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CHAPTER 6. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter reproduces timely comment letters received on the DEIS from Tribal, federd, state,
and local agencies and officials as provided in the Forest Service NEPA Handbook 1909.15.
Additional letters received late along with responses are contained in the project record.

It also categorizes timely substantive public comments received on the DEIS, followed by the
Forest Service' s agency response to each substantive comment, as provided by 40 CFR 1503.4.
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6.1 Comments from Federal, Tribal, State, and Local Officials

Comment #409, Idaho Department of Parks & Recreation
Comment #416, 1daho Department of Fish & Game

Comment #417, Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee
Comment #439, United States Environmental Protection Agency
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May 9, 2006

Cliff Dils, Interim Forest Supervisor
Payette National Forest
P.0O. Box 1026
DIRK KEMPTHORNE MeCall, TD 83638
ZOVETnor

RE: Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan DEIS
Robert L. Meinen

gaector Dear Mr. Dils:
Summer General Comments

The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) staff reviewed the
Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). The revised iravel plan will guide Payette National Forest
recreation opportunities for the next 10 to 15 years.

The plan will also comply with the final rule for motorized recreation in
National Forests. Ths rule limits off-highway vehicle (OHV) use to existing
and designated roads and trails on National Forest Land.

The planning team should be congratulated for its public involvement efforts
on this project. We were pleased that the interdisciplinary team held a public
meeting in Boise for the DEIS. The Payette National Forest is a valuable
recreation asset for both Treasure Valley and West Central Idaho residents.

We also appreciate the opportunity to be involved as an informal cooperating
agency in the travel planning process. Meeting with the ID Team as well as
the surrounding counties gave us better knowledge of what is actually
occurming on the ground with the Payette National Forest. Likewise, we hope
that you have found our input throughout the process to be valuable.

The Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in the United States, Resions and
States: A National Report from the National Survey on Recreation and the
Environment (NSRE) determined that CHV recreation is growing rapidly and
[DAHO DEPARTMENT OF now numbers over 51 million Americans. Itis critically important that there
PARKS AND RECREATION be adequate trails in place to meet the OHV recreationists needs for guality
szt R recreation. Clearly the existing trail infrastructure on the Payette is

inadequate to meet the present and growing need (especially ATV unse).

Across the range of action altematives, the Payette National Forest (PNF)
seeks to reduce maintenance costs by decommissioning roads and trails.
‘While there are definitely some roads and trails that need fo be
decommissioned, as a general rule the PNF should be looking at ways to
expand both motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities in a cost-
effective manner.

strceth’_.,!\iiless
5657 Warm Springs Avenue

Eé'.‘;'.:'-
www.parksandrecreation.idaho.gov
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return rate, there was a possibility of some bias in terms of who did the survey and
who declined to return the survey.

The PNF staff needs to recognize that the public is demanding more recreation
opportunities. Historically, the PNF had adequate recreation trail opportunities for
both motorized and non-motorized recreationists. Motorized recreationists have been
continually losing opportunities since 1978.

Our records show that in 1978, the Payette National Forest had 1,773 miles of trail
open to motorbikes. In 1991, those opportunities were reduced to 970 miles. In 2005,
motarbike trail opportunities totaled 642.7 miles." In total, motorbike opportunities
have been reduced 64% with the no-action alternative.

Non-motorized opportunities have increased slightly at the expense of motorized
opporfunities. Our records show in 1978, the Payette National Forest had 900 miles
of non-motorized trails. In 1991, these opportunities increased to 1,042 miles. In
2005 non-motorized opportunities totaled 1,182 miles. Since 1978, non-motorized
opportunities have increased 31% on the PNF with the no-action alternative.

We recognize that the PNF trail maintenance budget is inadequate to maintain its
present trail system. One reason for these inadequate budgets is cutrageous
administrative costs. The PNF needs to significantly reduce administrative overhead.
The more money that gets to the ground, the more the public will support increasing
recreation budgets.

Across the range of action alternatives, the Payctte National Forest (PNF) seeks to
reduce maintenance costs by decommissioning roads and trails. While there are
definitely some roads and trails that need to be decommussioned, as a general rule the
PNF should be looking at ways to expand both motorized and non-motorized
recreation oppertunities in a cost-effective manner.

The PNF needs to be more aggressive in applying for IDPR grants and trail
maintenance assistance to fund trail maintenance and (re) construction.

The Recreation Trails Program (RTP) received a significant boost in funding with
the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users (SAFETA-LU). Idaho will receive $1.1 million in FY 2006 that
will increase to $1.3 million in FY 2009.

Our Motorbike Recreation Fund has grown by an average of 16% per year for the
last ten years. As a result of the revenue growth, we are expanding our Trail Cat
Program by one machine and an additional Trail Ranger crew by next summer.
These actions will allow the IDPR to increase its maintenance and {re) construction
efforts on the Payette National Forest.

' 1978 IDPR Trails Inventory, 1991 IDPR Trails Inventory, and 2006 PNT Travel Management Plan
DEIS
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A Legacy for Users (SAFETA-LLU). Idaho will receive $1.1 million in FY 2006 that
will increase to $1.3 mullion in FY 2009.

Our Motorbike Recreation Fund has grown by an average of 16% per year for the
last ten years. As a result of the revenue growth, we are expanding our Trail Cat
Program by ene machine and an additional Trail Ranger crew by next summer.
These actions will allow the IDPR to increase its maintenance and (re) construction
efforts on the Payetie National Forest.

‘We want to meet with the PNF staff to discuss how our expanded Trail Ranger
Program and Trail Cat Program, as well as our grant programs can assist the PNF in
its trail maintenance and reconstruction effarts. By working together, our agencies
can provide quality trail-based recreation opportunities for both motorized and non-
motorized recreationists.

Successful summer travel management requires providing a broad range of
recreational access opportunities for both motorized and non-motorized
recreationists in a broad variety of recreation opportunity settings. Alternatives B
and D fall short in providing quality off-highway motorbike opportunities.

Motorbike opportunities have already been significantly reduced by 64% since 1978
with Alternative A (no-action alternative). The proposed action (Alternative B)
reduces those opportunities even further by closing an additional 121.3 miles of trail
(19%). Alternative D eliminates 176.5 miles (27.4%) of trail.

Alternatives B and D also fall short in providing ATV trail opportunities. Alternative
B would increase ATV trail miles by 25.1 miles. Alternative D would reduce ATV
trail opportunities by 3.4 miles.

In 2008, the IDPR conducted a survey of registered ATV and Moterbike Owners.
We are enclosing this report for your reference. In that survey, we found that ATV
owners are looking for more areas to ride, not fewer. They support creating OHV
trails by designating some old logging roads as OHV Trails. The PNF needs to
consider designating trails when planning road-decommissioning projects.

We believe that designating trails (both motorized and non-motorized) with old
logging roads and short connecting trails is the best way to provide additional
recreation frail opportunities.

The PNF has amp!e non-motorized opportunities in Primitive, Semi-Primitive Non-
motorized, and Semi-Primitive Motorized settings (Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum). The PNF is lacking non-motorized opportunities in Roaded Natural and
Roaded Modified settings.

The best way to meet the demands in Roaded Natural and Roaded Modified settings
is to convert some cld roads into trails, This aliows additional motorized and non-
motorized opportunities without closing additional single-track motorized
opportunifies.
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Converting these old reads into trails can tap into other funding sources besides the
recreation budget. Old roadbeds have lower initial construction costs than new trail
construction because the roadbed is already constructed and heavy equipment can be
used to narrcw the roadbed width.

The Boise Nationai Forest has had great success in creating these opportunities on
the Emmett, Lowman, Idaho City and Mountain Home Ranger Districts. We suggest
that your recreation and transportation staff work closely with the Boise National
Forest to develop these opportunities in the future.

The PNF needs to reverse the trend of providing fewer and fewer recreation
opportunities. If the closure trend continues, within 25 years, no motonized access
will exist on the Forest. Within 50 years, we could see half of the existing non-
motorized opportunities around.

Winter General Comments

Most of the winter recreation that occurs on the PNF occurs around McCall, New
Meadows and Donnelly. The west side of the Forest receives relatively little use
compared with the east side.

The McCall area is a popular destination for both motorized and non-motorized
recreationists. Snow West magazine in 2004 recognized McCall as being a one of the
top five snowmobile destinations in western North America. Ponderosa State Park
has played host to the Junior Olympics. Brundage Ski Area and Tamarack Resort
offer unparalleled alpine opportunities. The two resorts also offer guided cat skiing
opportunities. The PNF offers human-powered backcouniry skiing opperiunities off
of the Lick Creek Road and near Jughandle Mountajn.

Generally, non-motorized winter recreationists (skiers and snowshoers) are limited to
areas no further than 4 miles from a plowed parking area. The PNF offers relatively
few of these areas close to population centers. When designating additional non-
motorized areas, the PNF needs to consider distance from a plowed road and parking
1ssues. We can assist the PNF with the construction and maintenance of non-
motorized winter parking areas with the RTP grant program and the Park N' Sk
program.

Conversely, snowmobilers can access terrain thirty to fifty miles away. The PNF has
the opportunity to offer more snowmobile access in these remole areas without
conflicting with non-motorized winter recreationists.

Alternatives B and D offer fewer snowmobile opportunities and eliminate important
snowmobile areas such as Bear Basin, Lick Creek, and Slab Bufte-Granite Mountain.
If the PNF is seriously considering eliminating snowmobile access in these areas, the
PNF should open other areas like Squaw Point, Chimney Rock, and Bemis Point as
outlined in Alternative C. These areas are too far from plowed roads for even die-
hard backcountry skiers.

6-6 Payette National Forest Travel Plan FEIS



CHAPTER 6. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan DEIS
May 9, 2006
Page 4

Converting these old reads into trails can tap into other funding sources besides the
recreation budget. Old roadbeds have lower initial construction costs than new trail
construction because the roadbed is already constructed and heavy equipment can be
used to narrcw the roadbed width.

The Boise Nationai Forest has had great success in creating these opportunities on
the Emmett, Lowman, Idaho City and Mountain Home Ranger Districts. We suggest
that your recreation and transportation staff work closely with the Boise National
Forest to develop these opportunities in the future.

The PNF needs to reverse the trend of providing fewer and fewer recreation
opportunities. If the closure trend continues, within 25 years, no motonized access
will exist on the Forest. Within 50 years, we could see half of the existing non-
motorized opportunities around.

Winter General Comments

Most of the winter recreation that occurs on the PNF occurs around McCall, New
Meadows and Donnelly. The west side of the Forest receives relatively little use
compared with the east side.

The McCall area is a popular destination for both motorized and non-motorized
recreationists. Snow West magazine in 2004 recognized McCall as being a one of the
top five snowmobile destinations in western North America. Ponderosa State Park
has played host to the Junior Olympics. Brundage Ski Area and Tamarack Resort
offer unparalleled alpine opportunities. The two resorts also offer guided cat skiing
opportunities. The PNF offers human-powered backcouniry skiing opperiunities off
of the Lick Creek Road and near Jughandle Mountajn.

Generally, non-motorized winter recreationists (skiers and snowshoers) are limited to
areas no further than 4 miles from a plowed parking area. The PNF offers relatively
few of these areas close to population centers. When designating additional non-
motorized areas, the PNF needs to consider distance from a plowed road and parking
1ssues. We can assist the PNF with the construction and maintenance of non-
motorized winter parking areas with the RTP grant program and the Park N' Sk
program.

Conversely, snowmobilers can access terrain thirty to fifty miles away. The PNF has
the opportunity to offer more snowmobile access in these remole areas without
conflicting with non-motorized winter recreationists.

Alternatives B and D offer fewer snowmobile opportunities and eliminate important
snowmobile areas such as Bear Basin, Lick Creek, and Slab Bufte-Granite Mountain.
If the PNF is seriously considering eliminating snowmobile access in these areas, the
PNF should open other areas like Squaw Point, Chimney Rock, and Bemis Point as
outlined in Alternative C. These areas are too far from plowed roads for even die-
hard backcountry skiers.

Payette National Forest Travel Plan FEIS



CHAPTER 6. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan DEIS
May 9, 2006
Page 5

Altemative B and D don't open the areas listed above in order to protect wolverine

and lynx habitat connectivity. The DEIS netes that lynx hair samples have yet to be
collected on the PNF. The DEIS also notes on Page 3-177 that wolverines havz not
been detected in these areas. These closures are unneeded for wildlife protection.

We are concerned that the Bear Basin closure could encourage more use in already
crowded winter parking lots. In order to alleviate potential parking problems, we
recommend that the Bear Basin closure allow a snowmobile corridor to connect with
the old Brundage Road and the Warren Wagen Road. This will allow McCall
resident snowmobilers to access trails without impacting already crowded parking
lots.

The corridor should be clearly marked on the ground and speed limits should be
implemented through Bear Basin Area. The marking of the cormdor will help
snowmobiles stay on the trail. The speed limits will improve safety between skiers
and snowmobilers (if skiers use the snowmobile corridor) and reduce noise levels.

Parking is a critical issue for both motorized and non-motorized recreationists.
Regardless of any alternative that is sclected, parking will have to be addressed in the
near future. The current snowmaobile-parking situation finds snowmobilers
competing for a limited number of parking spaces. This winter, some of the parking
lots overflowed causing congestion. Non-motorized recreationists will need parking
facilities at any new designated area. The PNF staff needs to work the winter
recreation community to find a solution to the parking issue.

Area Specific Comments
Hells Canyon Management Area 1 (MA 1)

Only one management change is proposed in this area. Road #50111 is proposed to
be designated as an ATV route under Alternative C. This road dead ends at a scenic
overlook of Hells Canyon. The surrounding terrain is steep, so ATV recreationists
are not likely to leave the road surface. We encourage the PNF to designate this road
as an ATV route in the final decision.

Snake River Management Area 2 (MA 2)

This management area has over a dozen proposed changes. The majonty of thzse
changes under the alternatives involved closing trails to motorbike use or desiynating
some roads for ATV use.

Proposal 2-1 would close the Mickey Creek Trail #230 to Motorized Use under all of
the Action Alternatives. This trail provides a connector between the Lick Creek
Ridge Trail #231 and the Upper Bear Creek Trail #228. The Lick Creek Ridge Trail
#231 was closed under the Lick Creek Timber Sale decision. This decision should be
recxamined.
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The Lick Creek Ridge Trail #231 was closed in order to improve elk security. Elk
security is a seasonal hunting issue. A year-round closure is unnecessary. Both the
Lick Creek Ridge Trail #231 and the Mickey Creek Trail #230 should be open to
motoreycle use seasonally (closed to motorized use during the elk rifle season).

Part of the problem with elk security in this area is a long elk-hunting season. The
archery season runs from August 30 through September 30th. The elk rifle season
runs from October 25th through November 3rd. The deer rifle season runs from
October 10th through October 31st in this area. The overlapping seasons and hunter
density is also a contributing factor in elk security dechne.

Proposal 2-2 closes the June Creek Trail #234 under Alternative B and Alternative
C. The primary reason for this closure is that the trail receives little use, Lack of use
should not be a reason for closure, The trail provides an important connector and
looping oppertunity with Grouse-Grizzly Trail #252. The PNF should consider
keeping this trail on the system and applying for RTP grant to reconstruct the trail.

Proposal 2-3 closes the Smith Mountain Bypass Trail #516 under Altematives B and
D. This trail if reopened under Alternative C would eliminate the need for
motorcyclists to travel on the Black Lake Road #112 in order to connect with the
Lost Basin Trail #517. Trail moiorcyclists prefer using trails over roads. For this
reason, we recommend that Trail #516 be designated for two-wheeled motorized use.

Proposal 2-4 closes Trail #286 under all action altematives (B, C, D). This trail
provides a connector between the Brownlee Campground and Trail #245. If this trail
is closed, recreationists will have to drive to the #2435 trailhead, using Highway 71.
We recommend that this trail be placed in storage status unti] legal access can be
obtained to the Trail #245 trailhead. Valuable connector irails like Trail #286 should
not be lost.

Proposal 2-5 closed Trail #225 under all action altematives. Part of the trail is
missing. This trail should be placed in storage status. It could provide a valuable
non-motorized opportunity in the future.

Proposals 2-7, 2-8, and 2-9 close Trails #252, #253, and #254 under Alternatives B
and D. Alternative C keeps these trails open to motorcycle use. We encourage the
Payette National Forest to keep these trails open to motorcycle use. These trails
provide a skilled looping opportunity that is rare in the Snake River Management
Area. The terrain is sufficiently rugged to keep motorcyclists on the trails. In
addition, the rugged terrain keeps all but skilled motorcyclists off these trails.

There is some concern that keeping these trails open to motorized use could affect
the Cuddy Mountain Research Natural Area (RNA). Trail #253 forms the boundary
of the RNA. The terrain is steep enough that motorcyclists can't travel off trail and
affect the RNA. The RNA designation should not be a reason to close this trail
because the trail isn't within the RNA. It forms the boundary of the RNA.
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Proposal 2-10 designates Road #50143 as an ATV Trail under Alternative C. This
action is unnecessary. Trail #358 used to be designated as an ATV Trail and
provided access to the Lick Creek Leokeut. In order to provide ATV access te the
Lick Creek Lookout, we recomumend that this trail be reopened to ATV use,

A vandalism incident ai the lookout was the major reason that this trail was closed.
We recommend that the lookout be refurbished and rented out to recreationists
during the summer season. This would help reduce the chance of vandalism.

Proposal 2-11 designated Road #50362 as an ATV Trail under Alternative C. This
road is a short spur road (0.7 miles) that doesn't provide a looping opportunity. This
proposal could be dropped from Alternative C.

Proposal 2-12 designates Road #51858 as an ATV Trail under Alternative C. This
road does provide a looping opportunity with Road #002 and Road #073. If elk
security is an issue in this immediate area, the route could be closed seascnal during
the rifle-hunting season.

Weiser River Management Area 3 (MA 3)

This management area is large and contains 57 management changes under the
various alternatives. Rather than address each change by alternative, we will explain
our reasons on each route that we would like to see changed 1n order to shorten our
comments.

Several trails have been broken up by road construction, timber harvest, or grazing
and are being proposed for closure. These trails are Trail #214, Trail #201-213, Trail
#249, Trail #330, Trail #237, Trail #247, Trail #248, and Trail #244. We agree that
these trails are broken up, but they could provide a future recreation trail opportunity.
The IDPR recommends that these trails be placed into storage status until such time
that they can be reconstructed and maintained. These trails are critical in providing
additional trail opportunities.

Proposal 3-2 reopens Trail #214 under Alternative C. Altematives B and D close this
trail to all use. Trail #214 provides a valuable short (0.4 mile) connecting trail
opportunity between Trail #201 and Trail #203. Tt also provides an alternative route
to using Trail #210. We encourage the Payette National Forest to reopen this trail to
2-wheel motorized use.

Proposal 3-9 would close Trail #203 under Alternatives B and D to 2-wheel
motorized use. This trail should remain open for its entire length. This trail is one of
the few long trails in the Council Mountain area and provides sufficient length,
combined with the other open trails to provide a day long riding experience.

The length of this trail would make it undesirable for hikers. Non-motorized
recreationists have numerous opportunities on nearby West Mountain. This closure is
unnecessary for a non-motorized experience.
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Alternative B would close the lower part of Trail #263 to two-wheel motorized use
in Proposal 3-10a. This closure disrupts a valuable motorcycle looping opportunity
using Trail #258 and Trail #259. The main reason for this closure is to protect water
quality on the lower half of East Pine Creek. This closure is unneeded to protect
water quality.

The trail doesn't ford East Pine Creek and is located cut of the riparian zone. Our
Trail Rangers have maintained this trail for many years. The lower trail has a couple
places that need to be reworked (a total of a half a mile), but other than those spots
the trail provides a great riding opportunity. We suggest that the Weiser Ranger
District apply for an ORMV or RTP grant to fix these two sections of trail. The trail
should remain designated for two-wheel motorized use under all action alternatives.

Proposals 3-11 through 3-17 designate roads for ATV use under Alternative B and
C. These proposzls are important in providing additional ATV opportunities. We
encourage you to designate these roads as ATV trails in the final decision.

Proposals 3-18 and 3-19 authorize use on two established roads. These roads provide
important recreation access. We encourage the adoption of these roads into the
Payette National Forest road system.

Proposal 3-36 closed Trail #331 to 2-wheel motorized use under Alternative C. We
assume that the rzasen for the closure is the lack of an easement in Section 35. The
IDPR is willing to work with the Payette National Forest, Adams County, and the
landowner to obtain access to this trail. The TDPR recommends that this trail be
placed in storage status until the access problems can be resolved.

The remaining changes in MA-3 (3-37 thorough 3-57) are from Adams County. The
county commissioners arc very interested in creating some ATV loop opportunitics
on Council and Cuddy Mountain areas. We encourage the Payette National Forest
(PNF) to adopt these changes to provide ATV opportunities if the transportation
analysis shows that it is safe and feasible. The IDPR is willing to partner with both
the PNF and Adams County to provide additional ATV opportunities.

In Alternative C, the Sturgill Mountain winter closure would be removed because the
Hitt Mountain ski area is no longer in operation. We encourage this area to be
reopened to snowmobile use. Currently, the road to the ski area is not being plowed
and it does not offer non-motorized winter access or winter wildlife habitat. This
closure is unnecessary.

Rapid River Management Area 4

This management area has six changes, all trail-related. Most of these changes
Involve closing trails to motorized use.

Proposal 4-1 closes the Frypan Creek Trail #279 under Alternatives B and D.
Alternative C would keep this trail open to 2-wheel motorized vse. The [DPR
recommends closing this trail to motorcycle use as recommended in Alternative B
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and D. This trail does not offer any looping opportunities for motorcyclists and dead
ends in the Rapid River Wild River corridor.

Proposal 4-2 closes the Tepee Springs Trail #162 to two-wheel motorized use under
Alternatives B and D. This trail provides one of the few motorized access routes
from the Little Salmon River to the Hazard Lakes country. This trail should remain
open to two-wheel motorized use as described in Alternative C.

The Hard Butte Trail #344 is proposed for closure to two-wheel motorized use under
Altemnatives B and D (Proposal 4-3). This trail provides an excellent looping
opportunity for motorcyclists under Alternative C. The IDPR recommends that this
trail remain open for two-wheel motorized use. Any problems associated with this
trail could be fixed with an ORMV or RTP grant application.

Proposal 4-4 closes the Rankin Mill Trail #191 to all forms of motorized use. This
old jeep road offers one of the few ATV opportunities in this Management Area.
Resource damage being caused by the hunting community could be solved by a
seasonal motorized use closure (during the rifle-hunting season) and enforcement by
the USFS and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). IDFG Conservation
Officers have the ability to enforce travel regulations pursuant to a 2004 MOU
between the IDFG and the USFS. A seasonal closure targets violators and should be
tried first before a yearlong closure.

Proposal 4-5 closes the Patrick Butte Trail #153 to motorcycle use. The main reason
for this closure is that the switchbacks are supposedly too tight for motorcyclists to
use. Motorcyclists have used this trail for many years (at least since 1980). The
switchbacks are tight, but experienced motorcyelists can negotiate them, This trail
should remain open to two-wheel motorized use as outlined in Alternative C.

Proposal 4-6 closes the Trail #371 to motorcycle use. This short connector trail
provides access between the Elk Lake Trail #347 and the Patrick Butte Trail #153.
These two trails eventually connect in Sec 32. This duplicate route could be
climinated from the Payette Forest Travel System.

The IDPR is concerned about the closures proposed for snowmoabiling in the Granite
Mountain Area and the Patrick Butte Area in Alternatives A, B, and C. Winter non-
metorized access is not provided for either the Patrick Butte Area or the Granite
Mountain Area. The Granite Mountain closure's purpose is to provide a commercial
sno-cat skiing experience.

When the original special use permit was signed, it was agreed that both commercia!
skiers and snowmobilers would share the area. The PNF needs to sit both Brundage
Mountain Corp. and the Idaho State Snowmobile Association down to find a solution
for the Granite Mountain Area. This solution should be the winter use allocation for
the area.

The Patrick Butte closure would be disastrous for snowmobile opportunities in the
Hazard Lakes area under Alternative D. This area provides prime backcountry
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snowmobiling opportunities on this side of the forest. These opportunities can't be
found elsewhere on the Forest. The PNF should not close the Patrick Buttz Area to
snowmobiling.

Middle Little Salmon River Management Area 5

This management area has only one change identified in the DEIS. Under
Alternative C, Road #50173 would be opened to ATV use. Opening this road will
help provide an ATV loop opportunity using a combination of roads and trails. We
encourage the PNF to open this road to ATV use.

The PNF needs to consider reopening the Poliock Mountain Trail #179 to two-wheel
motonzed use. This trail provides access to Pollock Mountain ridge and Ant Basin.
This would enable a small loop opportunity for motorcyclists. The trail crosses
several closed roads. We would be willing to work with the PNF to install gates
where the trail crosses the closed roads to prevent travel on these roads.

Goose Creek/Hazard Creek Management Area 6

This management area proposes six changes in the summer and designates additional
non-motorized areas in the winter. The DEIS recognizes this area as having some of
the highest winter recreation use on the PNF.

Proposal 6-3 closes the southern end of the Vance Creek Trail #160. A washed-out
bridge is the reason for the closure. Closing the trail to two-wheel motorized use will
not eliminate resource damage. Non-motorized recreationists will still try to cross the
stream where the bridge washed out. The IDPR recommends that the PNF apply for
an RTP or ORMYV grant to replace the bndge. This bridge would help to alleviate
any resource damage and eliminate the need for the closure.

Proposal 6-4 closes a small portion of the Hard Butte Trail #344 near Rainbow Lake
and Black Lake to two-wheeled motorized use. We support this closure. The distance
to the lakes is relatively small (1/4 mile to a 1 mile) and would help to protect lake
resource values.

Proposal 6-5 cleses the Tepee Springs Trail #162 to motonized use. The trail is
currently designated for two-wheeled motorized use, but ATVs are using the trail.
Before closing the trail to motorcyclists, we would be willing to assist in placing
barriers to ATV use to keep this trail open to motorcyclists. This trail provides one of
the few access points to the Hazard Lake country from the Little Salmon River.

Proposal 6-6 closes the Duck Lake Road #50268. The DEIS noies that tesource
damage 1s occurring because of heavy use. The road is also in bad condition. The
PNF should consider decommissioning this road, in addition to closing the road.

Altemative D closes the Hidden Lake Trail #511 in proposal 6-7. The trail provides a
short looping opportunity for motorcyclists. Tf the trail is causing resource damage, it
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should be identified for reconstruction rather than closure. The IDPR recommends
that this trail remain open to two-wheeled motorized use.

The Bear Basin Area is identified under each of the Action Alternatives in varying
sizes. The PNF needs to consider the actions of adjacent landowners when designing
the Bear Basin non-motorized area. The Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) doas not
restrict snowmobile use in the area adjacent to the westem boundary identified in
Alternative B and D. This could lead to numerous snowmobile incursions into the
non-motorized area because of the difficulty of seeing the area on the ground.

A better solution is identified in Alternative C. The area west of the Old Brundage
Mountain Road #451 would be closed to snowmobile use and the area east of the
road would be open to snowmobile use. If the road is groomed as a snowmobile trail,
it would provide a much more defined boundary than the Forest/IDL boundary.

The closure should not also encourage skiers to use the West Face Parking Lot. This
snowmobile parking lot is frequently full already. Encouraging skiers to park there
would only heat up tensions between snowmeobilers and skiers. The Bear Basin Non-
motorized area is essential to replacing the lost opportunities at Little Ski Hill.

Alternative D would close the Slab Butte Area to snowmobile use. The Slab Butte
Area is located far enough away from the Brundage Ski Area to be relatively
inaccessible to skiers (human powered). In addition, the area is also a prime
snowmobiling area. The area should remain open to snowmobile use.

Payette Lakes Management Area 7

The management area has several changes for winter recreation under the various
alternatives and four changes proposed for summer. This management area serves as
the backdoor for McCall and receives heavy recreation use (both summer and
winter).

The DEIS notes on Page 2-37 that skiers would access the Bear Basin closure from
the West Face parking lot. This lot was developed as a snowmobile parking lot and is
maintained by the McCall Snowmobile Program. The lot can be overcrowded
frequently, so we suggest that an alternative non-motorized parking solution be
found. On the last page, we suggested a change for the design for the Bear Basin
closure. Those comments apply for this management area also.

Alternative D closes the 3lack Tip area near Upper Payette Lake. The Black Tip arca
is located over six miles from the closest trailhead (Francis Wallace). This distance,
combined with having to ski on a high-speed groomed snowmobile trail makes the
area relatively undesirable for some winter non-meotorized reczeationists (having to
share the groomed snowmobile trail). The Francis Wallace trailhead is a popular
trailhead for snowmobilers headed to Burgdorf, Secesh, and Warren. Designating
this area could further compound parking issues at the Francis Wallace trailhead. If
skiers want thjs arca closed, they should be required te find and build a parking area.
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Alternative D also closes the entire west side of the Lick Creek Road. The east side
of the road is already closed. Skiers are generally looking for slopes within the first
four miles of the trailhead. The closure under Alternative D extends ail the way to
Lick Creek Summit, which is too far for most skiers to ski. The PNF should consider
Alternative C for this closure. Alternative C protects and designates key backcountry
skiing slopes on the west side of Lick Creek Road.

Alternative D designates a large portion of land on the East side of Payette Lake for
winter non-motorized use. The western boundary of this closure follows the
USES/IDL boundary. This boundary is difficult to distinguish on the ground. The
PNF needs to work with both the nordic communify and snowmobile community to
come up with an easily distinguishable area that winter recreationists can define.

The draft plan places two short unclassified roads into classified roads under all
action alternatives as described by Proposals 7-3 and 7-4. Proposal 7-3 provides
access to a dispersed campsite and Proposal 7-4 provides trailhead parking. We
encourage the PNF to adopt these unclassified roads.

Proposal 7-5 closes the Box Lake Trail #110 under Alternative D to protect resource
values. We are not aware of any large-scale resource damage wn the area. Box Lake 1s
one of the few lakes that motorcyclists can access. Non-moforized recreationists
have numerous lakes they can access near McCall. If a closure is seriously
considered, it should start in Section 32 at the meadow just above the lake (200 to
300 feet). Motoreyelists would still have the ability to ride almost to the lake.

Proposal 7-6 closes the Victor Creek Trail #117 under Alternative D to protect
resource values. This trail was recently reconstructed with ORMYV grant funds
(ORMY Grant #G4303V04.00 in the amount of $40,000). Closing this trail is 2
violation of IDAPA 26.01.31.350. The PNF does not have the authority to
unilaterally close this trail without first consulting our department and resolving the
COMVersion.

Kennally Creek Management Area 8

Various alternatives propose changes for both summer and winter in this
management area. Alternative D would expand the Jughandle Mountain closure in
the winter. A total of twelve management changes are proposed in the summer. This
management area's close proximately to McCall and Donnelly make it a popular
recreation destination area.

Alternative D expands the existing Jughandle Mountain snowmobile closure to
include Boulder Mountain. The DEIS notes that making the existing closure larger,
would make it more definable on the ground.

A larger closure isn't necessarily more definable. Definable winter closures should
follow groomed trails, ridges and streams. These are items that are easily
distinguished in the winter. The west half of the closure follows the forest boundary,
which isn't definable in many places.
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The main reason for expanding the closure is to provide a non-motorized opportunity
at Boulder Mountain. Snowmobilers have been using the Boulder Creek drainage to
access the Kennally Creek drainage from McCall. This is an important access routes
that needs to be retained.

The PNF should work with the nordic community and the snowmobile community to
come up with a more distinguishable non-motorized winter recreation area for
Jughandle Mountain.

Proposals 8-1 and 8-2 close the Needles Trail #101 and the East Fork Kennally
Creek Trail #99 under Alternatives B and D. These two trails provide important
motorcycle access to the South Fork of Salmon River. The trails provide a quality
skilled level looping opportunity that should not be lost. The area is recommended
for Wildemess under the revised Forest Plan. Use and future motorized usc will not
b2 high encugh in this area to defract from its wildemess characteristics. The Hells
Canyon Wildemess, Gospel Hump Wildemess, and Frank Church River of No
Return Wilderness all had extensive motorcycle use in portions of the areas before
they were designated wilderness.

Proposal 8-3 manages Road #50265 as an ATV Trail under Altematives B and C.
This road is eritical in providing an ATV Trail opportunity in this management area.
The Paddy Flat Vegetation Management Preject recognized the need for this
opportunity and it should be carried forward to the final decision.

Proposals 8-4 and 8-5 close Road #50014 and Road #51892 under Altemnative B and
D. Alternative C keeps these roads open seasonally. These two roads provide access
to the Gold Fork drainage from the Paddy Flat drainage. They eliminate the need for
CHV recreationists having to travel on county roads. We ercourage the PNF to keep
these roads open seasonally as recommended in Alternative C.

Proposal 8-6 through 8-11 closes seven roads as a result of the Paddy Flat Vegetation
Management Project. The decision for this project was signzd on December 21,
2005. These propesals should be removed from the FEIS.

Lake Creek/French Creek Management Area 9

The DEIS notes on Page 2-43 that this area is relatively remote with most access
being trail orientated. Altemative D proposes an extensive winter closure in the
northern half of the management area. The remaining propacsals change summer trail
designations.

Alternative D closes popular snowmobile destinations such as Lava Butte. The
closure would not provide a non-motonized recreation experience because it is so far
from the Upper Elevation Parking Lot or Brundage Ski Area Parking Lot that the
area is inaccessible to all but those skiers who want to camp overnight just to get
there. The DEIS does not present sufficient evidence that this closure is needed. The
area should remain open as descnbed in Alternatives B and C.
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Proposal 9-1 closes the Patrick Butte Trail #153 and #155 to two-wheel motorized
use under Alternatives B and C. The main reason for closing this trail is that the
numerous switchbacks are supposedly not rideable for motorcyclists. Motorcyclists
have used this trail for many years (at least since 1980). The switchhacks are tight,
but experienced motoscyclists can negotiate them. This trail should remain open to
two-wheel motorized use as outlined in Altemative C,

Proposal 9-2 closes the lower portion of the Little French Creek Trail #348 to
motorcycle use under Alternatives B and D. The main reason for this closure is that
the frail traverses several boggy areas in the bottom half of the traif. Thisis a
resource issue that needs to be corrected whether the traii 1s closed or not. A horse
can devastate trail tread in boggy areas. We recommend that this trail remain open to
moiorcycle use and that the trail be rehabilitated with either an ORMYV or RTP grant.

Proposal 9-3 closes the Little French Meadow Trail #503 to motorcycle use under
Alternatives B and D. Closing this trail disrupts an impertant motorcycle looping
opportunity. We recommend that this trail remain open to motorcycle use as
described in Altemative C.

Proposal 9-4 closes the lower half of the French Creek Trail #116 under Alternative
D and designates it non-motorized under Alternative B. Alternative C keeps this trail
open to motorcycle use. No legal access exists for the lower portion of the frail
where it crosses private property. The current owner has posted NO
TRESPASSING! signs on the property.

This landowner may be unwilling to work with the Forest Service for various
reasons, but might be willing to work with Idaho County or the Idaho Department of
Lands. Until this access issue is resolved, we recommend thai the lower trail be
placed in storage status rather than closed. The trail should remain open to
motorcycle use after the access 1ssue 1s resolved.

Proposal 9-5 closes a portion of the Claybum Trail #505 under Altematives B and D.
Alternative C would keep this trail open to two-wheel motorized use. This trail is a
duplicate route. Motorcyclists can use the Cirque Basin Trail #506 to access the Lava
Butte Lakes. We recommend that this trail be abandoned in order to allocate funding
to other trails.

Proposal 9-6 closes the North Creek Trail #105 to motorcycle use under Alternative
D. The North Creek Trail #105 provides a valuable looping opportunity for
motoreyclists. This trail allows motoreyclists to connect the French Creek Trail #116
with the Bear Pete Trail #142. We recommend that this trail remain open to
motorcycle use as described in Alternative B and C.

Proposal 9-7 closes the Link Trail #371 to motorcycle use under Alternative D. This
trail provides access to John Lake and Paradise Lake without having to drop off the
ridge using Trails #347 and #153. We recommend that this trail remain open to
motorcycle use as described in Altematives B and C.
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Proposal 9-8 closes the Lava Lake Trail #374 to all uses under Alternative D. The
DEIS notes that this trail was destroyed by the 1994 Corral Fire. Why wasn't this
trail reestablished with fire rehabilitation funding? Rather than abandon this trail, we
recormmend that this trail remain open to motoreyele use. Our trail ranger crews
could work on opening this trail back up.

Fall Creek/Warren Creek Management Area 10

Secesh and Warren residents use this management area frequently. It is also popular
for a variety of management activities. This management area serves as one of the
more heavily used motorized areas on the McCall Ranger District. It also contains a
portion of the Idaho Centennial Trail (west portion).

Alternative C removes the current closure west of Burgdorf Summit. Prior to the
large fires, most of this area was inaccessible to snowmobilers. Now that the fires
have burned off much of the timber, the area has opened up and it is a desirable
snowmobile play area. This area could be cpened in consideration of other areas lost
to snowmobilers like Bear Basin or the west half of Lick Creek. This closure is so
isolated, that only winter residents of Secesh would use this area in a non-motorized
fashion.

Alternative D's expansion of the closure is not justified. Supposedly, this closure is
designed to improve wildlife habitat connectivity (for wolverine and lynx).
Wolverines have extremely large home ranges. Many of these home ranges overlap
popular snowmobile destinations. Until further wolverine research is completed, a
closure for wildlife habitat connectivity is unwarranted.

Proposal 10-2 closes a portion of the Steamboat Ridge Trail #128 under all action
alternatives. We believe the IID Team made a mistake in drawing the proposed
closure. The closure, as drawn on the DEIS maps, eliminates an important
motorcycle looping opportunity. The closure should start at the intersection of the
Steamboat Ridge Trail #128 and Wangdoodle Trail #129. Closing the trail south of
Trail #129 disrupts the loop opportunity.

The PNF should consider opening Trail #128 for its entire length. Opening the trail
provides an important leop opportunity. Currently little if any maintenance is taking
place. Opening the entire trail gives the trail a better chance of being maintained by
OHV users.

Propesal 10-3 closes the Cottontail Point Trail #137 under Alternative B and C. The
trail is abandoned under Alternative D. The DEIS notes that the trail traverses
numerous boggy areas that can't be rerouted. Horse use can also cause extensive
damage to wet ground and streams. Rather than just close this trail fo motorcycle
use, we recommend that this trail be abandoned as recommended in Altemative D.

Proposal 10-4 closes a portion of the James Creek Trail #132. The DEIS notes that
this portion of the trail is located on steep ground in erodible soils. The Payette
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National Forest Transportation GIS Coverage Layer shows this portion of trail to be
at a proper grade. The old trail on the topo maps is not. We recommend this trail be
reconstructed to the proper grade and be open to motorcycle use to Republican Flat
in Section 3.

Proposal 10-10 designates the Carey Creek Road #50318 as an ATV trail under
Alternative C and closes the road under Alternative D. This road provides access to
the Marshall Mountain Mining District that still has scme active claims. The USFS is
required to provide claim owners reasonable access. The road is also a portion of the
Idaho Centennial Trail (west). We recornmend that this road be at least maintained as
an ATV trail as described in Alternative C. We would be willing to work with the
MecCall Ranger District to reconstruct portions of this road with our Trail Cat
program, if the road is designated as an ATV trail.

Upper Secesh River Management Area #11

This management area is popular for dispersed camping and ATV Riding. We were
pleased to see that the proposed action looked at adopting many non-system roads
into system roads. This will allow access to these dispersed campsites.

This management area contains the Squaw Point and Chimney Rock snowmaobile
closures. Alternative B keeps these closures while Alternative C removes the
closures and Alternative D expands the closures.

The Squaw Point closure was originally implemented to provide a non-motorized ski
area that could be accessed by snowmobile. Skiers that use snowmobiles to access
ski slopes have many more access oppertunities than muscle-powered skiers do.
Snowmobile skiers have the ability to access vast areas off of the Lick Creek Road.
We recommend that this closure be lifted as described in Alternative C to replace
those lost opportunities in Bear Basin and off of the Lick Creek Road.

The PNF should also consider lifting the Chimney Rock IRA closure. This area is
remote and receives very little non-motorized winter use. The Burgdorf Fire opened
previously inaccessible terrain to snowmobilers. This area could be used as a trade
for lost snowmobile opportunities near MeCall.

Proposals 11-1 through 11-11 manage closed roads as ATV trails in Alternatives B
and C. Alternative D would not open these roads to ATVs. This management area
receives a lot of ATV use on the McCall Ranger District. Designating these roads, as
ATV trails would help manage that use. We recommend that proposals 11-1 through
11-11 be designated as ATV trails.

Proposals 11-17 through 11-20 adopt seven non-system roads as system roads to
provide access to dispersed campsites. These roads provide access to those
campsites. Without access to the campsites, new dispersed campsites would crop up
elsewhere. We are pleased to see that these recommendations carty across the range
of alternatives.
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Proposal 11-21 closes Road #51871 under the range of action alternatives. The DEIS
notes that this road is in a wet location and requires heavy maintenance. We concur
with the PNF recommendation to close this road.

Proposal 11-22 closes a portion of the Steamboat Ridge Trail #128 (north of junction
of Trail #128 and Trail #129). The map shows this closure incorrectly. The ID Team
needs to correct this mistake before the FEIS. Otherwise, a very valuable motorcycle
looping oppertunity will be lost.

Proposal 11-23 closes the Victor Creek Trail #117 under Altemative D to protect
resource values. This trail was recently reconstructed with ORMV grant funds
{ORMYV Grant #G4303V04.00 in the amount of $40,000). Closing this trail is a
violation of IDAPA 26.01.31.350. The PNF does not have the authority to
unilaterally close this trail without first consulting our departiment and resolving the
conversion. The frail needs to remain open to two-wheel motorized use.

South Fork Salmon River Management Area 12

This management area contains an extensive amount of summer trails (337 miles).
The trail system provides numerous looping opportunities for motorized and non-
motorized recreationists,

Alternative D expands winter snowmobile closures while Altemative C offer fewer
snowmobile closures. The closures as described in Alternative D do not offer a non-
motorized recreation opportunity. They are located too far from any plowed road to
provide reasonable access for skiers. The final decision should not add an additional
closure north of Savage Point as described in Altemative D. It would provide
minimal wildlife connectivity (because of the large changes in elevation) for
wolverines and lynx.

Eighteen management changes are proposed for summer travel management under
the various alternatives. Alternative C offers the best opportunity for expanding
motorized opportunities and retaining non-motorized opportunities for this
management area.

Proposal 12-2 opens the Davis Ranch Road Trail #76 to two-wheel motorized use
under Alternative C. The DEIS asserts that this road is only passable on foot because
of the washed out culverts. We recommend that this trail be reconstructed to allow
motorcycle use. It would provide an outstanding riding opportunity along the South
Fork of the Salmon River. The PNF also needs to consider providing reascnabie
access to the property owner along the South Fork Salmon River.

Proposal 12-3 opens the Log Mountain Trail #92 under Altemative C. Altematives B
and D abandon the trail. The trail provides access to a unique viewpoint on the PNF.
We recommend that the trail be opened to two-wheel motorized use as described
under Alternative C. We can assist with the reconstruction of the trail with either
ORMYV or RTP grant funds.
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Proposal 12-4 through 12-6 abandens the White Rock Trail #303, Blackmare Cutoff
Trail #304, and South Fork Blackmare Trail #305 under Altemmative B and D.
Alternative C would keep these trails on the inventory. The PNF should not be
abandoning trails because of a Jack of use. Valley County's population is exploding.
This trail's proximity to Tamarack Resort could make it popular in the future, We
recomumend that this traill remain open te non-motorized use as described in
Altemative C. We can assist with the reconstruction of these trails with RTP grant
funds.

Proposal 12-7 closes the Eagle Rock Trail #290 because of a lack of use under
Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to motorcycle use. Lack of
use s not an excuse for abandoning a trail. The main reason this trail receives little
use is a lack of maintenance. We are willing to maintain this trail under our Trail
Ranger Program. We recommend that this trail remain open to two-wheel motorized
use as described in Alternative C.

Proposal 12-8 closes the Cougar Creek Trail #98 to two-wheel motorized use under
Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to motorcycle use. The
Cougar Creek Trail is the main access route from Paddy Flat to the South Fork
Salmon River. It provides motorcycles large loop opportunities. The ID Team judges
this trail to be unsuitable for motorcycle use, but our staff with extensive off-
highway motorcycle experience know that this trail can be ridden without causing
damage and has been ridden by experienced motorcyclists. We recommend that this
trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in Altemative C.

Proposal 12-9 closes the Williams Peak Trail #73 to two-wheel motorized use under
Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to motorcycle use. The
Williams Peak Trail provides access to Rainbow Arch and two loop opportunities
using either Deadman Creek Trail #75 or the Rainbow Ridge Trail #70. The ID
Team judges this trail to be unsuitable for motorcycle use, but our staff with
exlensive off-highway motorcyele experience know that this trail can be ridden
without causing damage and has been ridden by experienced motorcyclists. We
recommend that this trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in
Altenative C.

Proposal 12-10 closes the remaining open portion of the South Fork Sheep Creek
Trail #71 to two-wheel motorized use under Alternatives B and D. Alternative C
keeps this trail open to motorcycle use. Closing this trail disrupts a loop opportunity
using Trail #73 and Trail #70. The PNF is directed to ernphasize loop opportunities
under Objective 1250 in the Revised Forest Plan. Closing this trail goes against the
Objective. We recommend that this irail remain open to two wheel motorized use as
described in Alternative C. The PNF also should apply for an ORMV or RTP grant
to fix the problems on this trail.

Proposal 12-11 closes the Deadman Creek Trail #75 to two-wheel motorized use
under Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to molorcycle use.
Closing this (rail disrupts a loop opportunity with Trail #73. We recommend that this
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trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in Alternative C. The
PNF also should apply for an ORMV or RTP grant to fix the problems on this trail,

Proposal 12-12 closes the Martin Ridge Trail #301 to two-whee] motorized use
under Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to motorcycle use.
Closing this trail disrupts a Joop opportunity with Trail #98. The grades on this trail
are steep, but the tread is fairly stzble. The stecpness of this trail largely restricts
motorcycle travel to only going down the ridge, not up the ridge. This trail provides a
unique expert level riding opportunity that is rare in Southwest Idaho. We
recommend that this trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in
Alternative C.

Proposal 12-13 closes the Blackmare Trail #100 to two-wheel motorized use under
Altemnatives B and D. Alterpative C keeps this trail open to motorcycle use. Closing
this trail disrupts a loop opportunity with Trail #98 or Trail #301. The PNF is
directed to emphasize loop opportunities under Objective 1250 in the Revised Forest
Plan. Closing this trail goes against the Objective. We recommend that this trail
remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in Altemnative C.

Proposal 12-14 closes a section of the Steamboat Ridge Trail #100 to two-wheel
motorized use under Alternatives B and D. Altemative C keeps this section of trail
open. The proposed closure as drawn on the DEIS Map MA 12 disrupts a valuable
motorcyele looping opportunity. If a closure 1s going to be implemented, we
recommend that the trail only be closed, north of the Trail #129/Trail #100 junction.
Thus action will retain the Jooping opportunity.

Proposal 12-15 closes the South Fork Salmon River Trail #76 to two-wheel
motorized use under Alternatives B and D. Altemnative C keeps this section of trail
open. This trail is popular with expert motorcyclists. Closing this trail also disrupts a
large loop opportunity using a combination of roads and trails (Secesh River Trail
#107). The PNF 1s directed to emphasize loop opportunities under Objective 1250 in
the Revised Forest Plan. Closing this trail goes against the Objective.

The main reason for closing this trail is the lack of culverts crossing many of the side
streams. The original culverts were too small. Rather than abandon the trail, we
recommend that the PNF look at a long-term project of restoring this trail/road.

We recommend that this trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described
in Alternative C.

Proposal 12-16 closes the South Fork Salmon River Trail #77 to two-wheel
motorized use under Altematives B and D. Alternative C keeps this section of trail
open. This trail is also popular with expert motorcyclists. Closing this trail disrupts a
loop eppertunity with Trail #76. The PNF is directed to emphasize loop
opportunities under Objective 1250 in the Revised Forest Plan. Closing this trail goes
against the Objective. The PNF Staff’s main reason for closing the trail is the
difficult ford across the South Fork Salmon River. This river can be crossing during
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low flows by expert motorcyclists. We recommend that this trail remain open to two-
wheel motorized use as described in Alternative C.

Proposal 12-17 designates the Hamilton Bar Road an ATV trail under Alternative B.
Alternative C would keep this road open to passenger vehicles and Alternative D
would close this road to all motorized uses. The main reason that this road is
proposed for an ATV trail, is that the road is no longer passable by full-size vehicles.
The PNF should consider reconstructing this road to proper standards. In the interim,
it should be designated as an ATV trail as described in Altemative B.

Proposal 12-21 closes the Rainbow Ridge Trail #70 to two-wheel motorized under
Alternatives B and D. Alternative C keeps this trail open to motorcycles. Closing this
trail to motorcycles disrupts a loop opportunity with Trail #73 and Trail #75. The
PNF is directed to emphasize loop opportunities under Objective 1250 in the Revised
Forest Plan. Closing this trail goes against the Objective. We recommend that this
trail remain open to two-wheel motorized use as described in Alternative C.

Proposal 12-22 closes the East Fork of Kennally Creek Trail #99 to two-wheel
motorized use under Alternatives B and D. Altemnative C keeps this trail open to
motorcycles. Trail #99 is a major access route from the Paddy Flat area to the South
Fork of Salmon River. Clesing this trail disrupts a major loop opportunity using
Trails #102 and Trail #96. The PNF is directed to emphasize loop opportunities
under Objective 1250 in the Revised Forest Plan. Closing this trail goes against the
Objective. This trail should remain open to motorcycles as described in Alternative
e

Big Creek/Stibnite Management Area 13

This management area is one of the most remote in the forest. It is farther away than
other management areas on the PNF for Valley County residents and visitors. The
DEIS didn't proposed any management changes for summer and only one
management change for winter under Altemative D.

Altemnative D creates a new snowmobile closure in the Profile Peak area in order to
improve wildlife habitat connectivity, Snowmobilers have to trailer their
snowmobiles to Yellow Pine in order to use this area. The difficult winter conditions
along the South Fork Salmon River Road limit the number of snowmobilers in this
area. Given the limited amount of snowmobile use in the area, we fail to see how
snowmobiles are affecting wildlife habitat connectivity. In our opinion, this closure
is unnecessary. The PNF should adopt Alternative B for winter management of this
area.

The DEIS identifies ATV opportunities in this management area. These
opportunities were dropped because they need further NEPA analysis before
construction can begin. We encourage the PNF to complete this analysis. These old
roads will provide Yellow Pine/Edwardsburg residents and visitors ATV
opportunities. We are willing to assist with the construction of the trails with our
Trail Cat Program.
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Comparison of Alternatives Comments

Table 2-28 gives the number of miles of open roads and trails and closed roads and
trails under the range of allernatives. This table lacks critical information. The
Payette National Forest has 713 miles of Wilderness Trails in the Frank Church
River of No Retun Wildemess and the Hells Canyon Wilderness®. These wilderness
trail miles need to be added to the miles of non-motorized trails on the PNF. The
miles of non-motorized trails on the PNF range from 1,211 miles under Alternative
C to 1,350 miles under Alternative D with the Wildemness trail mileage added in.

Table 2-29 on Page 2-70 illustrates how the four altematives affect the indicators.
One indicator is proximity of non-motorized areas to parking and access points for
winter-based activities. This indicator assumes that adequate parking opportunities at
the existing lots already exist.

Snowmobilers heavily use the West Face Parking Lot. This parking lot is frequently
filled to capacity on weekends and holidays. In our opinion, the {ot can't
accommodate additional non-motorized use. This results in Alternative D providing
Poor-Good access for non-motorized winter parking.

We were pleased to see that the PNF analyzed approximately(?) acres of skiable
terrain. This analysis includes the Granite Mountain and Slab Butte proposed
closures. These two areas are being used by Brundage Mountain's snowcat skiing
operation. These two areas do not provide a non-motorized skiing opportunity. We
suggest that the PNF alse analyze the amount of non-motorized skiing opportunity
(amount of terrain accessible through muscle power).

Table 2-30 on Page 2-71 shows how the four alternatives impact costs to program
management. The table concludes that Alternative C would have minimal to no
savings for program management. We disagree with that conclusion. The DEIS fails
to take into account the increase in Recreational Trails Program (RTP) funding and
the expansion of our Trail Ranger and Trail Cat Programs. These itemns could
significant saving the PNF hundreds of thousands dollars per year. Alternative C
gives modest saving to program management.

Table 2-31 addresses the "Degree of public safety provided based on separation of
uses." Separation of use is a poor indicator for public safety. Separation of motorized
and non-motorized use does not guarantee public safety. Hikers and mountain bikers
can speok pack stock on non-motorized trails. Pack trains can jam up going opposite
directions. On motorized trails, the sound of the motoreycle or an ATV gives the
equestrian some waming before the vehicles arrive. We disagree that Alternative D
would improve summertime trail safety and Alternative C would worsen
summertime trail safety. All action alternatives provide relatively safe recreation trail
opportunities.

?2003 Payette National Forest GIS Travel Coverage Layer
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Table 2-33 on Page 2-73 analyzes roadless character and wildemess potential. The
DEIS asserts that Alternative C would have a negative effect on wildemess attributes
in inventoried roadless areas in the Weiser River Management Area 3 (MA 3). The
revised Payette National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan did not
recommend any Wildemess in MA 3. Alternative C would not affect wildemess
aftributes in MA 3.

The analysis for Table 2-34 on Page 2-77 1s inadequate. The indicator is "Number of
inventoried stream crossing on designated roads and motorized traiis." GIS also
planners to clear add up the number of water crossings on road and the number of
water crossing on trails. Until this analysis is completed, we regard this indicator to
be inadequate.

Table 2-35 asserts that Altemative C is "Not consistent with Forest Plan direction for
the tributaries to the SFSR (except in the Secesh River and East Fork SFSR)" for
change in WCI for stream bank condition. It has been our staff's expenience that
stream bank condition is dependent on the number of water crossings in a given MA
(motorized and non-motorized) and the design of those water crossings. Whether
motorized use is on the trail or not, streamn bank condition is more influenced by the
design of the water crossing, rather than the uses of the water crossings. Alternative
C is consistent with Forest Plan direction.

Affected Environmental and Environmental Consequences Comments

The DEIS covers motorized winter recreation use on Page 3-8. The analysis uses
some registration designation information from our Registration Information System
(RIS) database. The FEIS should show that information in Reference Appendix B.

The DEIS states on Page 3-8 that "Idaho County shows a drop of seven percent
during those dates.” Idaho County registration designations go to the Grangeville and
Elk City grooming programs. These programs do not groom on the PNF and Idaho
County registration designations have little bearing on snowmeobile use on the PNF.
The sentence should be removed.

The DEIS does an excellent analysis of Program Management Costs. The PNF
should note that we are expanding our Trail Ranger Program by one crew in 2007.
The trail crew expansion allows us to maintain approximately 250-300 miles of trail
per year on the PNF. We are also expanding our Trail Cat Program next year by one
operator. This action should allow use to construct or reconstruct an additional 50
miles of trail per year in Southwest Idaho.

The DEIS makes an incorrect reference on Page 3-10. We were picased that the
2004-2005 Idaho Outdoor Recreation Needs Assessment was cifed, but it should be
listed in Reference Appendix B.

The DEIS makes an important statement to consider when selecting a preferred
alternative on Page 3-26. The DEIS states "There 1s not an immediate need for
additional non-motorized trails that has been identified by the public, and the
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existing system scems to be providing the needed opportunities for solitude, quiet
and primitive recreation expericnces."

The PNF needs to provide both motorized and non-motorized recreation
opportunities. Alternatives B and D decrease two-wheel motonized trails to the point,
that motorcyclists would be driven elsewhere. The Boise and Sawtooth National
Forests are starting their travel plan revisions. Do you expect these National Forest to
pick up the displaced visitors?

The DEIS has a typographical error on Page 3-42. The DEIS states "James Creek
trail 132 and Steamboat Ridge trail 128 are proposed for non-motorized designation
to alleviate past motorized violations into the Frank Church River of No Retum
Wildemess." The Steamboat Ridge Trail #128 does not go into the wildemess.

On Page 3-45, the DEIS notes that "Cwrrent maintenance costs on the forest are
approximately $700/mile.” This is an extremely high maintenance cost. Qur
Southwest Trail Ranger Crew costs average $58.58/mile with supervision and capital
deprecation costs.” Bringing a trail back up to standard, generally doubles our
cost/mile basis.

The PNF needs to consider that under Altemative B and D, that abandoning so many
trails might actually decrease the PNF trail budget. Retaining trail mileage under
Alternative C might help keep frail maintenance dollars and/or justify an increase in
trail maintenance dollars. In any event, we believe that the expansion of the Trail
Ranger Program and the Trail Cat Program, combined with an aggressive grant
application strategy by the PNF, car bring significant cost savings to the PNF
recreation budget.

On Page 3-57 the DEIS states "Changing area and trail descriptions from motornzed
to non-motorized or vice versa is not irretrievable because the Forest could always
change the designation in the future." While it is true that the PNF could change the
designation in the future, can the PNF staff cite even one significant result that
opened a non-motorized frail to motorized use? Our records show that motorcyclists
have lost 327.3 miles of trail since 1991. The PNF is not going to change any
designation in the near future with this decision. We regard the decision to close
trails to motorized use to essentially be an irreversible decision, because so few
closed trails are ever opened back up.

The DEIS fisherics analysis assumed that road density {miles of roads per unit area)
was directly proportional to the number of crossings and stream bank condition on
Page 3-132. This analysis is inadequate. Road density isn't necessary proportional to
the number of crossings. Roads can go along ridge tops or parallel drainages, yet
rarely cross a stream. Conversely some roads can go back and forth through
drainages and have many crossings.

* 2005 Trail Ranger Cost per Mile, IDPR Qutdoor Recreation Program
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The FEIS needs to do a GIS analysis of the number of road stream crossings in each
management area under the various alternatives. The PNF has a transportation layer
and a stream layer. Those two layers can give the IDT the answers to the number of
stream crossings under the various altemnatives.

Table W-5 on Page 3-209 illustrates Acres of Wolverine Denning Habitat Open and
Closed to Over-snow Vehicle use by Alternative (FC-RONR Wildemess not
included). This table is overly simplistic and does not reflect the actual impacts that
the various alternatives have.

Both motorized and non-motorized winter recreationists affect wolverine denning
habitat. This table also assumes that because an area 1s open to snowmobiles, that it
is accessible to snowmobiles,

Not all wolverine natal derning habitat may be accessible to snowmobiles (even
though 1t may be open). Excessive slopes or vegetation can block snowmobile access
to denning habitat. The PNF needs to reanalyze these figures to show what winter
recreationists can access ard what they can't access under the various alternatives.

Conclusion

The Payette National Forest (PNF) Trave] Management ID Team did an outstanding
Job involving the public and cooperating agencies. The size and scope of the project
made our comments quite lengthy. We hope you (ind these comments useful in
designing a decision that serves both motorized and nen-motorized recreationists.

With an increasing population and more citizens using the PNF, the PNF staff should
not be looking at reducing trail opportunities, but expanding opportunities. While it
is true that National Forest budgets are tight, a cooperative relationship befween our
department and the PNF can go a long way toward meeting recreation trail demand.

We are interested in finding out what final decision will be made on this plan. The
DEIS did not identify a preferred alternative. We would greatly appreciate a meeting
between the ID Team and our Recreation Staff before a final decisicn is reached.
This could help us understand why the PNF is taking a certain management
direction, and help the PNF understand our position.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. We look forward to
working with the Payette National Forest on improving its trail system in the future.
If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Jeff Cook, Outdoor
Recreation Analyst at (208) 334-4180 ext. 230.

Sincerely,
Robert L. Meinen, Director
Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation
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SOUTHWEST REGION
McCALL OFFICE

555 Deinhard Lane
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May 19, 2006

Clifford J. Dils

Acting Forest Supervisor
Payette National Forest
P.O. Box 1026

McCall, ID 83638

Dirk Kempthorne / Governor
Steven M., Huffaker / Director

| FecEIVED |
| OMAY 19 2008 |
FAVETTE NF

SUPERVIZUR'S OFFICE

Re:  Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact

Statement

Acting Forest Supervisor Dils:

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the Payette National
Forest Travel Management Plan DEIS. The Department understands that this proposal
would revise the current Travel Plan by designating a site-specific transportation system
for snow-free and over-snow travel. All snow-free motorized vehicle use will be restricted
to designated routes. Some of the following comments are restating comments submitted

in the original scoping for this project.

The increased use of off-highway vehicles (OHVSs, off-highway mctorcycles and ATVs) on
public lands and, in particular, their use during the hunting season has resulted in four

basic issues that affect fish and wildlife management.

First, is the increased vulnerability of deer and elk to harvest. A number of studies
demonstrate a strong relationship hetween motorized access and vuinerability to harvest.
In the 1980s and early 1990s vulnerability to harvest was reduced through road closures
during the hunting season because road access for full sized vehicles was the prablem.
The advent of ATVs added a new dimension to this problem. The use of ATVs on trails,
roads closed to full sized vehicles, and cross country has substantially increased
vuinerability to harvest. This could ultimately lead to reduced hunting opportunities in

order to maintain healthy big game populations.

Second, the use of OHVs in hunting creates social conflicts between hunters. These
conflicts are caused by bath lawful and unlawful use of OHVs on public land. They include
violating road/trail/area closures, chasing of game with ATVs (fair chase}, noise, and
disturbance of game and hunters. A substantial portion of hunters use ATVs or
motorcycies, but many do not. Those who do not and even some that do, desire hunting

¢ Idaho's Wildhife Heritage
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opportunities that are largely non-motorized, that is, large blocks of land that are not
traversed with motorized trails or allow motorized cross country travel.

Third, is the avoidance of habitat. This is a concern where the motorized route density is
$0 high that very little of an area is further than one-half mile from a motcrized route. The
rapid increase in recreational OHV riding outside the hunting seascn has increased
motorized travel on many roads and trails that were lightly used in the past, increasing the
potential to reduce the effectiveness of habitat. Blocks of habitat greater than 250 acres in
size and more than a half mile from roads seem to provide security and buffers from
human disturbance.

Fourth, is the resource damage caused by cross-country travel, that is, travel off of an
established trail and/or the pioneering of new trails. This damage takes many forms
including erosion from improper placement and design of user-created trails, damage to
vegetation, spread of invasive species, damage to wetlands, and damage to streams to
name just a few.

This set of problems, the perceived inaction by federal land management agencies, and
the constant barrage of public comments regarding the use and misuse of OHVs during
the hunting season prompted the Idaho Fish and Game Commission to establish the motor
vehicle rule for hunters in 2002. Simply stated, the rule only allows the use of moter
vehicles as an aid to big game hunting on roads open to and capable of travel by full sized
vehicles. The rule has been at least partially successful in addressing some of the
problems outlined above but is not a substitute for a balanced and effective travel plan.
This rule has been implemented in 28 game management units, covering approximately
30% of the land area of the state. We believe that thoughtful implementation of the Forest
Service Travel Management Rule will reduce the need for the motor vehicle ruie and the
number of units included in it.

As stated in our earlier letter, we strongly support the Forest Service Travel Management
Rule, in particular, restricting motorized travel to designated roads and trails. Elimination
of cross country travel will significantly reduce resource damage, address some of the
conflicts between motorized and non-motorized hunters, and contribute to reducing
vulnerability to harvest. In addition designating the right mix and density of single and
double track trails, implementing hunting season closures where necessary, and
minimizing the number of areas with a high density of motcrized routes will ameliorate the
concerns outlined above. In addition, we strongly recommend that no exception to the
designated route rule be allowed for game retrieval.

Effective enforcement is an integral component of the travel plan. We are encouraged by

the approach the Forest Service is using to standardize the motor vehicle use map across
all National Forests. This should help with compliance, most of which is voluntary. We are
aware that the Payette has only one LEO and that makes it difficult to enforce travel

Keeping ldaho s Wildlife Heritage
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restrictions in addition to all the other enforcement demands on the forest. The
Department and the Forest Service Master MOU aliows the Department to enforce motor
vehicle restrictions on the National Forests of Idaho. We are willing to assist in the
enforcement of the travel plan and recommend that other Forest personnel be involved in
monitoring and assisting LEOs with administering the travel regulations, especially during
the fall hunting seasons.

The Forest did a good job of displaying potential wolverine denning habitat and habitat
cennectivity corridors. The Forest also identified disturbance of denning habitat from over-
snow vehicle use as the management action likely to have the greatest potential for
adverse impacts on the reproductive success of wolverines (DEIS, page 3-216). The
importance of habitat connectivity was also stressed. Percent acres of denning habitat
protected from over-snow vehicle use on the forest are presented, with Alternative D being
the alternative with the most protection. However, the only recent, confirmed wolverine
occurrences, some by DNA analysis, and probably the priority areas for denning habitat
protection and maintenance of habitat connectivity, are in the areas least pratected. The
area between Lick Creek Summit-Secech Summit-Bruin Mountain-Slab Butte appears to
be a priority area for wolverine occurrence and needs to be appropriately protected
(excluding the groomed trail on the FS Road 21). This area is found within the Slab Butte
to Patrick Butte, and the FC-RONR to Hells Canyon (south) corridors identifiad in the
DEIS. Without protection of connectivity corridors and denning habitat of known occupied
wolverine habitat we weuld find it difficult to conclude that the effects of the proposed
alternatives would not have impact cn population viability without a more thorough
analysis.

Mere site specific comments are included in the attachment. We look forward to working
with the Forest on implementing a travel management plan that protects fish and wildlife
and associated recreation while providing opportunities for OHV recreation cn the Payette
NF. We request a meeting with the Forest to discuss these recommendations. We
believe it would be productive to include the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation in
that discussion. If you have any questions or need further clarification please contact Jeff
Rohlman at 634-8137.

Sincerely,
e TS hen

Al Van Vooren
Southwest Regional Supervisor

AVVijr
Enci: (1) Supplemental Comments
Copy: IDFG (Leitzinger, Rohlman, Trent)
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Idaho Department of Fish and Game Supplemental Comments
Payette National Forest Travel Plan DEIS

Management Area 1 — Hells Canyon
l We do not see any significant impacts to the wildlife resources or the sportsmen from management
actions proposed in any of the alternatives.

Management Area 2 — Snake River
The conversion of motorized trails 231, 252, 253, and 254 to non-motorized is sound. The area
accessed by these trails has a long history of motorized vehicle road closure violations, especially
during the fall hunting seasons, effectively eliminating big game security within the Grade/Dukes
area.

A portion of Trail 252 in Sections 7 and 18, and adjacent to the east boandary of the Cecil D.
Andrus WMA (AWMA) at Dukes Creek and Board Gulch, is not highlighted as part of the Trail 252
motorized closure. We are not sure if this is an intentional omission or an oversight, but we
recommend that it aiso be included in the closure to protect big game security and to provide
uniformity to the access management systems and motorized restrictions for both the AWMA and
adjacent USFS lands.

We believe it is important to consider additional trail closings to motorized vehicles, especially
Trails 251, 250, 258, and 255. Closing Trail 255 is a priority, as it connects to the Grade/Dukes
closure area and would provide a route for motorized vehicles to access the entire closure.
Leaving Trail 259 open to motorized (2-wheel) vehicles negates the positive effects of the existing
and proposed frail closures, especially for big game security. It is also one of the trails with a
history of frequent motorized vehicle violations by ATVs during the fall hunting seasons. Because
this trail is adjacent to AWMA, those violations have negatively impacted the access management
and wildlife use of AWMA during fall/winter hunting seasons.

Road 50044 is identified as a seasonal road on the Management Area 2 map. The first 1,000
feet of this road are to be closed and obliterated as a wildlife mitigation requirement as
identified in the Record of Decision for the Grade-Dukes Final Supplemental Environmental
| Impact Statement (August 1999).

; Management Area 3 — Weiser River

In numercus correspondences we have expressed our concern about elk security on the forest,
especially on the west side. Data for percent elk habitat security areas by game management unit
in Table W-11 support this concern. As stated in our comments during scoping, we find it
imperative that this analysis be conducted on the 5" level HUC scale, such as was used in the
road density analysis. This scale will allow an assessment of impacts on a level small enough to

| be related to elk use, yet large enough for making meaningful management changes. This

| analysis and implementation of appropriate changes is necessary to implement the goals and
intent of the Payette Naticnal Forest Plan as described on page 6 of Appendix E and to bring
security areas to at least 30% of total acres.

|

] We recommend obliteration of road 50043 in the former Southeast Comer Timber Sale area. This
was proposed for mitigation of increase elk vulnerability due to road construction and hiding cover
losses.

|

Road 50233 (ID 3-16) needs to remain closed or obliteraled to minimize soil erosion and provide
elk security. Road 50209 (ID 3-17) needs toc remain seasonal closed regardless of its conversion
to ATV trail as mitigation for elk security in the Middle Fork Weiser River Watershed Assessment.

Keeping ldaho s Wildlife Heritage
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Management Area 4 - Rapid River
We agree with the Forest for recommending motorized closure on the trails listed in Proposal IDs
4-1 through 4-5, inclusive. These closure will provide much needed resource protection for soils,
wildlife, and fisheries.

Management Area 5 — Middle Little Salmon
All alternatives appear to be similar in this management area. We recommend this area be
reviewed to make sure adequate (>30%) portions of the area provide elk security habitat.

Management Area 6 — Goose Creek/Hazard Creek
The proposed changes in Alternative B and D are adequate to protect ‘ish and wildlife during snow
free months. The proposed over-snow management for all alternatives is inadequate to protect
known populations of wolverine. The Slab Butte to Patrick Butte connectivity corridor needs to be
protected.

Management Area 7 — Payette Lakes
The proposed over-snow management for all alternatives is inadeguate to protect known
populations of wolverine. The portion of the FCRNOR-Big Creek connectivity corridor needs to be
protected between the Slab Butte/Patrick Butte corridor and Needles IRA to Marshall Mountain
corridor.

Management Area 8 — Kennally Creek
Alternatives B and D adequately protect big game security.

Management Area 9 — Lake Creek/French Creek
Proposal Ids 8-1 through 9-4 are sound management proposals and will provide needed resource
protection for anadromous fisheries and wildlife. The proposed over-snow management for all
alternatives is inadequate to protect known populations of wolverine. The Slab Butie to Patrick
Butte connectivity corridor needs to be protected.

Management Area 10 - Fall Creek/Warren Creek
All of the action alternatives adequately protect fish and wildlife values.

Management Area 11 — Upper Secesh

Our concerns for fish habitat protection, and especially Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout
habitat, lead us to recommend that Proposal Ids 11-7 through 11-11 in the Ruby Meadows area be
managed as non-motorized. The current state of these frails is degrading important spawning and
rearing habitat for the protected salmonids. To continue to encourage motorized use in this area
would only exacerbate the problem. The Chinook salmon that spawn in the Secesh River
comprise one of the most significant contributions to wild salmon reproduction in Idaho.

Management Area 12 — South Ferk Salmon River
Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout habitat protection and improvement are paramount in
the management area. We strongly urge the Forest to carry forward with the proposed elimination
of trails and conversion of motorized trails to non-motorized trails. Alternative D best meets this
directive. Alternative B can meet this directive with minor medifications. Impacts to anadromous |
fish habitat from activities proposed in Alternative C would be unacceptable. |

Management Area 13 - Big Creek/Stibnite ‘
We concur with the over-snow management displayed in Alternative D to protect wildlife habitat
connectivity. |

Keeping Idaha’s Wildlife Heritage
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April 5, 2006

Clifford 1. Dils

Acting Forest Supervisor
Payette National Forest
PO Box 1062

MeCall, ID 83638

RE: Payette NF Travel Management Plan DEIS Comments
Dear Mr. Dils:

The Nez Perce Tribe would like to briefly comment on the Payette National Forest Travel
Management Plan which will govern the use of roads and motorized trails in the Payette National
Forest. The Payette National Forest 1s largely within the Nez Perce Tribe’s aboriginal territory,
which was ceded to the United States in the Treaties of 1855 and 1863 in exchange for the
United States’ protection of the Tribe and its retained rights and resources. Tribal members use
the Payette NF to exercise many of their retained treaty rights, including fishing, hunting and
gathering.

General Comments

The extensive road network created to facilitate the massive logging campaigns of the
early 20" century negatively impacted cvery aspect of the Tribe’s treaty resources, as well as
many cultural and spiritual sites. The development and utilization of a road/QHV trail network
eliminates and fragments habitat, compacts soils, disturbs or destrovs organic layers, and causes
higher rates of erosion and mass wasting. Roads are one of the single biggest contributors of
sediment to the regions streams and rivers, and in some cases as much as 40 percent of the
sediment produced in a watershed was attributed to logging roads (Reid, 1980; Kahklen, 2001).
This sediment ruins the gravel beds which support viable spawning habitat, chokes redds already
in the riverbed, and lowers overall recruitment and escapement (Cederholm et al., 1980). As
such, the Tribe is opposed to building new roads or trails without obliterating and recontouring
old roads.

Roads and motorized trails also promote the spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants
(Sheley & Petroff 1999). Roads provide dispersal of exotic species via three primary
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mechanisms: providing habitat by altering conditions, making invasions more likely by stressing
or removing native species, and allowing easier movement by wild or human vectors (Trombulak
& Frissell 2000). Vehicles, including OHVs and two-wheeled vehicles, transport the seeds of
exotic plants and encourage growth, displacing native plants and their communities (Sheley &
Petroff :999).

The Tribe appreciates that the Payette NF is taking steps to reduce unrestricted cross
country motorized travel. The benefits of keeping all types of motorized vehicles on the
road/traii network are significant. However, the Tribe remains concerned about the level of two-
wheel motorized trails that remain on the Forest, or that will be added to the network. The Tribe
1s essentially concerned that, in reality, these trails will not be limitzd to two-wheeled motorized
use. Tt is the experience of the Tribe’s staff that with the growing numbers of OHV users, more
and more of them are disregarding road designations and closures. The Tribe frequently sees this
on closed logging roads, and the Tribe expects that the same is likely to happen with restricted
two-wheeled motorized irails.

With the Forest Service's smaller and smailer budgets, it will be very difficult for the
agency staff to patrol and enforce trail designations, and as a result, the Tribe feels that ATV use
will be expanded to the two-wheeled trail system, as is already happening. See e.g. DEIS, pg. 3-
62. This probiem could be addressed by reducing the number of two-wheeled motorized trails
on the Forest, Is there truly a need for five times the number of trails for two-wheeled use versus
four wheeled use? If so, are their plans to monitor the use of the trails to make sure ATVs are
not using those trails. Also, does the Forest Service have any plans for a strategy to deal with the
growing unauthorized motor vehicle use discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS?

Concems about Impacts to Wildlife

The Tribe has hunted elk in the Payette forest area for millennia, Yet, because of a
variety of factors, including to a significant degree road building, the elk populations have
dwindled from what they once were. While it is undisputed that elk summer and winter range
habitat will be improved by cutting down on cross-country motorized vehicle use, there will still
be a significant impact to elk because of existing and newly proposed motorized trails and roads.
Roads and trails allow hunters easy access to the hunting grounds, sspecially with more and
more huaters using the ATV as a hunting platferm. Because of this, as stafed elsewhere in these
comments, the Tribe would like to see the permanent closure of additional presently unneeded
logging roads, and the reduction and closure of trails directly within Jarge swaths of elk summer
and winter range, where it exists on the Forest.

It has been clearly documented that elk use of an area is dirzctly related to the amount
and intensity of vehicle use. It has been well documented that elk use declines dramatically
within % mile of open roads (Thomas & Toweill 1982; Leege 1984; Lyon 1979; Hieb 1976,
Perry & Overly 1977, Rost & Bailey 1979; Witmer & deCalesta 1985). In fact, elk use
diminishes about 88% within the first 100 feet from any open road, 53% from 100 to 660 feet
and 28% up to one mile away (Lyon 1984). Motorized trail use lixely has similar impacts on elk
habitat.
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The Tribe is also concerned about the combination of widespread largely uoregulated
over-snow use of motorized vehicles with the lack of information related to impacts of over-
snow motorized travel and wildlife. It is commonsense that wildlife would be adversely affected
by these machines in a time of year when they are already at risk. As a result, the Tribe requests
that the Forest cut back on over-snow motorized vehicle use in important habitat areas, like elk
winter range, and Jynx habitat pending scientific review showing no significant impacts.
Because many of the wildlife species are already at risk from other environmental and man-made
factors, the Forest Service should take a cautious approach to management.

Concerns about Aquatic and Riparian Areas

The DEIS goes to great length to discuss the existing condition and the change created by
each alternative. However, much of this information is presented in a confusing manner as
abstract concepts are used in place of hard data, thereby muddling one’s understanding of the
potential impact/bencfits. For example, in the discussion of MA 12 on pg. 3-125, the table states
that 14% of the available RCAs (9,457 acres) are currently open to motor vehicle use of some
sort. The table goes on to state that the change by alternative is a -13% reduction. On first
glance, a reader would think that as a result of the action, the remaining RCAs open to motorized
vehicles would be 1% of the total available RCA acreage (14% - 13% = 1%). However, the SWI
2 narrative description states that this would be a “minor” reduction; and thus action must
actually be a 13% reduction of the 9,457 acres open to motorized travel, or in other words, a
1,229 acre reduction of the RCA’s open to motorized travel. It would be clearer if the DEIS
stated the hard data, the 1229 acre reduction, instead of the abstract number, the 13% reduction.
Eliminating this type of obfuscation would greatly increase the ability of the public to understand
the document. The clear presentation of data is especially important with RCAs as the Tribe
would like to see major reductions of road/motorized trail miles in RCAs where sediment input
to the streams is moderate to high.

Overall, the Nez Perce Tribe appreciates the steps taken by the Forest Service to reduce
impacts to IRA’s, water quality, and elk habitat from unrestricted motorized vehicle use.
Nonetheless, the Tribe would like to see more action taken, especially to reduce roads and
motorized trails in RCA’s, as well as in subwatersheds with a high vulnerability rating. For
example, in the South Fork Salmon MA, 85% of the roads are located in subwatersheds with a
high vulnerability rating. DEIS, 3-91. Unsurprisingly, the MA has 15 subwatersheds listed as
303(d) limited for water quality under the Idaho water quality standards. DEIS, 3-74.

Conclusion

While the Tribe generally opposes the creation of OHV trails, the Tribe understands that
the Forest Service has a mandate to provide for a multitude of uses on the Forest. The Tribe
generally requests that with the creation or designation of new trails, that old trails, or unused
logging roads be permanently put to rest by obliteration. This is the only way that OHV impact
can be restricted to designated trails, and have as little impact as possible.

Despite some of the negative comments contained in this letter, the Tribe is very pleased
that the Payette National Forest has decided to take steps to reign in ATV/OHV use on the
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Forest. This decision should go a long way toward balancing the competing uses and needs to
more appropriately protect the ecosystem and the resources that Tribal members depend on,
while continuing to provide ample recreational activities. Thank you for your consideration of
the Tribe’s comments. If vou have any questions, comments, or concerns related to the issues
raised in this letter, please feel free to contact Ryan Sudbury in the Tribe’s Office of Legal
Counsel at (208) 843-7355.

Sincerefy, /. ’
‘m inf ;{7 2/ P4
/;7 o //’ /
s -g LA A S
L -“R/cbe ca A, Miles” * /
Chairman
Nez Percz Tribal Executive Committee

\
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95 T UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
5;‘ N REGION 10
3 g 1200 Sixth Avenue
% (55; Seattle, WA 98101

P PROVES

May 19, 2006
Reply To
Attn Of: ETPA-088 Ref:

Mark J. Madrid, Forest Supervisor
USDA Forest Service

Payette National Forest

P.O. Box 1026

McCall, ID 83638

Dear Mr. Madrid:

439

' RECEIVED |

MAY 22 2005

*i el TE NF

04-057-AFS

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Payette National Forest Travel Management Plan (CEQ No.
20060045) in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Section 309, independent of NEPA, specifically
directs EPA (o review and comment in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all
major federal actions. Under our policies and procedures, we evaluate the document's adequacy

in meeting NEPA requirements.

The draft EIS proposes a no action (Alternative A) and three action alternatives.
Altermative B (Proposed Alternative} was designed to meet a vanety of resource 1ssues by
slightly decreasing roads and motorized trails while increasing miles of roads designated for
ATV usage. Alternative C responds to requests for more motorized access in summer and winter
by increasing the miles of motorized trails and areas open to over-snow vehicle use. Alternative
D responds to concems about the effects of motorized access on visitors desiring a non-
motorized experience and on habitat connectivity for wolverine by reducing road and motorized

road miles and closing large areas to over-snow motoerized use.

EPA’s comments address those matiers that relate directly or indirectly to the authorities
of EPA, consistent with our review responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Qur
review places particular emphasis on ensuring impacts to water quality, air quality and wetlands
arc minimized or mitigated. We also consider purpose and need and supporting information as
they relate to the identification of reasonable and feasible alternatives and their associated

environmental impacts.

Alternative Analysis

Alternative B appears 1o have been identified as the Proposed Alternative to strike a
balance among the requests of the various users of the forest. Some prefer increased motorized
usage on the forest and others prefer less motorized usage and protection of sensitive resources.

/ISOR'S OFFICE
__-"-_'_—h
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Each alternative would result in some measure of improvement in water quality and aquatic
habitat, depending on the Management Area (MA) considered. Alternative D would likely
achieve the greatest beniefits to water quality and aquatic habitat and therefore would likely be
the environmentally preferred alternative.  EPA supports the selection of an altemative that
meets the purpose and need with minimum impacts to the environment. Because the analysis of
Alternative C in the DEIS shows thar there would be degradation of water quality and aquatic
habitat in some MA’s, and because this alternative does not appear to meet purpose and need, we
would not support the selection of Allernative C.

Public Water Supply

EPA appreciates that the draft EIS provides an analysis of the number of public water
supply systems by MA. Table SW-1 indicates that MA 3 has 2 subwatersheds that serve as
public drinking water supply, while MA 7 has 6 subwatersheds and MA 13 has 1. It also gives a
vulnerability rating based on parameters such stream bank damage, sediment loads, channel
medification, flow disruption, thermal changes, chemical contamination, and biological stress.

Our primary concern is the management of MA 3, which currently has 78% of the MA
open to cross-country motor vehicle use and 70% of riparian conservation areas (RCAs) open to
cross-country motorized travel. We commend the USFS for designing each alternative to consist
of a significant reduction in the RCA arcas open to cross-country or motorized use. However,
altematives B and C would result in a significant increase in miles of designated ATV and OHV
trails. We recommend that the final EIS discuss the potential effect that the increase in
designated ATV and OHV use would have on dnnking water supplies in the MA.

The 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) require federal agencies
that manage lands that serve as drinking water sources to protect these source waler areas.
Source Water is untreated water from streams, rivers, lakes, springs, and aquifers that 1s used as a
supply of drninking water. Source Water Areas are the sources of dnnking water delineated and
mapped by the states for each federally regulated public water system.

EPA is making a an effort to notify federal land management agencies that the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality has completed source water assessments for the state of
[daho. They can provide the USFS with a database of information about the watersheds and
aquifers that supply public water systems. We recommend that the USFS contact the IDEQ to
help identifly source water protection areas within or downstream of the project area, Typical
databases may contain GIS and Access information of the watersheds and aquifer recharge areas,
the most sensitive zones within those areas, and the numbers and types of potential contaminant
sources identified for each system.

We have also posted a draft document on EPA’s Regional drinking water website, EPA
Region 10 Source Water Protection Best Management Practices (BMPs) for USES and BLM.,
This document is a compendium of BMPs that were collected from a host of sources directed at
protecting drinking water. This document is intended to provide a broad list from which to select

_appropriate BMPs that can be applied to a specific plan or project. The list is not comprehensive

and additional BMPs may be appropnriate to ensure adequate prolection of source water areas.
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3

A link to this document, which can be found on EPA’s Region 10 website at
www .epa.gov/rlOearth (click "Water Quality”, under Programs click "Drinking Water", click
"Source water and Wellhead Protection 2005 Workshop Summary”).

Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listed Streams

According to Table SW-1, MA-12 contains a high amount (15) of subwatersheds that
contain Clean Water Act Section 303(d) listed streams. The pollutants of concern are sediment
and metals. Table SW-26 indicates that MA 12 has 213.5 miles of roads and motorized trails in
subwatersheds with a high watershed vulnerability rating and 91 .4 miles of designated roads and
motorized trails within riparian conservation areas. We recommend that the selected alternative
contain the maximum amount of road closure available, particularly in areas vulnerable (o
erosion and sediment delivery, to allow recovery of the impaired streams in MA-12. We also
recommend that the decision maker take a hard look at the increase of 3.3 miles of ATV trail in
Alternative B and consider removing this increase since it would potentially offset the otherwise
expected improvement in water quality.

EPA has rated the draft EIS as EC-1 (Environmental Concerns — Adequate Information),
due to concems related to protection of public water supply, impaired streams and aquatic
habitat, consistent with EPA’s rating system (enclosed).

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the Payette National
Forest Travel Management Plan. If you would like to discuss issues related to our review. please
contact Denise Clark at (206) 553-84 14 or myself at (206) 553-1601.

Sincerely,

,L/%m/‘z:;«, j(— = &oﬂc,}f

Christine B. Reichgott, Manager
NEPA Review Unit

Enclosure

a Printed on Recycied Paper

Payette National Forest Travel Plan FEIS 6 -39



CHAPTER 6. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation
measures that could be accomplished with ro more than minor changes to the proposal

EC - Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order 10 fully protect the environment
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitipation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

EO - Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequale
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project aliernative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 - Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impaci(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 - Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impaets that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment. or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that
are within the spectrum of alternatives anaiyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be inciuded in the final EIS.

Category 3 - Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the drafi EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full
public review at a draft stage. EPA does nct believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could
be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual {640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987
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6.2 Travel Management Plan DEIS — Public Comment and
Response Summary

Index of Comments and Responses

(@] 0] 00 ]= 010 = 0o ISR 55
1. The Forest Service should extend the comment period to allow the public enough time to
review the large amount of information presented inthe Draft EIS............cccoooviiiieirieecenne 55

2. The Forest Service should consider that if the Selected Alternative is a mix of the
alternatives presented in the DEIS, the public will not have had an opportunity to comment on

this“ blended” altErNALIVE. .......cccoiiiiec bbbt 55
COMMENT ANAIYSIS....eiiiiiciectieste et te e st e te e e e s aeetesaeesteensesseesseennesreeees 55
3. The Forest Service should consider that the public comment process and analysis is often

not understandable to the PUBIIC...........coeeiii e 55
Agency Organization, Funding & Staffing........cccccvveeiiiie i 55
4. The Forest Service should reduce administrative costs to allow more funding for trail
maintenance t0 reach the GroUNG............coeeeeririie s 55
Collaboration & PartNerShipsS.......cccciiiceieereee e 55
5. The Forest Service may have improperly worked with Sate and local governments as
cooperatorsin the travel planning PrOCESS..........ccuiiiiirerierieeeesese e 55
F N = VS TSR 1= = - S 56
6. The Forest Service should complete the analysis of travel management with a minimum of
Q2107 8T o OSSRV P PR PRSRR 56
7. The Forest Service should ensure that Recreation Objective REOB18 from the Forest Plan
13 (0] o Vo SRS 56
8. The Forest Service should consider all resources when analyzing travel management........ 56
9. The Forest Service should only consider implementation of road closures/restrictions during
travel planning, not during District-level NEPA planning. ........ccccocvevinineinisnese e 56
10. The Forest Service should clarify the definition of closed so that it does not appear that
areas, trails, or roads are closed to fOOt traffiC ASWEIL. .......ooveeiveeeeeeeeeee et 56

11. The Forest Service should consider that combining both winter and summer recreation
into three somewhat “ polarized” alternatives makesit difficult for people to comment in a
MUITI-USE FASNION. ...ttt sttt s b et b e e se et e sae et e seeeneeneeseeeneenaeas 56

12. The Forest Service should consider in the analysis the differences between the east and
WESE ZONE OF TNE TOIESL. ...t 57

13. The Forest Service should indicate that many of the proposed ATV trails arein fact closed
roads being CONVErted tO trailS. .......ceiuiieeriiiice et sne s 57

14. The Forest Service should consider access for the elderly and disabled as a significant

15. The Forest Service should separate winter closures proposed for wildlife protection from
those proposed for NoN-motorized WINter reCrEatiON..........ccvevrerereriereeeeeeese e 57

16. The Forest Service failed to analyze an adequate range of alternatives for snowmobiling.
.................................................................................................................................................. 57
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17. The Forest Service should support the conclusions found in the document with research
and indicate how applicable federal rules and regulations are being followed in each

ST g LA Y= P 58
18. The Forest Service failed to analyze an alternative that truly addresses the need to increase
MOLOF i ZEA OPPOITUNITIES. ....eeieeiee e e s e et ae e te e te e te e sre e sae e saeesnee e e eseenseesneennnens 58
19. The Forest Service should analyze an alternative that meets the direction found in the

NFMA for renewable and sustainable resources including motorized recreation. .................. 58

20. The Forest Service should display the amount of non-motorized and motorized
opportunities available in an unbiased way. Non-motorized usersin fact have the use of the

entire Forest, including the WIIAEI NESS. .........ooieiiieeese e 58
21. The Forest Service should consider the environmental effects of past restriction of
motorized use when proposing to close more motorized trailSor areas. .........ccocveeevvveecnennne 58
22. The Forest Service should consider that the analysis presented in the DEIS appears to be
biased against MOLOriZed USE AN USES'S........ccuereirirririerienieie st 58
23. The Forest Service should analyze the semi-primitive experience in winter to assess the
incompatibility of motorized and non-motorized Winter SPOrtS. ......ccoocvveeeereneeeere e 59
24. The Forest Service should do an analysis of the capabilities of the Forest to sufficiently
monitor, enforce, and carry out public education in support of the new travel plan................ 59

25. The Forest Service should clarify the following: Page 3-17, MA 6. Goose Creek/Hazard
Creek —Winter. first paragraph.. Snce both ski areas are under Special Use Permit, asisthe
case for the Brundage Show Cat operation, all three should be listed. (398:50200)............... 59
26. Attention needs to be given to the rounding off of figures all the way through the DEIS... 59
27. The Forest Service should clearly identify the reasons for, and opportunities created by,
identifying areas as suitable for motorized or non-motorized use iN WINter. .........cccccceeveeneenne 59

28. The Forest Service should clearly explain how the analysis presented in the DEIS complies
with sections 101 and 102(1) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other

ENVIFONMENTAL TAWS. ...ttt s st be et e e st e e s be e eae e eneeebeesbeesaeesaeesanesnnas 59
29. The Forest Service should ensure that the alternatives presented in the DEIS follow the
direction found in Executive Order 11989.........ccoovieiieiienieccee ettt e sree e e s 60

30. The Forest Service should clearly indicate that the travel plan decision will not be the only
decision affecting road and trail closures. Rather NEPA analyses and decisions will continue

on the Forest and more roads and trails may be closed to mitigate those actions. .................. 60
31. The Forest Service DEISIacks sufficient site specific analysis. ........ccooeeeeneeeeneneecenne. 60
32. The Forest Service improperly used the travel plan to adjust ROSinventories. ................ 60
33. The Forest Service should develop a Winter Recreation Plan...........ccccccovvvveeveseccesnenne. 61
34. The Forest Service should have separated winter and summer recreation in the DEIS..... 61
g eTors == T To l N1 o SR 61
35. The Forest Service's stated purpose and need included wildlife, vegetation, soils, and
water shed management, but the analysis focuses on recreation. ..........ccoccecevvveecieseceeveesnene, 61
36. The Forest Service should make sure the analysis supports the stated purpose and need for
(LT o 0= ol E SRS PPN 61
37. The Forest Service should display ALL pertinent Forest Plan direction............ccccceeeeee.e. 61
LS UBS ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt a e b e nae e ae e e e e e nae e e nnres 61
38. The Forest Service should consider the importance of travel management to the
SNOWIMODIING COMMUNITY. ....cviteiiriesieeeees et 61
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39. The Forest Service should identify all existing resource problems affected by travel

002120 = 107 o | PR STU VR PR RPN 62
40. The Forest Service should complete a road analysis to assess the effects of road
MANAGEMENT 10 @ll FESOUICTES. .....oveeieie ettt st e et e neeseeeneenaeseeeneennens 62
41. The Forest Service should consider an alternative that opens roads to non-motorized use
ONlY AUING tNE WINEEY . ...ttt e e ee e neeeeas 62

42. The Forest Service should not consider allowing more motorized usein existing IRA's. .. 62
43. The Forest Service should have good rationale for constructing any new roads or trails. 62
44. The Forest Service should consider an alternative that analyzes complete closure to over-

S 10T £ =\ S 63
45. The Forest Service should analyze an alternative that designates some areas open to motor
A= 1T =T USRS 63
46. The Forest Service should analyze an alternative that opens all unauthorized roads and

11 = S 63
47. The Forest Service should consider the resour ce effects of non-motorized winter

L= o= 11 o] o USRS 63
48. The Forest Service should collaborate with local recreation groups to improve the

ST g LY 63
49. The Forest Service did not adequately factor in the nationwide trend of increasing
0000 = o UL PSSR R 63
50. The Forest Service should consider the carrying capacity of the forest for various modes of
L= o= 11 o] TSRS 64
51. The Forest Service should consider using old logging roads and roads planned for
deCOMMISSIONING ASTTAIIS. ..ciieiie et s e s e seeeee e 64

52. The Forest Service should analyze the environmental effects of increasing snowmobile use,
such as has occurred in the last decade. Effectsto air quality, water quality, noise pollution,
and wildlife should all be CONSIAErEU. .......ccvieeiece e 64

53. The Forest Service should consider that the project design features which address noxious
weeds in the DEIS are insufficient to reduce the spread of these weeds to a non-significant

issue when considered at the forest [eVEL. ..o 64
54. The Forest Service should analyze the effects of snowmobile exhaust on air quality asa
LS o o S 64
55. The Forest Service needs to review the factors used when determining non-significance of
issues to make sure they comply With the NEPA. ... 64
D T LT 0] TSR 65
56. The Forest Service should clarify the definition of “ cross country motor vehicle use”
particularly in designated COrTidOrS. .......coiiiieiieiieser et re e se e e e re e e reeneeeneeeas 65
57. The Forest Service should fully define what is meant by “ closure” in the FEIS, including
the types of management that would be authorized to ClOSE FOULES. .........ccceevevieceece v, 65
58. The Forest Service has used the term * unauthorized” incorrectly inthe DEIS................. 65

59. The Forest Service hasincorrectly described the proposed winter closure at Granite
Mountain in the DEISwhich should be described as* snowmobile free” rather than non-
motorized due to the permitted snow cat operation inthe area...........ccocceeveeenncnescicee, 65

1770 T o 1 o S 65
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60. The Forest Service should monitor all travel-way closures to assure that they are achieving

the travel management objectives for which they are closed..........ccoovvcevvveeie e 65
61. The Forest Service should consider mor e effective methods of road closure/barriers
because current methods such as gates and berms seem to often be ineffective....................... 65
62. The Forest Service should commit to implementation and effectiveness monitoring for
TraVE]l MANAGEIMENE. ... .o ettt et et eseeete et et e seeeneeseeseeeneeseesreeneesens 66
Project DESIgN FEALUIES.......cooiiiiierieeteeee ettt 66
63. The Forest Service should include project design features to ensure recognition of
environmental concerns that may arise as a result of travel route and area designation. ....... 66
64. The Forest Service should evaluate the description of Project Design Featuresto ensure
they arefEASIDIE. ......o..ee e e 66
MaPS & Data DiSPlay.....ccceveiiiiiieiieie e 66
65. The Forest Service should improve the presentation of the proposals and maps in the FEIS
.................................................................................................................................................. 66
66. The Forest Service should improve the winter maps so they better display the areas closed
1O MOLON T ZE OVEN -SNOW USE.......eeuiiieeieete ettt ettt ettt sbe et e be st e seesaeeteseeeneenbesreeneenne e 66
67. The Forest Service should better describe the winter closuresinthe FEIS....................... 66
68. The Forest should change the way the alternatives are displayed in the Comparison of
ARErNALIVES TADIES. ... e e e 66
69. The Forest Service should identify the Brundage Show Cat permitted area on the mapsin
LTS =1 S PSSRSR 66
ATTEI NALIVES. ...ttt bbbttt et et et et e beeneene e e enes 66
70. The Forest Service should choose an alternative that gives a better depiction of current
recreation use than the No Action Alternative discussed inthe DEIS ..........ccccovovivininieenne 66
71. The Forest Service should develop another alternative that does not restrict motorized
access anywhere except the WIIAEINESS. .........oceevi i 67
72. The Forest Service should develop an alternative that increases the opportunity for non-
MOLONTZEA FECTEALTION. ...ttt bttt b et se et e ens 67

73. The Forest Service should complete a RAP and address more road closures, relocations,
and abliterations because the current alter natives do not adequately mitigate current impacts
LEO R (0= === 01U ot 67

74. The Forest Service should consider an alternative that incor porates the | SSA proposalsin
their entirety, including entering the Secesh and Needles Recommended Wilderness areas. .. 67

75. The Forest Service should consider an alternative that addresses the | oss of unauthorized

072 0 LSRR 67
76. The Forest Service should develop an alternative that is more responsive to the increasing
demand for motorized recreation OPPOITUNITIES. .......cceeveiieereeree et 67
77. The Forest Service should develop an alternative that is more responsive to the increasing
demand for both motorized and non-motorized recreation Opportunities. ..........ccevvveeeenenee. 68
78. The Forest Service should develop an alter native that does not allow degradation of any
NALUr @l FESOUNCES OVEN TIMIE. ..veiieiiiiirieitesie ettt sttt sttt st et 68
CUMUIALIVE EFFECES. ....viitiiieciieee ettt nre s 68
79. The Forest Service should consider the cumulative effects of the loss of OHV trail
NBLTONWITE. ...ttt sttt b e bt sb et e e et et e st e bt eb e et na et e e et ens 68
B 1= TSRS 68
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80. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the use of number of stream crossings as a proxy for
potential for fuel spills because fuel spills occur relatively rarely at stream crossings or
L0107 T ST 68

81. The Forest Service should consider that if there are problems occurring with pollution or
sediment at stream crossings on roads and trails, thisis the fault of the design or maintenance

of the facility, and not of the public who isusing the facility............cccccoevvvieeieiiccccccecee 68
82. The Forest Service should consider that there is no research to back up claims that OHV
use and trails have any effect on fisheries populations.............ccccceveeeeeveriece v 68
o VA - | (= S 68
83. The Forest Service should consider that while roads can affect the recruitment of large
woody debristo streams, trailS O NOL. ........cooviiieicecee e 63
84. The Forest Service should consider erosion and sediment from the existing road and
MOLOFiZEA trail NEIWOIK....c..eeiiiceie et te e sbe e s esaeesbeebeetee s 69
85. The Forest Service should consider the soil and water resource damage caused by
MOLOriZed CrOSS-COUNLIY TFAVEL. ......ocviieieiicieciee sttt sttt eseesnneaenne s 69
86. The Forest Service should identify and mitigate environmental concerns associated with
New road or trail CONSEFUCLION. .........ccciieiie et et et e s e e s re e e e reereenreens 69
87. The Forest Service should consider obliterating unauthorized road and relocating roads
outside Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAS). ....oovoiereieeiere e eee et see e e e 69
88. The Forest Service should fully describe the methods used in road closures..................... 69
89. The Forest Service should consider the effects of differing snow melt patterns caused by
snowmobile use 0N Soil MOISIUrE 1EVEIS, AN, .......vvveiieee it e e e e e e e reeeereees 69
90. The Forest Service should consider the impacts of all uses, motorized and non-motorized,
0N sediment/eroSioN frOM LIS, .......cceeier i e e 70
91. The Forest Service should consider that erosion and sediment from trails that receive
equestrian useis at least as great asthat frommotorized USe...........ccccevvveeieneneeneneeenee 70
92. The Forest Service should consider effects of snowmobile emissions, including cross-
country snowmobile use, 0N Water QUAIITY. .......c.cuveeeeieeie et 70
93. The Forest Service should not limit the extent of snowmobile use because of potential
IMPACES 10 the SOIl FESOUICE. .....eeiceiecieecie ettt te e te et sae e s e et e e e et e e reenreenneeas 70
94. The Forest Service should consider that the sediment produced from disturbance on an
OHV trail is considerably less than that produced froman openroad. ........ccccccccvevvieeeennnee. 71

95. The Forest Service should consider that the conclusions concerning the effects of vehicle
use on soils and vegetation seem to be based on assumptions rather than research or local

(0= | = TR TSSOSO 71
96. The Forest Service should clarify the data presentation in the Soil & Water section of the
o SRR 71
97. The Forest Service should discuss the effects of the alternatives on the drinking water
SUPPliesin Management Ara 3. ... ..ot e ettt sae e e seeese e eesreeneenee e 71
LAY AT [ L =SSP 71
98. The Forest Service should analyze lynx management using the most recent information and
amend the Forest Plan to reflect thisdirection.............cooceoiie e 71
99. The Forest Service should consider the health and safety aspects of |eaving snags when
roads and trails are constructed or reCONSIFUCLEd. ..........ccooiiieiiieiie e 71
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100. The Forest Service should consider the effects of increasing snowmobile activity on
LT 1 o =SSOSR 72

101. The Forest Service should consider that human recreation has little effect on wildlife... 72

102. The Forest Service should consider the likelihood that potential Iynx habitat surrounding
MCCall 1SN0t OCCUPIEA. ....cuerviiiitiiiie ettt bttt b nn e e 72
103. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the suitability of areas identified as lynx habitat
using more up-to-date information; ANG:...........cooeverirenere s 72
104. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the potential effects of snowmobiling on lynx using
the most up-to-date researCh; and: .........ccceceriieereieee e 72

105. The Forest Service should amend the Forest Plan direction for lynx because no lynx are
known to be present on the Forest and the most recent research would lead to different,

probably smaller, delineations of potential habitat. ..............cccocoeeveivie e, 72
106. The Forest Service should consider the relative effects of motorized ver sus hon-motorized
recreation iNnWinter ON WIlAIITE.........cooooi i 72
107. The Forest Service failed to adequately analyze the effects of snowmobile use on

wolvering and [yNX NAbILAL. ..........ccccveiiiiee et 72
108. The Forest Service should evaluate in an unbiased manner the effects of motorbike use on
elk security as compared to the effects of hUNLING. ......cccovveeiiiice e 72

109. The Forest Service should maintain wildlife migration corridorsin all alternatives....... 72
110. The Forest Service should consider that the most recent research is inconclusive
regarding the effects of human interactions with elk and elk habitat effectiveness................... 72
111. The Forest Service should consider that it is the management policies of Idaho Fish &

Game that are contributing to the harassment of big game species, rather than motorized
LU= 11 1 oSSR PRRPR 72

112. The Forest Service should reanalyze the currently closed roads to determine if the new elk
security guidance in the 2003 Forest Plan would still require these roads to be closed year-

0] oo PSR 72
113. The Forest Service should consider that OHV use during hunting season increases animal
VUINErability 10 NAIVESL. ... et 73
114. The Forest Service should consider that OHV use throughout the year reduces the
effectiveness of big game habitat. ..o 73
115. The Forest Service should consider that the areas of wolverine denning habitat being
protected in Alternative D are not those that should be the highest priority..........cccccccceeeienene 73

116. The Forest Service should evaluate the closure of additional roads and trails within elk
summer and winter range to protect the animals from motorized vehicle use, especially during

RUNEING SBASON. ...ttt bbbttt bbb e s e e ens 73
117. The Forest Service should limit over-snow motorized use until impacts to wintering
wildlife habitat can be fully aSSESSEd. ......cc.o e e 73
e = 11V oo S 73
118. The Forest Service should consider that none of the alternatives provides sufficient access
for firewood collection and that firewood cutting isa significant iSsUe. .........c..cceecevveeeerenene. 73
119. The Forest Service should consider that much of the forest has burned in the last 30 years
and should be opened for fuelwood CULLING. .......ceeceerieiiecee e 73
NOXIOUS WEEAS ...ttt ettt sttt et et b et e e e b e e besneenes 73
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120. The Forest Service should consider that motorized traffic on the forest contributes to the

SPread Of NOXIOUS WEES. .......couiiiiiiiitiieieieeeie sttt b et se b e 73
TrallS- GENEN Al ..ot bbbttt e e b b e 74
121. The Forest Service should consider providing more opportunities for OHV trail riders

DECAUSE USE IS TNCIEASING. .. .eeeeie ettt sttt et e ee et e steeneeneeseeeneenaenneas 74

122. Because motorized useis increasing the Forest Service should provide more motorized
trailslaid out in systems such as those recommended by the Blue Ribbon Coalition. ............. 74
123. The Forest Service should keep all motorized trails open because they provide such a
variety of opportunities for all users motorized and non-motorized............cccoovvoeeeeniieeneenne 74

124. The Forest Service should consider that with the closure of all off-road travel and the
reduction in available motorized trails, adverse impacts and user conflicts are likely to occur
due to overuse on the remaining MOtorized trailS..........ccceeceveiieve v 74

125. The Forest Service should consider that restricting trail use to non-motorized due to lack
of maintenance, or on those that receive little use or are considered “ expert” isnot valid.
These trails have value to the public that USESthem. ..........cccoiiiiiiieni e 74

126. The Forest Service should open all trails outside the Wilderness to motorized use. ........ 74
127. The Forest Service should evaluate all 2-wheel trails to determine whether or not they

can accommodate ATV traffiC. ......cui e 75
Trail ClOSUr€/RESIITCHION.....c.eiiecieieeie et e e e et ee e seeaesneesreeneesneens 75

128. The Forest Service should consider rerouting or improving maintenance on trails where

there are water quality issues, rather than restriction to non-motorized use only. .................. 75

129. The Forest Service should not close motorized trails to gain non-motorized mileage,
instead they should construct new non-motorized trails and keep all existing motorized trails.

.................................................................................................................................................. 75
130. The Forest Service should consider that the needed skill level limits the use on “ expert”
L0 A =1 PR 75
131. The Forest Service should consider that expert level trails are scarce and thereisa
growing population of experienced OHV users out there that desire that experience. ............ 75

Single Track Motorized TrailS.......ccocieiieieiiece e 75
132. The Forest Service should provide more, not less, single track motorized trails. ............ 75
133. The Forest Service should consider that the need for single track trail for mountain bike
use is not being addressed on the Payette National FOrest. ..........cccvovvvv e, 76
134. The Forest Service should consider that single-track trails often end up being used by
ATV USEIS ASWELL. ...ttt bbbt 76

[0 To o TN N = 1 SR 76
135. The Forest Service should provide more loop trail opportunities. .........cccecveceeveeneenieens 76

Groomed SNOWMODIIE TrailS. ..o 76
136. The Forest Service should use the most current lynx studies to assess the management of
groomed SNOWMIODI € traIlS. .........eiieeeeeeee e et 76
137. The Forest Service should not decrease the amount of groomed snowmobile trail because
USE IS INCIEASING. 1. veeuvitieueestesteetesteeteestesteeseestesseessestesseessesteeasestesseessessesseansesseesessesneensesteensessens 76
138. The Forest Service should add new “ link” trailsto the existing system..........cccccceveenienne 77
139. The Forest Service should consider eliminating the Showmobile Overlook because it
leads to intrusion violations on the Brundage Ski Area permitted area. .........ccccoeveeveeneennnnn, 77
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ClOSEA ROAAS ..ottt sttt b bbb sae bt 77
140. The Forest Service should provide turn-arounds at gates and barriers on closed roads. 77
141. The Forest Service should consider that by restricting access many families and seniors

will no longer be ableto participate in activities which they have historically enjoyed. ......... 77
142. The Forest Service should not close any more roads than those that are already closed. 77
UNaUthorized ROAAS ..........ooieiiiie ettt ns 77
143. The Forest Service should consider an alternative that addresses the loss of unauthorized
roads in CUrTENtlY OPEN @rEAS. .......cccveiuiieeeiiitieee et ste et e s e s reeteste s e e saesreeeestesraesesreeneesesaens 77
144. The Forest Service should not designate any unauthorized routes open because it rewards
theillegal construction Of thESE FTOULES. .........cccocveiiiicece e e 78

145. The Forest Service should recognize that most summer motorized users would only use
the existing (unauthorized) road beds and would not drive “ off-road” and not penalize them

because of the few users who do cause resource damage off-trail. .........c.coocervieeienir e 78
146. The Forest Service should realize that creation and use of “ unauthorized” routesisan
indication of unmet demand for motorized recreation OpPOrtUNItiEs. ........ccccevvveeeerereecennne 78
Road & Trail DECOMMISSIONING ..ovevverieieieierie sttt se e e ene e 78
147. The Forest Service should decommission roads or trails for every new mile of road or
(0= T o= = o R 78
N[0T 1" [ ot A o o PSPPSR 78
148. The Forest Service should indicate roads that fall under other jurisdiction clearly on the
maps so people can easily recognize theM...........ooee e 78
149. The Forest Service should maintain public access on roads managed under cost share
ST S0 1 79
Y= T 1= g = [ SRS 79
150. The Forest Service has not adequately considered the impacts from a lack of maintenance
0N the existing road NELWOTK. ...........cceiiiiee e s reenas 79
151. The Forest Service should consider that trail maintenance has not been adequately
funded for the past two decades, even with the existing system of trails. ..........ccccccevvevevienee. 79
152. The Forest Service should consider that lack of trail maintenance is a poor excuse for
reducing the number of trails or [IMItiNg ACCESS. .........ccviririeiieieirer s 79

153. The Forest Service should consider that reducing the number of trails available for
motorized use may also reduce the amount of trail maintenance funds available through

partnerships with the IDPR and other grant and volunteer efforts. ..........ccoocevovieeienriceecee 79
154. The Forest Service should consider that faulty design and maintenance of roads and trails
are not the fault of the public but of the managing agency. .........cocvoveeerieneeiene e 80
RS 2ATT ...ttt ettt s e e s ae e e ane e ne e e e e e neeennas 80
155. The Forest Service should evaluate roads that it has closed since 1976 for potential RS
G A o | =S 80
156. The Forest Service has not correctly addressed RS 2477 in the DEIS. The PNF lacks the
authority to close roads or determine jurisdiction on roads..........ccccvvcevecveveeveeveeveesee e, 80
AAMINISIEALIVE USE....c.eieiiiee ettt st aesne e 81
157. The Forest Service should not use roads closed to the public under the guise of
“AOMINISIIALIVE USE” ...ttt sttt sttt bttt bt e bt 81
Collabor ation/Par tNer SNIPS......cccuiiieieee e e e nneeneeens 81
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158. The Forest Service should make better use of grants and partner ships to fund

maintenance of trails and to Keep trailS OPeN. .......ccceriririieneee e 81
159. The Forest Service should consider using volunteers and grants to help maintain trails, so
that moretrails may De KEPt OPEN. ..o e 81
160. The Forest Service should consider using RPT grant monies and the Park N’ Ski program
to create more parking areas for winter recreation USEr'S. .........cceceeeeeeereneese e e 81
161. The Forest Service should make better use of grants and partnerships to fund the
SNOWMODI 1€ MANAGEMENT PIrOGIAIM. .......eeiiieeeee e eeere e eee e e e e see e e see e eseeseeeneeneesseeneesaeeneenes 81
Motorized Recreation —General COMMENTS........cceivrieieereene e s 81
162. The Forest Service should clearly define when there is sufficient snow for over-snow
motorized travel 10 DR AlIOWEL. ..o e 81
163. The Forest Service should keep motorized and non-motorized users separate so that non-
MOtorized USErs Can eNjOY NALUIE. .......ccceeieeieereeieeieeseesteesteeseeeseeesreesaessneesneesnseenseenseensesssenas 81
164. The Forest Service should not close any areas to motorized recreation. ...........cc.ccecuene.. 81
165. The Forest Service should consider that motorized use on the Forest has affected all
Tribal trEatY FESOUICES. ....cccteeiiee e e ettt et e s e snte st e e e e b e e reesreesreesneeeneeenes 81
166. The Forest Service should remove all motorized use from the National Forest because of
the negative reSoUrCe EffECES. ........ccci i 82
167. The Forest Service should consider the impacts of non-motorized recreation as well as
those Of MOLOriZEed FECTEALION. .........eeeiiieeeeie ettt be e e e 82
168. The Forest Service should consider that people have been using motorized trails and
roads for a long time and the trails and country they access have great value to them. .......... 82
169. The Forest Service should use public education to prevent resource damage by motorized
EFAI| USENS. ..ttt b bbbt bt bbb ettt h Rt b e bt et e e nne s 82

170. The Forest Service should provide as many motorized opportunities as possible because
so many people, including the very young, the elderly, the disabled, and veterans, value them.
.................................................................................................................................................. 82

171. The Forest Service should completely overhaul the legislation and direction that have led
to the current MaNagEMENT COUISE. ... .ot eiereeee e st eeeste e eeeseeseeseeseeeeeseeeseeeesseeneensenns 83

172. The Forest Service should provide OHV recreation Opportunities...........cccecevererereeenne. 83

173. The Forest Service should consider that resource damage caused by OHV use usually
ONlY OCCUrS N iSOIALEA @rE8S. ......eivieeeeieieiee ettt s re e e e ee e e seesneeneeseas 83

174. The Forest Service should consider that it iseasier for snowmobiles to travel a distance
from trailheads/parking than for non-motorized users who need opportunities within a close

distance frOM ACCESS POINLS......ccueireerreeseereeseeseeseeeeeeste e reesreesseesseesreesseeeeeeseesseesreesaeesneesnnes 83
Non-motorized Recreation —General CoOmMmMENtS........cccceeveveeviecieevee e 83
175. The Forest Service should consider the value of non-motorized recreation opportunities

to society and the ENVIFONMENL..........ccoee e e e e e e e e sre e s e e eneeeee e e 83

176. The Forest Service should provide a balance between motorized and non-motorized

FECr€atiON OPPOITUNITIES. ......ecueesieiieciesie ettt st s e e e e s beeaeestesreentesresreesenreas 83

177. The Forest Service should consider that motorized and non-motorized recreation is often

L gTece /07 1] o] 1= RSSO 84

178. The Forest Service should consider that non-motorized trails tend to be under-utilized. 84
ACCESS - GENEN Al ..ottt st et e e te s e s reetesseesbeenesneesreeneeneenrens 84
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179. The Forest Service should consider that public access is an important resource for future

(0= 0= =LA o] TSSOSOV 84
180. The Forest Service should consider that a large portion of the population must use

motorized vehicles to access the forest because of physical limitations. ..........cc.cccccvovveeienens 84
181. The Forest Service should consider that providing a broad spectrum of recreation

opportunitiesis good for the [ocal CONOMY. ........coiieriii e 84
182. The Forest Service should consider that providing a broad spectrum of recreation

opportunities disperses use and INCreases SAELY. ......ccoviirerereere e 84
183. The Forest Service should continue to allow access using the 1994/1995 travel map which
the public isused to and finds to be adequate. ..........ccccoecveieiiee e 85
184. The Forest Service should not limit access to any type of recreation.............cccocevceeeenene 85

185. The Forest Service should consider that there is a difference between the remote
backcountry, which may still be accessed by road, and Wilderness which is entirely non-

L0070]00] = PSSR 85
S 0Lz 1= (< USSP 85
186. The Forest Service should consider that non-motorized recreation provides the most
resource protection and therefore motorized access should be limited...........cccocveeeivieeienne 85
187. The Forest Service should provide more non-motorized areas within easy access distance
frommajor roads and Parking @rEas. ..........cccveceeeeieesese s 85
188. The Forest Service should continue to provide a winter non-motorized area in Bear Basin
fOr USE DY NOTTIC SKIEI'S. ... 85
189. The Forest Service should consider that separate use areas provide a number of benefits
including a safer recreation experience and more protection of natural resources................. 85

190. The Forest Service should consider that motorized and non-motorized use is not
compatible because the noise and air pollution from motorized vehiclesis not amenable to

NON-MOLOri ZEA FECT EALIONISES. ... vieeeieiee ettt st eseesreenee e 86
191. The Forest Service should consider that there is currently not enough area designated for
non-motorized recreation 0N the Payette. ..o 86
192. The Forest Service should consider the many people that utilize the areas available for
snowmobiling on the Payette NF. ...........coo e 86
193. The Forest Service should consider that definable boundaries and separate use areas
provide the best experience for the non-motorized recreationist in Winter. .........ccccooevveeeienene 86

194. The Forest Service should consider that there are not as many non-motorized
recreationists as motorized and that there are already several areas set aside for non-

motorized use, DOth SUMMEr AN WINEET . ....eeiiieeiee ettt e e e s s a e e e s sb e e e e s sbeeeeens 86
195. The Forest Service should consider a seasonal closure in the area utilized by the
Brundage Show Cat Special USE PEIMIIT. ......covriiirierieieieeeeei st 87

196. The Forest Service should consider that excluding snowmobiles from portions of the
Brundage Mountain Show Cat skiing permitted area is essential for the business to survive.. 87

197. ...(Continue 196) .For the safety of the program’s patrons............cccceeeererenereseeneeennes 87
198. The Forest Service should consider that snowmobiles have a much larger range than
human-power ed recreationists and can quickly travel by any non-motorized areas................ 87

199. The Forest Service should evaluate whether or not the non-motorized areas created
would be large enough and distant enough from areas of motorized use to provide quiet and a
L1, 1100 eI 0] 11 11 [ 87
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200. The Forest Service should create exclusive use areas for snowmobilers as well if they are

g0iNg to dO SO fOr NON-MOLOTTZEM USE.......c.veueeiiiiiriisie et 87
S =T o [0 £ S 87
201. The Forest Service should consider that additional accessis needed for ATV riders...... 87
202. The Forest Service should consider that shared use areas and routes are not enjoyable or
safe for NON-MOtOriZed reCrEatiONISES. .......civieecese e neees 88
203. ...(Cont.202) Because snowmobiles are able to access areas they couldn’t in the past, and
they can track Up an area in MINUEES. ...........ccoiririerierieeeee et 88
204. The Forest Service should consider that Nordic skiers and snowmabiles cannot safely
Sharethe SAMEITAIIS. ......ocviciecee et be e te e sbe e saeesaneeeesnnas 88
205. The Forest Service should consider that creating separate use areas for non-motorized
recreationisaform of diSCrimination. ............cccooiioii e 88

206. The Forest Service should consider that the areas open to snowmabiling currently are
crowded and that reducing the area open will increase the problems caused by crowding. ... 88

207. The Forest Service should consider that non-motorized recreationists typically only use
areas within 4 miles of a parking lot or road, so only areas that meet these criteria should be

set aside for excluSiVe NON-MOLOTIZEA USE. ........coeiuirierieieieieriesie sttt 88
208. The Forest Service should consider that motorized and non-motorized use conflict in
winter isvery real and NOt JUSt @ PEIrCEPLION...........eevueiiiieerecieee et 88
Restricted Off-road M otor VENICIEUSE........covceieeiecieceecece e 88
209. The Forest Service should consider that ATVs on existing unauthorized routes and on skid
trails are the only means of forest access that some can physically use...........ccccceovrinininennne 88
210. The Forest Service should consider that OHV use should be kept to open roads and
00010 1= o I U =1 £ SSR 89
211. (Cont. 210) Because it CauSES resoUrCe aMAJE. .........covirieveerieseeieseeeesre e eeesre e e e 89
212. (Cont. 210) Because it protects big game vulnerability and reduces hunter conflicts. .... 89

213. The Forest Service should consider that problems caused by off-road vehicle use are an
enforcement problem and not all users should be punished for the few that abuse the privilege.
.................................................................................................................................................. 89

(@) o [o] =TT 89

214. The Forest Service should consider the creation of some open corridors on the Krassel
Ranger District, as has been done on the rest of the Forest, because | see no valid reason for

ClOSING the @NLITE DISIIICE. .....eeeieeeeee ettt sa e e seeeeas 89
215. The Forest Service should consider that 300 foot corridorswill not provide adequate
opportunities for diSpersed CaMPING......cccccieeier e e e e e e e e sreesreesreesaeesnnes 89
216. The Forest Service should create designated dispersed camping sites rather than creating
corridors for dispersed camping along MOtorized rOULES. .........cocveieeeeeceecre e e e 89
IMUITIPIE USE.... e ettt et r et e e bt sneenees 90

217. The Forest Service should consider that the National Forest belongs to the people and not
to the agency and therefore should be completely accessible by the public in the manner of

11 ST e 107015 T oo =T o S 90

218. The Forest Service should consider that all of the Forest should be open for multiple

0= 10 TR 90

219. The Forest Service should consider that the Forest isfor the people........ccccevvevcvenenee. 20
YT 0 LSS o SR 90

Payette National Forest Travel Plan FEIS 6-51



CHAPTER 6. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

220. The Forest Service should consider that there may not be adequate funds to sign all

designated routes which will cause confusion for the publicC...........c.coeiiieiiiinn 90
221. The Forest Service should consider that signing open routes only could be very confusing
100 1 1< 010 o T oS 90
222. The Forest Service should consider other methods besides signing or gates to indicate
that FOULES @IE ClOSEO. ... ettt ettt e e e seeeneeeesneeneeee e 20
223. The Forest Service should display the permitted boundary for the Brundage Show Cat
Program Special USE PerMIL. ..ottt e e see e eneenee s 90
224. The Forest Service should consider that the “ closed to motorized use unless posted open”
policy is both agency and publiC friendly. ........coooeeii e 90
225. The Forest Service should realize that having the MVUM map as the main public
education tool and enforcement mechanismis not very user friendly. ......cccoevveeveeveeveeveenee 91
226. The Forest Service should consider that better winter recreation maps showing
topographical features are needed for the FEIS..........ccccoeie e 91
GaAME REITTEVAL..... .o ettt st e b srenneas 91
227. The Forest Service should consider that the rules governing game retrieval are not clear
INTNE DELS ...ttt b bbb et e e et bt bbb e et ens 91
228. The Forest Service should consider that some people are physically unable to retrieve
game except DY MOLOriZEA MEANS. ........eiiiirieieeeeeer e 91
229. The Forest Service should not allow an exception for travel off-designated routes for
(0T L Sl = (L= S 91
EQUESITIAN USE ...ttt bbbt 91
230. The Forest Service should consider that it isunclear if access to established trailheads
for horse trailers has been maintaiNed. ...........ccoceieiieie e 91
USEr EAUCALION ...ttt sttt 91
231. The Forest Service should be proactive in user education for the new travel management
Plan t0 DE EFECTIVE. ... s 91
ENFOrCEMENT ...ttt 91
232. The Forest Service should consider that the Selected Alternative will have to be enforced
fOr It tO D@ EFECTIVE. ...t ee e 91
233. The Forest Service should consider that user groups may be willing to help with self-
policing and enforcement of the new travel plan. ... 92
234. The Forest Service should consider that most problems with illegal ATV use occur during
hunting season and could be mitigated by stepping up enforcement at thistime. .................... 92
235. The Forest Service should consider that the Department of Fish & Game is authorized to
help with enforcement during the hunting SEasON.........c.ccovv e 92
TrailnEads/ParKing ... et ee s 92
236. The Forest Service should analyze parking and trailhead management as a significant
issue because existing locations are currently at full or over-full levels of use; and. .............. 92
237. The Forest Service should consider that the increasein Forest visitorsisleading to
congestion and overcrowding at parking areas and trailheads, particularly in winter. .......... 92

238. The Forest Service should not analyze a parking facility on Smokey Boulder Road
because adjacent private property owners are experiencing vandalism and trespass from forest
VISItOrSiN the area @alf@adY. ........ccveeririeiiriereee et 92
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SPECIAl USE PO MITS.....ciiiiciicieceee ettt ae e sneesreenneeneens 92

239. The Forest Service should consider that it is not always under standabl e to the public that
exemptions to the travel plan route designations can be made for special use permits and

AAMINISIFALIVE USE. ...ttt ettt ee sttt e e see et e be et e seesseeneeseeeseeneesaeeneensesneeneesseaneenseseen 92
240. The Forest Service should make it clear that holders of special use permits may be given
motorized access if needed to carry out the terms of their permit. ... vcieececcecveenen, 92
DefiNable BOUNUAI TES .......coouiiiiieeie ettt st nes 93
241. The Forest Service should consider the CIRC proposal presented during scoping because
it has the most identifiable and enforceable boundaries. ..........cccco e 93
242. The Forest Service should ensure that areas designated for non-motorized use in winter
have definable boundaries SUCh @S FAgES. ......ccvvvviieie i 93
2 7T L= SR 93
243. The Forest Service should not use the agency budget as a rationale for management. ... 93
WITAEIN NESS ...ttt b et st s b e e be et esb e e nbeeneesre e beeneenaeas 93

244. The Forest Service should consider that only a small percentage of the public uses
wilderness and additional “ de facto” wilderness areas that exclude motorized use should not

DB CrEALEM. ...t 93
245, The Forest Service should consider paving a road through the middle of the Frank
Church River of No Return Wilderness so that it can be enjoyed by many more people.......... 93
246. The Forest Service should consider that the Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness
provides ample NON-MOtorized OPPOITUNITIES..........ciirererieieeeere s 93
247. The Forest Service should include the non-motorized trail opportunities available in the
FCRNRW when displaying the alterNatives. ... 94
248. The Forest Service should only consider the attributes associated with Wilderness
through ROS AESIGNALIONS. ....c.veeieieeiiee ettt e e e e e sreeeesneeneenee e 94
Recommended WilOEIMNESS.......ccvoiiieeeeseee sttt s 9
249. The Forest Service should reconsider the effects of snowmobile use on potential
designation of recommended WilderNESS @reas..........ccovereveeeeneneeene e 94

250. The Forest Service should consider that any increase in, or the continued allowance of,
motorized use in Recommended Wilder ness areas could have a negative impact on their
potential for future wilderness deSIgNALION..........ceiveveieeeere e e 94

251. The Forest Service should consider that snowmobile use in recommended wilderness
areas would not impact their future consideration for wilderness areas because the impacts of

SNOWMODIIES @re NOL 1ASHING. .....ceveieirieeeie e e 94
252. The Forest Service should consider that only Congress can create Wilderness............... 94
253. The Forest Service should defer any travel management decisions for Recommended
Wilderness until the State of Idaho’ s Roadless Review process is complete. .........coooveieenene 95
ECONOIMICS. ... bbbt b et b e bbbt eaes 95
254. The Forest Service should complete a mor e thorough economic analysis using studies
such as the one funded Dy ISSA TN 2005...........coiiiririireeeeee e 95
255. The Forest Service should consider the socio-economic value of Forest recreation, both
motorized and non-motorized, on the local COMMUNITY. ........coocveiiiieiireiee e 95
256. The Forest Service should consider the economic analysis done for the Forest Plan and
make sureit is consistent with any analysis done for the travel management plan.................. 96
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257. The Forest Service should draft a comprehensive plan for commercial recreation use on

11 S 0] 1= P 96
258. The Forest Service should take into account that the backcountry skiing industry has
grown by 300 percent iNthe laSt YEA . ..o e 96
259. The Forest Service should consider that having a variety of recreation opportunities on
the National Forest is best for the local @CoN0MY.........cccovvieiiii e 96
260. The Forest Service should consider that money isn't everything, and that even recreation
opportunities that generate little local income havevalue. ...........cocoocceiiieeieni e 96
0 1014 oo SRS 96
261. The Forest Service should consider the effects of snowmobile pollution on water quality.
.................................................................................................................................................. 96
262. The Forest Service should consider that more snowmobilers are using new technology to
reduce noise and pollution by their MAChINES..........cccovriiiie e 96
I\ = ST 96
263. The Forest Service should consider that it is currently difficult for non-motorized winter
recreationiststo find an area without snowmobile traffic on the Forest. .........cccccoovvveeiennnens 96
264. The Forest Service should not allow more motorized use so that the quiet in the Forest is
Q1SS Y=o SRS 96
HEAITN & SAfELY ...c.vieeeceeee et 97

265. The Forest Service should consider that snowmobile use in the Brundage ShowCat
program special use permit area is incompatible because of the potential for unsafe

(or0] 0T (1 1] 0] TSROSO 97
266. The Forest Service should reassess the safety of heavily used trails where motorized and
NON-MOLONT1ZEA USEI S MIX; ANEL ..evvveeieeeeieeeetee et ee e e e e eeee et eeeesssaasseeeresesssasasseeereessssasasrerereessssanns 97
267. The Forest Service should give the issue of safety more discussion in the DEIS, and: .... 97
268. The Forest Service should consider that snowmobiling and skiing do not mix because of
SAFELY ISSUBS. ...ttt sttt b et b e et h bt b s bttt e e e e a e bbb e b e e e 97
Conflict Of USe/USEr CONFIICE.......ooiiiiiiriisiesieeee e 97

269. The Forest Service should consider that the snowmobile community has worked with both
Brundage Mountain Ski Resort and the Tamarack Resort to reduce the user conflicts occurring

between their patrons and SNOWMODIErS..........cooe e 97
270. The Forest Service should consider that back country skiing and snowmobile use are
usually Not COMPALIBIE. ........eeeeeee e sneesree s 97
271. The Forest Service should consider that many user groups, including the BackCountry
Horseman, are willing to work with other recreation user groups to reduce use conflict. ...... 97
272. The Forest Service should consider that decreasing the area available for both motorized
and non-motorized recreation will increase user conflict; and: ...........ccoceveveirininineseieee 97
273. The Forest Service should consider that user conflict isrelatively isolated: and. ........... 97
274. The Forest Service should consider that conflict between recreational uses has
incorrectly been identified asa significant iSSUE; @and: ..........cccoceeveieevesecece e 97
275. The Forest Service should consider that OHV use during hunting season causes conflict
DEIWEEN NUNLENS. ... bbbttt bt 97
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CHAPTER 6.

Public Involvement

Comment Period

1. The Forest Service should extend the
comment period to allow the public enough
time to review the large amount of
information presented in the Draft EIS.

Agency Response: The Forest Service
received several regquests for an extension on
the 45-day comment period for the DEIS. The
Forest granted an additional 45-day extension
of the comment period to accommodate these
requests.

2. The Forest Service should consider that if
the Selected Alternative is a mix of the
alternatives presented in the DEIS, the public
will not have had an opportunity to comment
on this“ blended” alternative.

Agency Response: The Forest Serviceis
providing an additional 30-day comment
period on the FEIS to allow for public input on
Alternative E — a new alternative combining
elements of the other aternatives, responding
to public comment on the DEIS, and reflecting
site-specific access needs of the Ranger
Districts.

Comment Analysis

3. The Forest Service should consider that the
public comment process and analysisis often
not under standable to the public.

Agency Response: The Forest acknowledges
that the agency’s environmental analysis
process, which is prescribed by law and
regulation, is complex and not always easy to
understand. During the process, agency
personnel have been available to discuss any
guestions the public may have on both the
process and the technical analysis of the
project. The Payette has held a number of
public meetings, which have been good venues
for the public to ask clarifying questions.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Forest officials have a so responded to
inquiries by phone, e-mail, and in person.

In addition, the County commissioners for
Adams, Valley, and Washington Counties were
part of the extended Interdisciplinary Team for
the project. The commissioners were available
to their local constituents for questions and
information, and also held public meetings to
discuss travel management.

Agency Organization, Funding &
Staffing

4. The Forest Service should reduce
administrative costs to allow more funding for
trail maintenance to reach the ground.

Agency Response: Administrative costs are
not determined locally by the Payette National
Forest, but at higher levels of the Forest
Service and federal government. Control of
these costs is outside the scope of this travel
planning project and decision.

Collaboration & Partnerships

5. The Forest Service may have improperly
worked with State and local governments as
cooperatorsin the travel planning process.

Agency Response: The authority for the
Forest Service to participate in an agreement to
cooperate with the countiesis provided by the
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC
4321 et seq. The authority of the Countiesto
participate as cooperating agenciesis provided
by the NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1501,
1506, and 1508. The four local counties were
invited to participate in the travel planning
process as cooperating agencies as provided by
the NEPA regulations. In addition, the State of
|daho Parks and Recreation Department
participated informally in the travel
management process, rather than under a
Memorandum of Understanding as a
cooperating agency.
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Environmental Analysis

Analysis - General

6. The Forest Service should complete the
analysis of travel management with a minimum
of paperwork.

Agency Response: Due to the Forest-wide
scope of travel management planning, the
potential for broad resource and socia effects,
and the requirements of federal environmental
laws and regulation, a certain level of anaysis
and accompanying paper work isrequired. The
Agency does make every effort to keep
paperwork (and costs) to a minimum while still
meeting statutory requirements. Both the DEIS
and the FEIS are available electronically, on
the internet and on CD, to minimize paper
Costs.

7. The Forest Service should ensure that
Recreation Objective REOB18 from the Forest
Plan is followed.

Agency Response: Recreation Objective
REOB18 (Forest Plan 2003: p. I11-63) states:
“Initiate a process of phased, site-specific
travel management planning as soon as
practicable. Prioritize planning based on areas
where the most significant user conflicts and
resource concerns are occurring. Identify and
address inconsistent access management of
roads, trails, and areas across Forest, Ranger
Digtrict, and interagency boundaries.” The
Forest initiated travel planning in 2004 in
response to this objective and followed the
direction therein during the development and
analysis of travel management alternatives
presented in the DEIS and FEIS.

8. The Forest Service should consider all
resour ces when analyzing travel management.

Agency Response: The Forest Service has
analyzed effects to those resources most likely
to be affected by travel route designation. It
would be unnecessarily burdensome and
unproductive to analyze effects to resources
that are not likely to be affected.
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9. The Forest Service should only consider
implementation of road closuregrestrictions
during travel planning, not during District-
level NEPA planning.

Agency Response: The designation of routes
for travel management was analyzed at a
Forest level, rather than at the narrower, site-
specific level of most Ranger District NEPA
projects. Travel management planning isan
on-going process, and situations change on the
ground over time. Potential route designations
would be reviewed as site-specific District
projects are proposed. If management
considerations require changes or alternate
options for a specific area, these would be
analyzed at that time and subject to public
comment consistent with NEPA regulations
(40 CFR 1500-1508) and Forest Service NEPA
policy in the Forest Service manual and
handbook (FSH 1909.15 section 18).

10. The Forest Service should clarify the
definition of closed so that it does not appear
that areas, trails, or roads are closed to foot
traffic as well.

Agency Response: The DEIS was not clear,
so the definition of closed has been revised in
the FEIS to make it clearer that non-motorized
traffic is almost always allowed on areas,
roads, and trails anywhere on the Forest unless
management considerations such as safety, or
law, such asin designated Wilderness, where
mechanized travel, including mountain biking,
is not allowed.

11. The Forest Service should consider that
combining both winter and summer recreation
into three somewhat “ polarized” alternatives
makes it difficult for people to comment in a
multi-use fashion.

Agency Response: The five alternatives
analyzed in the FEIS balance between the
extremes of too few to analyze the real options,
or too many to be understandable. Formulating
aternatives that emphasize different
recreational uses reduces the number of
aternatives and the length of analysis, and
simplifies the understanding of alternatives.
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The public may comment on any elements or
combination of proposals from the various
aternatives, and reviewers are not confined to
supporting one alternative or another. The
Deciding Officer is also free to select different
elements from each of the five alternatives
when formulating the Selected Alternative.

12. The Forest Service should consider in the
analysis the differences between the east and
west zone of the forest.

Agency Response: Proposalsfor the DEIS
were developed at the Management Area level
(see DEIS Chapter 2). Management areas are
land areas with similar management goals and
are smaller than “east zone” and “west zone”.
Using management areas separates out
differences caused by both resource and
management concerns. The thirteen
management areas reflect east zone-west zone
geographical differences.

13. The Forest Service should indicate that
many of the proposed ATV trails arein fact
closed roads being converted to trails.

Agency Response: Converting closed roads to
trailsis discussed in DEIS Chapter 2 —
Alternatives, in the “Road and Trail Proposals
by Alternative’ table in each Management
Area (MA) section. The table lists whether the
proposal ison aroad or trail for each Proposal
ID.

14. The Forest Service should consider access
for the elderly and disabled as a significant
issue.

Agency Response: See DEIS p. 1-14 through
1-16, “Access for people with disabilities’ for
the discussion of thisissue. The Agency is
bound by Federal law to protect the rights of
disabled individuals in a non-discriminatory
manner; therefore al alternatives address this
issue by assuring that reasonable restrictions
on motor vehicle use are applied to everyone.
In conformance with section 504, wheelchairs
are welcome on al NFS lands that are open to
foot travel and are specifically exempted from
the definition of motor vehicle, even if they are
battery powered.
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15. The Forest Service should separate winter
closures proposed for wildlife protection from
those proposed for non-motorized winter
recreation.

Agency Response: The FEIS contains more
discussion of the rationale for each winter
closure areain the description of the
alternatives found in Chapter 2.

16. The Forest Service failed to analyze an
adeguate range of alternatives for
snowmobiling.

Agency Response: The four aternatives
analyzed in the DEIS provide for between
886,650 to 1,116,100 acres open to over-snow
motorized use. The DEIS also analyzed 226 to
245 miles of groomed snowmobile trails. The
Forest Supervisor believed that the range of
aternativesin the DEIS was adequate to
respond to all significant issues raised in
scoping and meet the Purpose and Need for the
project. Between draft and final EIS,
Alternative E was developed and analyzed to
further consider public comments and resource
specialist input.

Over-snow motorized use has not yet reached
levels that would necessitate allocating more
area or regulating access to the currently
available area. Crowding of vehicles and users
at trailheads dissipates away from the
trailheads. While snowmobile registrations
have been going up in Valley and Adams
counties, they dropped statewide in 2006
(IDPR 2006). See Chapter 3, Recreation, for
an analysis of the effects of the alternatives on
snowmobiling.

An additional alternative that considered
access into the recommended wilderness areas
of the Secesh and Needles inventoried roadless
areas | RA was suggested by public comments,
considered by the Forest Service, but dropped
from further analysis. In the FEIS see Chapter
2, Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Study for the
discussion of this aternative. In the FEIS,
additional acres open to over-snow motorized
use were added into Alternative C adjacent to,
but not in the Secesh and Needles
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recommended Wilderness and were analyzed
in full in Alternative C, Chapter 3.

17. The Forest Service should support the
conclusions found in the document with
research and indicate how applicable federal
rules and regulations are being followed in
each alternative.

Agency Response: Whenever research is
available to support analysis and conclusions
in the document, it has been cited (see Chapter
3 and Appendix B). Compliance with Federal
laws, rules, and regulations is documented in
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and
Management Direction and Chapter 3,
individual resource sections, Environmental
Consequences.

18. The Forest Service failed to analyze an
alternative that truly addresses the need to
increase motorized opportunities.

Agency Response: Provision of recreational
opportunities and access needs are two of
several criteriathe responsible official must
consider under federal regulations when
designating routes for motor vehicle use. The
Payette National Forest is popular with many
people for many uses. It is not possible to
accommodate all user demands on all acres
while also protecting water quality, wildlife
habitat, and other natural resources that people
come to enjoy and which laws have been
enacted to protect. Forest Service managers
need to balance user interests against these
other criteriawhen designating routes and
areas.

Different aternatives provide for different
degrees of motorized uses. Alternative C, in
particular presented in Chapter 2 of the EIS,
provides afeasible proposal for increasing
motorized use while remaining within the
scope of the travel management analysis.

19. The Forest Service should analyze an
alternative that meets the direction found in
the NFMA for renewable and sustainable
resour ces including motorized recreation.

Agency Response: Designation of routes or
areas to meet future potential demand is

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

challenging at best. The Agency prefersto
assure that current demand is being met while
protecting resource values and staying within
budgetary constraints.

20. The Forest Service should display the
amount of non-motorized and motorized
opportunities available in an unbiased way.
Non-motorized users in fact have the use of the
entire Forest, including the Wilderness.

Agency Response: The FEIS clarifies that
non-motorized use, including foot travel,
horseback riding, and bicycles, is allowed both
on and off-trail across the Forest. The Payette
includes approximately 791,000 acres of the
Frank Church—River of No Return
Wilderness. Wildernesses are not within the
project areafor travel management (DEIS
Chapter 1, Section 1.5, Project Scope).
However, it is considered in the recreation
cumulative effects analysis (FEI'S Chapter 3)

21. The Forest Service should consider the
environmental effects of past restriction of
motorized use when proposing to close more
motorized trails or areas.

Agency Response; Effects of past
management and other historic natural events
are taken into account during the analysis and
description of the current condition. See the
discussion of existing condition in Chapter 3,
resource sections.

22. The Forest Service should consider that the
analysis presented in the DEIS appearsto be
biased against motorized use and users.

Agency Response: The Forest made every
effort to avoid bias toward or against any
recreation uses or users. All action alternatives
do reduce motorized access to the Forest in
terms of cross-country travel. This can reduce
motorized opportunities, but |essens the
potential for adverse resource impacts and
follows national direction. The Travel Plan
implements national Forest Service direction.
Thefinal rule for travel management of motor
vehicle use directs all National Foreststo
evaluate limiting cross-country motor vehicle
use to designated routes and areas only.
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Alternative C, described in Chapter 2 of the
EIS, increases motorized trail opportunities
above the current level. Alternative E, also
described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, maintains
motorized opportunities at about the current
level, with areduction in two-wheel motorized
trailsand an increase in ATV/OHYV trails.
Recent Idaho survey data indicate that
approximately 76% of motorized usersride an
ATV and 22% ride motorcycles, so ashiftin
the balance of trails allocated to the two is not
an unreasonable proposal (Achana 2005).

Alternative B reduces area open to
snowmobile by 2%, Alternative C increases
access by 7%, and Alternatives D and E
decrease access by 19 and 11% respectively
within the project area. Statewide snowmoabile
registrations were down in 2006. These
alternatives provide the Deciding Officer with
arange of motorized access alternatives for
winter travel.

23. The Forest Service should analyze the
semi-primitive experience in winter to assess
the incompatibility of motorized and non-
motorized winter sports.

Agency Response: Components of a semi-
primitive experience are described in the
Recreation effects analysisin Chapter 3, under
the discussion for Recreation Issue 2:
Motorized and non-motorized opportunitiesin
winter.

24. The Forest Service should do an analysis
of the capabilities of the Forest to sufficiently
monitor, enforce, and carry out public
education in support of the new travel plan.

Agency Response: The Forest Service agrees
that availability of management resources
should be a consideration in designating routes
for motor vehicle use. The Deciding Officer
will use judgment and discretion to determine
asystem of designated routesthat is
supportable by the average anticipated Forest
budget. However, at times, resources are
scarce, and the Payette staff does not believe
that this scarcity should lead to blanket
closures of landsto recreational users.
Volunteers and cooperators can supplement
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agency resources for maintenance and
administration, and their contributions are
considered in this evaluation. See Chapter 3,
Recreation, Effects Analysis, for adiscussion
of thisissue by alternative.

25. The Forest Service should clarify the
following: Page 3-17, MA 6. Goose
Creek/Hazard Creek — Winter. first
paragraph.. Snce both ski areas are under
Spoecial Use Permit, asis the case for the
Brundage Show Cat operation, all three should
be listed. (398:50200)

Agency Response: The description listed the
two ski areas on the Forest, which are under

ski area use permits. Brundage Mountain Snow
Cat operation is not a ski area permit, but isan
outfitter and guide activity offered by the
Brundage Mountain Resort. Outfitters and
guides are not listed in detail or individualy.
Also refer to: page 3-18, MA 7 Payette Lakes —
Winter.

26. Attention needs to be given to the rounding
off of figures all the way through the DEIS.

Agency Response: In the FEIS figures are
rounded to reflect the available precision of the
data and do not provide more decimal points
than the technology supports.

27. The Forest Service should clearly identify
the reasons for, and opportunities created by,
identifying areas as suitable for motorized or
non-motorized use in winter.

Agency Response: The FEIS contains
additional discussion of therationale for each
winter closure area.

28. The Forest Service should clearly explain
how the analysis presented in the DEIS
complies with sections 101 and 102(1) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and other environmental laws.

Agency Response: The Record of Decision to
be issued after consideration of public
comments on the FEIS will identify the
Selected Alternative and discuss rationale for
its selection, as provided in 40 CFR 1502 (B).
The Selected Alternative will be that
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alternative which best meets section 101 of
NEPA through the principles and requirements
of section 102 as determined by the Deciding
Officer. Subsection (1) requiresthat policies,
regulations, and laws shall be interpreted and
administered in accordance with the NEPA
statute. The Travel Plan FEIS is consistent with
the statute.

29. The Forest Service should ensure that the
alternatives presented in the DEISfollow the
direction found in Executive Order 11989.

Agency Response: Thefinal ruleis consistent
with provisions of Executive Order 11644 and
Executive 11989 regarding off-road use of
motor vehicles on Federal Lands. Executive
Order 11989 authorizes the agency to
designate roads and trails as suitable for motor
vehicle use and to close al other areas and
trailsto that use (DEIS Chapter 1, section
1.11). The action aternatives presented in the
DEIS close the Forest to all off-route travel
with the exception of a 300 foot corridor on
roads and a 100 foot corridor on motorized
trails, which is open for dispersed camping.
This corridor is designated only in areas where
no adverse effects to forest resources are
expected from the off-road use. Some areas,
identified in the analysis and shown on the
maps, would be closed to any motorized travel
off designated routes due to sensitive resource
protection needs. Areas with sensitive
resources proposed for closure to motorized
off-route travel include: known areas with
northern Idaho ground squirrel colonies, the
Lake Creek area on the McCall Ranger
Didtrict, and the entire Krassel Ranger District.
In these areas, all dispersed camping would be
restricted to designated sites.

Restriction of off-route vehicle travel is
expected to reduce the likelihood of adverse
resource effects across the Forest. The Forest
still retains the authority given in Executive
Order 11989 to close areas or routes where
considerable adverse effects are occurring.

30. The Forest Service should clearly indicate
that the travel plan decision will not be the
only decision affecting road and trail closures.
Rather NEPA analyses and decisions will
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continue on the Forest and more roads and
trails may be closed to mitigate those actions.

Agency Response: The cumulative effects
discussion in each resource section in Chapter
3 in the DEIS covers known expected actions
that may affect road or trail management.
Appendix D lists the actions that have been
considered in the analysis of cumulative effects
for travel management. Future proposals,
NEPA analyses, and decisions may have the
effect of closing (or opening) more roads to
motorized uses.

31. The Forest Service DEISlacks sufficient
site specific analysis.

Agency Response: Analyses completed at the
Forest level, such as travel management, are
less site-specific than analyses completed for
projects done at a smaller scale. However, the
EIS does provide site-specific, as opposed to
programmatic (Forest Plan-level) analysis.
Every Proposal 1D route, whether aroad or a
trail has received extensive site-specific
internal analysis and documentation. The
summary analysis documentation presented in
Chapter 3 of the DEIS reflects extensive site-
specific data, such as road and trail crossings.
Most of the proposals analyzed in the action
aternatives in the document were developed
during site-specific RAPs (Road Analysis
Processes) conducted by the Ranger Districts
or based on trail inventory data.

32. The Forest Service improperly used the
travel plan to adjust ROSinventories.

Agency Response: The Payette National
Forest LRMP of 2003 includes the recreation
objective of adjusting the ROS classesasa
result of travel planning (found in the
Management Area (MA) specific direction for
each MA under Recreation Resources.). After
the FEIS and Record of Decision are
completed, the Forest may adjust the ROS
classes to reflect the changes made in both
summer and winter travel.
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33. The Forest Service should develop a
Winter Recreation Plan.

Agency Response: The Payette has considered
the recommendation to prepare a Winter
Recreation Plan. Such a plan would be a
programmatic blueprint for winter recreation
management across the Forest. While
desirable, such a Plan is not a high enough
priority for limited Forest budget and staff
resources. The 2003 Forest Plan already
provides some programmatic direction for
recreation across the Forest and in the 13
Management Areas. This Travel Plan analysis
will provide additional recreational guidance at
the site-specific level. If through monitoring,
the combination of Forest Plan and Travel Plan
direction provesinadequate in meeting
recreational objectives, the Forest will review
this option.

34. The Forest Service should have separated
winter and summer recreation in the DEIS

Agency Response: Inclusion of both summer
and winter recreation in the DEIS does make
the document fairly complex. However, the
presentation of both seasons in one document
does allow the Forest user to get the “big
picture” for recreation on the Payette National
Forest. As much as possible, the discussions of
effects and display of data for the two seasons
have been separated to keep the distinction
between winter and summer management
clear.

Purpose and Need

35. The Forest Service' s stated purpose and
need included wildlife, vegetation, soils, and
watershed management, but the analysis
focuses on recreation.

Agency Response: In addition to recreation,
effects to wildlife, vegetation, and soil and
water are all analyzed in Chapter 3 of the
DEIS, and the FEIS. Additional information
appears in this Response to Comments
appendix and the Project Record.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

36. The Forest Service should make sure the
analysis supports the stated purpose and need
for the project.

Agency Response: The degree to which each
alternative meets the purpose and need of the
planning project is answered in several places
throughout the DEIS and FEIS. DEIS p. 1-4
lists the six elements of the “ purpose” of the
project. Table 2-1, Forest Summary — Travel
Opportunities by Alternative — compares the
miles and acres of roads, trails, and areas open
and closed to motorized uses by alternative.
The effects of alternatives tables throughout
Chapter 3 compare how each alternative meets
the resource effects elements of the purpose
and need. And the Record of Decision to be
issued after the FEIS comment period will
evaluate each alternative in terms of how well
it meets the purpose and need among other
factors.

37. The Forest Service should display ALL
pertinent Forest Plan direction.

Agency Response: The DEIS and FEIS
identified selected goals, objectives, standards,
and guidelines that are particularly pertinent to
Travel Planning. The option of reprinting al
Forest Plan direction and placing it in the FEIS
was considered but not accepted because of
substantial bulk and costs compared to the
limited benefit.

Issues

38. The Forest Service should consider the
importance of travel management to the
snowmobiling community.

Agency Response: The Payette National
Forest staff does understand the importance of
travel management planning to the
snowmobile community. Alternative C,
described in the Chapter 2 of the DEIS, was
developed partly to reflect the desire the over-
snow motorized community has for additional
motorized over-snow play areas by adding an
additional 78,160 acres of over-snow
motorized opportunities.
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39. The Forest Service should identify all
existing resour ce problems affected by travel
management.

Agency Response: Across the Forest there are
numerous resource problems of various
degrees of magnitude. The Agency does not
believe that an exhaustive analysis of every
potential effect that might be caused or has
been caused by travel route designation is
necessary or would serve the public interest
very well. The Forest has focused the analysis
on those issues and resources that are most
likely to be affected by route designation, and
that will give the Deciding Officer the most
relevant information in making her decision
from among the alternatives described.

40. The Forest Service should complete a road
analysis to assess the effects of road
management to all resources.

Agency Response: The Payette Forest Plan
(2003) included a Forest-wide roads analysis
process (RAP) at the broad scale. A large
amount of the PNF watersheds have had a
more specific RAP. The Forest Service
disagrees that a complete inventory of user-
created routes is required in order to complete
the designation process. A complete detailed
inventory would be time-consuming and
expensive, delaying completion of route
designation. Planning based on public
involvement, careful design, and site specific
environmental analysis provides the best
method for identifying a sustainable, managed
system of routes and areas addressing user
needs and safety, with a minimum of
environmental impacts. See comment 39 for
additional response.

41. The Forest Service should consider an
alternative that opens roads to non-motorized
use only during the winter.

Agency Response: An alternative that
considered only one type of use, beit solely
motorized or non-motorized, would not meet
the Purpose and Need for this project, which,
in part, is to balance management
considerations with recreation opportunities.
Nor would it meet many of the goals and
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objectives of the Forest Plan, one of whichis
to “Provide an array of winter recreation
experiences, while mitigating conflicts
between motorized and non-motorized use and
wintering wildlife.” Through this travel
management process the Forest has strived to
provide opportunities both for motorized and
for non-motorized users.

42. The Forest Service should not consider
allowing more motorized use in existing IRA's.

Agency Response: All inventoried roadless
areas (IRAS) on the Payette National Forest
provide for both motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities, while maintaining the
undevel oped character of the area. Only those
IRAs recommended for wilderness designation
(portions of the Needles and Secesh IRAS)
have Forest Plan standards that do not allow
for development of additional motorized use.
Thisissueisanayzed in the FEIS in Chapter
2, under Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Study.

43. The Forest Service should have good
rationale for constructing any new roads or
trails.

Agency Response: No hew road construction
was proposed in the aternatives analyzed in
the DEIS or FEIS. New trail constructionis
limited to small segments of trail construction
to connect existing routes or to relocate/re-
route atrail to avoid resource damage. These
activities are subject to project design features
to limit resource impacts (see Section 2.2.2 of
the FEIS). Some unauthorized roads are
proposed for conversion to NFS roads. If
selected for conversion, these roads would be
brought up to the appropriate standard for their
level of use. The Payette agrees that proposals
for new trail construction must have good
rationale, because funding for trail
maintenance is not adequate to cover the
current trail system. Therefore, in Alternatives
B and C only afew miles of new trail are
proposed that would connect and create some
ATV trail loop opportunities. Most of these
“new” trail miles are actually conversion of
either unauthorized roads or trailsto NFS
trails, or closed NFSroads to trails. All added
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ATV trailswould need to be brought up to
appropriate trail standards before being
designated for use.

44. The Forest Service should consider an
alternative that analyzes complete closure to
over-snow travel.

Agency Response: Such an alternative would
not meet the Purpose and Need for this project,
which, in part, is to balance management
considerations with recreation opportunities.
Nor would it meet many of the goals and
objectives of the Forest Plan, one of which is
to “Provide an array of winter recreation
experiences, while mitigating conflicts
between motorized and non-motorized use and
wintering wildlife.” (Forest Plan 2003: 111-62:
REGQOO06). Through thistravel management
process the Forest has strived to provide
opportunities for both motorized and non-
motorized users.

45. The Forest Service should analyze an
alternative that designates some areas open to
motor vehicle use.

Agency Response: Areas open to cross-
country motor vehicle use were analyzed as
part of the No Action alternative. This
aternative, or portions of this alternative,
could be chosen by the Deciding Officer. In all
action alternatives a corridor for motorized
access to dispersed camping within300 feet of
open roads, and 100 feet of motorized trails, is
proposed when such use would not
compromise resource values. There were no
additional areas proposed for inclusion in any
of the action aternatives either by Agency
personnel or by the public. Inclusion of
additional cross-country travel areas would
also be inconsistent with national direction (36
CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, 295 “ Travel
Management; Designated Routes and Areas
for Motor Vehicle Use” Federal Register 2005:
70FR68264) to limit indiscriminate travel
through designating defined routes for motor
vehicle use.

46. The Forest Service should analyze an
alternative that opens all unauthorized roads
and trails.
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Agency Response: The Forest considered and
added some individual roads and trails that
were recommended during the public scoping
process into Alternative C, and Alternative D.
Alternative E in the FEIS a so added several
additional routesin response to public
comments on the DEIS.

The addition of all unauthorized roads and
trailsinto the NF system would result in an
unaffordable road system that could not be
brought up to Agency standards or maintained
at the Agency’s current budget levels. The
Agency’s budget is expected to continue to
decline in the foreseeable future. In addition,
allowing use on al uanuthorized roads would
likely have unacceptable impacts to wildlife,
water, fisheries, and other resources.

47. The Forest Service should consider the
resour ce effects of non-motorized winter
recreation.

Agency Response: Effects of non-motorized
and motorized recreation in winter and
summer were discussed in the Wildlife
analysisin the DEIS, Chapter 3.

48. The Forest Service should collaborate with
local recreation groups to improve the
alternatives.

Agency Response: The alternatives presented
in the DEIS were developed as a result of
extensive public involvement with local
recreation groups and users through the public
comment process on the Proposed Action, and
as aresult of discussions by the Winter
Recreation Forum. Also, Valley, Adams, and
Washington County participated as cooperating
agencies and helped to develop the
alternatives. Idaho State Parks and Recreation
and |daho Department of Fish and Game also
participated as informa members of the team.
Alternative E, which is analyzed in the FEIS,
was formulated by incorporating public
comments on the DEIS, including those from
local recreation groups.

49. The Forest Service did not adequately
factor in the nationwide trend of increasing
motorized use.
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Agency Response:  See response to comment
19.

50. The Forest Service should consider the
carrying capacity of the forest for various
modes of recreation.

Agency Response: At thispoint in time the
Forest does not receive enough recreation use
and crowding to warrant ng the carrying
capacity for different forms of recreation.
(USDA Forest Service 2003b: NVUM).

It is possible that in the future such studies
could be necessary.

51. The Forest Service should consider using
old logging roads and roads planned for
decommissioning astrails.

Agency Response: During travel planning the
Forest considered many routes that public or
internal comment brought forward as potential
trails, including routes on old logging roads.

Roads aready planned for decommissioning
by previously signed decision were considered
aready evaluated for their merits for other
uses.

Any future projects where road
decommissioning is proposed will be presented
to the public for comment. Should some of
these routes be desirable as potential trails they
will be evaluated during the analysis of that
future project.

52. The Forest Service should analyze the
environmental effects of increasing
snowmobile use, such as has occurred in the
last decade. Effectsto air quality, water
quality, noise pollution, and wildlife should all
be considered.

Agency Response: The DEIS and FEIS
include such effects in the environmental
analysis of Chapter 3 and in disclosures of
non-significant effectsin Chapter 1. Also see
comment responses above and below for each
resource section listed.

53. The Forest Service should consider that the
project design features which address noxious
weeds in the DEIS are insufficient to reduce
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the spread of these weeds to a non-significant
issue when considered at the forest level.

Agency Response: All Forest Plan
management direction, including direction
pertaining to noxious weeds, isincorporated by
reference in this project. See Section 1.7,
Management Direction, in the DEIS and FEIS,
and Chapter 3, Management Direction, in the
Payette National Forest Plan. Thisdirection
presents a comprehensive Integrated Weed
Management approach for control and
eradication of noxious weeds.

54. The Forest Service should analyze the
effects of snowmobile exhaust on air quality as
a significant issue.

Agency Response: The Forest does not have
jurisdiction over vehicle use emissions, so
remedies for this concern are outside the scope
of the proposed action. Also, effects of all
motorized vehicles together across the Forest
are not expected to risk violation of air quality
standards. See Chapter 1, Section 1.10.2 Non-
Significant Issuesin the DEIS.

55. The Forest Service needs to review the
factors used when determining non-
significance of issues to make sure they comply
with the NEPA.

Agency Response: Asstated on p. 1-9 of the
DEIS, the Forest ID team grouped all public
comments into categories, devel oped issues,
and separated issues into two categories—
significant, and non-significant. The significant
issues were those that were useful in
formulating an aternative to the proposed
action, or in disclosing environmental effects.
The CEQ Regulations state several timesthat a
NEPA analysis needs to focus on significant
issues and discuss only briefly issues other
than significant issues. For example, 40 CFR
1500.1 (b), 1500.2(b), and 1500.4(c). As
instructed in Forest Service national training,
significant issues are “significant” by reason of
their scope, magnitude, or extent of their
effects. Note that “significant issues’ have a
separate and distinct definition from
“significant effects’ (40 CFR 1508.27).
Chapter 1 lists and discusses the significant
issues (section 1.10.1), and then lists and
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describes the non-significant issues including
rationale for their non-significance in the
environmental analysis (section 1.10.2).

Definitions

56. The Forest Service should clarify the
definition of “ cross country motor vehicle use”
particularly in designated corridors.

Agency Response: Thisterm has been better
defined in the FEIS.

57. The Forest Service should fully define what
ismeant by “ closure” in the FEIS including
the types of management that would be
authorized to close routes.

Agency Response: The definition of “closed”
in the FEIS has been clarified so that it is
understood that non-motorized use is allowed
on al closed routes and areas unless prohibited
due to management concerns. See response to
Comment 56 above.

Travel management is aroute designation
process and does not authorize closure
activities such as decommissioning, placement
of gates, or construction of earthen berms.
Such proposals would require additional site-
specific NEPA analysis.

58. The Forest Service has used the term
“unauthorized” incorrectly in the DEIS.

Agency Response: The Forest’s use of the
termis as described in the national travel
management rule (Federal Register 2005:
70FR68264). See Appendix A, Glossary, in the
DEIS and FEIS.

59. The Forest Service hasincorrectly
described the proposed winter closure at
Granite Mountain in the DEISwhich should be
described as“ snowmobile free” rather than
non-motorized due to the permitted snow cat
operation in the area.

Agency Response: The snow cat skiing
operation is under a Special Use authorization
and is an exception (as authorized under their
Specia Use Permit) to the non-motorized
status of the Granite Mountain closure areain
Alternatives B, C, D, and E that will allow
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back-country skiers access to a snowmobile-
free slope. During the winter, when the snow
cat skiing operation is not running, the area
will be completely non-motorized. There have
been many seasons where snow levels have not
been sufficient to run the snow cat at any time
during the season. As the DEIS stated (p. 2-
33), this closure would create an area “for non-
motorized winter recreation within reasonable
distance of parking.” The intent of the closure
is to provide a non-motorized backcountry
skiing area separate from snowmobiling use
areas.

Monitoring

60. The Forest Service should monitor all
travel-way closures to assure that they are
achieving the travel management objectives for
which they are closed.

Agency Response: Implementation and
effectiveness monitoring of travel plan
designations will occur periodically after the
decision is made to adopt a plan. Monitoring
was generally addressed in the DEIS on p. 2-7.
Specific implementation and effectiveness
monitoring plans are listed in Appendix E in
the FEIS, and when finalized will become part
of the Record of Decision for this project.

61. The Forest Service should consider more
effective methods of road closure/barriers
because current methods such as gates and
berms seem to often be ineffective.

Agency Response: Part of the purpose and
need identified in the DEISisto designate a
system of open roads, trails, and areas. All
roads and trails are considered closed to
motorized use unless designated open by the
PNF motor vehicle use map (MVUM), which
will follow the travel plan decision. Designated
routes would be identified on the MVUM
using nationally directed uniform standards,
and signs identifying those routes open to
public travel would be posted on the ground to
the extent practicable. (DEIS page 2-4). Actual
physical closure or road obliteration is
considered outside the scope of this document
but may be considered with future site-specific
projects (DEIS p. 2-2).
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62. The Forest Service should commit to
implementation and effectiveness monitoring
for travel management.

Agency Response: The Forest is committed to
implementation and effectiveness monitoring
for travel management. The Project Design
Features in Chapter 2 Section 2.2.2 of the
DEIS, and the monitoring and evauation listed
in Section 2.2.3 al are designed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the route and area designation
made with the travel management plan
decision. Specific implementation and
effectiveness monitoring plans are listed in
Appendix E in the FEIS, and are expected to
be part of the Record of Decision for this
project.

Project Design Features

63. The Forest Service should include project
design features to ensure recognition of
environmental concernsthat may ariseasa
result of travel route and area designation.

Agency Response: The alternatives do include
such project design features, as described in
Chapter 2, description of the alternatives.

64. The Forest Service should evaluate the
description of Project Design Features to
ensure they are feasible.

Agency Response: The Forest believes all
Project Design Features (PDFs) listed in the
FEIS are feasible. Monitoring will evaluate if
travel management decisions including PDFs
are implemented, and how effective the
implementation is in accomplishing the desired
outcomes.

Maps & Data Display

65. The Forest Service should improve the
presentation of the proposals and mapsin the
FEIS.

Agency Response: The Forest has updated
and streamlined the maps for the FEIS.

66. The Forest Service should improve the
winter maps so they better display the areas
closed to motorized over-snow use.
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Agency Response: The winter maps have
been reconfigured to better display winter
closure areas.

67. The Forest Service should better describe
the winter closuresin the FEIS

Agency Response: See response to comment
15.

68. The Forest should change the way the
alternatives are displayed in the Comparison
of Alternatives tables.

Agency Response: Theformat and level of
detail in the Comparison of Alternatives tables
were selected to highlight key information that
varies between aternatives in order to provide
areasoned basis for choice. They were
designed to focus on differences rather than
similarities.

69. The Forest Service should identify the
Brundage Show Cat permitted area on the
mapsin the FEIS,

Agency Response: The Brundage Snow Cat
operation is only one of hundreds of special
use activities that are permitted on the Forest.
Many of these permitted activities have effects
on route or area use. These activities are
authorized only for the permittee however, and
do not apply to the public at large, and
therefore would not be displayed on the
MVUM or inthe EIS for travel management
planning. The Brundage Snow Cat operation is
discussed in the Recreation Section of Chapter
3 of the DEIS

A discussion of permitted uses can be foundin
Chapter 2 Section 1.10.2 Non-Significant
I ssues.

Alternatives

70. The Forest Service should choose an
alternative that gives a better depiction of
current recreation use than the No Action
Alternative discussed in the DEIS.

Agency Response: The No Action Alternative
in the DEIS and FEIS is continuation of the
current condition for travel route designation
as described in the 1995 Travel Plan Map as
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modified by the 2004 Backroads map. Current
levels of use for designated routes and areas
were described and compared to the action
aternativesin the resource sections in Chapter
3 of the DEIS.

71. The Forest Service should develop another
alternative that does not restrict motorized
access anywher e except the Wilderness.

Agency Response: While the National Forest
belongs to all Americans, they do not have a
right to unrestricted use of National Forests.
Congress established the Forest Service to
provide reasonable regulation of the National
Forest so that they can be enjoyed by future
generations. Presidential orders affirm the
authority to manage motorized use.

The primary goal of the travel management
plan isto provide a system of roads, trails, and
areas that provides recreation opportunities for
both motorized and non-motorized usersin a
manner that is environmentally sustainable
over the long term. An alternative that
emphasizes only one type of use would not
provide this array of opportunities.

While off-highway vehicle travel has been
recognized as an appropriate activity on Forest
system lands, the agency has been given recent
direction to manage OHV travel (36 CFR Parts
212, 251, 261, 295 “ Travel Management;
Designated Routes and Areas for Motor
Vehicle Use” Federal Register 2005:
70FR68264). Executive Orders direct the
Forest Service to manage OHV travel on
Forest system lands to protect forest resources
and reduce conflict of uses (Executive Order
[E.O.] 11644 (February 8, 1972) as amended
by E.O. 11989 (May 24, 1977).Allowing OHV
travel on the Forest anywhere at any time
would not comply with these orders.

72. The Forest Service should develop an
alternative that increases the opportunity for
non-motorized recreation.

Agency Response: Alternative D, described in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS, providesincreased
opportunities for non-motorized recreation.
This alternative was developed in response to
internal and public comment on the Proposed
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Action (Alternative B). Like the other action
adternatives, it limits motorized travel off
roads.

73. The Forest Service should complete a RAP
and address more road closures, relocations,
and obliterations because the current
alternatives do not adequately mitigate current
impacts to forest resources.

Agency Response: As presented in Chapter 3
of the DEIS the analysis of resource impacts
for the alternatives does not indicate that
unacceptabl e impacts are occurring due to the
No Action condition, or would occur due to
implementation of any of the action
alternatives. Road relocation and road
decommissioning were both outside the scope
of the proposed action.

74. The Forest Service should consider an
alternative that incor porates the | SSA
proposalsin their entirety, including entering
the Secesh and Needles Recommended
Wilderness areas.

Agency Response: See response to comment
16.

75. The Forest Service should consider an
alter native that addresses the |oss of
unauthorized roads.

Agency Response: The DEIS did consider and
disclose the consequences of not designating
unauthorized roads in the Environmental
Consequences section in Chapter 3, under the
recreation issue sections pertaining to miles of
open and seasonally open roads, and in acres
open to cross-country motor vehicle use on
pages 3-24, 3-33, 3-35, and 3-36; and in the
Cumulative Effects section for recreation on
pages 3-55.

76. The Forest Service should develop an
alternative that is more responsive to the
increasing demand for motorized recreation
opportunities.

Agency Response: Seeresponse to comments
18 and 19.
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77. The Forest Service should develop an
alternative that is more responsive to the
increasing demand for both motorized and
non-motorized recreation opportunities.

Agency Response: Seeresponse to comments
18 and 19.

78. The Forest Service should develop an
alternative that does not allow degradation of
any natural resources over time.

Agency Response: The Payette does not agree
that motor vehicle use should be allowed only
when and where it can be clearly provenin
advance to be harmless to the environment.
Rather, designation decisions need to be made
balancing public desires for recreation
opportunities with acceptable impacts to
resources.

Cumulative Effects

79. The Forest Service should consider the
cumul ative effects of the loss of OHV trail
nationwide.

Agency Response: One principle of
cumulative effects analysisis that the
geographical area of analysis needsto belarge
enough to capture off-site or delayed effects of
a causative action, but also small enough that
the incremental effect isnot lost in the large
background. In the case of the Payette, gain or
loss of OHV trailslocally would not be
discernible at the national scale, and thus
analysis at that scale would provide no value.
In the case of reduction of OHV trail by this
Travel Plan, thereis no substantial loss of trail
mileage in any aternative.

Natural Resources
Management

Fisheries

80. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the
use of number of stream crossings as a proxy
for potential for fuel spills because fuel spills
occur relatively rarely at stream crossings or
otherwise.
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Agency Response: Theterm “spill” asitis
used in the DEIS uses the EPA definition for
“harmful discharge” which includes avehicle
leaving an oily sheen on the surface of the
water as it passes through, not just
contamination from a ruptured fuel tank or
other mishap. Normal vehicle use at fords
often leaves a residue of oil on the surface of
the water from outside contamination of the
vehicle with petroleum products.

81. The Forest Service should consider that if
there are problems occurring with pollution or
sediment at stream crossings on roads and
trails, thisisthe fault of the design or

mai ntenance of the facility, and not of the
public who is using the facility.

Agency Response: See response to comment
154.

82. The Forest Service should consider that
there is no research to back up claims that
OHV use and trails have any effect on fisheries
populations.

Agency Response: Many studies have
indicated that OHV use has negative effects on
natural resources, including fish and fish
habitat. Stokowki and LaPointe completed a
comprehensive literature review in 2000
(Environmental and Social Effects of ATVs and
ORVs: An Annotated Bibliography and
Research Assessment.) Research conducted on
the Payette National Forest is cited in Chapter
3, Fisheries, Environmental Effects.

Soil & Water

83. The Forest Service should consider that
while roads can affect the recruitment of large
woody debris to streans, trails do not.

Agency Response: The Payette agrees the
potential effects of roads and trails on
recruitment of large woody debristo streamsis
dependent on the width of the cleared area and
proximity to the stream. However, the Forest
does not agree with a blanket statement that
trails do not affect recruitment of large woody
debris sinceit is dependent upon the size and
location of thetrail.
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84. The Forest Service should consider erosion
and sediment from the existing road and
motorized trail network

Agency Response: Soil and water issue 1
(DEIS p. 1-11) states “the type, extent, and
|ocation of roads, trails, and motorized areas in
the travel management plan may degrade soil
productivity, accelerate erosion, and deliver
sediment to streams.” Six soil and water
indicators deal specifically with type, extent,
and location of open roads and types of
motorized trails (DEIS p. 3-69). A qualitative
description of the soil and water resource
damage and a quantitative change from the No
Action Alternative is found in the Soil and
Water resource section of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment and Environmental
Consequences.

85. The Forest Service should consider the soil
and water resource damage caused by
motorized cross-country travel.

Agency Response: All action alternatives
prohibit motorized cross-country travel,
including travel on all unauthorized roads
(DEIS p. 1-5). Impacts to soil and water
resources from motorized cross-country travel
are addressed with two soil and water
indicators — SW1: Percent of the Management
Area (MA) designated open to cross-country
motor vehicle use and/or limited motorized
access, and SW2: Percent of riparian
conservation areas (RCAS) in designated areas
open to cross-country motor vehicle use and/or
limited motorized use (DEIS p. 1-11). A
gualitative description of the soil and water
resource damage and a quantitative change
from the no action aternative is found in the
Soil and Water Resource section of Chapter 3,
Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences.

86. The Forest Service should identify and
mitigate environmental concerns associated
with new road or trail construction.

Agency Response: No hew road construction
is proposed in the alternatives analyzed in the
DEIS or FEIS. New trail construction is

limited to small segments of trail construction
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to connect existing routes or to relocate/re-
route atrail to avoid resource damage. These
activities are subject to project design features
to limit resource impacts (see Section 2.2.2 of
the FEIS) and mitigate environmental
concerns.

87. The Forest Service should consider
obliterating unauthorized road and rel ocating
roads outside Riparian Conservation Areas
(RCAS).

Agency Response: Road obliteration and road
relocation is not part of any of the alternatives
and was considered to be outside the scope of
this proposed action (DEIS p. 2-2). The
authorized use of unauthorized roads within
RCAs isreduced by the elimination of cross-
country travel. “Limited motorized access for
dispersed camping would be permissible
within 300 feet of designated roads and 100
feet of designated motorized trails aslong asit
does not result in resource damage such as
rutting, fording of streams, crossing wet
meadows, creating new unauthorized routes,
spreading noxious weeds, or similar resource
degradation” (DEIS p. 2-4).

88. The Forest Service should fully describe
the methods used in road closures.

Agency Response: Part of the purpose and
need identified in the DEISisto designate a
system of open motorized vehicle routes. All
roads and trails are considered closed unless
designated open. The PNF motor vehicle use
map (MVUM) will use nationally directed
uniform standards, and signs identifying those
routes open to public travel would be posted
on the ground to the extent practicable (DEIS
p. 2-4). Physical closure or road obliteration is
considered outside the scope of this proposed
action but is an appropriate option to be
considered on future site-specific projects.

89. The Forest Service should consider the
effects of differing snow melt patterns caused
by snowmobile use on soil moisture levels;
and.

Agency Response: Agency Response: Fahey
and Wardle (1998) provide an excellent review
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of effects of differing snowmelt pattern caused
by snowmobile use on soil moisture levels. In
summary, snow compaction by snowmobiles
and snow grooming equipment affects soil by:
1) Decreasing soil temperature, 2) Increasing
frost penetration, 3) Increasing the time that
soil takes to thaw, 4) Causing soil to thaw at
the surface rather than uniformly through the
profile, 5) Increasing snow density and thermal
conductivity, resulting in slower snowmelt,
which in-turn impacts on bacterial
decomposers and litter decomposition, 6)
Retarding snowmelt which islikely to cause
changes in vegetation composition through
changesin length of growing season and soil
moisture distribution, 7) Reducing temperature
gradients within the snow which can have an
impact on organisms inhabiting the subnivesal
environments, 8) Grooming on ski runs can
cause up to a 70% reduction in abundance of
whole soil fauna. Literature review does
indicate snowmobile use can change the soil
moisture and the soil environment. The
greatest impacts will occur on groomed ski
runs and groomed snowmobile trails.
Backcountry snowmobile use should disperse
the amount of compaction and reduce the soil
impacts. While the Forest recognizes the
potential change on soil moisture and soil
ecosystems, the Forest does not believe these
impacts result in any significant issues.

90. The Forest Service should consider the
impacts of all uses, motorized and non-
motorized, on sediment/erosion fromtrails.

Agency Response: Soil and water issue 1
(DEIS p. 1-11) states “the type, extent, and
location of roads, trails, and motorized areasin
the Travel Management Plan may degrade soil
productivity, accelerate erosion, and deliver
sediment to streams. “Hiking and horseback
riding would be permitted anywhere on the
Forest, unless otherwise posted” (DEIS p. 2-4).
There are five specific indicators dealing
directly with the type, extent, and location of
motorized trails (DEIS p. 3-69). The FEIS
expands on the description of erosional
impacts of hikers, horses, motorcycles, and
mountain bikes.
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91. The Forest Service should consider that
erosion and sediment fromtrails that receive
equestrian useis at least as great as that from
motorized use.

Agency Response:  Seeresponse to Comment
90.

92. The Forest Service should consider effects
of snowmobile emissions, including cross-
country snowmobile use, on water quality.

Agency Response: The Forest has conducted a
literature review on the issue of snowmobile
emissions and its effects on the chemistry of
snowmelt runoff and has determined that this
isanon-significant issue for the Payette.
Please refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS. The most
comprehensive studies have been done within
the last decade at Yellowstone National Park.
Studies by Ingersol (1998), Tyler (2000),
Arnold and Koel (2006) have found that
pollutants are found at detectable levelsin the
snowpack areas with high snowmobile use.
However, these concentrations are generally
low and are dispersed and diluted as they enter
the surrounding watershed and streams. Even
in the areas of high snowmobile use,
concentration of pollutantsin the watershed
are below levels likely to threaten human or
ecosystem health. In Olliff, Legg, and Kaeding
(1999), the authors concluded, “ Appreciable
contamination from emissions from
backcountry snowmobiles probably occurs
with less frequency than high use areas along
groomed routes’. These references are
discussed in the FEIS and are part of the
Project Record.

93. The Forest Service should not limit the
extent of snowmobile use because of potential
impacts to the soil resource.

Agency Response: The Payette agrees that
snowmobile use does not degrade soil
productivity. “Winter accessis not addressed
as a soil and water issue because over-snow
vehicle use (snowmobiles) does not degrade
soil productivity, accelerate erosion, or deliver
sediment to streams’. (DEIS p. 3-69)
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94. The Forest Service should consider that the
sediment produced from disturbance on an
OHV trail is considerably less than that
produced from an open road.

Agency Response: The Forest did consider
that sediment produced from OHV trails may
differ from sediment produced from open
roads. On page 3-96 in the DEIS the Forest
stated, “ATV trails can have similar effects to
soil productivity and water quality as roads but
the effects differ based on the width of the
travel way”. In addition, the Forest disclosed
that, “ATV trails create additional problems
due to steep grades, lack of designed stream
crossings, and difficulty of maintaining water
management features.” As stated in the DEIS,
the ATV and OHV indicator “is best used to
evaluate the relative difference between the
aternatives on the extent of designated ATV
and OHV trails’.

95. The Forest Service should consider that the
conclusions concerning the effects of vehicle
use on soils and vegetation seem to be based
on assumptions rather than research or local
data.

Agency Response: The foundation of the
conclusions concerning the effects of vehicle
use on soils and vegetation are based on a
combination of widely accepted publications,
research, professional experience, and local
data. The effects of road and trail construction
and vehicle use on accelerated erosion and
sediment rates are well established. The Forest
referred to Meyers 2002, “Managing Degraded
Off-Highway Vehicle Trailsin Wet, Unstable,
and Sensitive Environments’, when describing
the Existing Conditions and the Environmental
Consequences. Subwatershed vulnerability is
derived from local land system inventories and
inherent erosion ratings.

96. The Forest Service should clarify the data
presentation in the Soil & Water section of the
EIS

Agency Response: Based on public comment
the Forest adjusted the data presentation in the
Soil and Water section between the DEIS and
the FEIS. The Forest added the acre numbers
to Soil and Water Indicators 1 and 2, while
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retaining the percentage figures. This should
clarify exactly how many acres are affected
and how the percentage numbers where
calculated.

97. The Forest Service should discuss the
effects of the alternatives on the drinking water
suppliesin Management Area 3.

Agency Response: There are no surface
public drinking water supplieslocated on the
Payette NF within Management Area 3.

Wildlife

98. The Forest Service should analyze lynx
management using the most recent information
and amend the Forest Plan to reflect this
direction.

Agency Response: The analysis of the effects
of the Travel Plan on lynx used the most recent
information available and described where this
information may differ from current Forest
Plan direction. In summer 2007, the PNF plans
to work with the Lynx Biology Team to
reevaluate the Forest’s lynx analysis areas
(LAUSs) and lynx habitat. The Lynx Biology
Team is comprised of federal agency biologists
and was chartered to develop the Lynx
Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS
August 2000) to provide consistent
information and guidance. Sinceits
completion, the Lynx Biology Team has
provided assistance with lynx habitat mapping
and interpretation of the LCAS upon request
by several National Forests. If amendments to
lynx management are found to be warranted,
then lynx direction in the Forest Plan may be
modified in the future.

99. The Forest Service should consider the
health and safety aspects of leaving snags
when roads and trails are constructed or
reconstructed.

Agency Response: As discussed in Comment
43 above, the Travel Plan alternatives propose
minor amounts or road and trail reconstruction
or construction that would follow Forest
Service and Forest Plan direction. Due to low
numbers of snagsin some area of the Forest, it
may be beneficial to include direction to
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maintain snags during road and trail work, but
safety concerns would take precedence in
those cases.

100. The Forest Service should consider the
effects of increasing snowmobile activity on
wildlife.

Agency Response: The effects of over-snow
motor vehicle use, particularly snowmobiles,
were analyzed in the wildlife section of
Chapter 3. Concerns over the effects of this
activity to wildlife, were part of the reason for
the development of Alternative D.
Approximately 18 percent of the winter
closures in this alternative were proposed to
protect wildlife.

101. The Forest Service should consider that
human recreation has little effect on wildlife.

Agency Response: The effects of human
recreation on wildlife are disclosed in the
wildlife section of Chapter 3.

102. The Forest Service should consider the
likelihood that potential lynx habitat
surrounding McCall is not occupied.

Agency Response: Information on lynx
occurrence on the PNF was described in the
DEIS and updated in the FEIS.

103. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the
suitability of areas identified as lynx habitat
using mor e up-to-date information; and:

104. The Forest Service should re-evaluate the
potential effects of snowmobiling on lynx using
the most up-to-date research; and:

105. The Forest Service should amend the
Forest Plan direction for lynx because no lynx
are known to be present on the Forest and the
most recent research would lead to different,
probably smaller, delineations of potential
habitat.

Agency Response: See response to Comment
98.

106. The Forest Service should consider the
rel ative effects of motorized versus non-
motorized recreation in winter on wildlife.
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Agency Response: These activities and the
potential effects on wildlife species of concern
were addressed in Chapter 3.

107. The Forest Service failed to adequately
analyze the effects of snowmobile use on
wolverine and lynx habitat.

Agency Response: The potentia effects of
snowmobile use on wolverine and lynx habitat
were addressed in Chapter 3.

108. The Forest Service should evaluate in an
unbiased manner the effects of motorbike use
on elk security as compared to the effects of
hunting.

Agency Response: Additional discussion was
provided in the FEIS on the effects of
motorized recreation activities and hunting on
elk.

109. The Forest Service should maintain
wildlife migration corridorsin all alternatives.

Agency Response: Each aternative would
allow for wildlife migration corridors, but the
aternatives differ by the amount, extent, and
connectivity of the corridors. See discussion of
environmental effects on wildlife corridorsin
Chapter 3.

110. The Forest Service should consider that
the most recent research is inconclusive
regarding the effects of human interactions
with elk and ek habitat effectiveness.

Agency Response: Elk habitat security and
human impacts on elk were addressed in
Chapter 3 of the DEIS and FEIS.

111. The Forest Service should consider that it
is the management policies of Idaho Fish &
Game that are contributing to the harassment
of big game species, rather than motorized
traffic.

Agency Response:  See response to comment
108.

112. The Forest Service should reanalyze the
currently closed roads to determine if the new
elk security guidance in the 2003 Forest Plan
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would still require these roads to be closed
year-round.

Agency Response: Some closed roads were
proposed to be opened in one or more of the
alternatives. Elk security for each alternativeis
analyzed in Chapter 3of the DEIS and FEIS.

113. The Forest Service should consider that
OHYV use during hunting season increases
animal vulnerability to harvest.

Agency Response: The effects of OHV use
during hunting season were considered in the
development of the alternatives particularly B,
D, and E as evidenced by the number of OHV
trails that would have seasonal closuresto
improve elk security.

114. The Forest Service should consider that
OHYV use throughout the year reduces the
effectiveness of big game habitat.

Agency Response: Intheanaysis of effects
to elk security (Chapter 3), OHV and ATV
trails were considered to have the same
impacts as roads.

115. The Forest Service should consider that
the areas of wolverine denning habitat being
protected in Alternative D are not those that
should be the highest priority.

Agency Response: The Forest Service met
with Idaho Department of Fish and Game
biologists to further understand their concerns
about protection of potential wolverine
denning habitat. Based on IDF& G’s concerns,
an additional closure area (Bruin Mountain)
was proposed in Alternative D in the FEIS.
Thewildlife analysisin Chapter 3 discusses
the potentia benefits of this additional closure.

116. The Forest Service should evaluate the
closure of additional roads and trails within
elk summer and winter range to protect the
animals from motorized vehicle use, especially
during hunting season.

Agency Response: Closure of additional
roads and trails within summer and winter elk
range was analyzed as part of Alternative D in
the DEIS and FEIS. Environmental effects are
described in the wildlife section of Chapter 3.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

117. The Forest Service should limit over-
snow motorized use until impacts to wintering
wildlife habitat can be fully assessed.

Agency Response: Over-snow motorized use
islimited to various degrees in each
alternative. Alternative D would provide the
greatest reduction and protection to wildlife.

Firewood

118. The Forest Service should consider that
none of the alter natives provides sufficient
access for firewood collection and that
firewood cutting is a significant issue.

Agency Response: The Payette agrees that
access for firewood cutting is an important
issue. However, thisissue is outside the scope
of route designation for travel management
planning because it is handled by the Forest in
a separate permitting process. In the DEIS and
FEIS see Chapter 1 Section 1.10.2 Non-
Significant Issues for a discussion of access for
firewood cutting.

119. The Forest Service should consider that
much of the forest has burned in the last 30
years and should be opened for fuelwood
cutting.

Agency Response: This concernis outside the
scope of the travel management planning
purpose and need (see response to Comment
118 above). Access to areas for recovery of
burned timber for fuelwood is covered under
the firewood permitting process.

Noxious Weeds

120. The Forest Service should consider that
motorized traffic on the forest contributes to
the spread of noxious weeds.

Agency Response: The potential for spread of
noxious weeds by motorized traffic as aresult
of travel route designation is discussed in the
DEIS and FEISin Chapter 1, Section 1.10.2,
Non-Significant |ssues.
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Transportation System
Management

Trails - General

121. The Forest Service should consider
providing more opportunities for OHV trail
riders because useisincreasing.

Agency Response: InAlternatives B, C, and E
the Forest recognizes the need for additional
ATV trails and provides for them in varying
numbers of additional miles. In addition,
Alternative C provides an additional mile of
OHYV trail (4-wheel driveroad). In the
“Recreation Opportunities’ section of the
FEIS, the Forest hasidentified afuture
opportunity for preparation and distribution of
an ATV route map.

While OHV useisincreasing locally (almost
67% in the past five years), only 15.6% of
surveyed Forest visitors in 2003 indicated that
motorized recreation was their primary reason
for visiting the area, and of that 15.6 % only
2.8 % of visitors were visiting for off-road
vehicle use (most were in passenger cars).
Given thislevel of use and declining Forest
budgets, large increases in trail mileage are
probably not needed or feasible at thistime.

122. Because motorized use isincreasing the
Forest Service should provide more motorized
trailslaid out in systems such as those
recommended by the Blue Ribbon Coalition.

Agency Response: Alternatives B, C, and E,
presented in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, do provide
ATV loop trail opportunitiesin response to
requests from summer motorized
recreationists. These alternatives increase the
amount of ATV trail offered on the Forest.

Alternative C, designed with the help of the
Adams County commissioners, provides a
number of large ATV loop systems using
existing roads on the west side of the Forest.
ATV trails are also available for use by 2-
wheel motorized users, although Forest staff
understand that for many 2-wheel motorized
riders ATV trails do not provide their preferred
single-track riding experience.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

123. The Forest Service should keep all
motorized trails open because they provide
such a variety of opportunities for all users
motorized and non-motorized.

Agency Response: The Forest recognizes the
valuable resource all trails, motorized and non-
motorized, provide to the public, and believes
the miles of motorized trails through all
alternatives provide an acceptable array of
manageabl e (saf e, affordable) opportunities.
This reflects part of the purpose and need for
the project.

124. The Forest Service should consider that
with the closure of all off-road travel and the
reduction in available motorized trails,
adverse impacts and user conflicts are likely to
occur due to overuse on the remaining
motorized trails.

Agency Response: Some motorized trails
already receive heavy use, especially on peak
weekends during the summer. But many
motorized trails on the Payette, receive little
use because they are not known or are not
located next to a popular campground or
trailhead. Closing a popular trail within a
popular area could concentrate use on the
remaining trails. Closing some “little used”
motorized routesin “low use” areas would
have little effect on trail use patterns.

125. The Forest Service should consider that
restricting trail use to non-motorized dueto
lack of maintenance, or on those that receive
little use or are considered “ expert” is not
valid. These trails have value to the public that
uses them.

Agency Response: The Forest understands
that steep, challenging trails do provide an
opportunity for some expert riders. When
proposing different motorized and non-
motorized designations through the five
alternativesin the FEIS, these opportunities,
and their potential loss were analyzed and
disclosed in Chapter 3.

126. The Forest Service should open all trails
outside the Wilderness to motorized use.
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Agency Response: The National Forest is not
reserved for the exclusive use of any one
group, nor must every use be accommodated
on every acre. It is entirely appropriate for
different areas of the National Forest to
provide different opportunities for recreation.

Recreation is not the dominant purpose for the
creation of Wilderness, but rather the purpose
is maintenance of wilderness characteristics.
Most non-motorized recreational useis
expected to occur outside the Wilderness.
Therefore the Forest will manage for a balance
of usesin the project area (which does not
include the Wilderness).

127. The Forest Service should evaluate all 2-
wheel trailsto deter mine whether or not they
can accommodate ATV traffic.

Agency Response: The Payette recognizes the
value of maintaining the single-track trail
experience for 2-wheel motorized use only.
Many 2-wheel motorized users prefer using
single-track trail. All aternatives provide 4-
wheel ATV opportunities to some degree. See
Chapter 2 Alternatives for a description of the
ATV trail opportunitiesin each alternative.

Trail Closure/Restriction

128. The Forest Service should consider
rerouting or improving maintenance on trails
where there are water quality issues, rather
than restriction to non-motorized use only.

Agency Response: The Forest has included
improvements or small areas of trail re-route to
address water quality and other resource issues
associated with motorized trailsin many areas.
However there are situations whereit is
impossible to reroute trails completely around
meadows and other wet areas, and conversion
to non-motorized use is the only option to
protect these resources.

Also, while some funding is available through
grants and agreements with the State and other
groups, the Forest budget for trail management
isvery limited. Many grants require that the
Forest match with an equal amount of funds.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Funds for trail relocation, which is a costly
activity, divert moniesthat could perhaps be
better used elsewhere.

129. The Forest Service should not close
motorized trails to gain non-motorized
mileage, instead they should construct new
non-motorized trails and keep all existing
motorized trails.

Agency Response: The Forest Service budget
has been declining for many years.
Construction of new trail, either motorized or
non-motorized, is limited (due to funding) to
approximately 1 mile ayear. Partnerships and
grants allow for some minor amounts of trail
construction, reconstruction, and maintenance,
but most require a matching contribution by
the Forest Service.

130. The Forest Service should consider that
the needed skill level limits the use on
“expert” OHV trails.

Agency Response: The Agency agrees that
expert trails provide a desired recreation
experience. However, due to potential safety
and liability issues the Forest islimited in the
amount of such opportunitiesit can provide.
The Forest has attempted to provide adiversity
of motorized trail experiences for varying
levels of riding ability. Also, many trail users
are new to the area and may not realize the
level of experience needed to negotiate atrail
until they have ridden several miles.

131. The Forest Service should consider that
expert level trails are scarce and thereisa
growing population of experienced OHV users
out there that desire that experience.

Agency Response:  See response to Comment
130.

Single Track Motorized Trails

132. The Forest Service should provide more,
not less, single track motorized trails.

Agency Response: The Payette acknowledges
the value of the single-track motorized trail
and provides a system of trails we believe are
manageable for the future in the alternatives
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analyzed in the DEIS and FEIS. Alternative A
provides the most single-track motorized trail
miles, and Alternative D provides the fewest.
All alternatives meet the purpose and need
statement which is to provide a“ manageable’
system of trails, which means an affordable
and safe system.

With limited financial resources available for
trail construction the Forest must allocate
money carefully. Only 2.8% of Forest visitors
surveyed in 2003 came to the Forest with off-
road vehicleriding astheir primary activity.
Even when considered as part of multiple
activities, only 7.4% of surveyed visitors used
off-road vehicles to reach their destination. In
addition, most off-highway vehicle usersin
Idaho use ATV s (77%), while only 22% use 2-
wheel motorbikes (Achana 2005). All
aternatives accommodate this level of use,
when balanced against other motorized and
non-motorized recreation opportunities on the
Forest.

133. The Forest Service should consider that
the need for single track trail for mountain
bike use is not being addressed on the Payette
National Forest.

Agency Response: The dternativesin the
FEIS provide from 408 to 582 miles of single-
track motorized trail, and 495 to 614 miles of
non-motorized, mostly single-track width, trail
available for mountain bike use. In addition,
the Central 1daho Mountain Bike Association
(CIMBA) has proposed atrail system for
future NEPA analysisin the Bear Basin area.
This opportunity is listed under Management
Area 6 in Chapter 2 of the EIS.

134. The Forest Service should consider that
single-track trails often end up being used by
ATV usersaswell.

Agency Response: Under all aternativesin
the EISATV useisrestricted to trails
designated for ATV use and to open roads (for
State licensed drivers). The Forest recognizes
unauthorized ATV use occurs, but with
enforcement, education and public self-
policing will strive for improved compliance.
Any use of other routes by ATV usersis

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

unauthorized and subject to action by Forest
law enforcement personnel.

Loop Trails

135. The Forest Service should provide more
loop trail opportunities.

Agency Response: One of the main objectives
of Alternative C summer management
proposals was to provide ATV loop
opportunities. Many of the proposed ATV trails
on closed roadsin Alternative C connect with
open NFS roads to provide loop opportunities.
Many single track and hon-motorized trails can
also provide “loop” trails when using open
NFS roads as connectors. A section on “loop
opportunities’ was added to the FEIS Chapters
2 and 3 to addresstrail “loop” opportunities.
The Forest hopesto provide a map of ATV
loops in partnership with local motorized user
groups and Idaho State Parks & Recreation.

Groomed Snowmobile Trails

136. The Forest Service should use the most
current lynx studies to assess the management
of groomed snowmobile trails.

Agency Response: The analysis of the effects
of the Travel Plan, including groomed
snowmobile trails, on lynx utilizes the most
recent information available, and describes
where this information may differ from current
Forest Plan direction. Thiswas assessed in the
wildlife section of the FEIS in Chapter 3.

137. The Forest Service should not decrease
the amount of groomed snowmobile trail
because use isincreasing.

Agency Response: The Payette National
Forest works in conjunction with Idaho State
Parks and Recreation and Valley County to
develop and maintain the network of groomed
snowmobile trails on the Forest. Routes are
agreed to and maintained by Valley County
through a5 year cost share agreement signed
by the Payette National Forest, Valley County
and |daho State Department of Parks and
Recreation.
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While the numbersin Chapter 2 in Table 2-1.
Forest Summary — Travel Opportunities by
Alternative in the DEIS make it appear that the
amount of groomed snowmobile trail is going
down, in fact, they remain steady or are
proposed to increase. Alternative A does not
reflect the amount of trail that is currently
groomed. Rather, Alternative A mileage
reflects the amount that is authorized under the
cost share agreement currently. However, the
County has chosen not to groom this entire
system for some years. Alternatives B and D
reflect the amount of trail that is currently
being groomed by the County. Alternatives C
and E add afew routes requested through
public input.

138. The Forest Service should add new “ link”
trailsto the existing system.

Agency Response: Alternatives C and E
propose adding new link trails to the groomed
snowmobile trail system. These trails, by
creating loop systems, would improve
grooming efficiency and provide the loop
experience recreation users desire.

139. The Forest Service should consider
eliminating the Showmobile Overlook because
it leadsto intrusion violations on the Brundage
ki Area permitted area.

Agency Response: The Payette recognizes
that motorized over-snow intrusions have
occurred within the non-motorized ski area
boundaries, and will continue to monitor the
area, patrol, sign, and educate snowmobilers
on thisissue in cooperation with the ski resort
and local snowmobile groups.

Closed Roads

140. The Forest Service should provide turn-
arounds at gates and barriers on closed roads.

Agency Response: Forest Service design
policy requires aturnaround for the “critical
vehicle” at al road closure points and at the
terminus of adead end road. The “critical
vehicle” isthe largest vehicle that is
determined to use the road under the road
management objectives.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Actual physical closure or road obliteration is
considered outside the scope of the travel plan
purpose and need but may be considered on
future site specific projects. Thisissue would
be addressed as physical closures are
implemented.

141. The Forest Service should consider that
by restricting access many families and seniors
will no longer be ableto participate in
activities which they have historically enjoyed.

Agency Response: The Forest will continue to
maintain between 1,606 miles (Alternative A)
and 1,638 miles (Alternative D) of open road
to provide access for general forest recreation.
With fall seasonal road closures between 1,134
miles (Alternative A) and 1,123 miles
(Alternative D) of road would remain open.
Access for people with mobility problemsis
discussed in the DEIS, Chapter 1, pages 1-14
through 1-15.

142. The Forest Service should not close any
mor e roads than those that are already closed.

Agency Response: Access on Forest roadsis
restricted for avariety of reasonsincluding
resource problems, duplicate access, and
wildlife protection. Cost of maintenance of
open or seasonal roads versus the cost of
maintaining closed roads is another factor in
road management decisions.

The Forest Service road maintenance program
is not fully funded by Congress, and minimum
maintenance funding for the current road
system often does not occur. Adding more
roads to the Forest Service system through
adoption of unauthorized roads is not
economically feasible. In addition, many
unauthorized roads have design and location
problems causing resource damage. These
problems would have to be corrected before
the roads could be added to the National Forest
system adding to the financial burden.

Unauthorized Roads

143. The Forest Service should consider an
alternative that addresses the loss of
unauthorized roadsin currently open areas.
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Agency Response: See response to comment
0.

144. The Forest Service should not designate
any unauthorized routes open because it
rewardstheillegal construction of these
routes.

Agency Response: All dternatives incorporate
some specific unauthorized travel route
proposals, but beyond these specific proposals
the remaining unauthorized roads will not be
designated. Unauthorized travel routes have a
variety of origins. Some are historical roads
built to access timber or range facilities, some
are from early mining and exploration, and
some have been recently created by off-
highway vehicle use. Under the 1988 Forest
Plan, 33% of forest acres outside of Wilderness
were managed as open to cross-country
motorized travel, therefore travel was allowed
on unauthorized routes within these open

areas.

Not all user created routes were created by
unauthorized off-road use. Road and trail
inventory information has been collected for
some of the unauthorized routes found in the
project area. Thisinformation is available in
the Project Record.

145. The Forest Service should recognize that
most summer motorized users would only use
the existing (unauthorized) road beds and
would not drive “ off-road” and not penalize
them because of the few users who do cause
resour ce damage off-trail.

Agency Response: Whileit is no doubt true
that recreationists would use the existing
unauthorized route system to travel, adding
this entire route system to the Forest’s System
trail networksis not fiscaly feasible or
environmentally responsible. Funding for trail
management is not sufficient to allow for the
addition of hundreds of miles of new trail that
would have to be maintained, relocated, etc.
Therefore during the scoping period for travel
management the Forest asked the public to
help the Agency identify any of the
unauthorized routes that are receiving enough
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use to make their addition to the Nationa
Forest trail system worth evaluation.

146. The Forest Service should realize that
creation and use of “ unauthorized” routesis
an indication of unmet demand for motorized
recreation opportunities.

Agency Response: Rather than being an
indication of unmet demand, oftentimes these
user-created unauthorized routes instead reflect
adesire of therider to explore new territory,
test the limits of themselves or their machine,
or to arrive a a destination by a more direct
route than may aready exist.

The Payette feels the five aternatives provide
a sufficient range of motorized and non-
motorized recreation opportunities at this time.

Road & Trail Decommissioning

147. The Forest Service should decommission
roads or trailsfor every new mile of road or
trail created.

Agency Response: The Forest identified those
areas in need of ahigh level of watershed
protection in the 2003 LRMP as Management
Prescription Categories 3.1 and 3.2 — Passive
and Active Restoration and Maintenance of
Aquatic, Terrestrial and Hydrologic Resources.
Because management actions, including road
and trail reconstruction, may only temporarily
degrade watershed conditions it becomes
necessary to decommission some road or trail
for every new mile of road or trail created. For
the remainder of the Forest it was not deemed
necessary from awatershed standpoint to
offset road and trail construction, although
during future site-specific analysis road and
trail decommissioning may be proposed.

Jurisdiction

148. The Forest Service should indicate roads
that fall under other jurisdiction clearly on the
maps so people can easily recognize them.
Agency Response: Inthe DEIS and FEIS
roads not under Forest Service jurisdiction
were depicted using a different line symbol.
The MVUM will adhere to agency-wide
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mapping standards which include displaying
only roads that will be open to motorized
travel. Roads under non-Federal jurisdiction
that will remain open to motorized travel are
distinguished by jurisdiction on the maps.
Other non-Federal roads and non-system roads
(referred to as “unauthorized roads’ in the
Travel Plan) will not be displayed on the maps,
according to national direction.

149. The Forest Service should maintain
public access on roads managed under cost
share agreements.

Agency Response: The Forest Service has
primary jurisdiction on roads covered by Cost
Share Road Easements. The Forest Service
retains traffic regulation authority over the
roads. Therefore, the Forest Service
determines, on aroad-by-road basis, the level
of management, including whether aroad
should be open or closed to motorized public
use. The agency bases road management
decisions on agency goals, Forest Plan
direction, and funds available for road
maintenance. When public useis alowed on
such roads, the Forest Service isresponsibleto
ensure that the public use does not materially
interfere with the other landowner’s easement
rights.

Maintenance

150. The Forest Service has not adequately
considered the impacts from a lack of
maintenance on the existing road network.

Agency Response: Forest personnel check
NFS roads during the course of carrying out
their job duties and routinely report

mai ntenance problems to the appropriate
department. The Forest implements
approximately 100 to 200 miles of scheduled
road maintenance ayear. The analysisin
Chapter 3 of the DEIS for watershed
conditions across the Forest addresses this
concern. Soil and water indicators SWI 3, 6, 7,
and 8 all are broad indicators of the potential
for negative impacts due to road surface
erosion and events such as culvert failure.
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151. The Forest Service should consider that
trail maintenance has not been adequately
funded for the past two decades, even with the
existing system of trails.

Agency Response: The Forest did consider
trail funding and maintenance costsin the
DEIS and FEIS and the effects are displayed in
Chapter 3, Recreation — Effects of Alternatives,
Cost to Program.

152. The Forest Service should consider that
lack of trail maintenanceis a poor excuse for
reducing the number of trails or limiting
access.

Agency Response: The issue regarding
funding, which drives the Forest’s ability to
carry out trail maintenance, is beyond the
scope of this project. Congress authorizes
Forest Service appropriations. The Forest is
committed to using whatever funds are
available or can leverage to implement the
decision for travel management onceitis
adopted. The Forest makes appropriate use of
al other sources of funding, and has a number
of successful cooperative relationships with the
state of Idaho and other partners. Volunteer
agreements with user groups and others have
proven successful in extending agency
resources for trail construction, maintenance,
monitoring, and mitigation.

Costsin trail maintenance, as well as the need
for trails to provide a satisfactory recreation
experience to the motorized and non-motorized
users, were both considered when proposing
the future trail systemsin al alternatives. The
proposed system was not purely the result of
finances, although budget was one
consideration.

153. The Forest Service should consider that
reducing the number of trails available for
motorized use may also reduce the amount of
trail maintenance funds available through
partnerships with the IDPR and other grant
and volunteer efforts.

Agency Response: The amount of funds
available through partnerships and grantsis
dependent upon trail-specific projects and the
ability of the Forest to match the grant funds
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rather than the total miles of motorized trail on
the Forest.

154. The Forest Service should consider that
faulty design and maintenance of roads and
trails are not the fault of the public but of the
managing agency.

Agency Response: The Payette does not
consider Agency infrastructure or budget
problems to be the fault of the public.
However, the ability of the Forest to correct
resource problems caused by faulty design and
maintenance is limited by budget realities and
must be considered when proposing viable
road and trail management options.

RS 2477

155. The Forest Service should evaluate roads
that it has closed since 1976 for potential RS
2477 rights.

Agency Response: The Forest Plan states that
before taking any action to close or remove a
road from the landscape, the Forest Service
should evaluate the merits of an assertion of
public right-of-way under R.S. 2477. To
establish aright-of-way under R.S. 2477
requires three tests as outlined in Forest
Service Intermountain Region direction
(Regional Forester 5510/2730 memo of
February 12, 2001):

» It must be shown that the statutory grant
of the right-of-way was accepted prior to
inclusion of the land in the National
Forest System (NFS),

» It must be shown that a highway had
been constructed and dedicated to public
use in accordance with applicable laws
prior to inclusion of the land into the
NFS, and

> It must be shown that the right-of-way
has been continuously used and
maintained as a public highway. If not, it
may be deemed abandoned by applicable
laws.

The Forest Service cannot evaluate or concur
with assertions for public rights-of-way
without sufficient information to determine if
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any of these elements have been met. Without
sufficient evidence of title, the Forest Service
cannot recognize any claim of area property
interest in land under its administration. If the
public has specific information that could help
the agency evaluate the existence and validity
of historic R.S. 2477 routes, even those the
Forest Service may have closed or
decommissioned prior to or post-1976, the
agency could review past road closures and
take appropriate action to re-establish historic
routes. Without supporting evidence or a
judicial determination of validity, the Forest
Service may take action necessary to protect
resources where there is a demonstrated,
compelling, and immediate need to take such
action. See FEIS Chapter 1, Section 1.10.2
Non-Significant Issues for an in-depth
discussion of R.S. 2477 Rights-of-Way.

156. The Forest Service has not correctly
addressed RS 2477 in the DEIS The PNF
lacks the authority to close roads or determine
jurisdiction on roads.

Agency Response: The Forest Service does
not assume jurisdiction over legitimately
established public roads. The Forest Serviceis
not, through travel planning, proposing to
physically remove from the landscape or
prohibit public foot travel on any road or trail
within the Payette National Forest. The agency
is, however, proposing to manage motorized
use on roads that may or may not be public
under R.S. 2477. The agency has the authority
to restrict the method of public travel--
specifically, motorized--on roads or trails
across National Forest System lands. The issue
not being addressed through travel planning is
whether alarge number of roads and trails for
which assertions of public right-of-way under
R.S. 2477 have been filed are indeed public
roads. The Forest Service cannot evaluate or
concur with assertions for public rights-of-way
without sufficient information to determine if
any of the elements required for establishment
of title to the right-of-way have been met (See
response to comment 155). See FEIS Chapter
1, Section 1.10.2 Non-Significant Issues for an
in-depth discussion of R.S. 2477 Rights-of-

Way.
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Administrative Use

157. The Forest Service should not use roads
closed to the public under the guise of
“administrative use” .

Agency Response: As stated in the DEIS and
FEIS administrative use will be limited,
regulated, and done on approval of aline
officer only. Exceptions to this are emergencies
such asfire suppression, and search and rescue
operations.

Collaboration/Partnerships

158. The Forest Service should make better
use of grants and partnerships to fund
maintenance of trails and to keep trails open.

Agency Response: The Forest understands,
values, and depends on partnershipsto sustain
the devel oped recreation and trails programs
on the Forest. These partnerships and their
contributions were discussed in the DEIS and
FEIS in Chapter 3, Recreation —
Environmental Consequences.

159. The Forest Service should consider using
volunteers and grants to help maintain trails,
so that more trails may be kept open.

Agency Response: The Forest does consider
and use volunteers and other partnersto the
degree appropriate, as described in Chapter 3
Recreation — Cost to Program, in the DEIS and
FEIS.

160. The Forest Service should consider using
RPT grant monies and the Park N' Ski program
to create more parking areas for winter
recreation users.

Agency Response: The Forest Service will
pursue funds available through grants and
partnerships once the Record of Decisionis
signed for this travel management analysis.

161. The Forest Service should make better
use of grants and partnerships to fund the
snowmobile management program.

Agency Response: Many aspects of the
Forest’s snowmobile program management are

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

funded through grants and partnerships with
the Counties, Idaho Department of Parks and
Recreation, and local snowmobiling clubs.

Recreation Management

Motorized Recreation — General
Comments

162. The Forest Service should clearly define
when there is sufficient snow for over-snow
motorized travel to be allowed.

Agency Response: Defining over-snow
seasons with dates are not feasible because of
the varying weather patterns affecting the snow
base. The best way to define sufficient snow
for over-snow use is to state that the user must
have sufficient snow coverage on the ground to
maneuver and drive the motorized vehicle
without causing any impact to the soils beneath
the snow (no rutting or vehicle tracks). This
information has been added to the FEISin
Chapter 2, Project Design Features.

163. The Forest Service should keep motorized
and non-motorized users separate so that non-
motorized users can enjoy nature.

Agency Response: The alternatives analyzed
in the DEIS and FEIS provide a range of both
motorized and hon-motorized opportunitiesin
both summer and winter. Non-motorized use
areas and trails are provided for enjoyment of
nature in aquiet environment.

164. The Forest Service should not close any
areas to motorized recreation.

Agency Response: See response to comments
121, 126, 127, and 129.

165. The Forest Service should consider that
motorized use on the Forest has affected all
Tribal treaty resources.

Agency Response: The Nez Perce Treaty of
1855 providesin part for: “the right of taking
fish at al the usual and accustomed places...
and or erecting temporary buildings for curing,
together with the privilege of hunting,
gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their
horses and cattle upon the unclaimed lands.”
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The Nez Perce Tribe has reserved certain rights
in their ceded territory.

The Fort Bridger Treaty of 1868 for the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes provides that the
Tribe “has the right to hunt on the unoccupied
lands of the United States.” The Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes have reserved certain rightsin
their ceded territory. Also, the Tribes claim to
have reserved guaranteed continuous use
“rights’ to utilize resources, off the reservation
and within the region that encompasses and
includes lands of the Snake and Salmon River
watersheds. The ceded |ands of the Nez Perce
and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes do not
overlap. The Forest Service does not have the
authority to adjudicate the meaning of these
phrases. There are several possible legal
theories, some of which conflict with one
another.

The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes have longstanding
interest in the resources on the land that
encompasses what is now the west half or the
Payette National Forest.

Asthe DEIS Chapter 3 Affected Environment
acknowledged, illegal damage to cultural
resource sites does occur on the Payette NF
facilitated by illegal off-highway vehicle use.

Although the Agency does not believe that this
constitutes a violation of treaty rights, itis
taking measures to reduce such damage. One
way is by applying Forest Plan standards and
guidelines for reduction of unsanctioned off-
highway use. Another isthe national OHV rule
that prohibits unauthorized motorized uses. A
third isthistravel planning process to establish
asystem of roads, trails, and areas where
motorized use is allowed. Through these and
other means the Agency strives to protect the
fish, wildlife, plant, and other natural elements
the Treaties were designed to protect.

166. The Forest Service should remove all
motorized use from the National Forest
because of the negative resource effects.

Agency Response: This option would not be
consistent with national policies or the Forest
Plan. National Forests are managed by law for
multiple use. They are managed not only for
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recreation, but also for timber, grazing, mining,
and other specific uses. Uses must be balanced
overal, rather than one given preference over
another.

167. The Forest Service should consider the
impacts of non-motorized recreation as well as
those of motorized recreation.

Agency Response: The design of the five
aternatives and analysis of environmental
effectsin the EIS in Chapter 3 consider
impacts from both forms of recreation.

168. The Forest Service should consider that
people have been using motorized trails and
roads for a long time and the trails and
country they access have great value to them.

Agency Response: The Agency recognizes
these values. Public comment periods for the
proposed action and the DEIS allowed for the
public to bring forward roads and trails that
have historical value to them. These roads and
trails could then be analyzed for inclusion in
one of the alternative proposals.

169. The Forest Service should use public
education to prevent resource damage by
motorized trail users.

Agency Response: The Forest has, and will
continue to, promote “Tread Lightly”
education objectives with continued signing
and recreation patrol education with forest
visitors. The Payette will also use the correct
design standards for ATV, mountain bike, and
2-wheel motorized trails when constructing
and reconstructing trails.

The Forest will work in conjunction with the
popular and well-known Idaho Interagency
OHV Coordinating Group, and the Statewide
Ad Campaign organizations who continue to
champion the “ Stay on the Trails” campaign
and promote responsible riding of motorized
vehicles on al public lands.

170. The Forest Service should provide as
many motorized opportunities as possible
because so many people, including the very
young, the elderly, the disabled, and veterans,
value them.
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Agency Response: The Forest has analyzed
five dternativesin the FEIS. These aternatives
provide an array of motorized and non-
motorized opportunities. Not all proposed
changes were aresult of damage caused by
motorized use. Proposals are also tied to a
“desired recreation experience’ the forest
wants to provide to recreational users, whichin
some cases is a quieter, non-motorized
experience.

Whileit istrue that arecent Idaho Parks and
Recreation Survey found that 52.4 percent of

I daho residents engage in some form of
motorized recreation (Achana 2005), site
specific statistics for the Payette (USDA Forest
Service 2003b) indicated that 7.4% of visitors
annually participate in off highway vehicle
travel, with 2.4% visiting the Forest with off
highway vehicle travel being their only form of
recreation. Snowmobile travel accounts for
6.4% of the total annual visits to the Forest.
The most popular motorized activity on the
Forest isdriving for pleasure on roads, with
22.3% of forest visitors participating annually.

171. The Forest Service should completely
overhaul the legislation and direction that
have led to the current management course.

Agency Response: The OHV rule, which
guided the process the Payette National Forest
used during the travel management analysis, is
not legislation, but afederal rule. Thisrule
went through several years of formulation and
public involvement prior to becoming arule.
The final rule requires designation at the field
level, with public input, of those NFS roads,
trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle
use. Thefinal rule would have no effect on
users or on the environment until designation
of roads, trails, and areasis complete for a
particular administrative unit or Ranger
District, with opportunity for public
involvement. Thisfinal ruleis essentially
procedural and “overhauling” it is outside the
scope of thisElS.

172. The Forest Service should provide OHV
recreation opportunities.
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Agency Response: The Forest provides OHV
opportunitiesin all the alternatives to varying
degrees. Alternative A provides the most
opportunities with 645.4 miles of motorized
trail, and 511,950 acres of area open to off-
road motorized use. Alternative D provides the
least with 468.9 miles of OHV trail.

173. The Forest Service should consider that
resour ce damage caused by OHV use usually
only occursin isolated areas.

Agency Response: The Forest analyzed and
considered affects to resources caused by OHV
use in the EISin Chapter 3 recreation, soils,
wildlife, and fisheries sections.

174. The Forest Service should consider that it
iseasier for snowmobilesto travel a distance
from trailheads/parking than for non-
motorized users who need opportunities within
a close distance from access points.

Agency Response: Thisissueisaddressed in
Chapter 3 Recreation, Issue 2. Access points
and proximity to them were an important
factor in determining the proposed locations
for winter non-motorized use aress.

Non-motorized Recreation —
General Comments

175. The Forest Service should consider the
value of non-motorized recreation
opportunities to society and the environment.

Agency Response: The Forest considered the
importance of hon-motorized recreation in
both summer and winter months, and has
addressed those needs, at different scales, in
Alternatives A through E in the FEIS.

176. The Forest Service should provide a
balance between motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities.

Agency Response: The Forest provided for
both motorized and non-motorized trail
opportunities across the Forest in summer and
winter months. However, opportunities were
not allocated on a percentage basis, but instead
to provide for both experiences.
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Peopl€e's opinion on what constitutes a
“balance” between these usesis highly
variable. The alternatives provide a mix of
motorized and non-motorized opportunities.
The Deciding Officer can choose any of the
five FEIS aternatives or a combination of
aternatives.

177. The Forest Service should consider that
motorized and non-motorized recreation is
often incompatible.

Agency Response: The Forest has provided a
mix of motorized and non-motorized routes
and areas in the Alternatives described in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS. Some areas
provide a mostly motorized experience, such
asisfound in Management Area 3, described
on page 2-21 in the FEIS. Other areas such as
Management Area 13 (DEIS, p. 2-59) provide
amore non-motorized experience. Across the
project area (the Forest not including
Wilderness), the experience is generally a mix
of motorized and non-motorized reflecting the
multiple use policy that guides the Agency.

178. The Forest Service should consider that
non-motorized trails tend to be under-utilized.

Agency Response: Data collected during the
National Visitor Use Monitoring study
conducted in 2003 on the Payette indicate that
amajority of recreation on the Forest is non-
motorized. In the same study perception of
crowding also shows that of surveyed users,
motorized and non-motorized, 65% feel there
is“hardly anyone there”. On ascale of 1 to 10,
85% of surveyed visitors perceived crowding
aslessthan a 5. All areas of the Forest,
including devel oped campsites, are not
perceived as over crowded or even crowded by
most visitors. It appears that motorized and
non-motorized recreation opportunities,
including non-motorized trails, are not being
fully utilized. Thislack of crowding (relatively
low utilization) is considered a positive
attribute and valuable drawing point for
recreation on the Forest.
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Access - General

179. The Forest Service should consider that
public accessis an important resource for
future generations.

Agency Response: Accessto the Forest is
maintained in various degreesin al five
aternativesin the FEIS. The selecting official
will have five to choose from to provide access
for the future.

180. The Forest Service should consider that a
large portion of the population must use
motorized vehicles to access the forest because
of physical limitations.

Agency Response: Comment acknowledged.
All aternatives provide a diversity of access
options including open roads and motorized
trails for those with physical limitations. The
selecting official will have the choice of the
five Alternatives in respect to access by
motorized means.

181. The Forest Service should consider that
providing a broad spectrum of recreation
opportunitiesis good for the local economy.

Agency Response: All aternatives presented
in the DEIS and FEIS provide for a broad
spectrum of motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities. Chapter 2 in the DEIS
and FEIS describes the alternatives.

Economics are discussed on page 1-17 in the
DEIS. The discussion of the impact of travel
management on the economy has been
expanded in the FEIS (See Chapter 2 in the
FEIS).

182. The Forest Service should consider that
providing a broad spectrum of recreation
opportunities disperses use and increases
safety.

Agency Response: See response to Comment
178. The lack of crowding indicates that useis
fairly dispersed and most areas of the forest are
safe. In some areas, particularly around
popular camp spots, trailheads, and parking,
there may be sufficient crowding that forest
users need to use care to have a safe
experience. See Chapter 3, Recreation for a
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discussion of the effects by alternative on
crowding and safety.

183. The Forest Service should continue to
allow access using the 1994/1995 travel map
which the public is used to and finds to be
adequate.

Agency Response: The 1994/95 travel map, as
modified by the BackRoads map, is one of the
alternatives considered in the DEIS —
Alternative A, No Action (DEIS, p. 2-9). This
alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the
DEIS and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS.

184. The Forest Service should not limit access
to any type of recreation.

Agency Response: The Forest Service
believes that the Agency should provide access
for both motorized and non-motorized usersin
amanner that is environmentally sustainable
over the long term. The National Forest
System (NFS) is not reserved for the exclusive
use of any one group, nor must every use be
accommodated on every acre. It isentirely
appropriate for different areas of the National
Forests to provide contrasting opportunities for
recreation.

185. The Forest Service should consider that
there is a difference between the remote
backcountry, which may still be accessed by
road, and Wilderness which is entirely non-
motorized.

Agency Response: The Wildernessis not part
of the project areafor this travel management
planning. The primary purpose of Wilderness
is preservation of an area where evidence of
man is minimal to non-existent rather than as
an areafor extensive non-motorized recreation.
Types of use designations allowed in
wilderness are already decided by legislation
(Wilderness Act). Therefore the Wilderness
was not included in the project area.

The analysis area does include many areas of
remote ground accessible by road, and
motorized and non-motorized trail. The
Alternatives presented in the DEIS and FEIS
generally retain accessto al areas although the
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balance of motorized versus non-motorized
access may vary by alternative.

Separate Use

186. The Forest Service should consider that
non-motorized recreation provides the most
resour ce protection and therefore motorized
access should be limited.

Agency Response: The Payette does not agree
that motor vehicle use should be allowed only
when it can be clearly proven to be harmlessto
the environment. While resource effects should
be minimized, the importance of providing a
broad spectrum of recreation opportunities,
including opportunities for motorized use, is
recognized. See 36 CFR §212.55, Criteriafor
designation of roads, trails, and areas, of the
national motor vehicle use rule (Federal
Register 2005: 70FR68264) for a complete
listing of criteriathe Deciding Officer must
evaluate prior to making his or her selection
for route designation.

187. The Forest Service should provide more
non-motorized areas within easy access
distance from major roads and parking areas.

Agency Response: The Forest considered non-
motorized areas within easy access as one of
the major recreation issues, and analyzed it in
the DEIS and FEIS, Chapter 3 — Recreation
(Recreation Issue #2).

188. The Forest Service should continue to
provide a winter non-motorized area in Bear
Basin for use by Nordic skiers.

Agency Response: The Bear Basin non-
motorized areawas considered and analyzed in
differing amounts of acresin Alternatives B, C,
D, and E inthe FEIS.

189. The Forest Service should consider that
separate use areas provide a number of
benefits including a safer recreation
experience and more protection of natural
resour ces.

Agency Response: The Forest considered
safety as amajor recreation issue and analyzed
it in Chapter 3, Recreation — Environmental
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Consequences section: Recreation Issue 4:
Safety.

While research generally supports the notion
that non-motorized recreation has fewer
resource impacts than motorized use, thisis
not always the case. In some instances non-
motorized use causes comparable or even
greater impacts than motorized use. |mpacts to
trails from horseback riding, hiking, and biking
can cause rutting on trails, especially during
the wet season. Recreational use can cause
disturbance and adverse impacts to wildlife.
The effects of motorized versus non-motorized
use is addressed by all natural resources within
Chapter 3.

190. The Forest Service should consider that
motorized and non-motorized use is not
compatible because the noise and air pollution
from motorized vehicles is not amenable to
non-motorized recreationists.

Agency Response: The Forest recognizes that
some types of recreation experiences need
separation of uses for the user to fully enjoy
their opportunity. Therefore, throughout the
aternatives anayzed in the DEIS and FEIS,
the Forest did consider alocating use in some
areas solely to non-motorized use, to provide
for some reduction in the potential for conflict
of uses, and in some cases, improved safety of
the users.

191. The Forest Service should consider that
thereis currently not enough area designated
for non-motorized recreation on the Payette.

Agency Response: Alternative D analyzed in
the DEIS and FEIS was developed to address
concerns for more non-motorized recreation
opportunitiesin summer and winter. Additional
winter non-motorized areas were added to
Alternative D in the FEIS to address wildlife
habitat concerns.

192. The Forest Service should consider the
many people that utilize the areas available for
snowmobiling on the Payette NF.

Agency Response: Perception of crowding as
measured in the National Visitor Use
Monitoring Study in 2003 on the Payette
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National Forest indicated that only 15% of
surveyed visitors (summer and winter) felt that
the area they visited was crowded or
overcrowded. Most survey respondents (65%)
indicated they experienced little to no
crowding.

While popular snowmobile play areas such as
Goose L ake and Brundage Reservoir, or
trailheads and trails immediately adjacent to
parking areas, may experience some crowding
on busy days, for the most part the current
available open area can accommodate the level
of use the Payette is receiving. Alternatives B
and D do reduce the available area open to
snowmobiles. With the exception of the
Granite Mountain closure, the areas sel ected
for closure to motorized use are not expected
to heavily impact or cause crowding of
snowmobiles. Alternative C analyzed in the
DEIS increases the amount of area open to
snowmobiling.

193. The Forest Service should consider that
definable boundaries and separate use areas
provide the best experience for the non-
motorized recreationist in winter.

Agency Response: The Forest did consider
and has proposed several separate use areas for
non-motorized winter recreation in the action
alternatives presented in the FEIS. Chapter 3,
Recreation provides documentation of the
analysis of these areas and assesses the
boundaries for ease of recognition.

194. The Forest Service should consider that
there are not as many non-motorized
recreationists as motorized and that there are
already several areas set aside for non-
motorized use, both summer and winter.

Agency Response: Payette National Forest
recreation data collected in 2003 indicate that
most of the recreation use on the Forest is hon-
motorized rather than motorized with 15.6
percent of respondents stating that their
primary activity was some form of motorized
recreation (includes off-highway vehicle travel
—2.8%, driving for pleasure on roads — 6.2%,
snowmobile travel — 5.4%, motorized water
travel — 1.0%, and other motorized land/air
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activities— 0.2%). The remainder of
respondents did not list motorized activities as
the focus of their recreation on the Forest
although they may have used some form of
motorized vehicle to access their primary
activity recreation. (USDA Forest Service
2003b NVUM)

195. The Forest Service should consider a
seasonal closurein the area utilized by the
Brundage Show Cat special use permit.

Agency Response: The permitted areafor the
Brundage Snow Cat operation is independent
of non-motorized recreation area designation.
Parts of the permitted area are proposed for
closure to motorized use, and other parts
would remain open. InAlternative A,
representing the existing situation, most of the
permitted Snow Cat skiing areais also open to
motorized use. Generally, designation of a
seasonal closure would create more confusion
for the public and more managerial costs for
the Forest.

196. The Forest Service should consider that
excluding snowmobiles from portions of the
Brundage Mountain Show Cat skiing permitted
area is essential for the business to survive.

Agency Response: Alternatives B, C, D, and
E al close a portion of the area currently under
Special Use Permit to Brundage Snow Cat to
allow for additional non-motorized over-snow
back-country ski opportunities. Permitees must
consider existing land use allocations when
applying for a Special Use authorization with
the Forest. The Forest is not responsible for
modifying existing land uses to make any
outfitter or guide operation more viable. That
isthe responsibility of the permittee, and one
of the many considerations their business must
take into consideration when applying for a
Specia Use Authorization.

197. ...(Continue 196) .For the safety of the
program’s patrons.

Agency Response: Safety is discussed in the
FEISin Chapter 3, Recreation, Recreation
Issue 4, Safety. The issue of skier safety in
areas of snowmobile use is one facet discussed
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under thisissue. Effects by aternative on
safety are analyzed in Chapter 3.

198. The Forest Service should consider that
snowmobiles have a much larger range than
human-power ed recreationists and can quickly
travel by any non-motorized areas.

Agency Response: See response to comment
187.

199. The Forest Service should evaluate
whether or not the non-motorized areas
created would be large enough and distant
enough from areas of motorized use to provide
quiet and a feeling of solitude.

Agency Response: Thisissueisevaluated in
the FEIS, Chapter 3, Recreation, Issue 5:
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). The
analysis discusses the impacts of the
aternatives on the ROS for both summer and
winter. One aspect of ROS classification is the
probability that the user will experience
solitude and tranquility.

200. The Forest Service should create
exclusive use areas for snowmobilers aswell if
they are going to do so for non-motorized use.

Agency Response: Areasthat are heavily
used by snowmoabile do tend to end up as
exclusive use areas for snowmobilers, due to
safety concerns, noise, and other impacts many
non-motorized users seek to avoid. However,
in areas of more dispersed motorized use,
conflicts between the two uses are minimal,
and therefore multiple use can be emphasized.

Given the large acreages of the Payette open to
over-snow motorized use under all the
alternatives considered in the travel plan (57 %
to 73 %), the need for areas dedicated to
exclusive motorized use has not been widely
expressed or proven as necessary.

Shared Use

201. The Forest Service should consider that
additional accessis needed for ATV riders.

Agency Response: See response to comments
0, 121, and 122.
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202. The Forest Service should consider that
shared use areas and routes are not enjoyable
or safe for non-motorized recreationists.

Agency Response:  See response to comment
189.

203. ...(Cont.202) Because snowmobiles are
able to access areas they couldn’t in the past,
and they can track up an area in minutes.

Agency Response: The action aternatives
presented in the FEIS all propose some areas
of closure to motorized over-snow use. These
areas are proposed partly to provide the non-
motorized public with a snowmobile free
untracked powder experience.

204. The Forest Service should consider that
Nordic skiers and snowmobiles cannot safely
share the same trails.

Agency Response:  See response to comment
189.

205. The Forest Service should consider that
creating separate use areas for non-motorized
recreation is a form of discrimination.

Agency Response: Part of the purpose and
need for the project was to reduce conflict
between uses. A valid method of
accomplishing thisis by separating motorized
and non-motorized use areas and routes. The
Forest believes that we should provide for both
motorized and non-motorized users. However,
the Forest is not reserved for the exclusive use
of any one group, nor must every use be
accommodated on every acre. Itisentirely
appropriate for different areas of the Forest to
provide different opportunities for recreation.
The best method for making choices on the
designation of areas and routes for useis
through involvement and planning with local
interested parties asis being done for this
travel management analysis.

206. The Forest Service should consider that

the areas open to snowmobiling currently are
crowded and that reducing the area open will
increase the problems caused by crowding.

Agency Response: While crowding can occur
on some of the groomed snowmobile routes, it
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is not common in the play areas. Payette Forest
data (USDA Forest Service 2003b) do not
indicate that forest users - both summer and
winter - are feeling yet that the Forest is
crowded. Most survey respondents indicated
that on ascale of 1 to 10 there was “hardly
anyone there” (over 50%). While some popular
areas may be crowded on high use days
(weekends/holidays), recreationists are
dispersed sparsely throughout the vast majority
of the forest.

The aternatives analyzed in the FEIS provide
arange of area open to snowmobiling, with
Alternative C providing the most open area.

207. The Forest Service should consider that
non-motorized recreationists typically only use
areas within 4 miles of a parking lot or road,
so only areas that meet these criteria should be
set aside for exclusive non-motorized use.

Agency Response: Whileit istrue that back
country skiers who do not own snowmobiles
can only reasonably access areas within 3 to 4
miles of a parking area, some back country
skiers do use snowmobiles to access skiable
terrain. Alternatives B, C, and D in the DEIS
al include some areas designated for non-
motorized winter use that can only be accessed
by snowmobile. This servesto disperse use by
back country skiers.

The Forest analyzed thisissue under
Recreation Issue #2 in Chapter 3 of the FEIS,
Recreation — Environmental Consequences.

208. The Forest Service should consider that
motorized and non-motorized use conflict in
winter isvery real and not just a perception.

Agency Response: The Forest acknowledges
that conflict among motorized and non-
motorized uses is occurring, particularly in
winter. Thisissue is addressed in the FEIS,
Chapter 3, Recreation Issue 2.

Restricted Off-road Motor Vehicle
Use

209. The Forest Service should consider that
ATVs on existing unauthorized routes and on
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skid trails are the only means of forest access
that some can physically use.

Agency Response: Many unauthorized roads
were recommended for conversion to system
roads or trails and were analyzed in the
aternativesin the FEIS. Opening all
unauthorized roads would not meet the
purpose and need for thistravel plan.

210. The Forest Service should consider that
OHYV use should be kept to open roads and
motorized trails.

Agency Response: All action alternatives do
limit OHV use to open roads and designated
motorized ATV trails. The action alternatives
do alow for limited motorized use in a 300°
corridor along open roads and 100’ of
motorized trails for dispersed camping so long
asthere are no negative impacts to resources.

211. (Cont. 210) Because it causes resource
damage.

Agency Response: See comment response
210.

212. (Cont. 210) Because it protects big game
vulnerability and reduces hunter conflicts.

Agency Response: See comment response
210.

213. The Forest Service should consider that
problems caused by off-road vehicle use are an
enforcement problem and not all users should
be punished for the few that abuse the
privilege.

Agency Response: Forest Service law
enforcement personnel play acritical rolein
ensuring compliance with laws and
regulations, protecting public safety, and
protecting National Forest resources. The
travel plan will not increase the agency’s
budget or the number of law enforcement
officers. Proposed travel management must be
reasonabl e to enforce given the existing and
anticipated law enforcement budget and
personnel level.

The Forest did not receive any substantive
public or internal comments indicating that the
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Forest should consider opening any areas of
the Forest to off-road motor vehicle usein
summer except for dispersed camping, and for
reguests for firewood collection, which will be
covered under a separate permitting process.

Corridors

214. The Forest Service should consider the
creation of some open corridors on the Krassel
Ranger District, as has been done on the rest
of the Forest, because | see no valid reason for
closing the entire District.

Agency Response: Alternative A in the DEIS
and FEIS analyzed a 300 foot corridor on the
Krassel Ranger District. The Deciding Officer
could select some open corridors on the
District.

215. The Forest Service should consider that
300 foot corridors will not provide adequate
opportunities for dispersed camping.

Agency Response: Three hundred foot
corridors should accommodate most demand
for dispersed camping. In high use areas or
areas with sensitive resources the Forest may
identify additional dispersed campsites beyond
the 300 foot corridor. Designated dispersed
campsites will be identified on the MVUM as
well.

216. The Forest Service should create
designated dispersed camping sites rather than
creating corridors for dispersed camping
along motorized routes.

Agency Response: The Interdisciplinary Team
for this project did discuss designating al
dispersed campsites on the Forest. The team
determined identifying, signing, and
enforcement of all designated dispersed sites
was not feasible or cost effective.
Identification of Forest corridors were deemed
more cost effective and posed little risk to
resource values. In areas where sensitive
resources have been identified, including
northern Idaho ground squirrel habitat on the
west side, the Lake Creek area on the McCall
Ranger District, and the Krassel Ranger
District on the east, the Forest would designate
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dispersed sitesif one of the action alternatives
is selected. These sites would be located on the
MVUM. For the future, the Forest retains the
authority to prohibit dispersed camping in
areas where unacceptabl e resource damage
occurs. Such areas would be added to the
MVUM.

Multiple Use

217. The Forest Service should consider that
the National Forest belongsto the people and
not to the agency and therefore should be
completely accessible by the public in the
manner of their choosing; and:

218. The Forest Service should consider that
all of the Forest should be open for multiple
uses; and:

219. The Forest Service should consider that
the Forest is for the people.

Agency Response: Comments are
acknowledged.

Maps, Signs

220. The Forest Service should consider that
there may not be adequate fundsto sign all
designated routes which will cause confusion
for the public.

Agency Response: The Forest is committed to
alocating funds for on-the-ground signing
efforts once the travel plan is complete.
Education, including on-the-ground signing of
routes and enforcement activities, will be
accomplished through leveraging limited funds
and personnel with partners and other funding.
Although not required under the new travel
rule, which states under Subpart A, 36 CFR
261.13 that the MVUM isthe only requirement
for enforcement of travel restrictions on the
ground, travel route status will be signed on
the ground to the greatest extent possible. It
will aso be the responsibility of the user to
have and understand the motor vehicle use
map displaying al of the open motorized
routes on the Forest.
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221. The Forest Service should consider that
signing open routes only could be very
confusing to the public.

Agency Response: The new national policy
for managing OHV use on National Forest
System lands establishes the same signing and
mapping policy for all Forests across the
nation, therefore making it less confusing.
Once all Forests have completed the travel
planning process, mapping for roads and trails
will follow this policy displaying only open
motorized routes.

The MVUM will be the legal document used
to enforce the Travel Management Plan. This
will be the case on all National Forests under
the new rule.

222. The Forest Service should consider other
methods besides sighing or gates to indicate
that routes are closed.

Agency Response: The Forest will continue to
utilize some barrier rocks, gates, and berms to
close off roads, but policy will state that only
the posting of open motorized roads and trails,
and production of amotor vehicle use map,
available to the public, is required to enforce
the closures. See response to Comments 218
and 219.

223. The Forest Service should display the
permitted boundary for the Brundage Show
Cat Program Special Use Permit.

Agency Response: Special uses, including the
Brundage Snow Cat permit, are addressed in
Chapter 1 of the FEIS. No aternativeis

devel oped specificaly for the Brundage Snow
Cat permit. There are no other special use
permit areas displayed on any of the maps and
it would not be consistent to display the
permitted boundary of only one of numerous
special use permit holders. Alternatives B, C,
D, and E al have winter non-motorized areas
on lands within the permitted boundary for the
Brundage Snow Cat operation.

224. The Forest Service should consider that
the * closed to motorized use unless posted
open” policy is both agency and public
friendly.

Payette National Forest Travel Plan FEIS



CHAPTER 6.

Agency Response: Comment is
acknowledged.

225. The Forest Service should realize that
having the MVUM map as the main public
education tool and enforcement mechanismis
not very user friendly.

Agency Response: The Forest will continue to
use signsto provide information and inform
users. However, the Forest has found that
posting routes as open or closed has often not
been effective in controlling use. Signs have
proven difficult to maintain, and are often
subject to damage and vandalism. Therefore,
the Agency has decided to place more
responsibility on the user to obtain a copy of
the MVUM and to remain on designated routes
or designated areas displayed on the MVUM.

226. The Forest Service should consider that
better winter recreation maps showing
topographical features are needed for the
FEIS.

Agency Response: The Forest isproviding a
Forest winter recreation map in the map packet
accompanying the FEIS, and the Record of
Decision, if different. However, to be
manageabl e, these maps will still be at alarge
enough scale that fine detail, such as
topographical lines, will not be displayed.

Game Retrieval

227. The Forest Service should consider that
the rules governing gameretrieval are not
clear inthe DEIS

Agency Response: Changes to game retrieval
distances apply to motorized use only. There
are no proposed changes to any type of non-
motorized methods of game retrieval including
equestrian access and wheeled deer carts.

228. The Forest Service should consider that
some people are physically unable to retrieve
game except by motorized means.

Agency Response: Thereisno legal
requirement to allow people with disabilitiesto
use OHV's or other motor vehicles on roads,
trails, and areas closed to motor vehicle use
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when such access is not open to the general
public. All hunters will be responsible for
assuring that they are able to retrieve game that
they have killed by authorized means.

229. The Forest Service should not allow an
exception for travel off-designated routes for
gameretrieval.

Agency Response: While the national rule
regulating motor vehicle use does allow for
creation of corridors for game retrieval, use of
this provision is not encouraged. The Regional
Forester in Region 4 has determined that
regional policy will not alow creation of
corridors specifically for game retrieval. 1D
Fish and Game also does not support travel off
designated routes for game retrieval.

Equestrian Use

230. The Forest Service should consider that it
isunclear if access to established trailheads
for horse trailers has been maintained.

Agency Response: No established devel oped
recreational trailheads were eliminated under
any alternative. Some unauthorized roads will
not be designated for use, which could
potentially eliminate some parking and
informal trailheads along these routes. Popular
dispersed parking areas were marked by the
public and recreation resource specialists for
retention as parking areas. They are shown on
the FEIS maps for Alternative E.

User Education

231. The Forest Service should be proactivein
user education for the new travel management
plan to be effective.

Agency Response:  See response to comment
232.

Enforcement

232. The Forest Service should consider that
the Selected Alternative will have to be
enforced for it to be effective.

Agency Response: The Forest is committed to
proceed with education and enforcement of the
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travel management decision using articlesin
the local papers, signing, extra on-site patrol,
and by producing and making available maps
of both summer and winter motorized
designations. The Payette has recently
recruited and filled a second law enforcement
officer position. The Forest will also rely on
continued cooperation with the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, the public, and
local county law enforcement.

233. The Forest Service should consider that
user groups may be willing to help with self-
policing and enforcement of the new travel
plan.

Agency Response: Forest staff acknowledge
how important the use of volunteers and user
groups will be to the success of the new travel
designations. The Payette will encourage and
rely on help from all usersto implement the
new designation decision.

234. The Forest Service should consider that
most problems with illegal ATV use occur
during hunting season and could be mitigated
by stepping up enforcement at thistime.

Agency Response: The Forest does have
additional enforcement officers during hunting
season. Typicaly the Idaho Department of Fish
and Game provides help during this time of
year. However, even with additional
enforcement officers the Forest istoo large to
adequately patrol.

235. The Forest Service should consider that
the Department of Fish & Game is authorized
to help with enforcement during the hunting
season.

Agency Response: The Payette acknowledges
thisrole and works closely with the IDF& G
during that time.

Trailheads/Parking

236. The Forest Service should analyze
parking and trailhead management as a
significant issue because existing locations are
currently at full or over-full levels of use; and:
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237. The Forest Service should consider that
theincreasein Forest visitorsisleading to
congestion and overcrowding at parking areas
and trailheads, particularly in winter.

Agency Response: The scope of travel
management planning on the Payette does not
include trailhead and parking construction. The
project is designed to designate a system of
roads, trails, and areas for motorized use. New
parking and trailhead facilities would be
assessed in separate site-specific NEPA
analyses, and will continue to be assessed in
the future as the need arises.

238. The Forest Service should not analyze a
parking facility on Smokey Boulder Road
because adjacent private property ownersare
experiencing vandalism and trespass from
forest visitorsin the area already.

Agency Response: There are no proposals
currently under consideration for any parking
facility along Smokey Boulder road. If
construction of a parking facility on the
Smokey Boulder Road is analyzed by the
Forest, public input will be solicited during the
specific NEPA process. Comments and
concerns about this potential facility are best
directed to the Forest at that time.

Special Use Permits

239. The Forest Service should consider that it
is not always under standabl e to the public that
exemptions to the travel plan route
designations can be made for special use
permits and administrative use.

Agency Response: Seeresponse to comment
240.

240. The Forest Service should make it clear
that holders of special use permits may be
given motorized access if needed to carry out
the terms of their permit.

Agency Response: The FEIS discusses how
special use permits are handled and their
relationship to travel planning. Any route or
area needed to carry out a special use permit
will be analyzed and, if deemed necessary,
authorized under the permit.
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Definable Boundaries

241. The Forest Service should consider the
CIRC proposal presented during scoping
because it has the most identifiable and
enforceable boundaries.

Agency Response: Every effort has been made
to place winter closure area boundaries on
definable topographical |landmarks. However,

it is not always possible to meet this goal and
stay within the desired area. Some signing will
be needed for closure areas, regardless of the
aternative selected. For instance, many closure
areas abut the Forest boundary. Usually this
boundary is not recognizable, particularly in
winter when property tags may be buried in
snow. The Central 1daho Recreation
Coalition’s (CIRC) proposal was considered in
the development of both Alternatives B and D
in the DEIS. However, other comments from
other winter recreation groups were also taken
into account.

242. The Forest Service should ensure that
areas designated for non-motorized usein
winter have definable boundaries such as
ridges.

Agency Response: Seeresponse to
comment 241.

Budget

243. The Forest Service should not use the
agency budget as a rationale for management.

Agency Response: The Forest must consider
the expected budget and funding trends when
proposing changes in management. It would be
misleading to the public if the Forest proposed
management actions it is unlikely to be able to
fund. Forest recreation and law enforcement
funds are already stretched thin under the
current travel plan. While partnerships and
grants can make up for some budget shortfalls,
itisunrealistic to expect these avenues to fund
the Forest’s primary recreation programs,
including the trail maintenance, construction,
and management of General Forest Areas
across the Forest. General Forest Areas are
dispersed recreation areas — dispersed camping
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areas in the summer, and snowmobile play
areas in the winter. See Chapter 3, Recreation,
in the FEIS for a discussion of sources of
funding and current recreation budget trends.

Land and Special Designations

Wilderness

244. The Forest Service should consider that
only a small percentage of the public uses
wilderness and additional “ de facto”
wilderness areas that exclude motorized use
should not be created.

Agency Response: The Forest is not
proposing to create any additional
Recommended Wildernesses with the travel
management proposals. In most cases, areas
retain some level of motorized access, unless it
did not exist prior to thisanalysis. In fact,
portions of the Secesh and Needles
Recommended Wilderness areas currently
allow motorized use, including winter
motorized use, and there are no plansto
change this at thistime.

245. The Forest Service should consider
paving a road through the middle of the Frank
Church River of No Return Wilderness so that
it can be enjoyed by many more people.

Agency Response: Travel management within
the Frank Church Wilderness of No Return
was not within the scope of this project, nor
was it included within the project area. Road
construction of any kind is not permitted in
Wilderness areas. Under the Wilderness Act,
evidence of man or his activitiesisto be
minimal or non-existent in designated
Wilderness. Recreation is not the driving force
behind Wilderness creation. The complete
Wilderness Act of 1964 provides a definition
and management rationale for Wilderness.

246. The Forest Service should consider that
the Frank Church River of No Return
Wilderness provides ample non-motorized
opportunities.

Agency Response: Recreation is not the
driving force behind the creation of
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Wilderness. Therefore, management of non-
motorized opportunities on the Forest rightly
focuses on the non-Wilderness portion of the
Forest. The following is a quote from the
Wilderness Act of 1964: “Awilderness, in
contrast with those areas where man and his
own wor ks dominate the landscape, is hereby
recognized as an area where the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor and does not
remain. An area of wilderness is further
defined to mean in this chapter an area of
undevel oped Federal land retaining its
primeval character and influence, without
permanent improvements or human habitation,
which is protected and managed so asto
preserve its natural conditions and which (1)
generally appearsto have been affected
primarily by the forces of nature, with the
imprint of man’s work substantially
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation; ....”

247. The Forest Service should include the
non-motorized trail opportunities availablein

the FCRNRW when displaying the alternatives.

Agency Response: See comment response
246.

248. The Forest Service should only consider
the attributes associated with Wilderness
through ROS designations.

Agency Response: The Frank Church River
of No Return Wilderness was not within the
project areafor this Travel Management Plan,
thus thisis outside the scope of this project.

Recommended Wilderness

249. The Forest Service should reconsider the
effects of snowmobile use on potential
designation of recommended wilderness areas.

Agency Response: The Forest has analyzed
the effects of over-snow motorized usein the
Secesh and Needles IRA. Thisanalysis can be
found in the FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed study.
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250. The Forest Service should consider that
any increasein, or the continued allowance of,
motorized use in Recommended Wilderness
areas could have a negative impact on their
potential for future wilderness designation.

Agency Response: Existing mechanical
transport (which includes mountain bicycles)
uses in recommended wilderness areas are
allowed to continue, as provided for by the
Forest Plan guidelines for recommended
wilderness. The continued use as allowed so
long asit does not degrade wilderness values,
cause resource damage, or result in user
conflict. (Forest Plan 2003: p. 111-74:
WRGUO05). Forest Plan standard 1203 states
that “No new motorized or mechanical uses
will be allowed, except where these uses must
be allowed in response to reserved or
outstanding rights, statute, or treaty.” This
direction has been further analyzed and
clarified in the FEIS, Chapter 2, Alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed study.

251. The Forest Service should consider that
snowmobile use in recommended wilderness
areas would not impact their future
consideration for wilderness areas because the
impacts of snowmobiles are not lasting.

Agency Response: See response to Comment
250. While the direct effects of snowmobile
use—noise, exhaust, tracks, and displacement
of other uses—are temporary, there are also
indirect effects that happen later intime or at a
distance from the snowmobiling. And in the
case of proposed wilderness, establishing a
new use of aroadless area can decrease the
area’s future suitability for wilderness
designation. In addition, Payette Forest Plan
direction is to not promote motorized or other
non-conforming uses in proposed wilderness
(Forest Plan 2003: 111-74). The Plan allows
existing mechanical uses of proposed
wilderness provided it does not degrade
wilderness values, cause resource damage, or
result in user conflicts.

252. The Forest Service should consider that
only Congress can create Wilderness.
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Agency Response: The Forest is not
proposing to create any additional Wilderness
(or recommended Wilderness) areas with this
travel plan action.

253. The Forest Service should defer any
travel management decisions for
Recommended Wilderness until the Sate of
Idaho’ s Roadless Review processis complete.

Agency Response: Recently, the State of Idaho
moved forward with recommendations for the
management of 1daho’s IRAs using the
Petition of Governor James Risch: State
Specific Rulemaking for Roadless Areasin
Idaho, September 20, 2006.

In the petition, the Governor’s Office states
they received both county and individual
recommendations to form their guiding
principles. Generally these themes outline
basic management activities that may or may
not occur within agiven IRA.

The “Idaho Roadless Area Themes’ devel oped
by former Governor Risch recommended the
entire Secesh and Needles Recommended
Wilderness areas for designations of “Wild
Land Recreation” — Management Theme 1.

This theme designation is the most restrictive
of al recommendations with the exception of
aready designated Wilderness, which is listed
as“Primitive’.

Management Theme 1 “Wild Land Recreation”
emphasi zes:

e A desired future condition that will
continue to show little evidence of
historical or human use.

e That natural process of the area will
continue to predominate, which will
alow visitors to enjoy the same type
of primitive recreation opportunities
they found in the past.

o Areaswill be managed to protect the
wilderness characteristics and
primitive recreation opportunities of
the areaif and until Congress exercises
its authority pursuant to the Wilderness
Act to formally designate the area as
“Wilderness”.
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In regards to motorized travel Theme |
preserves currently existing routes and class of
vehicle, but recognizes the potential for further
limitations through National Forest Travel
Planning.

The Governors Petition treats the
recommended Wilderness with almost
identical protection as the Forest Plan under
this MPC.

The Governors public involvement efforts
further affirm the Idaho publics desire to keep
these areas asthey are. .

Social and Economic

Economics

254. The Forest Service should complete a
mor e thorough economic analysis using
studies such as the one funded by ISSA in
2005.

Agency Response: Because none of the
alternativesin the FEIS limit numbers of users
entering an arey, it is speculative to analyze an
economic effect with the different alternatives.
A negative impact to snowmobile use could
positively affect non-motorized use, and

bal ance out any expected economic changes.
Several economic studies were reviewed for
both motorized and non-motorized economic
benefits. See the FEIS section responding to
the need for an economics analysis in Chapter
1 “Non-significant issues’. Additional citations
for local economic studies, including ISSA's
study, have been reviewed and are listed in the
references section.

255. The Forest Service should consider the
socio-economic value of Forest recreation,
both motorized and non-motorized, on the
local community.

Agency Response: The Forest did analyze the
socio-economic impacts of travel management
in the DEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.10.2 Non-
Significant Issues. Additional analysis can be
found in the same section in the FEIS.
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256. The Forest Service should consider the
economic analysis done for the Forest Plan
and make sure it is consistent with any
analysis done for the travel management plan.

Agency Response: While the overall trend for
number of recreation jobs and amount of
income created by Forest Service recreation in
local communitiesis predicted to rise over the
course of this decade, the percentage
contribution of recreation jobs and income to
the total economy isrelatively stable. (USDA
Forest Service 2003a: FEIS Val. 3: p. 3-957).
There was no analysis done assessing potential
shifts over time in the type of recreation
conducted on the Forest.

257. The Forest Service should draft a
comprehensive plan for commercial recreation
use on the Forest.

Agency Response: Comment noted. This
suggestion is more extensive and outside the
scope of travel management planning.

258. The Forest Service should take into
account that the backcountry skiing industry
has grown by 300 percent in the last year.

Agency Response: Almost all recreation
sectors have experienced growth in the recent
past. Refer to Chapter 1 in the FEISfor a
discussion of the role of economics and
recreation on local communities and
businesses.

259. The Forest Service should consider that
having a variety of recreation opportunities on
the National Forest is best for the local
economy.

Agency Response: The Forest does consider a
variety of recreation opportunities as important
for the local economy and the Travel Plan
strives to provide a diversity of opportunities
in concert with maintaining resource values.
See Chapter 1 of the FEIS for a discussion of
the role of economics and recreation on local
communities and businesses.
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260. The Forest Service should consider that
money isn't everything, and that even
recreation opportunities that generate little
local income have value.

Agency Response: Comment acknowledged.

Pollution

261. The Forest Service should consider the
effects of snowmobile pollution on water
quality.

See Section 1.10.2 Non-Significant Issuesin
Chapter 1 of the FEIS. This non-significant
issue is discussed under Effects of Snowmobile
Use.

262. The Forest Service should consider that
mor e snowmoabilers are using new technology
to reduce noise and pollution by their
machines.

Agency Response: Comment is
acknowledged. New technology is beneficial
in some respects to motorized and non-
motorized users and may be afactor in
selection of atravel plan aternative.

Noise

263. The Forest Service should consider that it
is currently difficult for non-motorized winter
recreationists to find an area without
snowmobile traffic on the Forest.

Agency Response: The Forest has taken this
into consideration and thisis one of the
reasons action alternatives all propose
additional closuresto over-snow motorized
use. See Chapter 2 inthe DEIS and FEISfor a
description of proposed winter closures.

264. The Forest Service should not allow more
motorized use so that the quiet in the Forest is
preserved.

Agency Response: The Forest recognized the
need to provide for a non-motorized winter
recreation experience, and analyzed different
options for providing for that opportunity in
the DEIS and FEIS.
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Health & Safety

265. The Forest Service should consider that
snowmobile use in the Brundage ShowCat
program special use permit areais
incompatible because of the potential for
unsafe conditions.

Agency Response: See response to
Comments 194 and 195.

266. The Forest Service should reassess the
safety of heavily used trails where motorized
and non-motorized users mix; and:

267. The Forest Service should give the issue
of safety more discussion in the DEIS; and:

268. The Forest Service should consider that
snowmobiling and skiing do not mix because of
safety issues.

Agency Response:  Although this tendency
may be true in some cases, the degree of
compatibility between the two uses varies on a
site-specific basis. The alternatives provide for
different degrees of mixes of the uses and
safety is addressed as a primary issue under all
alternativesin Chapter 3: Recreation.

Conflict of Uses/User Conflict

269. The Forest Service should consider that
the snowmobile community has worked with
both Brundage Mountain Ski Resort and the
Tamarack Resort to reduce the user conflicts
occurring between their patrons and
snowmobilers.

Agency Response: The Forest acknowledges
that good work has been done to date to reduce
user conflicts, and anticipates that this
education, signing, and relationship building
will continue. The Forest also recognizes that
to address the concerns of the non-motorized
community, an analysis looking at some
potential land use alocations for non-
motorized winter recreation was necessary.
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270. The Forest Service should consider that
back country skiing and snowmabile use are
usually not compatible.

Agency Response: Although this may be true
in some cases, the degree of compatibility
between the two uses varies on a site-specific
basis.

271. The Forest Service should consider that
many user groups, including the BackCountry
Horseman, are willing to work with other
recreation user groups to reduce use conflict.

Agency Response: Comment noted and the
Payette thanks you for your response. The
Forest will ook for your support during the
implementation stage of the travel plan.

272. The Forest Service should consider that
decreasing the area available for both
motorized and non-motorized recreation will
increase user conflict; and:

273. The Forest Service should consider that
user conflict isrelatively isolated: and:

274. The Forest Service should consider that
conflict between recreational uses has
incorrectly been identified as a significant
issue; and:

Agency Response: See response to
Comments 22, 0, 176, 177, and 190

275. The Forest Service should consider that
OHV use during hunting season causes
conflict between hunters.

Agency Response: See analysis presented on

conflict with hunting and OHV users, Chapter
3, Recreation.
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