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This is my recommendation on disposition of the appeal filed by Barry Rosenberg, on behalf of 
the Kootenai Environmental Alliance, The Lands Council, and The Ecology Center, protesting 
the Lookout Pass Ski and Recreation Area Project Record of Decision (ROD) on the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests (IPNF) and the Lolo National Forest. 
 
The Lookout Pass Ski and Recreation Area ROD was signed by Lolo Forest Supervisor Deborah 
L. R. Austin on February 4, 2003, and IPNF Forest Supervisor Ranotta K. McNair on February 5, 
2003.  The Selected Alternative was Alternative D as described in the FEIS.  The project includes 
activities for: 
 

• Recreation area expansion 
• Permit area expansion 
• Water quality mitigation 
• Monitoring 

 
My review was conducted pursuant to, and in accordance with, 36 CFR 215.19 to ensure the 
analysis and decision is in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policy, and orders.  The 
appeal record, including the appellants’ objections and recommended changes, has been 
thoroughly reviewed.  Although I may not have listed each specific issue, I have considered all 
the issues raised in the appeal and believe they are adequately addressed below. 
 
The appellants allege violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA).  The appellants request that the decision be 
withdrawn and a Supplemental EIS be prepared.  An informal meeting was held but no 
resolution of the issues was reached. 
 
ISSUE REVIEW 
 
Issue 1.  The FS is in violation of NFMA regulation that requires a thorough examination 
of the impacts of the proposed recreation activities and the other uses and values that are 
occurring within the analysis area.  The Forest Service did not adequately analyze the 
effects of increased snowmobile use on public safety, other resources and conflicts with 
other users.  The cumulative impacts from ongoing and new snowmobile use to forest 
visitors was not accurately analyzed.  The comparison of alternatives fails to address 
snowmobile usage. 
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Response:  Potential increase in snowmobile use was discussed in numerous places in the FEIS 
and ROD.  Effects of increased snowmobile use is specifically discussed as related to air quality 
and snowmobile emissions (pp. 4-14 to 4-18), other recreational uses (pp. 4-44 to 4-53), land use 
and access (pp. 4-54 to 4-63) and roadless areas (pp. 4-63 to 66).  The analysis presents the 
direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing each alternative and was appropriate for 
the scope of the project.   
 
Increase in snowmobile use was also raised in Response to Comments.  As stated, there would be 
a possible increase in use of the St. Regis Basin and Idaho/Montana high country (FEIS, p. 5-17).  
The increase in backcountry use may in turn cause increases in snowmobile/cross-country skier 
conflicts, decreases in cross-country skiing opportunities because skiers would be discouraged 
from using the area by the increases in snowmobile traffic and noise, increases in avalanche 
incidents and rescue efforts, and use restrictions in the St. Regis Basin because of increased year-
round recreation. 
 
The ROD determined that concerns over shared use and related conflicts in the St. Regis Basin 
were beyond the scope of this analysis (ROD, p. 35).  These issues are beyond the area of direct 
effects and ski area expansion and will have only a small effect on these issues, which will 
continue to occur even without ski area expansion.  A brief description of the effects related to 
increased snowmobile use and potential conflicts is included in the ROD (pp. 36-37).  As stated, 
there will be an incremental increase in dispersed summer and winter recreation outside the ski 
area boundary because of the enhanced facilities at LPSRA (visitor center, overnight 
accommodations, and RV parking area) and activities being promoted by the ski area.  There will 
also be potential increased conflicts between different types of recreation users, such as 
motorized versus non-motorized users. 

Measures and mitigation are identified to reduce effects to snowmobile and cross-country skiing 
recreation (ROD, p. 36).  These include minimizing impacts to existing snowmobile and cross-
country skiing trails by maintaining use of the old railroad grade on the north side of Runt 
Mountain, and by providing a re-route around the new lift station on the south side of Runt 
Mountain.  Signs and barriers will be used to identify routes and segregate alpine skiers from 
other users.  Signs and barriers will also be used to identify areas of motorized and non-
motorized use. 
 
The issue of safety and avalanche hazard was also addressed in Response to Comments.  LPSRA 
has been classified as a Class C avalanche site; which means there is a low probability of 
avalanche hazard.  No known avalanches have occurred within the ski area boundary or the 
proposed ski area boundary.  Known avalanche areas in the St. Regis Basin are west of the 
expansion area.  Although there has been no indication of any avalanche activity on the north 
side of Runt Mountain, some of the proposed ski trails on the Idaho side may need hazard 
evaluation at times.  Wind loading on the north side appears minimal, but the new openings on 
the slope would be monitored in accordance with the winter operating plan to ensure safe 
operating conditions (FEIS, p. 5-23). 
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Cumulative effects of increased snowmobile use are addressed throughout Chapter 4.  The 
recreation analysis (FEIS, pp. 4-50 to 51) identifies that the overnight facilities planned for 
Lookout Pass may increase the attractiveness and use of nearby trails and roads.  The existing 
trails and roads, along with implementing the St. Joe Project and the LPSRA proposed action, 
would together enhance the recreation opportunities in the cumulative effects area, potentially 
encouraging more recreation use. 
 
Description of the cumulative effects analysis area for roadless areas includes the Forest lands 
within 6 miles of the proposed expansion area (FEIS, p. 3-57).  No roadless areas would be 
directly affected by the proposed action.  Indirect and cumulative effects to three roadless areas 
may occur because of an increase in recreation visitors to LPSRA.  The roadless areas are 
accessible from the Stateline Trail and other trails near Lookout Pass.  Roads adjacent to the 
roadless areas also provide access to the roadless areas.   

Issue 2.  In order to meet NEPA requirements, the analysis in the FEIS of impacts to lynx 
should have accurately examined the impacts to lynx outside of the restricted boundary that 
was confined to the ski area.  The analysis in the FEIS regarding impacts to lynx as a result of 
Alternative D was arbitrarily restricted to the area immediately surrounding the ski area.  
This analysis did not contain accurate scientific analysis, high quality information and expert 
agency comments concerning the true impacts to lynx that would likely result due to 
Alternative D. 
Response:  Descriptions of existing conditions for lynx, including their occurrence, habitat 
(foraging, denning, unsuitable, diurnal security, and connectivity), and disturbance by human 
access can be found in the FEIS (pp. 3-32 thru 3-35).  Chapter 4 describes the effects to lynx, 
including general effects, effects to habitat, disturbance by human access, and measures of the 
Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment Strategy (pp. 4-31 thru 4-35).  As identified under the 
cumulative effects analysis, unsuitable lynx habitat would slightly increase in the two LAUs 
affected by the action alternatives.  These increases are well below the upper limit of 30 percent 
unsuitable habitat in an LAU that the Lynx Conservation Strategy specifies (FEIS, p. 4-39).   
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service addressed lynx in their letter of concurrence.  As stated, both 
LAUs are well within the 30 precent threshold for unsuitable lynx habitat required by the LCAS.  
Lynx denning habitat will not be impacted and, other than compaction of trails associated with ski 
runs, no new designated or groomed over-the-snow routes will be identified in either LAU.  
Expansion of the ski area within the permitted boundary should not affect lynx movement 
between habitats north and south of the ski area.  Therefore, this proposal appears consistent with 
the LCAS.  We have reviewed the information provided and concur with the finding that the 
proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” lynx (Project File, BA-7). 
 
Issue 3.  The FEIS fails to disclose impacts of selected alternative.  The Lands Council 
noted that an alternative that would upgrade the existing chairlift would alleviate the 
crowding that occurs on weekends.  The response displays faulty logic.  The failure to 
adequately analyze reasonable alternatives violates NEPA 1502.14.  The FEIS should have 
addressed these serious concerns of design and infrastructure. 
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Response:  The Forest responded to The Lands Council’s request to consider an alternative that 
would upgrade the existing chairlift (FEIS, p. 2-5).  Expanded chair lift capacity alone would not 
meet the need for additional advanced and intermediate ski terrain to enhance the skiing 
experience and reduce skier congestion on the ski slopes.  An additional double chair lift parallel 
to the existing lift would be affordable, but would not meet the need to eliminate crowding at the 
base of the ski lift near the lodge area.  Triple and “quad” chair lifts are very expensive.  The 
need for affordable skiing to continue and the economic need for LPSRA to maintain a viable 
operation would not be met.  
 
Issue 4.  The economic analysis in the FEIS should have provided accurate financial data to 
substantiate the claim that ticket prices would not increase.  The Lands Council asked 
whether there should be a bond put in place to stave off bankruptcy and the abandonment 
of the facilities as the result of unforeseen events such as poor snow and/or poor economic 
conditions.  The FS failed to address this significant concern, instead saying they had not 
required a bond in the past.   
 
Response:  The Forest responded to this issue in Response to Comments (ROD, pp. C-5 and 6).  
Affordable skiing is not part of the purpose and need for this project; however, the current ski 
area operator has expressed the goal of keeping lift prices low and has designed the proposed 
expansion accordingly.  The factors that most affect lift prices are operating costs and the 
competitive market.  These issues have been considered in the review of this project but are not 
requirements.  No bonds are required for the potential bankruptcy and abandonment of ski areas 
on public lands.  Recent increases in skier numbers suggest that it is unlikely these events would 
occur. 
 
Issue 5.  The analysis fails to mention Mt. Spokane and 49 Degrees North ski areas, both 
are medium size areas much closer to Spokane who often struggle for business.  The 
economic analysis fails to look at all the expansions that have occurred in this time – Silver 
Mountain and Schweitzer most notably, areas that have an overnight infrastructure in 
place and are closer to population centers.   
 
Response:  The socioeconomic discussion in Chapter 3 of the FEIS identifies the area of 
analysis for effects on ski areas.  Cumulative effects were evaluated for other small family-
oriented ski areas in the region that compete for a similar skier market (FEIS, p. 3-54).  The ski 
area expansion is based upon the anticipated and existing market share of LPSRA, which is 
primarily composed of skiers located within 100 miles of the ski area in northern Idaho, eastern 
Washington, and western Montana.  Approximately 50 percent of the skiers at LPSRA come 
from Coeur d’Alene, 35 percent from North Idaho (other than Coeur d’Alene), 7.5 percent from 
Spokane, 4 percent from Missoula, and 3.5 percent from small towns in western Montana located 
between Lookout Pass and Frenchtown, Montana (Granger, 1999).  The effects discussion in 
Chapter 4 acknowledges that increases in use at LPSRA may bring a corresponding decrease in 
use at other resorts in the region.  The economic impact of the proposed action to other ski areas 
is difficult to measure, as increases in skiing and snowboarding popularity, as well as increases 
in population, may offset impacts of the proposed action to other ski areas.  The ROD also notes 
that increases in use at LPSRA may bring a corresponding decrease in use at other resorts in the 
region (p. 40).     
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Issue 6.  Failure to disclose the impacts of weather and climate on the proposal violates 
NEPA 1500.1(b) that requires high quality information and expert agency comments.   
 
Response:  Snowfall records are discussed in the FEIS (p. 3-14).  LPSRA is often the earliest ski 
area to open and the last to close in the region.  Years of light snowfall in the region have been 
successful times for LPSRA, as sometimes it is the only hill with good snow in the area.  Snow 
depths at LPSRA have not limited skiing there in the past, even during dry snow years.  In 
response to comment provided by the appellant on the DEIS, the FEIS (p. 5-3) states that 
variations in snow conditions have occurred during the past 60 years and the ski area has 
weathered these changes.  Snow survey information from Lookout Pass indicates that snow 
conditions on the pass have been consistently sufficient for skiing, even during low snow pack 
years.  The snowpack data used in the analysis can be found in the project file (Doc. AQ-1).   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
I have reviewed the record for each of the contentions addressed above and have found that the 
analysis and decision adequately address the issues raised by the appellants.  I recommend the 
Forest Supervisors’ decision be affirmed and the appellants’ requested relief be denied. 
 
 

 
 
/s/ Martin L. Prather 
MARTIN L. PRATHER 
Appeal Reviewing Officer 
Director of Information Systems 
 

 


