SCNF Travel Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Questions and Answers 
GENERAL QUESTIONS
Question 1: Why are you eliminating cross-country motorized travel?
Answer: The Forest Service has revised its travel management regulations to provide sustainable access for motor vehicles, including OHVs, on national forests and grasslands. 
· The Final Travel Management Rule requires each national forest and grassland to designate those roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle use. (see Federal Register November 9, 2005 – 36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295  Travel Management: Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle use; Final Rule)
· Once designation is complete on an administrative unit or ranger district, the rule prohibits motor vehicle use inconsistent with the designations (closed unless designated open). (36 CFR 212.51, 212.56 and 261.13
· Using the information developed through the travel planning process the Salmon-Challis National Forest will designate a system of roads and trails that are open to motor vehicle use. Once the designations are complete and the motor vehicle use map is published, cross-country motorized travel will be prohibited to protect resources.
Question 2:
Why are you not showing the existing routes that will be closed under the three action alternatives?  The maps in the DEIS only show routes that would remain open under each alternative. 
Answer: The purpose of this project is to designate a system of open motorized routes for public use. In order to clearly show the differences between the alternatives the maps show only those routes that would be open for motorized use under a given alternative. The map format in the DEIS is similar to what the new Motor Vehicle Use Map will look like – if a route is not on the map it would not be open.
Alternative 1 of the DEIS displays the current designated system of open routes in the travel plans. All routes to be changed from the designated system must be considered in the EIS for the possible environmental effects to the designated system of routes. Only the route additions or changes that were identified during initial public involvement and scoping, and also comply with our Forest Plans, have been evaluated and are being considered in the DEIS alternatives.

Hard copy maps used in the initial phase of public involvement are available at the Salmon-Challis Nation Forest offices. The maps show all of the known motorized routes on the Forest (Forest System routes and unauthorized routes). The maps contain some errors that have been corrected in the DEIS maps. Some of the routes currently being used by motorized recreationists are not “open” designated routes under the current travel plans. 
Question 3: The current travel plans allow cross country motorized travel for game retrieval. The Final Travel Management Rule would allow the limited cross country travel for retrieval of a downed big game animal. Why is cross county motorized travel for game retrieval not considered in any of the action alternatives?
Answer: While the travel planning regulations allow for limited cross country travel for game retrieval this would be inconsistent with currently approved travel plans within Idaho that do not allow it. The Idaho Forest Supervisors have agreed to be consistent in that prohibition with the encouragement of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game which “does not recognize a need to harvest game and then enlist motorized means to retrieve that game”. Additionally, the travel planning regulations were designed to restrict the uncontrolled use of motorized vehicles off of designated routes. Allowing game retrieval would create a variance to the designated system of routes that would be difficult to enforce. 
Question 4: How will the Forest Service manage the use of snowmobiles? 

Answer: Snowmobile use on the Salmon-Challis National Forest will continue to be managed under the conditions of the current forest travel plans.
Question 5:  How will the new Idaho Roadless Rule affect this travel planning effort?

Answer: The Idaho Roadless Rule does not change any of the current management direction for recreation uses. Future analysis in areas designated with the “General Forest or Rangeland” Theme under the Idaho Roadless Rule may allow some additional flexibility in types of vehicles that may be allowed.
(Continued)

COMPARING THE ALTERNATIVES
The following questions arise from comparisons of the various alternatives

(See table 2-10, page 2-21, DEIS)

Question A: Why is there a total loss of over 980,000 acres of cross-country travel between Alternative 0 - No Action and the other alternatives? (See table 2-10, line2)
Answer:

· Under the two current travel plans there are 980,287 acres in areas generally “open” to cross-country motorized travel. 
· Under all the action alternatives (Alts. 1 - 4) motorized routes would be designated in these areas. Most of the remaining “open” acreage would be closed to motorized cross-cross country travel following the route designations and publication of the new Motor Vehicle Use Map. (36 CFR 212.51, 212.56 and 261.13)
· This “closed unless designated open” policy is the biggest change from the current travel plans to the new plan. 
Question B: The current travel plans have large areas that are generally open to all motorized vehicles. How did you determine which routes within those areas to propose for open motorized designation in Alternative 1 – Current Designated System?
(See table 2-10, column 3)
Answer: Generally all currently open forest system roads in the areas designated “open” to cross-country travel would be designated open in Alternative 1. Existing forest service trails in these “open” areas would be designated open year long to all vehicles because the current plans generally do not restrict such use.  Even in the “open” areas there are some specific motorized restrictions on roads and trails marked on the maps or on the ground. These restrictions were carried forward into Alternative 1. No “U” (unauthorized) routes would be designated open in Alternative 1. The difference between Alternative 0 and Alternative 1 is the “designation” of open routes and the loss of 980,287 acres “open” to cross country travel.
Question: C: How did you determine which routes within the “open” areas to propose for open motorized designation in Alternative 2 – Revised Proposed Action? (See table 2-10, column 4)
Answer: The Forest used comments and information from public scoping and from Forest Service employees and other government agencies to develop Alternative 2, - Revised Proposed Action. 
Generally all currently open forest system roads in the areas designated open to cross-country travel would be designated open in Alternative 2. Some routes would be designated seasonally open.  Most existing inventoried Forest Service trails open to motorized use would be designated open for the appropriate type of motorized use - highway, OHV (50 inches wide or less), 2 wheeled vehicles (24 inches wide or less).  Some of the trails would not be designated for motorized use because of trail width, steepness, resource damage, Inventoried Roadless Areas, or incompatibility with the current Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). Routes currently designated closed to motorized use in the cross-country travel areas would generally remain closed in Alternative 2.

Some unauthorized trails that provide access to areas not served by other routes would be proposed for designation.  All unauthorized routes proposed for designation would need NEPA analysis. 

Question D: Why is there an increase in the miles of open motorized roads between Alternative 1 – Current Designated System and Alternative 2 – Revised Proposed Action?  (See table 2-10, line 4)
Answer: The Forest Service identified 88 miles of undesignated routes to propose for open motorized designation in Alternative 2. Some of these are Forest System roads that are not designated open in the current travel plans and others are user created routes that are being analyzed in this NEPA process. 

Question E: Why is there such a big drop in the miles of motorized trails open yearlong to all vehicles between Alternative 1 – Current Designated System and the other action alternatives (Alts. 2-4)?  (See table 2-10, line 6)
Answer: In Alternative 1 all the inventoried Forest Service trails in the open areas would be designated open year long to all vehicles. (see Question C above).  Not all of these trails are suitable for all vehicle types all year long. Most of the trails are designated in categories for vehicle type (ATVs or 2 wheeled) and season of use (seasonally or yearlong).
Question F: In Alternative 2, when you designated the motorized trails by vehicle type why did most of the routes get designated for 2-wheeled vehicles rather than ATVs?  (See table 2-10, column 4, lines 8-11)
Answer: The Forest Service trails were originally designed for foot and horse traffic. They are usually 24 inches wide and therefore suitable for 2 wheeled vehicles but too narrow for ATV use. 
Question G: After you designated most of the trails into other motorized and seasonal categories why is there still a substantial loss of Total Miles of Motorized Trails between Alternative 1 – Current Designated System and Alternative 2 – Revised Proposed Action?
(See columns 3-4, line 12, also Questions C & E above)
Answer: Alternative 2 would have 272 fewer miles of motorized trails than Alt 1 primarily because most of the trails were inventoried Forest Service routes in “open” areas that were not designed to be motorized because of trail narrowness, steepness, safety concerns, or existing or high potential for resource damage. 
Some of the motorized routes in Alternative 1 were inconsistent with the existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum direction of the Forest Plans or were inconsistent with the existing travel plans. Most of these “inconsistent” routes do not appear in   Alternative 2 – Revised Proposed Action. However, many of the routes are considered in Alternative 4 – Maximum Motorized Emphasis.  
Question: H
Why are you closing 190 miles of motorized routes between Alternative 1 – Current Designated System and Alt. 2 - Revised Proposed Action?  
(See columns 3-4, lines 5, 12 and 13)
Answer: In Alternative 1 all trails in “open” areas are considered motorized trails in the calculation of 1,110 miles of motorized trails, even though some of these trails may not be maintained for or used for motorized recreation.

Alternative 2 would designate 838 miles of motorized trails – which is 272 miles less than Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would also add to the Forest road system a total of 88 miles of previously undesignated roads and remove six miles of currently designated roads. The result is an 82 mile increase in designated roads. The net effect is 3,508 miles of motorize routes (roads and trails) for Alternative 2 – 190 miles less than Alternative 1. (See Questions C, D and G above) 
MOTORIZED ACCESS TO DISPERSED CAMPING
(See table 2-10, page 2-21, DEIS)

Question I: Why is there such a huge drop in motorized access to dispersed camping between Alt 0 - No Action and all the other Alternatives? (See table 2-10,  line 14)
Answer: The big loss in acreage is due to the loss of cross-country motorized travel in the “open” areas. (See Question A)Alternative 0 is based on the two current travel plans. It includes 143,602 acres of motorized access within 300 feet of designated routes in areas with current travel restrictions and 980, 287acres in areas currently open to cross-country travel for a total of  just over 1.1 million acres. However, not all the acreage in the “open” areas is physically accessible by motorized vehicles because of steep slopes, rock outcroppings, thick vegetation and other terrain features.
If any of the other alternatives are selected cross-country motorized travel would generally be prohibited once the Motor Vehicle Use Map is published. Motorized access would be allowed for dispersed camping only within 300 feet of the designated routes shown on the map in Alternative 2. 
Question J: According to the DEIS there are 124,021 acres open for motorized access to dispersed campsites under Alternative 2. Are all of these acres physically accessible by motor vehicles?

Answer: The acreages were calculated by determining the area within 300 feet of designated routes and then making deductions for areas with slopes over 30%, which are too steep for camping. This provides relative numbers that can be used for comparing the alternatives. Some of the alternatives further restrict motorized access for dispersed camping, but there is no way to calculate the exact acreage. We realize that in each alternative some of the acreage is not suitable for motorized access because of other terrain features such as rock outcroppings or thick vegetation.
Question K: Why do Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 contain the phrase “This alternative would allow motorized access to dispersed campsites via routes that terminate in dispersed campsites . . . ?”   What does this mean? 
Answer: This provision would allow the Forest Service to designate motorized routes to access dispersed campsites directly adjacent to the designated route without allowing additional cross-country travel beyond the route. This designation would be used in high use area to allow dispersed camping and prevent the continued expansion of user created routes. 
PROPOSED ACTION vs. REVISED PRORPESD ACTION 

Question L: Why did you revise the proposed action? Why is there such a big drop in designated motorized miles between the Proposed Action and the Revised Proposed Action?

Answer: We received numerous public requests for better quality data and more accurate maps for the Proposed Action and revised it to correct the proposed miles of designated roads from approximately 3,400 miles to approximately 2,700 miles and from approximately 1,100 miles of motorized trails to approximately 800 miles. These figures reflect corrections and do not indicate a substantial change in the number of available motorized routes between the original Proposed Action and the revision.  Most of the mileage difference occurred because original route mileages were often longer than the routes actually are. Most of these routes are still proposed for motorized use with the corrected mileage.  
