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Sandra F. Mitchell, Public Lands Director 
501 Baybrook Court 

P.O. Box 70001, Boise, ID 83707-0101 

Office:  (208) 424-3870 

FAX:  (208) 424-3850 

Mobile:  (208) 869-3318 

smitchel@alscott.com 
 

November 10, 2013 

 
 
USDA Forest Service 

Objection Reviewing Officer 

EMC, RPC-6th Floor 

Attn: Judicial and Administrative Reviews 

1601 N. Kent St 

Arlington, VA 22209 

 

FAX:  703-235-0138 

E-mail:  objections-chief@fs.fed.us 

 

RE:  Objections to the Draft Record of Decision for the Final Environmental Impact Statement 

and Idaho Panhandle National Forests Land Management Plan Issued August 2013, Final 

Environmental Impact Statement For the Revised Land Management Plan Idaho Panhandle 

National Forests issued August 2013, and Land Management Plan, 2013 Revision, Idaho 

Panhandle National Forests. 

Responsible official: Faye Krueger, Regional Forester, Northern Region 

 

 

Reviewing Officer: 

 

This objection is submitted on behalf of the Idaho State Snowmobile Association (hereafter 

referred to as ISSA) by Sandra Mitchell, ISSA’s Public Land Director.  ISSA is a statewide 

organization representing approximately 4,000 people, including 41 clubs, individuals and many 

businesses from throughout Idaho.  We are also a member of the Idaho Recreation Council and 

the American Council of Snowmobile Associations.  All of our members highly value the 

opportunity to ride snowmobiles on our national forests.  The Idaho Panhandle National Forests 

(hereafter referred to as the IPNF or Forest) is an important riding area to many of our members 

in Idaho and others in the snowmobiling community from Montana and Washington. 

 

ISSA previously submitted detailed and comprehensive comments (hereafter referred to as 

comments) dated May 7, 2012 addressing the Draft Land Management Plan, Idaho Panhandle 

National Forests (hereafter referred to as DLMP) and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Draft Land Management Plan, Idaho Panhandle National Forests (hereafter referred to as 
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DEIS). Both documents were dated December 2011 and issued for public review on January 6, 

2012. 

 

This objection is submitted in a timely manner before the November 26, 2013 deadline and 

addresses three documents which evolved from those listed above:   

1. Final Environmental Impact Statement For the Revised Land Management Plan Idaho 

Panhandle National Forests August 2013 (hereafter referred to as FEIS), 

2 Land Management Plan, 2013 Revision, Idaho Panhandle National Forests (hereafter 

referred to as LMP), 

3 Draft Record of Decision for the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Idaho 

Panhandle National Forests Land Management Plan Issued August 2013 (hereafter 

referred to as ROD). 

The responsible official is Faye Krueger, Regional Forester, Northern Region. 

 

Objections:  The issues to which we object are listed below, along with cross references to our 

previous comments and recommendations for resolution: 

 

A.  Recommended Wilderness Area’s) 

In our May 7, 2012 comments we spelled out numerous concerns dealing with the 

treatment of RWA’s in the FEIS and DLMP.  We were pleased to find that in the FEIS 

and LMP 19,700 acres of the Selkirk recommended wilderness (MA1b) with a history of 

mechanized use had been re-allocated to MA1e (Primitive) with snowmobile and 

mountain bike use allowed.  We continue, however, to have serious concerns about the 

treatment of RWA’s and feel the ROD and LMP violate of provisions of the Wilderness 

Act of 1964.  We also find the LMP to be in violation of National Forest Service Policy 

and NEPA in addressing RWA’s, conforming in lock step with a regional policy 

developed with no public involvement that pre-empts all Forest Plans and Travel Plans in 

Forest Service Region I.  All of these concerns were discussed in detail in our comments 

on the DEIS. 

 

On page 51 of the LMP we find, “The Selkirk area, managed as Primitive Lands, has 

wilderness characteristics and totals 19,730 acres. It may be recommended as an 

addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System in the future.”  (underlining 

added for emphasis)  In Appendix G, page 368 the Forest Service rationale is spelled out 

in more detail.  “Areas managed under MA1e are not recommended as wilderness, but 

may be recommended as wilderness later.  The decision in the ROD would allow 

snowmobiling and mechanized use to continue in these areas.  That doesn’t mean that 

wilderness character will be maintained.  Allowing uses to continue that aren’t allowed 

in wilderness affects the area’s capability and availability as wilderness.  Thus, for areas 

recommended as wilderness, over-snow vehicle and mechanized use is not allowed.” 

 

Apparently the deciding officer recognizes that, as we pointed out in our comments, 

snowmobile use, past or future, does not preclude future designation or qualification of 

an area as wilderness.  Otherwise the agency would not have the option of recommending 

it for wilderness later.  Obviously it also isn’t necessary that “wilderness character” be 

maintained.  Retaining wilderness character in the here and now is not necessary for 
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recommended wilderness; it only applies after an area is designated wilderness.  What is 

important with respect to RWA’s is limiting activities that would affect future 

qualification as wilderness.  The illogic of saying that those areas used by snowmobiles 

“may be recommended as wilderness later”, while maintaining that this use cannot take 

place in RWA’s without destroying their wilderness character, capability and availability 

seems patently obvious. 

 

“Capability” and “availability” appear to be at the heart of the decision to prohibit 

snowmobile use on RWA’s and these terms are used as justification throughout the 

planning documents.  However, nowhere in the EIS is evidence given that allowing non-

impactive uses to continue that aren’t allowed in designated wilderness, such as 

snowmobiling, affects the area’s “capability” as actual wilderness.  Most of the 

wildernesses added to the original designated system have had such uses in the past.  The 

important concern should be whether or not the uses have had actual impacts that affect 

future qualification. 

 

FSM 1923.03 provides the following nationwide direction on management of 

recommended wilderness: “A roadless area being evaluated and ultimately recommended 

for wilderness or wilderness study is not available for any use or activity that may reduce 

the area’s wilderness potential.  Activities currently permitted may continue, pending 

designation, if the activities do not compromise wilderness values of the roadless area.”  

In the past this direction has been quite correctly interpreted to allow non-impactive uses, 

such as snowmobiling, to continue in RWA’s.  “Wilderness potential” was considered to 

be an area’s basic qualification as wilderness and “wilderness values” those attributes that 

made it suitable for future designation.  Nowhere do we see the terms “capability” and 

“availability”.  These are new terms and concepts not in conformity with national policy, 

created out of whole cloth by Region 1 with no oversight or public input. 

 

“Availability” apparently refers to the likelihood that if people are allowed to use an area 

they will be less likely to give it up without a fight.  In Appendix G pg 367 we find:  “It is 

not physical damage from bicycles that may preclude designation as wilderness but non-

conforming uses that could threaten the capability or availability of an area.  If use 

becomes established that is not allowed in designated wilderness, this area may no 

longer be considered suitable as wilderness.”  The meaning is more explicit in Appendix 

G, page 341:  “We agree that restricting motorized or mechanized uses in MA1b 

recommended wilderness is not based on science related to impacts on physical 

resources.--------In some areas across the region uses have become established over the 

years that have now precluded the area from being recommended.  Some public may 

come to expect motorized or mechanized uses will continue, and there may be an 

economic dependency by local communities on those uses.” 

 

In order to maintain “availability” the Forest Service has stepped far beyond its role as a 

steward of the public’s land into the realm of becoming an advocate for wilderness 

designation to the point of excluding uses having no demonstrable effect on resources 

and removing the economic benefits of those uses from local communities.  It is quite 
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apparent that the policy adopted to protect “availability” is designed solely to crush 

potential opposition to future wilderness legislation. 

 

In our comments on the DEIS we referred to a regional policy on RWA’s as follows:  “A 

letter dated October 4, 2007 was received by ISSA from Mr. Tidwell with a policy 

guideline dated 9/24/2007 enclosed (copy attached).  In the letter Mr. Tidwell said, “In 

our meeting you asked to see, in writing, the guidance that has been provided to the field 

on management of recommended wilderness.  Enclosed is a paper that has been 

developed to provide consistency across the Region.” 

 

Other Region I forests have denied the existence of this policy and avoided reference to it 

in planning documents.  We found no reference to this policy in the original draft 

documents or in the body of the EIS, ROD or LMP.  However, in Appendix G, page 341 

there is explicit reference to a 2007 policy white paper as follows:  “A white paper 

provides consistency for management of recommended wilderness and Wilderness Study 

Areas across the region(1).---------------The regional office guidance is to be consistent in 

management of recommended wilderness.  If it is determined that the area is best suited 

to wilderness designation the desired condition and standards in the revised Forest Plan 

should support those conclusions by restricting uses that would jeopardize the capability 

and availability of the area as designated wilderness. If there are existing uses that may 

threaten the capability and availability of the area, forest should choose to implement 

one of the following actions(1):  

1. Eliminate those uses that threaten the capability and availability;  

2. Adjust the management area boundary to eliminate the area with established 

uses; or  

3. Not recommend the area for wilderness designation. 

 

In the revised Forest Plan we did not recommend some areas that had been 

recommended wilderness in the 1987 Plan, and modified boundaries of some areas that 

had established motorized/mechanized use. In those areas that are recommended 

wilderness, the decision was made to restrict motorized and mechanized uses, to maintain 

the wilderness characteristic including outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive 

and unconfined recreation. 

(1)Regional Consistency for Management of Recommended Wilderness and 

Wilderness Study Areas, 2007”. 

 

In Appendix G, page 366, we find: “The IPNF is allowed to place restrictions on public 

use to retain wilderness character.  Restrictions or closures are site-specific decisions 

made after analysis and public comment.  In areas allocated to MA1b in the revised 

Forest Plan, the decision made in the ROD would close the area to motorized and 

mechanized use.  If a use becomes established that could threaten the capability or 

availability of an area, the area may no longer be considered suitable as wilderness.  To 

protect wilderness characteristics and the ability for Congress to designate these areas 

as wilderness in the future, the ROD would close recommended wilderness to over-snow 

vehicle use.” 
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This statement appears contradictory.  It says that “Restrictions or closures are site-

specific decisions made after analysis and public comment”, then goes on to justify 

blanket closures made without analysis and dictated by a 2007 whitepaper prepared with 

neither analysis nor public comment. 

 

Obviously this 2007 white paper drove adoption of the policy to prohibit snowmobile and 

mountain bike use from RWA’s.  It also drove adoption of the desired conditions and 

standards.  The terms “capability” and “availability,” so important in direction 

concerning RWA’s, come directly from this policy paper and it trumped any comments 

or concerns from the public involvement process.  It does so from behind the scenes, 

referenced only in Appendix G.  Although our comments addressed the white paper and 

issues surrounding it in detail, they were not identified as comments (No. 252) being 

addressed on page 341 and we discovered them only by accident while searching for 

responses to our input. 

 

This guidance, as Mr. Tidwell referred to it, was prepared behind closed doors, with no 

public input and outside of any NEPA process, yet it drives every forest plan and every 

travel plan in the region, predetermining the outcome of those plans with respect to 

RWA’s.  It has enormous consequences to snowmobilers and the communities that 

depend on that activity to support their winter economies.  In the light of your admission 

that there is no documented resource damage on which to base your decision to prohibit 

all motorized and mechanized use, we must conclude that this illegally prepared, 

sweeping policy is the basis for your decision.  Your decisions on management of 

RWA’s are both arbitrary and capricious, violating NEPA and breaching the public trust. 

 

In relief we ask that the region withdraw the 2007 policy paper and that activities 

permitted in RWA’s be reconsidered on a use and site-specific basis, considering 

documented resource damage, historic patterns of use and issues which would directly 

affect the future qualification of each area as wilderness.  Forest plans should reflect 

broad, programmatic direction, with the specific, area by area and route by route 

decisions made in the project level travel plans.  The automatic closure of every RWA on 

the IPNF to all motorized and mechanized travel should be dropped, and the desired 

conditions and standards adjusted to reflect the need to protect those areas from resource 

damage and ensure their future qualification as wilderness. 

 

B. Desired Conditions, Standards and Guidelines for RWA’s 

In the LMP on pages 47, 48, and 49 we find the following desired conditions, standards 

and guidelines: 

“MA1b-DC-AR-01. These areas provide non-motorized and non-mechanized 

opportunities for exploration, solitude, risk, challenge, and primitive recreation. 

Opportunities for solitude are moderate to high on existing trails with few human 

encounters expected.  

MA1b-DC-AR-02. Summer and winter recreation opportunities and experiences 

are consistent with the ROS classification of semi-primitive non-motorized.  

MA1b-DC-AR-03. Opportunities for solitude are high when traveling cross-

country with almost no human encounters expected. 
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MA1b-DC-AR-01. These areas provide non-motorized and non-mechanized 

opportunities for exploration, solitude, risk, challenge, and primitive recreation. 

Opportunities for solitude are moderate to high on existing trails with few human 

encounters expected.  

MA1b-DC-AR-02. Summer and winter recreation opportunities and experiences 

are consistent with the ROS classification of semi-primitive non-motorized.  

MA1b-DC-AR-03. Opportunities for solitude are high when traveling cross-

country with almost no human encounters expected. 

MA1b-STD-AR-02. Motor vehicle use is not allowed.  

MA1b-STD-AR-03. Mechanized use is not allowed (e.g., mountain bikes and 

other wheeled equipment).” 

MA1b-GDL-AR-01. Only non-motorized equipment and hand-held motorized 

equipment is allowed for management activities.” 

 

Appendix G Page 341 states: 

“We agree that restricting motorized or mechanized uses in MA1b recommended 

wilderness is not based on science related to impacts on physical resources. The 

restrictions in MA1b were based on the desired conditions (MA1b-DC-AR-01, 02, 

03) and the wilderness character and potential for the area to be included in the 

National Wilderness Preservation system remain intact until Congressional 

action is taken.” 

 

Appendix G pg 367goes on to say: 

“It is not physical damage from bicycles that may preclude designation as 

wilderness but non-conforming uses that could threaten the capability or 

availability of an area.  If use becomes established that is not allowed in 

designated wilderness, this area may no longer be considered suitable as 

wilderness.  The boundary for the Salmo-Priest recommended wilderness area 

was adjusted in Alternative B Modified, allowing mountain bike access and use to 

a portion of this area.” 

 

We can find nothing in the EIS that substantially supports the assertion that all motorized 

or mechanized uses affects the wilderness “character and potential” of the RWA’s in a 

manner that affects qualification for future designation.  In fact the statements on pages 

G-341and G 367 confirm that science and physical impacts to resources do not come into 

play in making the decision for blanket prohibition.  We must, therefore, conclude that 

the decision is supported solely by the regional 2007 white paper. 

 

Neither is proof offered that “if use becomes established that is not allowed in designated 

wilderness, this area may no longer be considered suitable as wilderness”.  As we pointed 

out in our comments: “Nowhere in the State of Idaho has the presence of motorized 

recreation disqualified an area from being designated as wilderness.  The six new 

wildernesses in the Owyhees designated in 2009 all had significant amounts of motorized 

recreation use.  The Gospel-Hump and Hells Canyon Wildernesses were both motorized 

recreation destinations.  To say that the mere presence of motorized recreation is enough 
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to somehow effect an area’s potential qualification to be designated by Congress as 

wilderness is ridiculous.” 

 

These desired conditions, standards and guidelines would be quite appropriate for 

designated wilderness, and are, in fact, nearly identical to those for wilderness in the 

LMP.  The most obvious difference is “primitive” for wilderness vs. “semi-primitive non-

motorized” for RWA’s and that is, in the practical world, relatively insignificant.  Most 

designated wildernesses contain areas of land managed to offer both ROS experiences.  

As noted above, these important elements of the LMP are driven by the 2007 regional 

guidelines that were arbitrarily developed behind closed doors, and preempt the NEPA 

process used in development of forest plans throughout the Northern Region. 

 

Desired conditions, standards and guidelines on LMP pages 50 and 51 for MA1c, 

Wilderness Study Areas include: 

“MA1c-DC-AR-01. The existing wilderness character and potential for inclusion 

in the National Wilderness Preservation System is retained for the national forest 

portion of the Grandmother Mountain WSA, while uses allowed prior to the 

legislation continue.  

MA1c-DC-AR-02. Summer and winter recreation opportunities and experiences 

are consistent with the ROS classification of semi-primitive motorized. 

MA1c-STD-AR-02. Motor vehicle use is limited to single-track vehicles. ATV and 

UTV use is not allowed.” 

MA1c-GDL-AR-01. Over-snow vehicle use is allowed.  

MA1c-GDL-AR-02. Mechanized use is allowed (e.g., mountain bikes and other 

wheeled equipment). 

 

Note that the desired condition DC-AR-01 states that “The existing wilderness character 

and potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System is retained for 

the national forest portion of the Grandmother Mountain WSA, while uses allowed prior 

to the legislation continue.”  Apparently mountain bikes, snowmobiles and single track 

vehicles are not as impactive there as they are on RWA’s.  The illogic of this should be 

self-evident.  Although the Wilderness Study Area is designated by Congress and the 

legislative language allows existing uses to continue, this statement confirms that 

wilderness character and potential for designation can be preserved while allowing these 

uses.  That legislative language also gives us some insight into the thinking of Congress 

as to the management of potential wilderness, in this case areas they identified by law for 

study as future wilderness.  Administratively identified areas should receive no more or 

less protection.  As we pointed out in our comments, there is absolutely no reason that the 

same desired conditions, standards and guidelines should not be applied to MA1b, 

recommended wilderness. 

 

In relief we ask that the desired conditions, standards and guidelines for RWA’s be 

reconsidered with the objective of protecting these areas of land in a manner that assures 

they will qualify for future designation as wilderness.  This could result in some areas 

being managed as semi-primitive motorized.  Motorized, Mechanized, and other wheeled 

equipment should only be prohibited where they would cause significant resource 
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damage or social conflict.  These issues should be resolved in travel management plans, 

not forest plans.  The same conditions, standards and guidelines should be applied to 

recommended wilderness (MA1b), as are established in the LMP for Wilderness Study 

Areas (MA1c). 

 

C. System of Administrative Wildernesses 

In our comments we stated the following: 

“In the Wilderness Act of 1964, we find language prohibiting agencies and 

administrations from designating wilderness areas:  Section 2(a) –“and no 

Federal Lands shall be designated as “wilderness areas” except as provided for 

in this Act or by a subsequent Act;” Section 3(b) “Each recommendation of the 

President for designation as “wilderness” shall become effective only if so 

provided by an Act of Congress.”  Congress reserved the authority to designate 

wilderness areas to itself alone. 

 

The policy in Region One concerning management of RWAs requires them to be 

managed in the same manner as wildernesses.  The Tidwell policy guideline 

allows for administrative use of motorized equipment such as chainsaws, rock 

drills and helicopters for maintenance.  While this might seem like a deviation 

from the Wilderness Act, agencies actually have that same authority in the 

exceptions section of that Act.  Their self-imposed policy, however, is to normally 

use primitive non-motorized tools unless special conditions dictate otherwise.  

Use in RWAs by the public is managed exactly as it would be in congressionally 

designated wilderness, effectively establishing a system of administratively 

designated wildernesses.  The regional policy calls for desired conditions to be 

the same as those for wilderness, including “untrammeled”, “undeveloped”, 

“natural” and “opportunities for solitude”, all of these key terms taken from the 

Wilderness Act’s definition of wilderness.  Even the exclusions are much the same 

with all forms of motorized and mechanized travel by the public being flatly 

prohibited.  The IPNF has taken the MA1b areas one step further towards true 

wilderness by prohibiting the use of all motorized equipment (DLMP Chapter 3, 

pages 46 and 47).” 

 

We further stated in our comments: 

“The desired conditions, standards and guidelines outlined in the DLMP Chapter 

3, pages 46 and 47 are the same as those that would be appropriate for 

designated wilderness, including prohibition of the use of chainsaws or other 

motorized-mechanized devises.  For the four areas identified as MA1b you have 

effectively designated administrative wildernesses, something expressly 

prohibited by Congress in the Wilderness Act of 1964.  Obviously such extreme 

measures are not necessary to assure the areas will continue to qualify for 

wilderness designation in the future.  Bicycles on the trails or snowmobiles in the 

winter, for example, will have no effect on qualification.” 

 

You are obviously aware of the provisions in the Wilderness Act.  On page 488, chapter 3 

of the FEIS we find: 
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“The MA allocation for recommended wilderness (MA1b) does not create a 

wilderness.  Congress must pass legislation designating wilderness.  MA1b, 

recommended wilderness, protects the values that make the area suitable for 

wilderness designation.  Management strategies for recommended wilderness 

may affect recreation opportunities and experiences within these areas.” 

 

In Appendix G, page 368:  “D) The revised Forest Plan prohibits non-conforming 

uses in recommended wilderness.” 

 

While you note that Congress must pass legislation designating wilderness, you fail to 

note that Congress explicitly prohibits agencies from establishing a system of 

administrative wildernesses.  Although you have not called the RWA’s “Wilderness”, for 

all practical purposes they are administrative wildernesses, managed precisely as 

wilderness would be in perpetuity until Congress designates them or legislatively 

removes them from consideration.  We find no significant difference between how you 

would manage the IPNF’s RWA’s and designated wilderness.  As noted above you 

consider those uses which are “non-conforming” to the provisions of the wilderness Act 

to apply without exception to RWA’s.  Except for cosmetic and unimportant variations, 

the desired conditions, standards and guidelines are the same for MA1b as MA1a.  Those 

things prohibited in wilderness are prohibited in the RWA’s with total disregard of 

whether or not they would have a real and documentable affect on qualification for future 

designation. 

 

In treating RWA’s in the same manner as designated wilderness you have for all practical 

purposes created a system of administrative wildernesses.  This was clearly not what 

Congress had intended when requiring you to make recommendations for future 

wilderness and is in direct violation of the Wilderness Act of 1964 which prohibited such 

an action.  If this policy were to be extended beyond Region 1, and we have been told by 

Forest Service personnel that such a move is being considered, the impact would be 

massive, potentially affecting millions of acres of our national forests.  This is a move too 

large to be driven by a regional whitepaper prepared outside of NEPA and with no 

involvement by the public for whom you manage these public lands. 

 

As stated earlier, in relief we ask that the region withdraw the 2007 policy paper and that 

activities permitted in RWA’s be reconsidered on a use and site-specific basis, 

considering documented resource damage, historic patterns of use and issues which 

would directly affect the future qualification of each area as wilderness.  Forest plans 

should reflect broad, programmatic direction, with the specific, area by area decisions 

made in the travel plans.  The automatic closure of every RWA on the IPNF should be 

dropped, and the desired conditions and standards adjusted to reflect the need to protect 

those areas from resource damage and ensure their future qualification as wilderness. 

 

D. Goals 

In our comments addressing the Draft Land Management Plan, Idaho Panhandle National 

Forests (hereafter referred to as the DLMP) we commented on Forest Wide Direction in 

the DLMP, Chapter 2, page 9, as follows: 
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“Goal-01. Manage large areas on the Forest that accommodate opportunities for 

solitude, and self-reliance--.”  Solitude and self-reliance are bedrock terms 

defining the “wilderness experience” and do not seem wise in a goal covering 

“Access and Recreation” for large areas of the forest.  This would be appropriate 

language for designated wilderness or areas managed for primitive and semi-

primitive non-motorized ROS attributes.   However, it is most certainly going to 

lead to confusion when applied to the entire forest.  This language will facilitate 

leverage of the entire forest towards wilderness.  It would be much wiser to state 

in a goal something like:  “manage for a wide spectrum of recreation 

experiences----.”  Please change this unfortunate language.” 

 

In the final LMP, page 33 we find: 

“GOAL-AR-01. Manage large areas on the Forest that accommodate 

opportunities for solitude and self-reliance.” 

 

Obviously our comments had no effect upon the final plan.  Our comment and 

recommendation was addressed in Appendix G, pages 320 and 21 as follows (we were 

assigned number 252 for identification of our comments): 

“Public Comment 42: (Letter Number(s): 119, 124, 159, 163, 190, 204, and 252)  

The Forest Service should consider modifying Goal-01 on page 9 of the draft 

Forest Plan to be more inclusive and address both remote and front country 

recreational opportunities. In addition, recreation residences should be 

mentioned.  

Response:  
We believe that we have addressed the need to provide motorized recreation 

opportunities. That is specifically addressed in forestwide desired condition FW-

DC-AR-05. This desired condition addresses both summer and winter motorized 

and non-motorized opportunities. The recreation residences are not included here 

because they are not open to the public. What is addressed under Goal-01 and the 

associated desired conditions are those opportunities that the IPNF is working to 

provide the general public and general recreation user. These are managed under 

special use permits and they will be honored under this Forest Plan. Please refer 

to the section labeled “Rights and Interests” on page 17 of the Forest Plan. It 

states that, “This Plan does not change existing permits and authorized uses.” 

Recreation residences and the rental program are vastly different programs and 

one is open to the public and the other is not. 

 

We do address both motorized and non-motorized (human-powered) recreational 

opportunities in several desired conditions (FW-DC-AR-04, 05, 06, and 08).  

Site-specific planning has been completed for the Kaniksu and Coeur d'Alene 

area for summer motorized use and the MVUM map is the outcome of that 

planning effort. The South Zone is completing a public travel planning process, 

with a decision expected in 2013 and published MVUM maps in 2014.Specific 

areas open or closed to winter motorized use will need to go through a similar 

process as the summer uses. Site-specific analysis will be needed to determine 

appropriate uses during the winter (snow season) months.  This Plan does not 
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make site-specific motorized travel management decisions with the exceptions of 

the closure of recommended wilderness (MA 1b) and research natural areas (MA 

4a) to over-snow vehicle use. 

 

As you can see, those doing the analysis missed our point altogether, failing to consider 

or respond to it.  We feel strongly that the goal as worded is inappropriate as a foundation 

statement driving management of recreation on the IPNF.  It is appropriate only for 

designated wilderness and perhaps portions of the Primitive ROS lands, but certainly not 

“large areas on the Forest—“.  Managing to provide solitude, the state of being alone, 

separated from other people, requires extremely low levels of human presence.  Even in 

designated wilderness we recognize that much of the land area, such as that along busy 

trails, lakes and rivers, will not provide solitude, but try to make sure that some lands do 

provide opportunities by severely limiting access to certain areas. 

 

As relief we ask that you modify this Goal to read “manage for a wide spectrum of 

recreation experiences----.”  At the very least please modify it to say:  “Manage some 

areas on the Forest to accommodate opportunities for solitude and self-reliance.” 

 

In conclusion, our objection addresses four issues, A) Recommended Wilderness Areas 

(RWA’s), B) Desired Conditions, Standards and Guidelines for RWA’s, C) System of 

Administrative Wildernesses, and D) Goals.  Relief requested includes:  

 Withdrawal by the Northern Region of the 2007 policy paper, a reconsideration of the 

activities to be allowed on the RWA’s on a use and site-specific basis, considering 

documented resource damage, historic patterns of use and issues which would 

directly affect the future qualification of each area as wilderness.  The automatic 

closure of every RWA on the IPNF to all motorized and mechanized travel should be 

dropped. 

 The desired conditions, standards and guidelines adjusted to reflect the need to 

protect those areas from resource damage and ensure their future qualification as 

wilderness.  This could result in some areas being managed as semi-primitive 

motorized.  Motorized, Mechanized, and other wheeled equipment should only be 

prohibited where they would cause significant resource damage or social conflict.  

These issues should be resolved in travel management plans, not forest plans.  The 

same conditions, standards and guidelines should be applied to recommended 

wilderness (MA1b), as are established in the LMP for Wilderness Study Areas 

(MA1c). 

 Modify Goal-AR-01 to read “manage for a wide spectrum of recreation experiences. 

As per 36 CFR 291.57(a) we request a resolution meeting to discuss the issues leading to our 

objection.  We look forward to hearing from you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Sandra F. Mitchell 

Public Lands Director 

Idaho State Snowmobile Association 
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