or sent1 written comments to xxxxx." 

Other methods could include thc use ofinhrriiation kiosks and trail rangers as discussed in other 
sections. Wc request a coniniitnicnt by tlie agencies to tlicse sorts of direct communications with 
motorizctl visitors to rcacli and involve them. NEPA does not precludc tlicse types of methods and, 
in k t ,  rcquircs the process to bc user friendly. 

Issuc: 
Current management philosophy seems to be that thc only way to atldrcss a problcm is by closing 
access to public lands. Eliminating opportunities docs not solve problcnis. An approach that is more 
reasonable to tlic public including motorizcd visitors is to maintain rccrcation opportunities by 
addressing problems through mitigation measures such as cducation, signing, seasonal rcstrictions, 
user fees, and structural improvements such as watcr bars, trail re-routing, and bridges. There may 
be prohlcnis with certain niotorizcd roads and trails hut  wc should work to solve and tnitigatc thcni 
and not to conipound tticni by enacting more closurcs. We request the agcncics to support and use 
mitigations and cducatiori as a means to address and mitigate prohlcrlis rather than closures. 
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Isst1c: 
Most problcms associatcd with visitors can he addressed hy cducation. Education should be tlic first 
line of action and all cducation lileasurcs should he exhausted bcforc pursuing other actions. There 
arc situations wcrc cducation is fjr  more effective than law enlbrccmcnt. 'l'he elimination of much 
needed recreational opportunitics is not reasonahlc without lirst exhausting all possible means of 
education to address thc probleni. Educational programs could include usc of  mailings, handouts, 
iniproved travel management mapping, paniplilcts, TV and radio spots, web pages, newspaper 
articles, signing, presentations, information kiosks witli mapping, and trail rangers. 

Restrictions or closures are not always obvious to tlic public. Education can also hc in  the form oS 
nieasurcs such as the L I S ~  ofjackleg fknccs witli signs at tlic end of motorircd trails in scnsitivc arcas 
so that public is made aware of thc end of the motorized trail and the surrounding arca closure. The 
use ofpublic education to address problcms may requirc cffort and time hut it is more reasonablc 
than the usc ofclosures. We request the full use of cducation to address visitor problems. 
Atlditionally, individual rnotorizetl recreationisis and groups can be called upon to assist witli thc 
implementation of the educational process. 

Issue: 
An altcr~iativc to lnotorizcd closurcs in many cases would be to keep motorizcd opportunities open 
arld LISC ctlucalio~i 011 pri~iciplcs such as those Sound in the Tread l.ightly prograni and Blue Ribbon 
Coalition Recreation Code of Ethics and Principles to addrcss and cliniinatc spccific issucs 
associated with motorized recreationists. 'l'hese eflbrts coultl iucludc thc use oSpamplilcts, 
inSor~i~atio~i kiosks, and prcscntations. liducation can also bc uscd to address and climinate issues 
associated with tlo~i-motorized recrcationists by encouraging their usc of rcasonable expectations, 
reaso~lablc tolerance of others, and reasonablc sharing of our land resources. 

I'o date, educational measures havc not been adcquatcly considered, evaluated or implcmcntcd. We 
request that educational mcasurcs be incorporated as part oStliis proposed action and that the 
cumulative negative irr~pact on motoriscd rccreationists of  not using education it1 all past actions 
involving motorizcd recreational opportunities bc addressed. Additionally, we request that an 
atlcqi~atc mitigation plali hc includetl as part of this action to compensate Sor past cumulative 
negative impacts associated with inadequate usc of cducation nicasurcs in past actions. 

Issue: 
Managcnicnt of public lands to maximize wild game populations at the expense of  other uses is not 
reasonable and docs not meet thc rcquircrncnts of multiple-use laws and policies. We support 
hunting but we question why liunti~~g's impact on wildlife is acceptable ant1 non-destructive viewing 
by motorized visitors is r~ot ;icceptablc. We are co~icerncd that public lands that were designated for 
multiple-use management are not bcing managed for multiple-use as rcquircd under: 

I. The Multiple Usc Sustained Yield Act of IC)6O ( I 6  U.S.C. 528 et scq.) defiricd Multiple-Use 
as "The nrrrrrtrg~.nrcrtt of'[rll the ~~irriorrs rcnewtrhle srfrfrrce resorrrce ofthe rirrtionol /ures/s 
so  thul ihqy urc ririlizccl it1 tlrc conrhirlntior~ tlirrt will hest rrreel the neecls ofthe Afrreric<irr 
people...". Outdoor recreation is the lirst stated purposc of thc act. 

2. Public Law 88-657 states that "[he Cor~gress herehj~,fincls [rnrl decktres that the constrrrctiort 
trrrtl rrrair~tet~nr~cc of ~ I I I  nrleqrrrrte svstern (grouth nrrd ~rrrils wil11i11 N I I ~  I I C ~ I ~  the trl~ti~rrnl 
fb/.ccts rrrrtl o t l ro  1rrrrcl.s crtlrrrir~i.stererl 11~. the f i r e s1  Servicc is cssrrrtitrl i/irrcrcnsitrg rlcn1rrri~1.s 
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f i r  ~ i r i r h ~ ~ ;  recrer~tio~~. ~ I W L I  olher 1rse.s O ~ S I I C I I  Irr~rIs IIYC to be I N C ~ ;  thtrt ~ I I C  (~~-i.rtcncc of'~rrc11 
rr slJ.rtrnr ~~orrlrl lrcrve the e f jc t ,  . . rrnrorrg otlrc~r tlritrgs, ofinrrcrrsi~~g the vnlrrc oftinrho. crrlrl 
other resourc,es trihrrtriv,~ to suclr rotrtls; trrrtl tlrnt srrch n .y.v.ster?r is essenticrl to crlirhle [Ire 
Secrctnq~ r?fAgricrrlturc (Ircreint</~cr called the Sccrettrrv) to j~rovitle fir i~rtensive rise, 
protection, ilcvclopnrerrt, trnrl nranogo~rerrt oftlrese lant1.s rrr~rlerprinciples ?fr?rtrlfiple use 
rtrrtl srrsttrirrctliclrl ?f'prodr~cts nrrtl  service.^ ". 

3. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) statcs that "(7) goirls nrrtl 
ol?jectivcs he esti~hli.slred h,y lrrw iis jirritlclii~e.s/urp~~hlic lirnd L I S ~  pltr~t~tirrg, trrrtl thnt 
mtrrrtrgernerrt he on the hnsis ofmrtltiple rrse unrl.szt.sttrined,yiclrl rrnless otl~erwise spccificrl 
hz IOW: and, (c) In the tlevrlopnrerrt or111 revision oflirrrtl use plnws. 111c S(~crctrrr~' slrrrll -- ( I )  
rrse trntl ohserve thepriwcij)le.s of mtrltiple rrsc rrwtl.stutirinerl.~~iclrl sct fort11 in this rrrrrl otlrer 
trpplicuhle low;". 

4. The BLM Strategic Plan FY 2000 to 2005 statcs that: "7b achieve this nris.siorr. tile Hrrrerrrr 
r? fLr~~r/  M r ~ t ~ t r g e l ~ ~ l l t / i ) ~ / o w ~ r  theye princip/es: Mtrnnge rrrrluru~ resources for nrulliple use 
tr~rtl lung-ternr vnlue, recognizing tlrut //re n1i.r of permitted und t~llowuhle ~ r s e s  will Ijrr<v 
fionr nrecr to trrccr orrrl over time." 

We rcqucst carcfi~l considcration of the nlultiple-use nccds of the public and implementat~on oftlie 
ohjcctivcs of multiple-use laws and policics as part of the proposed action. 

Issuc: 
The roads and trails in the project area are not new or "user crcatcd" travelways. Tllcsc roads and 
trails havc cxisted for many years. The public has rclicd on thcni Sor acccss for many years and for 
ninny purposes. 'This pattern of use is well established. A reasonable travel manage~nent altcr~iativc 
w o ~ ~ l d  use arca closure to prevent the crcation of unwanted trails by visitors and, at the same time, 
allow thc p ~ ~ b l i c  to LISC all ofthc existing nlotorized routes. Too niany nlanagenient actions have 
hccn enacted without thc development of this reasonable alternative. The cuniulativc ncgativc 
impact of the travel managcmcnt process on motorized access and recreation opportunities has been 
significant. Wc request that the preferred alternative be based on the existing motorizcd routes that 
are considered imporpant resources by motorizcd recreationists. 

Issue: 
A reasonable 'l'ravcl Management alternative would maintain existing travelways that providc 
motorizcd rccrcationists with a system of loops and destinations. The preferred altemative should 
provide acccss to motorizcd looped trail systems, spurs for exploration and destinations. and 
lnotorizcd acccss to areas located outside the project area. We request that the cumulative negative 
cffcct of reduced recreation and access opportunities Tor niotoriscd visitors within the project arca 
be adequately considered in the document and decision-making. The cumulative ncgativc cffcct of 
eliminating motorized access to loop trail systems, providc exploration opportunities and 
desti~lations outside of the project area should also bc adequately considered in the docu~ncrit and 
dccision-making. 

Issue: 
Current management trends are attempting to restrict public access to narrow corridors along major 
roads. This managenlent trend is widespread among all agencies. If allowcd to continue, this trend 
will conccntralc over 05% of the visitors to less than 10% of the area. The cumulative ncgativc 
impact from concentrating visitors to narrow corridors will result in poor management of public 
lands and unrcasonablc access to public lands and recreational opportunities. We rcqucst the 
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cvaluation of the cuniulative ncgativc impacts li.om management goals that tend to concentrate 
visitors to narrow corridors and reduce rccrcation opportinlities for niotorized visitors. Othcr 
associated negative impacts that should also be evaluated include loss ofdispcrscd rccrcation 
opportunities, rcducc(1 quality oirccrcation, loss rccrcation diversity, and unequal allocation of 
recreation opportunitics. 

Issuc: 
OIfV and other motorized recreationists seek the challenge antl scnsc of  exploratio~l that priniitive 
roatls and motorizcd trails provide. 'l'lie preferred travel management alternative should not restrict 
niotorizcd acccss and recrcation to narrow corridors along a few major roads. This restriction would 
not provide for the type of experiences tliat most motorized visitors are seeking and. therefore, does 
not meet the ~iccds of motorized visitors. We request that the analysis and dccision-making avoid 
restricting iliolorized access antl rccreation opportunities lo narrow corridors along major roads. 

Iss11e: 
'Timber harvcsts have included Inany motorized closurcs as associatctl actions. Many timber 
harvcsts such as those in the arca of 'l'reasurc Mountain and Bison MounLain in HNF have had 
associalcd niotorized closurcs that wcrc done without adequately addressing the impact on 
motorized visitors. Many of thcsc motorizcd closurcs were done as a concession to those opposed to 
the tinrber salcs antl without input liorn motorized rccrcationists. Many of the closures and 
obliterations includcd historic travelways used for exploration, tilining, and travel since thc pioneer 
days. Additionally, forests arc a renewable resource and impacts associated with culling units arc 
relatively short-lived. Thcrciore, many motorized routes tliat were closcd due to timber harvests 
could bc reopened (returned to pre-harvest condition) now bccausc the vcgclation and coves has 
becn reestahlisl~ctl. However, lnost of the lnotorizcd closurcs associated with cutting units liavc been 
long-tcrm. All past motorized closures and road and trail ohlitcralions done as part of timber sales 
sliould be atlcqi~ately evaluated ant1 thc cumulative ncgativc impact oitliosc closures on niotorized 
acccss and recreation. 

Issue: 
111 the past, timber harvcsts have bccn contluctcd without consideration for maintaining existing 
niotorized trails through the ;ire:i. Therefore, motorized recrcation opportunitics have been 
eliminated as part oftimber salcs. The Little Blackfoot and 'Telegraph ('reek arcas arc cxaniples o i  
motorized closurcs does as part of tinibcr harvests tliat have frag~nentcd the motorized road and trail 
systetn. Now as mitigation measure to ofl'set the significant i~npact from the cuniulativc effect of all 
past actions, motorized trail systems should be developctl using tiniber sale roads and trails. 
Existing tinlhcr sale roads and trails should be inter-connccted by construction of new trail segnicnts 
or rehabililation of cxisting trail segnicnts to provide mitigation for lost motorized rccrcation 
opportunitics. Connector trails should be constructed to avoid dead-end trails. These systems could 
provide recreation opportunitics Tor a variety o r  skill levels and visitors. 

Issuc: 
In some cases conflict oT uses has bccn created by Visitors Maps that are not consistent with Travel 
Plan maps. All visitors (motorizcd and noa-motorized) need to clearly understand what areas, roads 
or trails are open Tor niotorizcd travel and what areas, roads, or trails arc closed to nlotorizcd travel. 
Wc have cxpcricnced a number oin~isunderstandings by both non-motorized and molorized 
visitors. Wc reconlmcnd that the Travel Plan Map and Visitors Map be the same and that this 

WE am a locally auppor-tcd aa.*ocial:ion wtiorjr: purpose 1s to prc3erve tiails for- ail 

rcr rat ion is ts  through m4poni~ihlc ri~vironmmral protection and edilcation. 

Poyc 91 of101 



combination map slioultl includc as much detail as possihlc (such as contour inforriiation) so that tlie 
puhlic can better dctcrminc the location of roads and trails that arc opcn or closetl. 

Issue: 
'I'hcrc is a significant nccd to standardized signs within and across all agencies. For examplc, thcrc 
arc oftcn niisundcrstandi~igs about scasonal motor vehicle rcstrictions due to tlic "No" symbol with 
tlic actual closurc pcriod shown hclow in  small text tliat is often not sccn or understood. In this casc, 
thc road or trail is open cxccpt during tlie period show below hut thc sign is oftcn misintcrprctcd as 
closcd. We suggcst tliat travel managcmcnt signs be niadc casicr to understand and standardized. 
Signs arc tlic hackhorie o i a  good management program. Some exa~nplcs oiliow signs could be 
used to implement management are: 

Signs should be displayed at key access points to public lands explaining tlie basics; "OHV's 
allowcd on designated routcs to protect foliagc and prcvcnt erosion"; "Expect to see other 
visitors on tlic trails - shared trail arca"; "Report violations to 1-800-'YIP-MONT"; ctc. 
Trailliead signs should not only list rcstrictions hut should also tcll visitors what to cxpcct. 
Signs that say "expect to scc othcr trail uscrs" with universal sy~nhols indicating the uses 
they can expcct to see woultl work wcll. This approach is used successfully in ncarly every 
forcst across tlic country cxccpt those in Forcst Service Region 1 .  
Reinforce travel allowcd and restricted at intcrscctions. 
Rcirlforce i~iiportant mcssages; say the sanic thing in a diffcrcnt way. 

Issue: 
Along with tlie standardization of s i p s ,  thcrc is also a signilicant rlccd lo stalltlardiZc or simplify 
se;isonal closurc dates as much as possihlc. We suggcst tliat tlie number of diffcrcnt closures periods 
should he kept to a maxiniu~ii of two, ifpossihlc, in order to avoid confi~sion and resulting 
misuntlcrstandings. 

Issttc: 
I'hc cnvironrncntal document should he an issue drivcn document as rcquircd uridcr NEPA and 
guidclincs published by tlic Council on Environmental Quality. Thc driving travel nianagcmcnt 
issue is tlic development o f a  rcasonahle altemativc that mccls the nectls of thc public. NEPA 
requires that all rcasonahle altemativcs hc evaluated. We rcqucst that tlie environ~iicntal document 
include a travcl management altcrnative that is responsive to the public's multiple-use needs. A 
rcasonahle altcmativc would incorporate all existing ~llotorizcd roads and trails and rcstrict 
~notorizcd travcl to thosc travcl ways. A reasoliahle travel management altcrnative should providc a 
contiriuous systcm of roads and trails on which off-highway vehiclcs can he legally riddcn. A 
rcasonahlc travcl m;inagement altcrnative is needed in ordcr to avoid contributing to the significant 
impact that cumulative ncgative impacts havc had on motorizcd rccrcationists. In order to avoid 
contributing to further cumulative ncgative impacts we rcqucst that tlie preferred altcrnative be 
based on incorporating all existing motorizetl roads and trails and I-cstricti~ig motorized travel to 
thosc travel ways. 

Issue: 
A rcason;~ble altemativc instcad of all motori;.cd closures is a sliar~ng of resources. A reasonable 
altemativc for accomplishing this can hc done by designating alternating weeks for motorized and 
non-motori~cd LISC. Thc schedule can be communicated to the public by signs at each end ofthc trail 
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segments, newspaper articles. and through local user groups. 'l'his alternative eliminates any 
reasonable concern about conflict of uscrs (which wc think is over-stated and over-emphasized 
based on reasons discussed elsewhcrc in  this submitlal). 

Issuc: 
Wc are llliaware of'atiy documcntetl or Justifiable reports o f i ~ s e r  conflicl in the projecl arca. Wc 
request copies ofnny documentation of user co~iflicts in the arca and request that it bc catcgorizcd 
and wciglietl against the overall number of visitor-days to the area. Additionally, a difference in 
opinion about whether certain recreationists sliould bc able to visit multiple-usc public lands sliould 
not be considered a uscr-conflict. 

Issue: 
Executive Order 1 1644 was passed on February 8, 1972 and Executivc Order 11989 was passed on 
May 24, 1977. Thcsc Executive Ordcrs have hccn used to cnact thousands and thousands of 
motorized access and recreation closurcs since tlie 1970's. 'The cumulative negativc cffecl of 
Executive Orders 1 1644 and 1 1980 has hcen a dramatic loss of rccreation and access opportunities 
Ibr motorizcd rccrcationists and a dramatic increase in rccreation opporti~nitics for non-motorized 
recreationists. 

tixccutivc Orders 11644 and 11089 allow agencics to "niinimizc co~iflicts among tlie various uses". 
The Executivc Orders did not state "minimize conflict with other users". However, the 
implcnicntation of Exccutive Ordcrs 1 1044 ant1 1 1980 has been largely based on the incorrect 
intcrpretalio~l to "rnininiize conflicl with othcr users". The hollom line is that "irsc" conflicl 1s rather 
different from "user" conflict. 'l'herc arc certainly "uscs" that are incompatible liom an objective 
standpoint. For example, a ski run and a minc cannot operatc in the sanic placc at the salric time ... it 
is physically impossihlc and therefore a clear "use contlict." Howcvcr, in the casc of a mine located 
next to a ski hill,  both can operatc without a usc conflicl. 

Issue: 
Whctllcr there is a "uscr conllict" or not depends primarily on uscr attitudes. Just because soniconc 
says it is a conllict does not mean that it is a "rcasonable" or "significant" conflict. Wc request that a 
rcasonahlc definition for "significant" conflict bc developed and used as part of'this action. 

Issue: 
Conflict on multiplc use trails: Syntl~esis oftllc Literature and State of Practice; Report No.: 
FWWA-PD-94-03 I "Conflicl in outdoor recreation settings (such as trails) can best be defined as 
"goal interference attributed to another's behavior" (.lacob & Schreyer 1980, 369). As such, trail 
conflicts can and do occur among different user groups. among different users within the salue user 
group. and as a result of factors not related to uscrs' trail activities at all. In fact, no actual contact 
among users nccd occur for conflict to be felt. Conflict has been found to bc related to activity style 
(mode oftravel, level of tcchnology, environmental dominance, etc.), focus of trip, expcctations, 
attitudcs toward and perceptions oftlic cnvironmcnt, lcvcl oStolcra~~cc for others, and different 
norms held by dilTcrcnt users. Conflict is oStcn asynimetrical (i.c., one group rcscnts another, hut 
the reverse in not true). 

Issuc: 
.I'Iie m e  of Exccutive Ordcrs 1 I644 and 1 1089 to "mininiize conflict with other uscs" sliould be 
evaluated from the perspective of "fair-mindetlncss of expectations". '1.0 providc lion-motorized 
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experiences we havc designated and set-aside wildcmcsslnon-niotorizcti use areas. Just as 
motorized rccrcationists do not expect to bc able to use niotorizcd vchiclcs in wildernesslnon- 
niotorircd use areas, non-niotorircd enthusiasts should not cxpcct to go to multiple-use areas and 
experience wildcmcss conditions. If some non-motorized recreationists cannot accept ~iiotorized 
recreationists in  rnultiplc-usc areas, then they nccd to becollie familiar with travel plan liiaps and 
restrict thcmsclves to the many wildcr~icsslnon-motorized arcas that are available to them. 

Issue: 
Congress has recognized the nccd to share our lands for n~ultiple-uses and lias dircctcd fcdcral land 
agcncics to nianagc for multiple-uses under laws including tlie 1:etleral [.and Policy and 
Managct~~ctlt Act of 1976, Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and Public Law 88-657. 
Executive Ordcrs 11644 and 11989 tend to conflict with these niultiplc-use directives. 
These two executive orders intcrfcrc with the management of public lands for rnultiplc-uses and 
promote non-sharing and intolerant attitudes. Wc request that the analysis, preferred alternative and 
decision-making not let Executive Ordcrs 11644 and 11980 interfere with an equitahlc management 
of public larld for multiplc-uses. 

Issuc: 
Executive Orders 1 1044 and 11989 orornote intolcrancc and non-sliarine in a manncr that allows - 
otie group of recreationists to eliminate another group ofrccrcationists from public lands. The 
Sierra Club ORV Manual (h~tp:!/www.siur~-;~cI~~l~.c~)~~i/clii~~~tc'r~~itI/t)rvii~~~i~x~~~ ) states, 
"l<crrrcnrher, orle ntlverse ir~rprrt,t i.s "trser ( .o~fl ic t  ". We [/re ( I ~ I ~ ~ S I I I ~  0 wo~t lc~rf i~ l  I~gcrI tuctic. NL,,~-/ 
fir?leyor~ clre on rr hike a~irl rr rlirf hike rours hv, get 40 [rierlils f o  (111 ctrll or writc to tlrc i+'orect 
S~rper-visor ~rrril .sr~v. Wc tl~~mrrntl irnrnerliutc c lo sur~~  ofthc trcril lo tlirt hikes .... ". Other organixations 
such as Wild Wildcrttcss provide incident Reporting Forms 
( i~ i tp :~: \ r \ \ \~ .wi ld \v i I~ lc .~:~cs. ; .~)~g!y i / rc~~of l~!~f i~ ) to report conllicts with visitors using vchiclcs ant1 
encourage tlie use ofthcsc forms. The National Wildlife Foundation in thcir June and July 2004 
issues oSRangcr Rick Magazinc presented a strongly anti-OHV cartoon to its readers. As 
demonstrated by these examples, somc non-motorizctl interests arc in the conflict busi~icss bccausc 
they stand to gain by crcating conflicts. Actions hy somc non-motorized special-interests have 
gotten to thc cxtrcme where they shoulti be considered Iiarassmcnt. All visitors to public lalids IIILIS~ 

rcspcct c;ich othcr and acconimodatc e:ich other with reasonable expectations and reasonable 
actions. Wc havc always been respectful of other visitors and havc never observetl a conflict 
hctwccn noti-motorized and motorized visitors during our visits to public lands spanning 40 years. 

All users of multiple-use lands must be willing to sharc and tolerate with all others. Motorized 
visitors are willing to share and tolerate othcr visitors. A small niinority of non-motorized visitors 
should not be able to inflict such a large impact on the rnajority of visitors. We request that tlie 
significant ncgativc and ineql~ilablc impacts that Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 have iluposed 
on motorized recreationists hc adcquatcly evaluated, and lhctorcd into the preferred alternative. We 
request that thc decision-making provitle for actions necessary to provide responsible use of these 
two Exccutivc Ordcrs. 

Issuc: 
lJscr conflict is vastly overslated by non-motorized recreationists for self-scrving rcasons. 'I'liis 
overstatement is conlirnled by data collected by the Wildlands ('cntcr for Preventing Roads 
(Ilill,.!/!g~1ps.\viI~ir~)~kics.or~!c,rvit1:1t~~bi1sc.I1trtil ). This organization has asscmblcd all of thc conflict 
ofuscrs data available liom thc Forcst Service. Kccortls kom 134 national forests i~itlicate a total of 
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1.609 noise violations, 145 smokc violations, and 1,272 safety violations for a total of 3,116 
violations during tlie pcriod from 1987 to 1998. 'l'lie avcragc violations per year would equal 283 or 
about 2 violations per forest per year. Most likely, many of these violatiolis were not relatcd to OHV 
rccrcationists. Motorized recreationists are coniniittcd to reducing thc number oiviolations and 
using education to increase puhlic awareness of visitor ant1 lalid use ethics. Ilowcvcr. consitlering 
the tens of millions ofvisitors to our national forcsls during this I I-year pcriod, the 3,116 viollt' tons 
arc statistically insignificant and do not support the argument that user conflict is a significant 
problem. Lastly. tlic tolal numhcr of  violations rcported in Northcrn Region Sorcsts was zero. 

Issuc: 
Over the past 4 ycars we havc tnct 75 hikers in  tlie multiple-usc public lantls arcas that we visit. 
'l'licrc havc bccn no conflicts during thcse meetings. In fact, most oftcn wc have stoppcd and visited 
with thcsc liikcrs and excha~igcd information. At tlie same timc ovcr the past 4 ycars we have 
obscrvcd well ovcr 2000 ~iiotorized rccreationists. Wc havc cocxistcd for years without any 
measurahlc conflict. Why is coexistence suddcnly consitlcrcd such a problem by some people? We 
arc concerned that this posilion has hccn taken for sclFscrving reasons. There is no evidence of any 
real conllict. 

Issue: 
In our locale, we scc so few rio~i-motorized recreationists on multiple-use trails that we cannot 
understand how a colillict oiuses  could bc substantiatetl. Additionally, it is not reasonable ibr non- 
motorized users to claim a conllict of uses based on thcir observation ofmotorizetl whccl prints on n 
road or trail (do they feel the salnc way about mountain bikes'!). It is not reasonablc to provide one 
group of rccreationists with the opportunity to claim a "conflict of uses" and use tliat as a basis to 
deny other recrcationists equal acccss to public lands. This iorlii of conflict creation and thcn 
resolution by elimination of rnotorizcd recreational opportunities is not equitahlc. 

The reasonable and cquitablc way to deal with differences is to acccpt each otlicrs difference. How 
else can diversity survive? All ~ S L I S  have a respoiisibility to accept ant1 promote diversity of 
recreation oti public lands. An unwillingness to acccpt diversity is a firndanicntal hiling ofthosc 
who scck to climinate things that don't lit thcir pcrspectivc. Diversity of rccrcation opportunities 
car1 orily he accomplished through management for multiple-use ant1 attitudcs that proliiote 
tolerance, sharing atid coexistence. Behaviors that are non-sharing or intolerant of other 
rccrcationists on public lands should not be rcwardcd yct it is. The conti~iual loss oflnotorizcd 
access and rccrcational opportunities and tlic ricgative attitudes toward multiple-usc recreationists is 
seriously degrading our culture and qilality of  liie. Wc rcquest that elimination and restrictions of  
recreation opporti~nitics not bc imposed on motorized visitors becausc other visitors arc not able to 
share and hc tolerant. Wc rcquest tliat rcvisions to Executive Ordcrs 1 1644 and 1 1989 be niatlc in 
order to return cquitahle guidaticc to federal land-usc managers. 

Issuc: 
During tlie 1970's, wlicn Executive Ordcrs 1 1044 and 1 1989 were crcatcd, snowniobile a id  
motorcycles wcrc much louder than today's niacliincs. Conccni with sound levels lead to the 
creation of  Executive Orders I 1  644 ant1 1 1989. Today's tcclinology provides machines tliat are 
signilicantly quieter than in the 1070's. Furtlicrniorc, thc tcchnology now exists to make vehicles 
cvcn quieter. Thcrcfore. conccm with sound lcvcls can he mitigated by establishing a reasonablc 
tlecibel limit for exhaust systcnis. States sucli as Califor~iia and Oregon have enactcd sound 
cmission limits. Wc cncourasc all Jurisdictions to adopt the stationary sound tcst procetlures as sct 
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Sorth in the Society of Autotnotivc Engineers .I-1287 June 1'980 standard. Public land-use agencies 
could establish rcasonahlc sound limits and use tliis approach to atldrcss tlic sound level issue. This 
altetnativc would he niorc equitable than closurcs. We request that this reasonable alteniativc to 
motorixcd closurcs he pursi~cd and incorporateci into the prcfcrred alternative and decision-making. 

Iss11c: 
It is not rcasonablc to enact rnotorizcd closures based on tlic issue of sound whcn viahlc alteniativcs 
could hc pursnetl. The Sicrra Club's in their ORV Handbook makes tlic following statenicnt "The 
filer i.s thcrl ~rrosl OKV troisc is utrrrcccsstrr?.; cvcrl nrotorqcles crrtl he r~~ufllecl to relolivelv 
~rrlol?;et.lio~rrrhIc ~roisc levcl ". Wc rcquest that agencics initiatc an etlucation campaign (loud is not 
cool) to promote thc dcvcloprnent and usc of qi~ict machines. OFlV brochures suc11 as tliosc 
published by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest includc public awarcncss infomiation on the 
imporlance of sound control. 

Issuc: 
Wc request that thc proccss include consideration of the negative impacts that proposcd niolorizctl 
road and trail closures will havc on firc management. f ~ c l  wood harvcst for homc heating, and 
timber managcmcnt. Thc anzllysis should includc an analysis of thc bcriclits to the public from the 
gathcring of deadfall lor lircwood from cacli oStlic roads and trails proposed Sor closure. These 
analyses arc cspccially significant Sbllowing a dcvastatilig firc scason and a period of rising energy 
costs. Thc need for fircwood gathcring is increasing given the increasing energy costs 
(li~tp:!:\\ \\ \\  . I ~ c ~ c ~ ~ ; I ~ ! ~ . c ~ I ~ I I ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : I ~ s / ~ O O ~ . ~ ~  I !O?:monca~l;~i;IOI I 1 ()2Q3-MLLx1 ) and we havc noticed a 
signilicant increase in lirewood gathering this past year. Thc closure of roads and trails is occurring 
at a large scale on all pi~blic lands. Therefore, tlic analysis should also cvaluatc the cutnulativc 
ncgativc impacts of ~iiotorized road and trail closures and thc conversion ofniultiplc-usc lands to 
litiiitcd-use lands on firc management, tinihcr managcmcnt, and fircwood gathcring. 

Iss11c: 
Page 21 5 oftlic Supplcmcnt to Big Snowy Mountains EA. Solilrctle is tr/~cr:ronnl, sul~;ccrivc vtrllre 
t1t;firrcrl n . ~  isoltrtio~l fhnl the .si,yh~.s, .solol[l n~ldpreser~ce of o~lrers, nmI tlrc clcvelopnrort of I I ~ ~ I I .  

Wc acknowlcdgc the value of solitude and point out that thcrc are many acres oSwildcrncssinon- 
ti~otorizetl/exclusivc-use available to provide that solitude. Our conccrn is in regards to tlic 
dimi~iisliing amount oCt~iultiplc-use lands and the unrcasonahle concept that niultiplc-usc lands 
sliould be managcd as wildernessinon-motorircdicxclusivc-use lands. Managing multiple-use lands 
by wildcrticss criteria and for pcrfcct solitude docs not mcct tlic communal nccds of the public and 
is not a reasonable goal for multiple-usc lands. 

Thc opportunity for solitudc [nust be reasonably balanced with the multiple-use needs of the public. 
For cxamplc, tlic MonLana Stat~dard in  an article on Decetliber 14. 2000 reported that hikers on the 
Cotiti~icntal Divide trail "walkcd for 300 miles without sccing another human being". This articlc 
illustrates a signilicant long-distance interstate rccrcational opportunity availahlc to non-motorized 
visitors and tlic negligible use that it sees. In contrast, a long-distancc intcrstatc recreational 
opportunity for OHV recreationists does not exist. 

It is not cquitahle to provide recreationists scck~ng solitutlc and wildcrncss experiences exclusive 
acccss to tens of niillions of acrcs ant1 thousands of milcs of non-motori~ed trails while restricting 
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the public seeking multiple-use opportunities access to an inadcquatc road and trail system. We 
request an equitable and balancetl allocation of motorized acccss and recreational opportunity. 

Issuc: 
Wc have seen a low level of use used as a factor to close motorizcd routes. This criterion should 
also be applied equally to non-motorized routes. For example, a low level of use by motorcycles was 
used as a reason to close the Ncz Pcrce trail in the Bcaverhead-Deerlodgc National Forcst. This 
same reason should he usetl to open up non-niotorized trails experiencing a low lcvcl of use to 
niotori7,cd use. 

Iss11c: 
Whcr~ considering the level o lusc  for either keeping a road or trail open or closed, the evaluation 
must recognize that niotorcycle use and tracks arc far less obvious on the ground than atv tracks. 

Issue: 
We request a network of  national rccre;ltion trails lor motorized recreationists equivalent to thc 
Continental Dividc Trail (CDT), Pacilic Crest 'frail, National Recreation Trail and othcr national 
non-motorized trails that travel a long distalice and interconnect with othcr forests. Ifniotorizcd - 
rccrcationists had trails of regional and national signilicancc, thcy would scc corisidcrable use. Non- 
motorized recreationists have considerably niorc national trail recreation opportunities than 

~ ~ 

motori~ed rccreationists. We request that the needs of  motorizcd recreatio~iists ibr regional and 
national travelways be evaluated. Wc rcqucst an cvaluation of  the cumulative negative impacts and 
ctivironmental justice issl~cs surrounding the lack of regional and national ~iiotorizcd trails for 
motorized recreationists. We rcquest that regional and national motorized recreational trails be 
identified and actions be taken to implement thosc trails. 

Iss11c: 
Thc Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area in the Helena National Forcst is an cxaniplc of 
managcnicnt of an arca for a relatively narrow range ofpublic nccds. Tlic underlying management 
criterion in the Elkhorr~ area is for ideal wildlife conditions and not Lbr tllc diverse needs ol'thc 
public. Tlic diverse need oftlie public can only he met by management for multiple-use. While thel-e 
arc designated routes within the arca, thcy arc nlostly roads with no challcngc and limited access to 
interesting arcas and features. 'fhcrc arc fcw OHV loops or destinations. Koatls and trails such as 
thosc in  Section I and I I ,  f 6 N ,  R2W; Sections 13 and 4, T6N, R3W; Sections 3 1 ant1 3 1 in T7N. 
R2W; Section 36, '1'7N. R3W; Sections 25,35, and 36, TSN, RI W and others could havc bccn kept 
open i'or sumn~cr season recreation use ant1 closed during calving ant1 hunting scasons where 
necessary for wildlife managenlent. Instead. thcy were closetl. Tlic altcrnativc of seasonal closures 
would havc benefited far more people and still maintained a more than reasonable wildlife habitat. 

Additional Suggestions for Management of Motorized Recreation 
I .  Agencies are encouraged to kccp all existing trail systems open to motorizcd visitors. 
2. Agencies arc encouraged to add all existing road ands trails that are not on the trail systeni 

inventory to the roads and trail inventory. 
3. Agcncies are encouraged to rcturri trails that ~ ~ s e d  to be on trail inventories to the current 

inventory. 
4. Whcrc possible, agencies are encouraged to provide traillieads for niotorizetl trails that arc 

convenient to urban areas. 
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5. Where possible, agencies are encouraged to provide traillieads for motorizctl trails that arc 
located at the boundary of urban areas and trails that conncct urban arcas to pi~blic lands and 
for111 motorized recreation opportunities similar to the I'aiutc Trail i l l  Utah 
(!~t1~):~:\v\vn..ma1-y~v;1lc.o1-g;p;1i~1t~~~r~;1il:contc11ls,l~l11iI). 

6. Agencics arc encouraged to insure that acccss to trails is not blocked by privatc lands atid tliat 
private lantlowncrs do not have special acccss privileges. Where privatc landowners have 
elected to block public acccss to public lands, tlie boundary between that la~itlow~ier and public 
land should be closed to motorized acccss using a "boundary closure" in order to avoid special 
acccss privilcgcs for privatc landowners onto public land. Motorircd access for the pi~blic on the 
public lands side should remain opcn to the boundary closurc and the acq~~isition of public right- 
of-way shoultl be pursued with the private landowner. 

7. Agencies arc encouraged to keep niotorircd access through privatc land opcn to the public. 
Every pi~blic acccss closure through privatc land should be challenged and protected by asserting 
Icgd right-of-ways. 'The cumulative negative impact ofthis lack of action has created private 
motorized rcscrvcs on public lands or dcFacto wildel-nessinon-~notoriredlexclusive-is areas 
acccssiblc only to privatc la~idowncrs. 

8. Agencies arc encouraged to acquire private land and right-or-ways to provide access to public 
land that is now blocked off to tlie public. This action is necessary to rcvcrsc the prevailing trend 
over the past 35 + years of less acccss to p ~ ~ b l i c  lantl and the significant impact that the 
cumulative efrect of closure after closure has had motorized acccss and motorized recreation. 

9. Implcmcnt scasonal closures, whcrc required, with input and review by OHV rccrcationists that 
will: ( I )  providc the maximum amount of OHV recreational opportunity during tlie summer 
recreation season in ortlcr to disperse all forms of trail use and thus minimize inipacts to trail 
oscrs; (2) providc winter OHV recreation opportunities in low-elevation arcas that are not 
critical wintcr game range; (3) providc OHV recreation and acccss during hunting season by 
keeping major roatis and OHV loops open while closing spllr roads ant1 trails necessary to 
provide reasonable protection ofganle popolations ant1 a reasonable hunting cxpcricncc; and (4) 
providc OHV recreation opportunities during spring months in all arcas wlicrc erosion and 
wildlife calving conditions reasonably allow. 

10. Existing scasonal closures tend to scparatc the ~notorizctl and non-motorized peak use seasons. 
One sire does not ncccssarily fit every circumstance but standardize or simplify seasonal closure 
dates as much as possible. The number ofdifferent closures periods should be kept to a 
maximum of  two, ifpossiblc, in order to avoid confi~sion and resulting misunderstandings. 

I I .  Motori~cd rccrcationists would bc willing to accept area closurc when necessary to protcct the 
riatural environment i l l  exchange for a reasonable network of OtlV roads and trails. 

12. In areas where OHVs must use a roadway, travel management plans should include the 
designation of dual-usc roads to allow OHV's to move from one trail segment to another. 

13. Provide opcn or play areas for niotorircd rccrcation opportunity and trials bikes where 
acceptable in selected arms. 

14. Motorcycle trail riders enjoy riding singlc-track trails. Motorized single-track recreation trails 
arc limited at this time ant1 continue to decline. Some BLM and FS districts do not dil'ferentiatc 
hctwccn A'I'V and lnotorcyclc trails in their travel plans. Evaluations ant1 travel plans should 
differentiate bctwccn ATV and motorcycle trails. 

15. Single-track trails tliat are not appropriate for ATV use should bc kcpt open for  noto or cycle use. 
16. The number of "single track" motorcycle trails that motorcycle riders seek has been 

significantly rcduccd over the last 35 years. 
17. The integrity of the "loop" trail system should be maintained. Loop systcnis minimize thc 

number ofon-trail encounters because non-motorized trail usel-s don't cncounter ~notorized 
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users going both directions, as they do on non-loop trails. Loop trails also offer trail users a 
niore desirable recreational expcricncc. Agcncics arc cncouraged to provide opportunity for 
"motorized loop trail systems" to lessen impacts and to provide a better I-ecreational experience. 
Spul-s are uscful for exploration and reaching destinations. 

18. Agencies arc cncouraged to allow use of specific roads for OHVs that arc not licensetl Sor the 
street use in ortlcr to develop a network of roads that tie OHV trails together. 

19. Agcncies arc cncouragctl to utilize standardized trail signing and marking in order to lessen 
confusion. Trails closcd unless otherwise marked open arc not reasotiablc. Trails, when closed, 
should be signed wit11 an oflicial, legitimate reason. Monitoring should he implen~crltcd to 
justify the reasons stated. 

20. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to u t i l i~e  all trail maintenance and ~~pgratling management techniques, 
such as, bridging, puncheon, realignment, drains, and dips to prevent closure or loss of 
motorized trail use. Trails slioultl not hc closed bccausc of a problen~ with a bad section oftrail. 
The solution is to fix the problem area or rcroutc the trail, not to close it. IS funding or 
manpower is a problem, then other resources should bc looked to including local voluntccr 
groups, statc or  national OHV funding. 

21. Agencics arc encouragcd to develop OHV programs that address more than law enforcenicnt 
nccds. OHV programs should actively protnotc the developnicnt, enhancement, and mitigation 
oSOFIV recreation opportunities. 

22. Agcncies arc cncouraged to develop and use State 'frail Ranger Progranis siniilar to Idaho's 
program through the State OHV Fund, as well as voluntccr trail maintenance programs. 

23. Agencies are cncouraged to clear trails early in the year to insure ~ n a x i m u n ~  availability and 
reduction of diversion damage caused by routing around obstacles. 

24. Agencies are encouragcd to avoid road and trail closures basetl on wildlife concerns except 
where negative wildlifc impact can be spccitically idelltilied and documented. Motorized use on 
existing trails has littlc or no verilicd effect on galiic animal welfare. In filcl. sornc of the arcas 
rnorc intensely visited by motorized visitors havc experienced significant increases in wildlifc 
populations; further substantiating tlic fact that 1notori7,cd recreation docs not create a significant 
impact on wildlifc. 

25. Agencies arc cncouraged to avoid yearlong trail closures if wildlife concerns arc valid only 
during certain seasons. In these instanccs. closurcs should hc seasonal only with the dales 
consistent with the requirements to protect wildlifc. 

26. Age~icics are encouragcd to avoid trail closures associated with other actions including timber 
salcs. mining. and livestock grazing. Corrective action sliould be taken where trail closurcs in 
the past havc resulted Sroni these sorts of past actions. Loss of  noto on zed trails because ofpast 
timhcr sales should be mitigated by connecting old and new travelways to crcatc looped trail 
systems. 

27. Agcncics are encouraged to re-establish andlor relocate all trails anti roads disturbed by other 
actions such as timber liarvcst, mining, and livestock grazing. 

28. Agencics are encouragcd to seek outsidc review and input by OHV recreationists on all 
proposcd management decisions affecting tnotorizcd rccrcation opportunities including closures. 

29. Agcncies are encouragetl to establish greater credibility with riiotorizcd recreationists by having 
motorized recreation planners on the inlcrtlisciplinary team and a board of motorized 
recreationists. 

30. Agencies are encouragcd to align non-motorized area boundaries so that they do not encroach or 
eliminate trails locatctl at the edge of the boundaries. 

3 I .  Agencics arc encouragcd to provide For motorized trails and vista points on the houndaries 
outsidc of thc non-motorized arcas so the motorized visitors can vicw those arcas. 
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32. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to establish OHV census collcction points at road and trail collection 
points. Include an OHV category on all trail and road census sheets. 

33. Agencies arc cncouragcd to trcat hiking. liorscs and mountain bikes as a fomi oftransportation, 
,just as motorized recreation is a form of transportation. 

34. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to correct the signing at trailhcads that suggests that motorized visitors 
arc tnorc damaging than other visitors. 

35. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to keep trails in proposed non-motorizcdlwildemesslroadless areas 
opcn. Motorized-use on trails in these areas docs not detract from the wild characteristics in tlie 
proposetl non-motorizcd/wildcrncss area. Additionally, the Roadless Rule specifically allows for 
01lV activity in Koadless areas. 

36. Agencies are encouraged to provide good statistics on the level of'usc by the various public land 
visitors and use these statistics in the decision processes. 

37. Agencies arc cncouragcd to avoid the closure of trails to niotorizcci use as the "casy way out" in 
dealing with issues created by non-motorized uscrs. 

38. Agcncics should rccognizc 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 
cnvironmcntal and safety problems. In most cases, problems can be mitigated to a reasonable 
level atid closures can be avoided. 

30. Agcncics are encoul-aged to recognize, in the hni i  ofacccss, groups who expend effort and 
money in maintaining and improving roads and trails. 

40. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to promote multiple-use arld not exclusive-use. Exclusive-use is tlie 
antithesis ofpublic access and rccrcational opportunities within public lands. Managcnicnt for 
cxclusivc-use runs counter to Congressio~ial directives for multiple-use. 

41. Agencies are encouraged to makc Travel Plan maps more readily available. Vending niachines 
could bc placed in areas that are accessible at any time of thc  day or week at BLM and FS 
offices. 

42. Agencics arc cncouragcd to publish all 'fravel Plan tnaps in thc sanic format and in  an casy to 
read fonnat. 'I'he Travel Plan map and Visitors map should bc the same. All visitors need to 
clearly undcrstand wliat areas. roads or trails arc opcn for motorized travcl and wliat areas, trails, 
or roads arc closcd to motorized travel. Current maps lcad to misundcrstandings by both non- 
motorizctl and tnotorizctl visitors. 

43. Agcncics arc cncouragcd to implement a statidard signing convention that is easily understood. 
For example, there are often misunderstandings about seaso~lal lnotor vehicle restrictiotis 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 hclow but it is 
often niisinterpreted as closed. 

44. 'Shere needs to be better coordination bctwccn adjoining National Forest and BLM lands when 
making maps, laying out trails, and establishing travel plans. In sonic cases a trail is opcn in one 
juristliction but bccolncs closcd when i t  crosses over the boundary to another jurisdiction 
resulting in an overall loss of  motorized recreation opportunity. 

45. Agcncics should not use motorizetl access in areas closed to motorized access by the public 
because: (a) the public will see the tracks and could become upset that the ~notorized closure is 
being violated andlor (b) the public will see tlie tracks atid conclude that motorized access is 
acceptable. 

40. The difficulty of a particular route required can be identified by a signing system similar to ski 
runs so tliat rccrcationists arc made aware of the skill levels required and so tliat a wide variety 
of routes for all skill levels can be enjoyed. 
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47. Winter ATV riding 1x1s become very p o p ~ ~ l a r  and winter ATV areas should be corrsidered as part 
of the proposed action. 

48. A ncw stantlard i r  n~otorized rccrcational trails could be developed tliat would bc inorc 
beneficial for the environmcilt and motorized rccreationists. This new starxlard would he as non- 
linear as possiblc. The original systcni of roads and trails was constructed with the shortest 
distance from point A to point B in mind. The new standard for lllotorizcd recreational trails 
would not necessarily follow thc shortest distancc and would includc many curves to keep Lhc 
speed down. Advant;~gcs ofthis approach would include: routes could easily be movctl to avoid 
culturnl rcsourccs arrtl sensitive enviro~imental areas; less visible on the grountl ant1 lion1 tlic air; 
aesthetically pleasing; lower speeds and greater safety; and greater cl~joymcnt by motorized 
rccrcationists. These sorts of trails could bc built as mitigation for any rriotorized closures 
rcq~~ircd as part of ari action. Please contact I)oug Abclin for more infomlation or1 the non-linear 
approach to trail constmction. 
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