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Appendix A 

Content Analysis Process 
Public responses on the proposed National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) were analyzed and categorized using a process called content analysis. 
The content analysis process consists of sorting responses, analyzing them, entering the analysis 
into a database, and using database reports to write a Summary of Public Comment that 
summarizes the concerns raised in the responses. The goals of the analysis process are to:  

• Ensure that every response is considered. 
• Identify the concerns raised by all respondents. 
• Represent the breadth and depth of the public’s viewpoints and concerns as fairly as 

possible. 
• Present those concerns in such a way as to facilitate the Forest Service’s 

consideration of comments. 

A response is a single, whole submission that may take the form of a letter, email, fax, 
presentation at a public meeting, etc. Responses are sorted to identify all unique responses. Some 
letters are signed by different individuals but have identical content; these are called “form 
letters,” and only one example of each form letter type is analyzed as a unique response. Some 
individuals have submitted form letters but have added information to them; these are called 
“form plus letters,” and only the added information that is not redundant to the content of the 
form is analyzed as a unique response.   

Names and addresses for respondents who sent in a unique or form plus response are entered into 
a project-specific database. All form letters sent in by respondents are counted (see Appendix E). 
Analysts read and code unique and form plus responses using the coding structure (see 
Appendix B). Each comment is coded by subject and verified by a second analyst for accuracy 
and consistency. Then all coded comments are entered verbatim into a comment database. 
Database reports track all input and allow analysts to identify the public’s concerns and to 
analyze the relationships among them. The final analysis document includes an executive 
summary, which discusses respondents’ main areas of concern, and a formal list of public 
concern statements. Each public concern statement is accompanied by one or more sample 
excerpts from original responses. 

This process and resulting documentation do not replace responses in their original form. Rather, 
they provide a map to the responses. It is important to recognize that the consideration of public 
comment is not a vote-counting process in which the outcome is determined by the majority 
opinion. Relative depth of feeling and interest among the public can serve to provide a general 
context for decision-making. However, it is the appropriateness, specificity, and factual accuracy 
of comment content that provide the basis for modifications to planning documents and 
decisions. Further, because respondents are self-selected, they do not constitute a random or 
representative public sample. The Forest Service encourages all interested parties to submit 
comment as often as they wish regardless of age, citizenship, or eligibility to vote. Respondents 
may therefore include State, local, and tribal governments; organizations (or public interest 
groups); businesses; people from other countries; children; and people who submit multiple 
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responses. Therefore, caution should be used when interpreting comparative terms in the 
Summary of Public Comment. Every substantive comment and suggestion has value, whether 
expressed by one respondent or many. All unique input is read and evaluated, and the analysis 
team attempts to capture all relevant public concern in the content analysis process. 
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Appendix B 

Coding Structure 
Action Codes 
Processes 
PRCSS 10000–19999 (Including State Petition Process) 
10000 – Decision-making Process and Methods 
 10100 – Role/Authority 
  10110 – Federalism/States Rights 
 10200 – Coordination and Consultation with the Public and Other Agencies  
 10300 – Coordination and Consultation with Tribes 
 10400 – Influences on Decision-making 
  10410 – Political/Partisan Interests 
  10420 – Interest Groups 
  10430 – Use of Public Comment/Public Opinion 
  10440 – Trust/integrity 
11000 – Decision-making Philosophy (how, not what, to decide) 
 11100 – Multiple Use Emphasis 
 11200 – Ecosystems Protection Emphasis 
 11300 – Adaptive Management Emphasis 
12000 – Public Involvement   
 12100 – Agency Communication 
  12110 – Adequacy/Availability of Information 
  12120 – Public Meetings/Hearings  
 12200 – Adequacy of Comment Period (incl. comment period over holidays) 
 12300 – Adequacy of Entire Timeframe 
 12400 – Collaboration 
 12500 – Public Outreach/Education 
 12600 – Availability of Information 
 12700 – Use of Contractors for Content Analysis 
13000 – Use of Science; Best Avail. Science 
14000 – Agency Organization, Funding and Staffing 
 14100 – Funding, General  
 14200 – Staffing General 
15000 – Appeals and Objections 
16000 – Enforcement  
17000 – RACNAC 
 
Proposed Rule 
RULES 20000–25999 
20000 – Purpose and Need for Rule 
21000 – Document General (Rule)  
 21200 – Technical and Editorial (spelling, grammar, consistency) 
22000 – Rule’s Consistency with Other Laws and Policies  

22100 – Federal Laws and Policies 
22110 – Revised Statute (R-S) 2477 (state/local rights to historic roads on public land) 
22111 – Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
22112 – Clean Water Act (CWA) 
22113 – National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
22114 – Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
22116 – Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA) 
22117 – Mining/Mineral Laws 
22118 – Administrative Procedures Act (APA) 
22119 – Management Policies of Adjacent Federal/State Lands 
22120 – Native American Treaty Rights 
22121 – Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review 
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22122 – Executive Order 13272 (proper consideration of small entities) 
22123 – Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 
22129 – Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 
22130 – Other Executive Orders or Acts 

 22200 – State and Local Laws and Policies  
 22300 – Other Planning Processes 
  22310 – Individual National Forest Plans 
  22320—Healthy Forest Initiative 
  22330 – National Fire Plan 
  22340 – State and Local Planning Processes 
23000 – Rule General 
 23100 – Management Themes 
  23200 – Wild Land Recreation 
  23300 – Special Areas of Historic and Tribal Significance 
  23400 – Primitive 
  23500 – Backcountry/Restoration 
  23600 – General Forest, Rangeland, Grassland 
  23700 – Other Forest Plan Special Areas 
 
Alternatives and EIS 
ALTER 30000–39999 
30000 – DEIS, General 
 31000 – Adequacy of Environmental Analysis/Scope of Issues to be Addressed 
 32000 – Compliance with NEPA (does the EIS meet the requirements of NEPA) 
 33000 – Alternatives, General 
  33100 – Alternative Development/Method/Range  
  33200 – Suggestion for New Alternatives 
  33300 – Alternative 1. 2001 Roadless Rule (No Action) 
  33400 – Alternative 2. Existing Plans 
  33500 – Alternative 3. Idaho Roadless Rule (Proposed Action) 
 
Natural Resources Management  
NRMGT 40000–49999 
40000 – Natural Resources Management General 
 41000 – Biological Elements 
  41100 – Wildlife Management 
   41110 – Terrestrial Species 
   41120—Aquatic Species 
  41200 – Vegetation Management 
   41210 – Terrestrial Plant Species 
   41220 – Aquatic Plant Species 
  41300—Affected Special-status Species 
  41400 – Sensitive Species 
  41500 – Reference Landscapes 
  41600 – Biodiversity 
  41700 – Fragmentation 
 42000 – Timber Resource Management 
 43000 –Forest Health and Fire Ecology 
  43100— Fire and Fuels Management 
   43110 – Fire Suppression 
   43120 – Burned Area Emergency Rehab 
  43200 – Insect and Disease Control 
 44000 – Mining and Mineral Exploration 
  44100 – Locatable Minerals 
  44200 – Leasable Minerals 
   44210 – Phosphate 
   44220 – Geothermal 
  44300 – Salable Minerals 
  44400 – Abandoned and Inactive Mines 
 45000 – Atmospheric Resources (Noise, Air, Climate Change) 
 46000 – Physical Resources 
  46100 – Water Resources 
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   46110 – Water Quality 
   46120 – Water Quantity 
   46130—Drinking Water/Water Supply 
  46200 – Channel Morphology 
  46300—Soil, Site Productivity, Landslides 
  46400 – Geological and Paleontological Resources 
47000 – Roadless Character (general) 
 
Recreation Management 
RECRE 50000–59999 
50000 – Recreation Management, General/Multiple 
51000 – Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (incl. designate more of this, less of that, group size, etc.) 
52000 – Recreational Access General 
 52100 – Non-Motorized Access 
 52200 – Motorized Access 
53000 – Developed Recreation/Recreation Facilities 
54000 – Dispersed Recreation  
 54100 – Hunting and Fishing 
55000 – Trailheads, Signs, Parking 
56000 – Fee Demonstration Project/User Fees 
57000 – Recreation Permitting  
58000 – User Education, General/Multiple 
 58100 – Environmental Education Programs 
59000 – Scenic Quality 
 
Lands and Special Designations  
LANDS 60000–69999 
60000 – Public Land Ownership/Boundaries/Access 
 60100 – Private Inholdings 
 60200 – Other Non-federal Ownership 
61000 – Non-recreation Special Uses (utility corridors, comm. sites, etc.) 
62000 – Land Designations/Management 
 62200 – Wilderness  
  62210 – Other Special Designations (WSR, etc.) 
 62400 – Research Natural Areas/ACECs 
 62500 – National Scenic Roads and Trails 
 62600 Cultural/Historic Areas 
63000 – Roadless Area Boundaries/Inventory 
64000 – Roads Management (non-resource specific) 
 64100 – Road Construction/Reconstruction/Maintenance 
 64200 – Road Closures/Decommissioning 
 64300– Temporary Roads 
 
Social and Economic  
SOCEC 70000–79999 
70000 – Social/Economic Actions or Activities  
  70100 – Grazing 
  70200 – Non-timber Forest Products 
  70300 – Timber Harvest Wood Products Industry 
  70400 – Mineral Industry 
  70500—Transportation Systems 
  70600 – Recreation and Tourism 
  70700 – Second Homes 
 71000 – Non-commodity Values 
 72000 – Forest-dependent Communities 
 73000 – Native Americans 
 74000 – Public Health and Safety 
 75000 – Civil Rights/Environmental Justice 
  
ATTMT–99999 – Attachment 
Option Code 1: Document Reference 
 001 – Neither/Both (comment refers to neither or both the DEIS or the Rule) 
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 002 – DEIS (comment refers to the DEIS) 
 003 – Rule (comment refers to the Rule) 
 
 

Rationale Codes 
 
 

001 – No Affected Resource/Reason 
002 – Multiple Affected Resources/Reasons 
 (Envir, Rec, Socio, Econ) 
 
010 – Persons and Groups  
020 – Government 
 021 – President/Executive Branch 
 023 – Agency (Forest Service) 
 025 – Other Federal Agencies 
 027 – Legislative Branch (Congress) 
 029 – Judicial Branch (Courts)  
030 – State, County, and Municipal Governments 
040 – American Indians/Tribes 
050 – Interest Groups 
 051 – Environmental Groups 
 053 – Multiple Use/ Wise Use Groups 
 055 – Recreation Groups 
 057 – Industry/Business Groups (econ. issues to 900+) 
 059 – Political Parties 
060 – General Public 
 061 – Local Citizens/Communities 
 063 – Nationwide Citizens/Communities 
 
100 – Laws, Policies 
110 – Democracy 
120 – Federal, General/Multiple 
 121 – Constitution 
 123 – Federalism, States Rights 
 125 – Individual Rights, Public Own Fed Lands 
 127 – General Welfare, Public Good, Public Interest 
130 – Federal Laws 
 131 – NEPA 
 133 – NFMA 
 135 – Endangered Species Act 
140 – Court Decisions (past or pending) 
150 – Tribal Treaties 
160 – Agency Rules, Plans, Policies 
 161 – Appeals and Objections 
 163 – National Fire Plan 
 165 – Enforcement  
170 – Rules, Plans, etc. of Other Federal Agencies 
180 – Rules, Plans, etc. of States 
190 – County or Municipal Rules, Plans, etc. 
 
200 – Natural Environment, General/Multiple (national treasure, national heritage, pristine areas) 
 201 – Environmental Quality and Ecosystem Integrity 
 203 – Inherent Worth of the Environment (apart from human benefits/use/enjoyment/need) 
 205 – Forest Health  
 206 – Roadless Character (general) 
220 – Physical Elements, General/Multiple 
230 – Soils and Geology. Landslides 
240 – Water Resources 

241 – Drinking Water/Water Supply 
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242 – Water Quantity 
243 – Water Quality 

250 – Air Resources/Climate Change 
260 – Forest Health and Fire Ecology 

261 – Timber Cutting 
262 – Fuels Management (General) 
263 – Fuels Management – WUI, CWPP 
264 – Fire Suppression 
265 – Burned Area Rehab 
266 – Insect and Disease Control 

 
300 – Biological Elements General/Multiple Biological Resources 
310 – Biodiversity, Extinctions 
320 – Genetic Diversity 
330 – Ecosystem/Habitat Composition and Function 

331 – Fragmentation, Perforation, and Connectivity 
333 – Disturbance Regimes 
335 – Habitat/Vegetation Composition 
337 – Clearings/Canopy Openings 

340 – Species of Special Concern, General/Multiple 
350 – Wildlife/Animals/Plants General/Multiple 

351 – Terrestrial Species 
352 – Aquatic Species 
353 – Plant Species 
355 – Special Status Species (incl. TEPL species) 
356 – Sensitive Species 
357 – Reference Landscapes 

 
400 – Minerals/Geology 
410 – Locatable Minerals 
420 – Leasable Minerals 

421 – Oil, Gas 
422 – Coal 
423 – Phosphate 
424 – Geothermal 

430 – Salable Minerals 
440 – Abandoned/Inactive Mines 
450 – Geological/Paleontological Resources 
  
500 – Recreation: General/Multiple/Other 
510 – Dispersed 
520 – Developed 
530 – Motorized Recreation 
540 – Non-Motorized Recreation 
550 – Scenic Quality 
560 – Hunting and Fishing 
 
600 – Lands, Special Designations (General/Multiple) 
610 – Real Estate Management 
620 – Roadless Area Boundaries, Designations, Inventories 
630 – Access to Non-federal Ownership 
640 – Non-recreation Special Uses 
650 – Wilderness 
660 – Other Special Designations 
670 – Heritage Resources 
680 – Roads Management 
 
700 – Social – General/Multiple 
710 – Quality of Life (tradition, traditional way of life) 
720 – Trust and Credibility 
730 – Anthropological Heritage and Cultural Resources  
740 – Future Generations, Legacy Values 
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750 – International: Transfer of Effects or Role Model 
760 – American Indian Values/Traditions 
770 – Non-commodity Values 
780 – Civil Rights/Environmental Justice 
790 – Public Health and Safety  
   
800 – Economic Conditions and Values, General/Multiple 
810 – Grazing 
820 – Non-timber Forest Products 
830 – Timber Harvest/Wood Products Industry 
840 – Mineral Industry 
850 – Oil and Gas Industry 
860 – Transportation systems 
870 – Recreation 
880 – Second Homes 
890 – Forest Dependent Communities 

 

Letter Attribution Codes 
Header Order: MID, OT, S, RT, and DT fields are required. IA, UT, LG, F, CIC, RI, and 
CE fields are used on a project-specific basis. A stamp containing these fields will be placed 
on the working copy. 

Data Entry will fill in the MID field. Coders will identify organization type, number of 
signatures, response type, and delivery type on all letters and fill in the proper box. Use UT 
(User Type) fields only if this information is requested by the client. Fill in additional fields 
when appropriate. 

 
 

            
MID OT S RT DT IA UT LG F CIC RI CE 

 

MID FIELD – Mail Identification – required  

MID is a unique respondent number assigned in the CAT Oracle Program. The Oracle form 
contains mailing information needed to create mailing labels and also is needed to obtain 
project specific demographic information about a respondent.   

OT FIELD – Organization Type – required 

The Organization Type code identifies a specific type of organization, association, agency, 
elected official or individual. A response is assigned an organization type other than 
Individual ONLY if the respondent is speaking on behalf of the organization, NOT if they are 
merely members or employees of the organization. Generally these respondents will show 
their title with their name, such as president, director, field representative, or other official 
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title. When in doubt, you may check either by telephone call to the Content Analysis Team or 
by searching the Internet for the names of organization representatives.  

Employees of governmental agencies or organizations are usually determined to be speaking 
on behalf of the agency or organization if the submission is on official letterhead or is sent 
from a government email address. Elected officials may sometimes submit comments on 
plain paper, from a personal email, or even sign a form letter; but if they identify themselves 
as elected officials, they are still given the org type codes appropriate for the level of 
government for which they are officials. The following are standard organization type codes; 
other codes may be included if needed on a specific project. 

 

Standard Organization Types: 
Government Agency/Elected Officials 

Code Description 
F Federal Agency/Elected Official 
N International Government/Association  
S State Government Agency/Elected Official/Association 
C County Government Agency/Elected Official/Association 
T Town/City Government Agency/Elected Official/Association 
Q Tribal Government/Elected Official/Agency 
XX Regional/Other Governmental Agency (multi-jurisdictional) 

 
Interest Group (includes legal representatives of or lobbyists for interest groups) 

A Agriculture Industry or Association (Farm Bureau) 
B Business [affected business] (someone speaking for or as a business owner, 

chamber of commerce) 
D Place Based Group (homeowner’s associations, planning cooperatives; e.g., Quincy 

Library Group) 
E Government Employee/Union 
G Domestic Livestock Industry (incl. permittees, commercial ranchers) 
H Consultants/Legal Representatives 
I Individual (unaffiliated, unknown or unidentifiable) 
J Civic Group (Kiwanis, Elks, Community Councils) 
K Special Use Permittee (Rec. homes, Ski Resort, Outfitter/Guide) 
L Timber or Wood Products Industry or Association 
M Mining Industry/Association (locatable) 
O Oil, Natural Gas, Coal, or Pipeline Industry (leasable) 
P Preservation/Conservation 
R Recreational (non-specific) 
U Utility Group (water, electrical, gas) 
V Professional Society 
W Academic (professor, research scientist, university department) 
X Conservation District 
Y Other or Unidentified Organization 
Z Multiple Use or Land Rights Organization 
 
AE Agency Employee (analyzed separately) 
AR Animal Rights (humane treatment org) 
CH Church/Religious Group 
PI Public Interest Group/Political Party 
LO Private Land Inholding Owner 
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QQ Tribal Non-Governmental Organization/Tribal Member 
 

Codes can be broken out further to accommodate particular projects, such as: 
 

RB Mechanized Recreation (bicycling) 
RC Recreation/Conservation Organization (Trout Unlimited, Elk Foundation) 
RM Motorized Recreation (4X4, OHV, snowmobiling) 
RN Non-motorized/Non-mechanized Recreation (hiking, x-c ski, horse/stock animals) 
  

Notes on Organization Type Identification: 
Letters from businesses are categorized as “B” only if you believe or they assert they are 
impacted by the decision; otherwise they are considered to be individual responses. A letter 
from a member of an organization is considered to be an individual response unless the 
author is representing the organization in an official capacity.  
 
Letters from government employees submitted as personal are categorized as “I” rather than 
as codes F, N, S, C, T Q, which are reserved for official comments from an elected official or 
government agency or department. Letters from government employees submitted on 
government letterhead or via government email are considered to be internal comment, and 
are separated from public comment and analyzed separately. 

S FIELD – Signatures – required 

To determine the number of Signatures, look first at the signature itself. If the 
correspondence is signed John Doe, but the return address says John and Jane Doe, count it 
as one signature, because it was signed by one person.  If the return address says John Doe, 
but is signed by John and Jane Doe, or Mr. and Mrs. Doe, count it as two signatures. If no 
signature is present or response is anonymous, count it as one. If signed John Doe and 
Family, count it as one.   

RT FIELD – Response Type – required 

The Response Type identifies the specific format of the correspondence.  

Code Description 

1 Letter  
2 Form or Letter Generator 
3 Resolution 
4 Action Alert 
5 Transcript (dictated audio, video or telephone response) 
6 Form Plus 
7 Public Meeting Transcript (hearing/oral testimony) 
8 Public Meeting/Workshop Group Notes 
9 Workshop Notes (other than at public meetings) 

10 Petition 
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DT FIELD – Delivery Type – required 
The Delivery Type is the method by which the response was transmitted by the respondent. 

Code Description 

 E Email 
 F FAX 
 H Hand-delivered or Oral Testimony (personally delivered) 
 M US Mail or Commercial Carrier (UPS, FedEx) 
 T Telephone 
 W  Web-based Submission (regulations.gov, FDMS, etc.) 
 U Unknown 

IA FIELD – Early Attention – Red Flags (place on LEFT side of copy) 

Early Attention codes are applied only to those documents requiring an immediate response 
from the team. The Early Attention codes are listed in order of priority. If more than one 
code applies to a single document, the code with the highest priority is attached. Fore 
example, if a State Congressman threatens bodily harm to a Forest Service representative, the 
letter would receive a “1” instead of a “6”. A red flag is attached to the left side of the page 
with the IA code written on it.  

Code Description 

1 Threat of Harm  
2 Notice of Appeal or Litigation  
3 Freedom of Information Act  (FOIA) Request 
4 Provides Proposals for New Alternatives  
5 Requires Detailed Review 
6 Government Entities  
7 Requests Public Hearing 

Optional IA Codes (Project Specific) 

5a Provides Extensive Technical Edits – Deletions/Replacements  
5m Map(s) Attached  
6a  Requests Cooperating Agency Status  

UT FIELD – User Type 

Not used for this project. 

LG FIELD – Letter Generator 

A Letter Generator is a response that enables respondents to extract specific text from a 
selection of prewritten comments. These responses are usually created through an interactive 
website that offers a selection of comments and allows the respondent to choose which 
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paragraphs to include in their personal letter. Assign a consecutive LG number to these 
responses. Enter this number. 

F FIELD – Forms (Organized Response Campaigns) 

Forms or organized response campaign responses are identified when the mail processor 
receives 5 or more responses with identical text from different (unaffiliated) respondents. 
Enter the form number assigned by the team.   

CIC FIELD – Common Interest Class  

Not used for this project. 

RI FIELD – Requests for Information – Blue flag (place on LEFT side of 
copy) 

Requests for Information codes are applied only to those responses with specific requests 
for information pertaining to the proposal. The client determines the level of specificity for 
identifying information requests. A blue flag is attached to the left side of the page with the 
IR code written on it.  

Code Description 

A Mailing List Only or Nothing to Code (do not attach a flag) 
B Request to be Removed from Mailing List (do not attach a flag) 
C Request Copy of Federal Register Notice 
D Other Request for Specific Information 
E Request for Confirmation of Receipt of Letter 
 

Optional RI Codes (project specific) 
F Request for Hard Copy of Summary of the DEIS 
G Request for Full Hard Copy of DEIS 
H Request for Full CD Version of DEIS 
I Request for Hard Copy of Summary of FEIS 
J Request for Full Hard Copy of FEIS 
K Request for CD Version of FEIS 
L Request for Draft Copy of Proposed Rule/Policy 
M Request for Final Copy of Rule/Policy 
Ch Request for Hard Copy of Fed Register Notice of the Proposed Rule 
Cd Request for CD of Fed Register Notice of Proposed Rule 
Ce Request for Electronic Copy of Fed Register of Proposed Rule 

CE FIELD – Comment Extension – Yellow Flag (place on LEFT side of copy) 
Comment Extension codes are used when a respondent has a specific request for extending 
the comment period. 
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Code Description 

   0  No Specific Time Mentioned or Other 
 15 Request for 15 Day Comment Period Extension 
 30 Request for 30 Day Comment Period Extension 
 45 Request for 45 Day Comment Period Extension 
 60 Request for 60 Day Comment Period Extension 
 90 Request for 90 Day Comment Period Extension 
           120 Request for 120 Day Comment Period Extension 
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Appendix C 

Public Concern List 

Introduction 
Public Concerns are derived directly from public comment. Each represents the gist of a 
statement of concern made by the public. Public Concerns may be derived from one person’s 
input but often represent the view of many respondents. They are intended to aid decision-
makers in characterizing the issues to be analyzed. They may also provide a framework for 
preparing responses to public comment.   

Primarily, Public Concerns serve to guide readers to public comment on specific topics. As such, 
this index is intended to be used as a cross-reference to Public Concerns listed in Chapters 1 
through 4 of the Summary of Public Comment. Readers may identify their areas of concern 
within the list provided in this index and then reference the relevant portion of Chapters 1 
through 4. There they will find sample quotes in support of the Public Concern. Each sample 
quote includes a letter number reference should users wish to look at the original letter. 

Index of Public Concerns 
Chapter 1: Rulemaking Process, Public Participation, and Agency Involvement ......... 1-1 

RULEMAKING PROCESS............................................................................................... 1-1 
General Considerations ............................................................................... 1-1 

1-1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the 
Administrative Procedures Act to modify the 2001 Roadless Rule. ........ 1-1 

Because it is an inappropriate use of the Act .................................... 1-1 
Because it would set dangerous precedents..................................... 1-1 

1-2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the Idaho 
Roadless Rule in a timely fashion and continue to include county 
commissions in the process. .................................................................. 1-1 

Because the process used to develop the Rule was sound .............. 1-1 
1-3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to rely on the 

Roadless Area Conservation National Advisory Committee to 
provide advice and counsel. ................................................................... 1-2 

1-4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should be realistic about 
challenges to its proposal. ...................................................................... 1-2 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is likely to generate law suits...... 1-2 
1-5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should wait to act until the legal 

uncertainty surrounding the 2001 and 2005 Roadless Rules is 
resolved.................................................................................................. 1-2 

To ensure that management of Roadless Areas can continue to 
be consistent with Forest Plans ........................................................ 1-2 



June 2008  Summary of Public Comment: Roadless Area Conservation 
  National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

C-2  Appendix C. Public Concern List  

1-6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should abide by the court ruling 
that set aside the 2005 Rule....................................................................1-2 

1-7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ask a Multiple-Use 
Review Board to review all past travel management decisions...............1-3 

To determine whether the needs of multiple-use and motorized 
recreationists have been adequately considered...............................1-3 

1-8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make land 
management decisions based on the best interests of the public. ..........1-3 

Not on what is least costly .................................................................1-3 
1-9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a process that 

is likely to result in robust management recommendations. ....................1-3 
1-10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a process that 

recognizes and honors the desires of a diversity of governments...........1-3 
1-11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should bolster its legal staff by 

retaining private law firms........................................................................1-3 
To help defend their multiple-use land management decisions .........1-3 

1-12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not rate their managers 
according to board feet of timber sales. ..................................................1-4 

To place a high value on stewardship................................................1-4 
1-13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require that some 

Agency staff participate in off-highway vehicle recreation. ......................1-4 
To understand the needs of motorized recreationists ........................1-4 

State and County Involvement in Management of National Lands ...............1-4 
1-14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should follow State 

involvement in rulemaking with national congressional deliberation. ......1-4 
Because elected representatives should remain accountable for 
decision making .................................................................................1-4 

1-15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should leave National Forest 
rulemaking to the states. .........................................................................1-4 

1-16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should give the people of Idaho 
a say in the management of public lands. ...............................................1-4 

To provide balanced management of these lands .............................1-4 
Because people who don’t live in Idaho should not make 
decisions for Idahoans.......................................................................1-4 

1-17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow the State of Idaho 
to manage lands in Idaho. .......................................................................1-5 

Because Idahoans should have a greater say than special  
interests or the Federal government ..................................................1-5 

1-18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work with the State to 
manage Roadless Areas. ........................................................................1-5 

1-19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not delegate its 
authority to State governments. ..............................................................1-5 

Because it would be an improper delegation of authority...................1-5 
Because the Forest Service has a responsibility to protect 
roadless areas ...................................................................................1-5 
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Because this would not be in the best interests of Native 
American Tribes ................................................................................ 1-6 
Because the Agency does not have the authority to do so ............... 1-6 
Because National Forests belong to all Americans ........................... 1-6 
Because these lands should be managed for the good of the 
many, not the short-term profit of a few............................................. 1-6 
Because this is a dangerous precedent-setting decision .................. 1-6 
Because the State has neither the expertise nor the standing to 
plan management of national lands .................................................. 1-7 
Because a single authority can provide more effective 
administration.................................................................................... 1-7 
To ensure that the Federal government fulfills its trust obligation 
to protect Tribal rights ....................................................................... 1-7 

1-20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain authority to 
manage National Forest Lands. ............................................................. 1-7 

Because the Agency has greater expertise and concern for 
conservation than the State of Idaho................................................. 1-7 

1-21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should abandon the state-by-
state process. ......................................................................................... 1-8 

Because it creates expensive Environmental Impact Statements..... 1-8 
1-22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not divest National 

Forest lands from the ownership of all Americans. ................................. 1-8 
Because such action is beyond the scope of the Executive 
Branch............................................................................................... 1-8 

1-23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow the State of Idaho 
to function as an intermediary to resolve road access conflicts. ............. 1-8 

To provide prompt resolution of road access conflicts ...................... 1-8 
1-24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the management 

theme designations. ............................................................................... 1-8 
To take into account previously provided public input ....................... 1-8 

National Forest Management Philosophy .................................................... 1-8 
1-25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should return to its 

conservation and stewardship roots. ...................................................... 1-8 
1-26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage National 

Forests with greater concern for ecosystem boundaries than 
political boundaries................................................................................. 1-9 

1-27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain National 
Forests through sustainable forestry initiatives....................................... 1-9 

1-28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use multiple use as a 
guiding principle in National Forest management................................... 1-9 

To allow phosphate mining while protecting the environment ........... 1-9 
To allow timber harvest ..................................................................... 1-9 
To allow timber harvest while preserving ecosystems ...................... 1-9 
To comply with applicable laws and provide for motorized 
recreation .......................................................................................... 1-9 
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1-29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use multiple use as 
the guiding principle in National Forest management. ..........................1-10 

Because the forests’ value as a hedge against climate change is 
greater than as a source for timber, minerals, or energy .................1-10 

1-30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should focus on renewable 
resources and conservation efforts. ......................................................1-10 

1-31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should focus on maintaining 
existing roads and educating the public. ...............................................1-10 

1-32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should further fund 
enforcement efforts for existing roads. ..................................................1-11 

Because the current budgets are not sufficient................................1-11 
1-33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use gas tax revenues to 

support motorized recreation.................................................................1-11 
Because of the benefit-burden principle of law ................................1-11 

Influences on the Decision-Making Process...............................................1-11 
1-34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use a decision-making 

process that complies with the law........................................................1-11 
To provide for adequate protection of resources and public 
involvement......................................................................................1-11 

1-35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resist the Bush 
administration’s efforts to reduce protection of Roadless Areas............1-12 

Because those efforts are illegal......................................................1-12 
Because the divesture of these lands from effective ownership 
by all Americans is unconstitutional .................................................1-12 
Because others will be left to clean up the damage.........................1-12 
Because those efforts represent the interests of a minority who 
would profit from them .....................................................................1-12 
Because taxpayers have paid to preserve these areas ...................1-13 
Because the administration is using fear-mongering to promote 
its agenda ........................................................................................1-13 
To preserve biodiversity...................................................................1-13 
Because so few of these areas are left for future generations .........1-13 
Because most public respondents support complete protection 
for Roadless Areas ..........................................................................1-13 
Because the administration is not requiring proof that extractive 
businesses can clean up existing problems or prevent additional 
pollution ...........................................................................................1-13 

1-36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resist efforts of 
politicians to make decisions about fish and wildlife issues...................1-14 

Because these are best handled by State and Federal 
conservation departments................................................................1-14 

1-37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resist efforts to privatize 
public lands. ..........................................................................................1-14 

Because privatization is an abridgment of our democracy...............1-14 
1-38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow corporations 

to have undue influence. .......................................................................1-14 
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Because extractive industries cause signficant environmental 
impacts............................................................................................ 1-14 
Because these lands belong to the public....................................... 1-14 

1-39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow motorized 
recreation groups to have undue influence........................................... 1-15 

To protect National Forest lands and species ................................. 1-15 
1-40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow the well-

funded environmental groups to have undue influence. ....................... 1-15 
Because they do not represent the majority of the public................ 1-15 
Because motorized recreationists do not proportionally 
participate in the process ................................................................ 1-15 
Because they do not support reasonable use ................................. 1-15 

1-41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make land 
management decisions that reflect the public’s will. ............................. 1-16 

1-42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should give greater weight to 
the people of Idaho in the decision-making process............................. 1-16 

To balance the weight given to the comments of paid 
representatives of special-interests groups..................................... 1-16 

1-43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should give greater weight to 
Idaho counties in the decision-making process. ................................... 1-16 

Because counties are the most affected and most 
knowledgeable ................................................................................ 1-16 
Because counties are committed to forest health ........................... 1-16 

1-44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not give greater weight 
to the citizens of Idaho in the decision-making process........................ 1-17 

Because decisions about Federal lands should be made by all 
citizens ............................................................................................ 1-17 
Because local decision-making has not necessarily been more 
sound than Federal decision-making .............................................. 1-17 

1-45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resist the efforts of 
industry to reduce Roadless Area protection........................................ 1-17 

Because the long-term health of public lands should be put 
ahead of short-term profits for a few ............................................... 1-17 
To preserve areas from the consequences of global warming........ 1-18 
To protect Roadless Areas for future generations........................... 1-18 
Because extractive uses can cause significant environmental 
damage ........................................................................................... 1-18 
Because taxpayers end up paying the costs................................... 1-18 

1-46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work with motorized 
recreation groups to identify opportunities for off-road recreation. ....... 1-19 

Because demand for these opportunities is increasing ................... 1-19 
Coordination with Native American Tribes ................................................. 1-19 

1-47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should have considered 
petitions from Tribal governments. ....................................................... 1-19 

1-48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with Native 
American Tribes on the Idaho Roadless Rule. ..................................... 1-19 
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Because the Forest Service manual requires consultation with 
Tribes on proposed actions within a Tribe’s ceded territory .............1-20 

1-49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that it fulfills its 
trust responsibility to Native American Tribes. ......................................1-20 

To comply with treaties and other Federal regulations ....................1-20 
Because the proposed management prescriptions provide 
inadequate protection of ceded territory...........................................1-20 
Because the process used to develop the Idaho Roadless rule 
breached this responsibility..............................................................1-20 

1-50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reply to the comments 
of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe in a letter detailing the response. .......1-21 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ..............................................................................................1-21 
Scoping, Notification Process, and Comment Period .................................1-21 

1-51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should start over with its 
scoping process. ...................................................................................1-21 

Because the scoping process was inadequate ................................1-21 
1-52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve the notification 

process..................................................................................................1-21 
Because people who should have been notified were not ...............1-21 

1-53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase 
advertisements for and extend comment periods..................................1-22 

1-54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should extend the comment 
period and should conduct public hearings throughout the country. .....1-22 

Because the duration of the public comment period was 
insufficient........................................................................................1-22 
To abide by the Agency’s mission and democratic principles ..........1-22 

Public Meetings ..........................................................................................1-22 
1-55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should hold a public meeting in 

Moscow, Idaho. .....................................................................................1-22 
Because many were unable to attend meetings held in 
Grangeville or Lewiston ...................................................................1-22 

1-56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reschedule the public 
meeting held in Lewiston, Idaho............................................................1-22 

Because poor weather prevented many from attending ..................1-22 
1-57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should hold more public 

meetings in Idaho and in neighboring states. ........................................1-23 
To ensure that affected citizens have a reasonable opportunity 
to participate ....................................................................................1-23 
Because there has been insufficient opportunity for non-Idaho 
citizens to meet on and discuss this proposal..................................1-23 

Public Comments .......................................................................................1-23 
1-58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should show flexibility, when 

possible, with allotted time for public comment at meetings..................1-23 
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Because issues and information related to proposed rules are 
voluminous and complex, and informed public input should be 
invited.............................................................................................. 1-23 

1-59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the inadequacy 
of the public involvement process for the Idaho Roadless Rule. .......... 1-24 

Because the distribution of county-specific comment forms was 
inadequate and not all comments were considered ........................ 1-24 
Because the comment forms were misleading and biased ............. 1-24 
Because comments from other states were not considered and 
some counties were allowed more input than others ...................... 1-24 
Because local and State government entities were 
inappropriately placed in charge ..................................................... 1-24 
Because the boundary county commissioners did a poor job of 
soliciting public input ....................................................................... 1-25 

1-60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the input of 
Adams, Valley, and Idaho Counties...................................................... 1-25 

Because their recommendations were ignored ............................... 1-25 
1-61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the comments 

received on the Idaho Roadless Rule................................................... 1-25 
Because the comment analysis did not reflect the view of the 
majority ........................................................................................... 1-25 

1-62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correctly describe the 
concerns raised by the public. .............................................................. 1-25 

1-63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct references to 
the public input on the Idaho Panhandle National Forest 
Management Plan. ............................................................................... 1-25 

To acknowledge the lack of comment received on the General 
Forest designation........................................................................... 1-25 

1-64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not treat public 
comments as votes............................................................................... 1-26 

To comply with the spirit of NEPA................................................... 1-26 
1-65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should take seriously the 

concerns of those who value conservation and preservation. .............. 1-26 
To ensure that the process is fair and objective.............................. 1-26 

1-66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should seek out motorized 
recreationists to solicit comment. ......................................................... 1-26 

1-67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should solicit public comment 
on all alternatives.................................................................................. 1-26 

Because not everyone has access or a way of knowing what is 
in the Federal Register.................................................................... 1-26 

1-68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that all public 
comments are carefully considered. ..................................................... 1-27 

Because public comment has not always been treated 
appropriately ................................................................................... 1-27 
Because citizens of this great nation are feeling ignored or 
misrepresented ............................................................................... 1-27 
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Because all citizens are part owners of public lands........................1-27 
Because the State of Idaho made little effort to include tribal 
values in the public comment process .............................................1-27 
Because county commissioners did not handle comments 
appropriately ....................................................................................1-27 
Because citizens keep having to say the same thing: preserve 
our pristine public lands ...................................................................1-28 
To avoid the perception that comment is repeatedly solicited in 
order to wear down those who care enough to comment ................1-28 
Because a planned process failure in Idaho was intended to 
favor the minority opinion.................................................................1-28 

1-69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the statements 
made by Lt. Governor Risch..................................................................1-28 

Because they were inaccurate.........................................................1-28 
1-70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the public 

participation process does not obscure the needs of citizens. ..............1-29 
To ensure that recreational opportunities are based on public 
need.................................................................................................1-29 

AGENCY INVOLVEMENT ..............................................................................................1-29 
1-71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should improve coordination 

between National Forest and BLM lands. .............................................1-29 
To maintain motorized recreation opportunities ...............................1-29 

1-72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should delay formal 
consultation with consulting agencies until a final Agency action has 
been submitted......................................................................................1-29 

1-73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not delay formal 
consultation and analysis. .....................................................................1-29 

Because rules of this sort do affect the environment .......................1-29 
1-74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should engage in formal 

consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National 
Marine Fisheries Service at the time a final action is selected. .............1-30 

To comply with the law and previous court rulings...........................1-30 
Because the agency has not complied with the Endangered 
Species Act......................................................................................1-30 

1-75 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with State 
agency and geothermal industry representatives..................................1-30 

To ensure that geothermal exploration and development 
opportunities are not excessively restricted by the final Rule...........1-30 

1-76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with State 
agency and mining/energy representatives...........................................1-30 

To ensure that the final Rule will not unreasonably restrict or 
confuse mineral exploration .............................................................1-30 

1-77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with the 
Roadless Area Conservation National Advisory Committee and the 
three lead Idaho county commissioners on the definitions of 
“significant risk” and “stewardship” projects. .........................................1-31 
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Chapter 2: Proposed Rule......................................................................................... 2-1 

GENERAL SUPPORT FOR AND OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED IDAHO ROADLESS 
RULE ......................................................................................................................... 2-1 

Support for the Idaho Roadless Rule: Purpose and Need Concerns........... 2-1 
2-1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the Idaho 

Roadless Rule. ....................................................................................... 2-1 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule should reduce litigation .............. 2-1 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will provide better forest 
health management .......................................................................... 2-1 
To eliminate legal uncertainties that have paralyzed Forest 
Service decision making ................................................................... 2-1 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows for multiple use and 
was subject to significant public involvement .................................... 2-2 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows for management 
flexibility at the local level.................................................................. 2-2 
Because management decisions are best made at the local 
level................................................................................................... 2-2 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule takes into account the 
desires of Idahoans........................................................................... 2-2 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule represents the interests of all 
stakeholders...................................................................................... 2-3 

Support for the Idaho Roadless Rule: Legal Concerns................................ 2-3 
2-2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the Idaho 

Roadless Rule. ....................................................................................... 2-3 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is consistent with the 
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 ......................................... 2-3 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is consistent with the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act........................ 2-3 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is consistent with the 
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 and the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act............................... 2-3 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is consistent with the 
Wilderness Act .................................................................................. 2-4 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is consistent with Forest 
Plans and other Federal regulations ................................................. 2-4 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows for coordination with 
Native American Tribes..................................................................... 2-4 

Support for the Idaho Roadless Rule: Natural Resource Concerns............. 2-4 
2-3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the Idaho 

Roadless Rule. ....................................................................................... 2-4 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows for mining ........................ 2-4 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows for phosphate mining....... 2-5 
Because in practice the 2001 Rule did not allow access to 
mineral lease lands ........................................................................... 2-5 
Because allowing phosphate mining will support agriculture ............ 2-5 
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Because extractive uses provide needed economic 
opportunities ......................................................................................2-5 
Because the National Forests are a renewable resource that 
should be used to the fullest ..............................................................2-6 
Because if we do not allow industry access to our National 
Forests, they will go to other nations .................................................2-6 

Support for the Idaho Roadless Rule: Other Concerns ................................2-6 
2-4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the Idaho 

Roadless Rule.........................................................................................2-6 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule supports the phosphate 
industry, which in turn supports the United Way ................................2-6 
To provide for future ski area expansion............................................2-6 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Process Concerns .........................2-7 
2-5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ..............................................................2-7 
Because the Agency promised to uphold the 2001 Rule ...................2-7 
Because the process violates NEPA .................................................2-7 
Because the science supporting the Rule is suspect .........................2-7 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule avoids appropriate 
consideration of cumulative impacts on the national public 
interest ...............................................................................................2-7 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is the product of a back-door 
agreement with the State of Idaho .....................................................2-7 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is based on the 
recommendations of an interim governor...........................................2-7 
Because mining and timber interests have had undue influence 
on the rule development process.......................................................2-8 
Because the assault on Roadless Area protections by industry 
insiders in the administration is disgraceful and unlawful...................2-8 
Because the majority of Idaho residents oppose the Idaho 
Roadless Rule ...................................................................................2-8 
Because the vast majority of public comments supported 
roadless protections...........................................................................2-8 
Because management designations were based on faulty 
information .........................................................................................2-9 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would disproportionately 
affect southeast Idaho........................................................................2-9 
Because the National Forests belong to all Americans......................2-9 
Because the governors of several states have requested 
retention of the 2001 Rule..................................................................2-9 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Legal Concerns ...........................2-10 
2-6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-10 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule conflicts with court decisions.....2-10 



Summary of Public Comment: Idaho State Petition  June 2008 
Roadless Rule and DEIS 

Appendix C. Public Concern List  C-11 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule conflicts with the National 
Forest Management Act.................................................................. 2-10 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule may conflict with Treaty 
rights ............................................................................................... 2-10 
To honor the special relationship between the Federal 
government and Native American Tribes ........................................ 2-11 
Because the Agency failed to consult with Native American 
Tribes .............................................................................................. 2-11 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule may conflict with other 
Federal laws that apply to Native American Indian Tribes .............. 2-11 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would set a precedent and 
open Roadless Areas to increased development ............................ 2-11 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would set a potentially 
destructive precedent...................................................................... 2-12 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule runs against the public’s will 
and would set an undesireable precedent....................................... 2-12 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will invite appeal and further 
litigation........................................................................................... 2-12 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will generate further litigation 
and would privatize National Forest Management .......................... 2-12 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is inconsistent with the intent 
of the 2001 Rule.............................................................................. 2-12 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is illegal and morally 
unconscionable ............................................................................... 2-13 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule is inconsistent with existing 
Forest Plans.................................................................................... 2-13 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Federalism versus States 
Rights Considerations................................................................................ 2-13 

2-7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................................................... 2-13 

Because State governments are too vulnerable to influence .......... 2-13 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule gives too much authority to 
the State over Federal lands ........................................................... 2-13 
Because the Forest Service has no authority to cede its 
jurisdiction to another body ............................................................. 2-13 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule illegally transfers Federal 
lands to State and local control ....................................................... 2-13 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Environmental Concerns ............ 2-14 
2-8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................................................... 2-14 
Because roadless lands are our heritage........................................ 2-14 
Because these areas are the last intact forest ecosystem in the 
lower 48 States ............................................................................... 2-15 
Because roads permanently compromise ecosystem integrity ....... 2-15 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule does not provide protection 
for diversity of plant and animal communities ................................. 2-15 
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To protect recreation, clean water, and fish and wildlife habitat.......2-15 
Because roads degrade natural areas, introduce exotic species, 
and ruin wildlife habitat ....................................................................2-15 
Because Roadless Areas contribute to biodiversity and 
ecological health and act as a hedge against climate change .........2-15 
Because Roadless Areas act as a hedge against climate 
change.............................................................................................2-16 
Because weakening protections does not benefit long-term 
forest health, fire reduction, private property protection, or 
recreational access..........................................................................2-16 
To preserve stream and water quality..............................................2-16 
To provide for clean water recharge and protect sensitive soils ......2-16 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would weaken protections for 
big game and other wildlife ..............................................................2-16 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would result in greater 
environmental effects than the 2001 Rule........................................2-17 
Because once Idaho’s Roadless Areas are gone, they will be 
gone forever.....................................................................................2-17 
Because the General Forest theme would essentially remove all 
protections for Roadless Areas........................................................2-17 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Forest Management Concerns ....2-17 
2-9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-17 
Because the Forest Service cannot afford to maintain existing 
roads................................................................................................2-17 
Because the Forest Service does not have the funds to support 
the current management programs..................................................2-18 
Because minor changes often add up to major changes .................2-18 
Because the 2001 Rule provides adequate provisions to 
address fire and forest health issues ...............................................2-18 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule does not provide for 
appropriate stewardship...................................................................2-19 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule opens too much land to 
extractive industries .........................................................................2-19 
Because these areas do not need to be managed ..........................2-19 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Recreation Concerns...................2-19 
2-10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-19 
Because Idaho’s Roadless Areas provide high-quality recreation ...2-19 
Because the proposed Rule will negatively impact the motorized 
recreation industry ...........................................................................2-20 
Because motorized use will be restricted.........................................2-20 
Because Idaho Roadless Areas provide high-quality recreation 
and contribute to the local economy ................................................2-20 
Because Roadless Areas should be preserved for recreation 
uses .................................................................................................2-20 
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Because the proposed Rule will negatively impact big game 
habitat in southeast Idaho ............................................................... 2-20 
To protect non-motorized recreation opportunities.......................... 2-20 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Social and Economic 
Concerns ................................................................................................... 2-21 

2-11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................................................... 2-21 

To protect Idaho’s economy............................................................ 2-21 
Because the Agency should seek to increase revenues in other 
ways................................................................................................ 2-21 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows exploitation of national 
public lands solely for the benefit of Idaho ...................................... 2-21 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule encourages short-term fixes 
for long-term economic problems.................................................... 2-21 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will harm tourism, the logging 
industry, and Idaho’s economy........................................................ 2-21 
Because the idaho Roadless Rule will be monetarily and 
environmentally costly..................................................................... 2-21 
To protect Roadless Areas for future generations........................... 2-22 
Because it is hypocritical to encourage preservation of 
international ecosystems while destroying our own ........................ 2-22 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Concerns about Extractive 
Uses........................................................................................................... 2-22 

2-12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................................................... 2-22 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will open up areas in 
southeast Idaho to logging and mining............................................ 2-22 
Because the environmental effects of extractive uses will result 
in significant social and economic costs.......................................... 2-22 
Because extractive industries cause environmental damage.......... 2-23 
Because resource extraction industries cause significant 
environmental damage for no real economic benefit....................... 2-23 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule places the needs of 
extractive industries above the public good .................................... 2-23 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will allow phosphate mining...... 2-23 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will open additional acres to 
phosphate mining............................................................................ 2-23 
Because Roadless Areas should not be opened to mineral 
extraction and the associated road construction ............................. 2-24 
Because the risk to livestock from selenium poisoning is too 
great................................................................................................ 2-24 
Because the rationale that millions of acres need to be 
harvested to reduce fire danger is not credible ............................... 2-24 
To protect Roadless Areas from timber harvesting and mining....... 2-24 
Because too much timber harvesting already has occurred............ 2-24 
To preserve Idaho timberlands........................................................ 2-24 
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Because the Idaho Roadless Rule allows unlimited timber 
harvesting, which increases wildfire risks ........................................2-24 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will result in accelerated 
development ....................................................................................2-25 

Opposition to the Idaho Roadless Rule: Roads..........................................2-25 
2-13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 

Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-25 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule does not address national 
interests or consider impacts within the context of the National 
Roadless System.............................................................................2-25 
Because roads exacerbate wildfire risk............................................2-25 
Because roads cause increased erosion .........................................2-25 
Because roads provide footholds for invasive species ....................2-25 

General Concerns Regarding the Proposed Rule ......................................2-25 
2-14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid creating more 

restrictive management proscriptions....................................................2-25 
Because such restrictions are not necessary...................................2-25 

2-15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the 
Idaho Roadless Rule offers less protection. ..........................................2-26 

Because the document claims more protection when for 
hundreds of thousands of acres there will be less ...........................2-26 

2-16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not reduce protections 
for Roadless Areas................................................................................2-26 

BECAUSE MANY GROUPS HAVE WORKED TO DEVELOP 
PLANS THAT PROTECT FOREST HEALTH AND 
COMMUNITY SAFETY....................................................................2-26 

SUPPORT FOR AND OPPOSITION TO THE 2001 ROADLESS RULE....................................2-26 
Support for the 2001 Roadless Rule: Process and Legal Concerns...........2-26 

2-17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should uphold the 2001 
Roadless Rule.......................................................................................2-26 

To avoid opening a new round of protracted litigation .....................2-27 
Because the Idaho Roadless rule creates confusion that was 
resolved by the 2001 Rule ...............................................................2-27 
Because public lands should be managed in accordance with 
the public will ...................................................................................2-27 
Because the public overwhelmingly supports the 2001 Rule ...........2-28 
Because the majority support the 2001 Rule and the public 
involvement process for the Idaho Roadless Rule was biased 
and possibly illegal...........................................................................2-28 
Because Roadless Areas belong to all Americans ..........................2-29 
Because many groups in Idaho support the 2001 Rule ...................2-29 
Because National Forests belong to all Americans..........................2-29 
Because the 2001 Rule is more aligned with the Agency’s 
mission.............................................................................................2-29 
To prohibit new mining leases .........................................................2-30 
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Support for the 2001 Roadless Rule: Environmental Concerns................. 2-30 
2-18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should uphold the 2001 

Roadless Rule. ..................................................................................... 2-30 
To ensure protections for Roadless Areas ...................................... 2-30 
To protect the Tongass, the greater Yellowstone ecosystem, 
and much of the Rocky Mountains .................................................. 2-31 
Because roads have significant adverse effects ............................. 2-31 
To prevent the spread of weeds and pests ..................................... 2-31 
To preserve national wildlands from losses caused by 
incremental decision making........................................................... 2-31 
To be consistent with the advice of the scientific community .......... 2-31 
Because the 2001 Rule is supported by science............................. 2-32 
To protect wildlife species and habitat ............................................ 2-32 
To protect wildlife and plant species ............................................... 2-32 
To reduce habitat fragmentation and ensure protection for 
wildlife ............................................................................................. 2-32 
To protect wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities ................ 2-32 
To protect water and fish habitat ..................................................... 2-33 
To protect the National Forests and wildlife for future 
generations ..................................................................................... 2-33 
To preserve the wilderness that remains ........................................ 2-33 
Because old-growth forests prevent floods ..................................... 2-33 
Because of the incredible beauty of Idaho’s Roadless Areas ......... 2-33 

Support for the 2001 Roadless Rule: Social and Economic Concerns ...... 2-34 
2-19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should uphold the 2001 

Roadless Rule. ..................................................................................... 2-34 
Because pristine areas provide solace and inspiration ................... 2-34 
Because recreational use of Roadless Areas is increasing............. 2-34 
To place long-term environmental benefits above short-term 
economic gain ................................................................................. 2-34 
Because Roadless Areas should not be managed for economic 
benefit ............................................................................................. 2-34 
Because preserving Roadless Areas will result in sustainable 
economic growth ............................................................................. 2-34 

Support for the 2001 Roadless Rule: Natural Resource Concerns............ 2-35 
2-20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should uphold the 2001 

Roadless Rule. ..................................................................................... 2-35 
Because Roadless Areas have few timber resources ..................... 2-35 
Because adverse effects from extractive uses will be significant .... 2-35 
Because timber harvesting results in significant effects .................. 2-35 
To protect Roadless Areas from road construction ......................... 2-35 
To protect Roadless Areas from extractive uses............................. 2-35 
To protect Roadless Areas from timber and mining interests.......... 2-36 
Because the 2001 Rule provides for responsible management 
and addresses forest health concerns ............................................ 2-36 
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Because the 2001 Rule provides sufficient flexibility in 
addressing hazardous fuels .............................................................2-36 
Because the 2001 Rule contains sufficient exemptions for 
thinning ............................................................................................2-37 
Because the 2001 Rule provides for sufficient management 
flexibility ...........................................................................................2-37 
Because conservation and recycling can better meet the needs 
that would be filled by extractive industries......................................2-38 

2-21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain protections 
equivalent to the 2001 Roadless Rule...................................................2-38 

To avoid foreclosing Tribal involvement in developing Land and 
Resource Management Plans..........................................................2-38 

2-22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not reduce protections 
of Roadless Areas.................................................................................2-38 

To comply with the Fort Bridger Treaty ............................................2-38 
2-23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve existing 

Roadless Area protections. ...................................................................2-38 
To protect Roadless Areas from the effects of mining .....................2-38 

2-24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid making an 
arbitrary and capricious decision with regard to repealing the 2001 
Rule.......................................................................................................2-39 

Because the findings in the DEIS do not support a repeal...............2-39 
2-25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should dismiss the State’s 

petition and continue to implement the 2001 Roadless Rule.................2-39 
Because the DEIS does not adequately analyze economic and 
ecological impacts ...........................................................................2-39 

Opposition to the 2001 Roadless Rule .......................................................2-40 
2-26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should replace the 2001 

Roadless Rule.......................................................................................2-40 
Because the National Forests were meant to be utilized .................2-40 
Because America needs to produce resources to address our 
trade imbalances .............................................................................2-40 
Because the 2001 Rule does not comply with the Multiple-Use 
Sustained-Yield Act .........................................................................2-40 
Because the 2001 Rule violates the Americans with Disabilities 
Act ...................................................................................................2-40 
Because the 2001 Rule uses one standard and does not 
provide for multiple uses ..................................................................2-40 
Because public lands should not be managed by radical 
environmental groups ......................................................................2-40 
Because the 2001 Rule has resulted in huge wildfires ....................2-40 
Because a national set of standards cannot address specific 
forest issues.....................................................................................2-41 

REQUESTED REVISIONS TO THE IDAHO ROADLESS RULE ..............................................2-41 
2-27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a clearly stated 

Purpose and Need. ...............................................................................2-41 
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Because inclusion in the DEIS alone is not sufficient...................... 2-41 
2-28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the 

Idaho Roadless Rule may not meet the stated Purpose and Need. ..... 2-41 
Because the Agency’s own analysis does not support their 
assertions........................................................................................ 2-41 

2-29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a provision for 
periodic review of the Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................ 2-41 

Because the mechanism for making changes is too burdensome .. 2-41 
2-30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should cooperate with State 

and local agencies................................................................................ 2-42 
To be consistent with THE Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act and 
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act..... 2-42 

2-31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the assertion 
that the State of Idaho did not understand the stewardship roads 
provisions of the 2001 Rule. ................................................................. 2-42 

Because it is not supported by the facts.......................................... 2-42 
2-32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the Idaho 

Roadless Rule will affect Wild and Scenic Rivers and Research 
Natural Areas. ...................................................................................... 2-42 

2-33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide specific 
protection for the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. ............................ 2-43 

To preserve some of the few remaining strongholds for plant 
and wildlife species not found in other forests................................. 2-43 

Relationship to the Forest Planning Process ............................................. 2-43 
2-34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the relationship 

between the Idaho Roadless Rule and Forest Plans............................ 2-43 
To avoid confusion .......................................................................... 2-43 

2-35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resolve conflicts 
between the Idaho Roadless Rule and existing Forest Plans in 
favor of the Forest Plans. ..................................................................... 2-44 

To ensure compliance with the National Forest Management Act .. 2-44 
2-36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Idaho 

Roadless Rule does not invalidate the Forest Planning process.......... 2-44 
Management Themes and Roadless Areas............................................... 2-44 

2-37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should create the proposed 
management themes without assigning them to particular Roadless 
Areas. ................................................................................................... 2-44 

To reduce complexity and bring the current rulemaking in line 
with the spirit of the Idaho Roadless Rule itself............................... 2-44 

2-38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify all roads and 
exclude associated areas from Roadless consideration....................... 2-45 

2-39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the accuracy 
of the list of Roadless Areas provided in Section 294.28...................... 2-45 

2-40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the number of 
acres ascribed to General Forest and Backcountry/Restoration 
management themes............................................................................ 2-45 
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Roadless Rule Implementation Commission......................................................2-45 
2-41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Idaho 

Roadless Rule includes the Implementation Commission.....................2-45 
To ensure that County and local citizens have meaningful roles 
in implementation of the Idaho Roadless Rule.................................2-45 

2-42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the 
Implementation Commission will be structured. ....................................2-45 

Including the number of members and the groups that will be 
represented......................................................................................2-45 
Including the decision-making process that the Commission will 
use...................................................................................................2-45 

2-43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should form the 
Implementation Committee following the model of the Secure Rural 
School’s Resource Advisory Committees..............................................2-46 

2-44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include motorized 
recreationists on the Implementation Commission................................2-46 

To ensure that the perspective of motorized recreation 
enthusiasts is considered.................................................................2-46 

Timber Harvest and Forest Health .....................................................................2-46 
2-45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate provisions 

allowing timber harvest and road construction in areas damaged by 
weather, disease, or insects..................................................................2-46 

To appropriately restrict timber harvest............................................2-46 
2-46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the areas open 

to timber harvest. ..................................................................................2-47 
To reduce wildfire risks ....................................................................2-47 

2-47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the restrictions on 
road construction and timber harvest from the 2001 Rule.....................2-47 

To avoid the broad, vaguely written exceptions of the Idaho 
Roadless Rule .................................................................................2-47 

2-48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should dramatically reduce 
timber harvests under the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule....................2-47 

Because timber harvests would impact Tribal resources.................2-47 
2-49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not change the 

description of wildfire from “uncharacteristic” to “unwanted.” ................2-48 
Because this creates a discretionary loophole.................................2-48 

2-50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not change language 
allowing road construction from “imminent threat” to “significant 
risk.” ......................................................................................................2-48 

To reduce uncertainty and the possibility of increased road 
construction .....................................................................................2-48 
Because the new language is not needed .......................................2-48 
Because the term is not broadly accepted by foresters or the 
public ...............................................................................................2-48 

2-51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define the term 
“significant risk.” ....................................................................................2-48 
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To clarify when timber harvest would be permitted ......................... 2-48 
To avoid multiple interpretations of the Idaho Roadless Rule ......... 2-49 
Because the language is not limiting............................................... 2-49 
Because reference to the Healthy Forest Restoration Act Interim 
Field Guide is not legally sufficient .................................................. 2-49 

2-52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use tree disease as 
a reason to harvest............................................................................... 2-49 

Because the science used to justify harvesting is questionable...... 2-49 
2-53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define the 

threshold for active management for forest health. .............................. 2-50 
2-54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should expand the definition of 

forest health.......................................................................................... 2-50 
To include watersheds, water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, 
and ecosystem processes............................................................... 2-50 

2-55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove the words 
“forest health” from Section 294.23(b)(1)(i). ......................................... 2-50 

2-56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide evidence to 
support the assertion that timber harvesting would reduce the 
prevalence, spread, or impacts associated with forest health, 
insects, or disease................................................................................ 2-50 

2-57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify that the Primitive 
and Special Areas of Historic or Tribal Significance would not be 
protected at a higher standard than under the existing 2001 Rule. ...... 2-50 

2-58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that roadless 
characteristics cannot be degraded by timber harvest. ........................ 2-50 

2-59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain removal of the 
“infrequent” and “generally small diameter” language and provide 
NEPA analysis on the change. ............................................................. 2-51 

2-60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define the 
Wildland-Urban Interface...................................................................... 2-51 

To avoid legal problems .................................................................. 2-51 
2-61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define Wildland-

Urban Interface and municipal watersheds. ......................................... 2-51 
To clearly delineate those areas ..................................................... 2-51 

Road Construction............................................................................................. 2-52 
2-62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow temporary 

road construction. ................................................................................. 2-52 
Because the Agency cannot police the roads it already has ........... 2-52 
Because the Agency already has a backlog of road 
maintenance ................................................................................... 2-52 

2-63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that 
closing and decommissioning temporary roads is unlikely to be 
funded. ................................................................................................. 2-52 

2-64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose how roads 
were identified, verified, or ground-truthed. .......................................... 2-53 
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2-65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that 
temporary roads may be permanent in practice. ...................................2-53 

2-66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require that all 
temporary roads for timber management be decommissioned and 
restored. ................................................................................................2-53 

To be consistent with the mining provisions of the Idaho 
Roadless Rule .................................................................................2-53 

2-67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate the exception 
for stewardship roads. ...........................................................................2-54 

2-68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should define “substantially” in 
relation to temporary roads. ..................................................................2-54 

Because the term is not defined or quantified..................................2-54 
Mineral Activities ................................................................................................2-54 

2-69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how mining 
within Roadless Areas would increase the forest health. ......................2-54 

Because the inclusion of mining provisions is inconsistent with 
the stewardship principles of the original State Petition...................2-54 

2-70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow phosphate mining 
in Roadless Areas. ................................................................................2-55 

To support the local economies .......................................................2-55 
2-71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow additional 

phosphate mining in Roadless Areas....................................................2-55 
Because current mining practices have yielded a Superfund site....2-55 
Until mining companies clean up the pollution they have already 
caused .............................................................................................2-55 
Because the phosphate industry has caused significant pollution ...2-56 
To protect streams and rivers from pollutants..................................2-56 
Because the mining companies have been poor stewards of 
public lands......................................................................................2-56 
To protect fish habitat ......................................................................2-56 
Because of the selenium contamination that could result ................2-56 

2-72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow open pit 
mining under the Idaho Roadless Rule. ................................................2-56 

Because it will lead to selenium contamination................................2-56 
2-73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the assertion 

that Idaho is a critical source for phosphate as a rationale for the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-57 

Because additional mines are not needed to meet demand ............2-57 
2-74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the right of 

access to existing leaseholds................................................................2-57 
To ensure that property rights are not taken in violation of the 
Constitution......................................................................................2-57 

2-75 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Idaho 
Roadless Rule does not preclude access to existing mineral leases. ...2-57 
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2-76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit road construction 
associated with phosphate mining to existing leases and to Known 
Phosphate Lease Areas. ...................................................................... 2-58 

To be consistent with the Caribou Forest Plan................................ 2-58 
2-77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow expansion of only 

environmentally responsible phosphate mining.................................... 2-58 
Because the industry pollutes watersheds ...................................... 2-58 

2-78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require that selenium 
contamination be cleaned up................................................................ 2-59 

To protect the water of local communities....................................... 2-59 
To protect fish and wildlife............................................................... 2-59 

2-79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not expand the 
authority and discretion to issue leases on Roadless Areas................. 2-59 

Because this is an irreversible commitment of resources ............... 2-59 
2-80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close loopholes and 

enforce existing regulations regarding mining operations..................... 2-59 
Because companies have not complied with orders to clean up 
earlier environmental damage......................................................... 2-59 

2-81 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow the expansion 
of the Smokey Canyon Mine. ............................................................... 2-59 

Because it is a Superfund site......................................................... 2-59 
2-82 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the 

language related to modifications in Section 294.24 is inconsistent 
with the stated intent of the State of Idaho and the Rule. ..................... 2-60 

2-83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the 
language of the Idaho Roadless Rule prohibits road construction in 
the Backcountry/Restoration management theme................................ 2-60 

2-84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise Section 294.24, 
Mineral Activities in Idaho Roadless Areas, to include requirements 
for public involvement and environmental analysis. ............................. 2-60 

Alternative Energy ............................................................................................. 2-60 
2-85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow exemptions 

for renewable energy projects in Roadless Areas. ............................... 2-60 
2-86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not encourage 

development of geothermal energy. ..................................................... 2-60 
Because development would impact the environment .................... 2-60 
Because development would require new roads, buildings, and 
transmission lines............................................................................ 2-61 
Because development would require buildings, fencing, and 
security............................................................................................ 2-61 
Because development would require test drill sites......................... 2-61 

Recreation......................................................................................................... 2-62 
2-87 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Idaho 

Roadless Rule to ensure that motorized recreational access will not 
be limited. ............................................................................................. 2-62 
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2-88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should leave travel 
management and regulation of recreation activities in National 
Forests to forest travel and management plans. ...................................2-62 

2-89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove references to 
recreation in the definitions of Backcountry/Restoration and 
General Forest themes. ........................................................................2-62 

2-90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow motorized 
vehicles larger than 50 inches wide on National Forest lands...............2-62 

Coordination with other Agencies, Tribes, and Local Governments...................2-63 
2-91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the 

obligation to consult with Native American Tribes is codified in the 
Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................................................2-63 

2-92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Idaho 
Roadless Rule will not affect Treaty rights. ...........................................2-63 

Because several Roadless Areas are within original reservation 
boundaries .......................................................................................2-63 

2-93 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide the highest 
level of protection for the Roadless Areas within the ceded lands of 
the original Fort Hall Indian Reservation. ..............................................2-63 

Because these areas are critical to Tribal trust resources ...............2-63 
2-94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should coordinate with the 

County Commissions in Teton and Lincoln Counties. ...........................2-64 
Because Roadless Areas cross over into Wyoming counties ..........2-64 

Compliance with Existing Laws, Regulations, and Policies................................2-64 
2-95 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Idaho 

Roadless Rule to be consistent with the National Forest 
Management Act. ..................................................................................2-64 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule would wrongly supersede 
Land and Resource Management Plan prescriptions ......................2-64 
Because the Idaho Roadless Rule conflicts with congressional 
intent ................................................................................................2-64 

2-96 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that conflicts 
over access under the Mining Law of 1872 are resolved 
expediently. ...........................................................................................2-64 

To faciliate exploration activities ......................................................2-64 
2-97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the Idaho 

Roadless Rule includes language to ensure compliance with the 
Mining Law of 1872. ..............................................................................2-65 

2-98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not implement the 
Mining Law of 1872 in Roadless Areas. ................................................2-66 

To ensure adequate protection of Roadless Areas..........................2-66 
2-99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act. ...........................................................................................2-66 

Because current mining remediation efforts might be affected by 
the Idaho Roadless Rule..................................................................2-66 
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2-100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve Revised 
Statute 2477 rights-of-way.................................................................... 2-66 

2-101 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the Snake 
River Policy in drafting the Final Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................ 2-67 

2-102 Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the 
Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. ....................................... 2-67 

Change Clause.................................................................................................. 2-67 
2-103 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the mechanism 

for corrections and modifications. ......................................................... 2-67 
To close loopholes that would allow mining and logging in 
Roadless Areas............................................................................... 2-67 
To ensure that the provision will not allow for a steady erosion of 
roadless lands and values............................................................... 2-68 
To facilitate changes that are needed to provide safety and 
reduce forest fires ........................................................................... 2-68 
To increase the review periods and facilitate public oversight 
and input ......................................................................................... 2-68 

2-104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that a 
mechanism for public involvement is included for any changes. .......... 2-68 

2-105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close loopholes created 
by the mechanism for corrections and modifications. ........................... 2-68 

Because changes should be specific to “public need” only, not 
to exploitation by industry................................................................ 2-68 

2-106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require a 30-day 
comment period for changes. ............................................................... 2-69 

2-107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider excluding a 
change in the classification of an area from a more protective to a 
less protective management theme from the formal notice and 
rulemaking process. ............................................................................. 2-69 

Because the current exclusion would allow expansion of the 
General Forest management theme and does not adequately 
provide for required Tribal consultation ........................................... 2-69 

2-108 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the change 
clause allow for removal of areas erroneously inventoried as 
Roadless and updates reflecting project-level authorization of 
allowed activities. ................................................................................. 2-69 

2-109 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that revisions of 
boundary lines and themes can be made easily................................... 2-70 

To correct for the poor data used to identify boundaries ................. 2-70 
2-110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that boundaries 

are defined by the physical features of the area................................... 2-70 
2-111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define what 

constitutes an administrative correction................................................ 2-70 
2-112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define both the 

qualifications for each theme and the procedure for changing the 
management theme classification. ....................................................... 2-70 
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2-113 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define “non-
significant modification.” ........................................................................2-70 

2-114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit administrative 
changes to significant events that require timely response. ..................2-71 

2-115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully vet any changes 
that would decrease Roadless Area boundaries through the formal 
rulemaking process. ..............................................................................2-71 

Because such changes are significant and deserve careful 
consideration ...................................................................................2-71 

Other Considerations .........................................................................................2-71 
2-116 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect and manage 

every watercourse in Roadless Areas...................................................2-71 
To ensure that healthy watersheds are maintained and to 
comply with the Clean Water Act .....................................................2-71 

2-117 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider prescribing the 
use of vegetative buffers. ......................................................................2-72 

Because vegetative buffers would reduce loss of soil......................2-72 
2-118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that core 

population areas for gray wolf are buffered from human populations 
and livestock centers.............................................................................2-72 

To reduce conflicts with wolves .......................................................2-72 
2-119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not defer to the Healthy 

Forests Restoration Act in determining Wildland-Urban Interface 
boundaries. ...........................................................................................2-72 

Because some counties have included the entire County in the 
Wildland-Urban Interface .................................................................2-72 

2-120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work with the State to 
ensure that no Roadless Areas in Boundary County are contained 
within the Wildland-Urban Interface. .....................................................2-72 

Because these areas offer no harm to communities........................2-72 
2-121 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not restrict access to 

grazing allotments. ................................................................................2-72 
2-122 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain species 

population viability. ................................................................................2-73 
To comply with the National Forest Management Act......................2-73 

2-123 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not reduce protection 
for the Lochsa Face, the North Lochsa Slope, and Weir-Post Office 
Creek. ...................................................................................................2-73 

Because of their relationship to the Wild and Scenic Lochsa 
River ................................................................................................2-73 

Management Themes ........................................................................................2-73 

General Considerations..............................................................................2-73 
2-124 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify management 

themes and define terminology. ............................................................2-73 
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2-125 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 
proposed management themes............................................................ 2-73 

Because they would open Roadless Areas to development ........... 2-73 
2-126 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the use of 

management themes in the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ............... 2-74 
Because the public would prefer a holistic approach ...................... 2-74 
Because they will degrade Roadless Area acreage and roadless 
values.............................................................................................. 2-74 
Because the sliding scale approach is inconsistent with the 
value of Roadless Areas ................................................................. 2-74 

2-127 Public Concern: The Forest Service should apply the General 
Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland and Backcountry/Restoration 
management themes, as described...................................................... 2-74 

2-128 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the Special Area 
of Historic or Tribal Significance management theme. ......................... 2-74 

To clarify that areas in other management themes may have 
Tribal or historic characteristics that should be protected at the 
project level ..................................................................................... 2-74 

2-129 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify any 
Roadless Areas as General Forest or Backcountry/Restoration. ......... 2-75 

2-130 Public Concern: The Forest Service should create a Forest Plan 
Special Area – Ski Area theme............................................................. 2-75 

To avoid confusion and needless evaluation .................................. 2-75 
2-131 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage large portions 

of Inventoried Roadless Areas under the Commodity Production 
Emphasis within Forested Landscapes. ............................................... 2-76 

2-132 Public Concern: The Forest Service should better define the 
Primitive and Backcountry/Restoration management themes. ............. 2-76 

To reduce potential habitat loss ...................................................... 2-76 
2-133 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the Wild Land 

Recreation, Primitive, and Backcountry/Restoration management 
themes.................................................................................................. 2-76 

Because the themes will help protect those lands for 
recreational uses............................................................................. 2-76 

2-134 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the impact of the 
Idaho Roadless Rule on Wilderness resources.................................... 2-76 

To remove the conflation of Wilderness with the Wild Land 
Recreation theme............................................................................ 2-76 

2-135 Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep the Selkirk 
Roadless Area intact. ........................................................................... 2-76 

To protect grizzly bears, caribou, and wilderness characteristics ... 2-76 
2-136 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the 

management theme classification for the Lemhi Range Roadless 
Area...................................................................................................... 2-77 

Because the proposed classification is inconsistent with the 
Agency’s assessment of the Lemhi Range Roadless Area............. 2-77 
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Wild Land Recreation Management Theme ...............................................2-77 
2-137 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the areas in the 

Wild Land Recreation management theme. ..........................................2-77 
To protect air quality ........................................................................2-77 

2-138 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish the Needles 
Roadless Area, including the Krassell Knob-Buckhorn Creek, as a 
Wild Land Recreation area....................................................................2-77 

Because the Needles Roadless Area is contiguous with the 
Needles Inventoried Roadless Area and Wilderness 
classification would protect key fish and wildlife species .................2-77 

2-139 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify the French 
Creek Roadless Area as Wild Land Recreation. ...................................2-78 

To resolve many of the land management conflicts of the past .......2-78 
Primitive Management Theme....................................................................2-78 

2-140 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid using the 
Primitive management theme................................................................2-78 

Because Roadless Areas so classified would fall short of the 
wilderness suitability criteria ............................................................2-78 

2-141 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify any sage-
grouse habitat as Primitive. ...................................................................2-79 

To protect existing populations and habitat......................................2-79 
2-142 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid using the Wild 

Land Recreation and Primitive management themes............................2-79 
Because areas designated with these themes would be 
essentially Wilderness Areas ...........................................................2-79 

2-143 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify most of the 
Secesh Roadless Area as Primitive. .....................................................2-79 

To protect the geologic and biologic diversity ..................................2-79 
Backcountry/Restoration Management Theme...........................................2-80 

2-144 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the 
Backcountry/Restoration management theme to allow the 
“significant risk” exception only in delineated Wildland-Urban 
Interface and watershed areas..............................................................2-80 

Once the Wildland-Urban Interface and watershed areas are 
definitively delineated and a clear and usable definition of 
“significant risk” has been provided .................................................2-80 

2-145 Public Concern: The Forest Service should subject all portions of 
the Backcountry/Restoration management theme outside Wildland-
Urban Interface or municipal watersheds to the “imminent threat” 
exception...............................................................................................2-80 

To make management of those areas equivalent to the 2001 
Rule .................................................................................................2-80 

2-146 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid using the 
Backcountry/ Restoration management theme. ....................................2-80 
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Because it would allow road construction, timber harvest, and 
other development .......................................................................... 2-80 
Because the road construction exceptions are ambiguous and 
roll back existing protections ........................................................... 2-80 
Because it would apply to areas with a history of timber harvest 
and motorized use........................................................................... 2-80 

2-147 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add acres to the areas 
covered by the Backcountry/Restoration management theme on the 
Clearwater, Nez Perce, and Idaho Panhandle Forests......................... 2-81 

2-148 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the 
Backcountry/Restoration management theme...................................... 2-81 

To require documentation of habitat for special-status species 
before allowing timber harvesting.................................................... 2-81 
To limit the subjective discretion associated with road 
construction variances .................................................................... 2-81 

2-149 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow roads in areas 
categorized under the Backcountry/Restoration management 
theme. .................................................................................................. 2-81 

2-150 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the 
Backcountry/ Restoration management theme authorizes sufficient 
management flexibility. ......................................................................... 2-81 

To address fire, insect, disease, drought, and other forest health 
issues.............................................................................................. 2-81 

2-151 Public Concern: The Forest Service should strictly limit roads in 
areas categorized under the Backcountry/Restoration management 
theme. .................................................................................................. 2-82 

To reduce off-road vehicle access and resulting environmental 
degradation ..................................................................................... 2-82 

2-152 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove the exemption 
for phosphate mining from the Backcountry/Restoration 
management theme.............................................................................. 2-82 

Because phosphate mining results in selenium contamination ....... 2-82 
2-153 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage the Napoleon 

Ridge, Phelan, South Deep Creek, Deep Creek, Jureano, 
Musgrove, Napias, and Haystack Mountain Roadless Areas as 
Backcountry/Restoration. ..................................................................... 2-82 

To reduce the impacts of roads on native fish species.................... 2-82 
General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland Management Theme ............ 2-82 

2-154 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide the detailed 
reasons why each Roadless Area was placed in the General Forest 
management theme.............................................................................. 2-82 

To comply with the request of the Roadless Area Conservation 
National Advisory Committee.......................................................... 2-82 

2-155 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid use of the 
General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland management theme. ....... 2-83 
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Because it would result in areas being denuded, roaded, and 
severely damaged ...........................................................................2-83 
Because it would allow destructive phosphate mining .....................2-83 

2-156 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate areas 
classified as General Forest..................................................................2-83 

Because many of these areas should be assigned a more 
protective management theme ........................................................2-83 

2-157 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify Roadless 
Areas as General Forest. ......................................................................2-83 

Because these areas need more protections, not fewer..................2-83 
2-158 Public Concern: The Forest Service should divide the General 

Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland management theme into two 
themes. .................................................................................................2-83 

To separate areas with Known Phosphate Leasing Areas...............2-83 
2-159 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove areas in the 

Napoleon Ridge Roadless Area from the General Forest 
management theme. .............................................................................2-84 

Because so classifying summer range does not meet the need 
identified in the Idaho Roadless Rule ..............................................2-84 

2-160 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify the Selkirk 
Mountains as General Forest. ...............................................................2-84 

To protect them from exploitation by special interests .....................2-84 
2-161 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify the Selkirk 

and Kootenai Mountains as General Forest. .........................................2-84 
To protect forests and the aquifers ..................................................2-84 

2-162 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify the Musgrove 
and Agency Creek areas, the southeastern portion of Jureano, and 
the Wagonhammer and Silverleads drainages as General Forest. .......2-84 

To reduce fuel loads and contain beetle infestations .......................2-84 
2-163 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify the Caribou-

Targhee, Sawtooth, and Salmon-Challis National Forests as 
General Forest. .....................................................................................2-85 

2-164 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify the 
Caribou-Targhee area as General Forest. ............................................2-85 

To protect streams and Yellowstone cutthroat trout.........................2-85 
2-165 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the percentage 

of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest to be managed under the 
General Forest management theme. ....................................................2-85 

Because the decrease in habitat integrity will negatively affect 
mule deer.........................................................................................2-85 

2-166 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the impacts of 
the General Forest management theme on the aboriginal territories 
of the Shoshone and Bannock peoples.................................................2-86 

Because the Caribou-Targhee National Forest provides unique 
opportunities for the Tribes under the Fort Bridger Treaty of 
1868.................................................................................................2-86 
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2-167 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify the areas 
adjacent to the Pioneer Mountain Roadless Area as General 
Forest. .................................................................................................. 2-86 

Because logging and fuels reduction efforts are not needed .......... 2-86 
2-168 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify the South Deep 

Creek, Deep Creek, Perreau Creek, Phelan, Haystack Mountain, 
and Napias Inventoried Roadless Areas as General Forest................. 2-86 

To be consistent with the current Forest Plan and protect Lemhi 
County citizens from forest fires...................................................... 2-86 

2-169 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify Roadless 
Areas along the Idaho/Montana border as General Forest................... 2-87 

Because these areas provide habitat security for big game............ 2-87 
2-170 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify the Roadless 

Areas along the Idaho/Montana border as Backcountry/Restoration. .. 2-87 
To avoid impacts to hunting and wildlife.......................................... 2-87 
To provide for management activities while protecting 
backcountry values ......................................................................... 2-87 

2-171 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce the acres 
classified as General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland in the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forests. ...................................................... 2-87 

Because too large a section of land would be subjected to 
destructive phosphate mining ......................................................... 2-87 

2-172 Public Concern: The Forest Service should remove the Bear Creek 
Roadless Area from the General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland 
management theme.............................................................................. 2-88 

Because the area provides quality habitat for native Yellowstone 
cutthroat trout, brown trout, and elk................................................. 2-88 

2-173 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not proceed with the 
proposed changes to the Hellroaring area............................................ 2-88 

Because of the impact on views...................................................... 2-88 
REQUESTS FOR CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT THEMES................................................... 2-88 

2-174 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Two-Top 
area from Primitive to General Forest or Backcountry/Restoration. ..... 2-88 

Because the area should be harvested and no longer provides 
critical grizzly bear habitat ............................................................... 2-88 

2-175 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Oxford 
Roadless Area to the Backcountry/Restoration management theme. .. 2-89 

To protect the summer range habitat of big game species ............. 2-89 
Because the area provides low-density motorized access.............. 2-89 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout ..................... 2-89 
Because the area provides clean water .......................................... 2-89 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ............ 2-89 

2-176 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Elkhorn 
Roadless Area to Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................... 2-89 

Because the area provides outstanding mule deer hunting ............ 2-89 
Because the Agency rates the rates the natural integrity as high ... 2-89 
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Because the area provides low-density motorized access...............2-89 
Because the area provides clean water ...........................................2-90 
To protect the migration corridor and summer range of big game 
species.............................................................................................2-90 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout......................2-90 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .............2-90 

2-177 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Garns 
Mountain Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive 
or Wild Land/ Recreation.......................................................................2-90 

To preserve populations of native Yellowstone cutthroat trout 
and moose .......................................................................................2-90 

General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration................................................2-90 
2-178 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify unroaded and 

unlogged areas from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration.........2-90 
2-179 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify Roadless 

Areas from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration. .......................2-91 
To be more consistent with existing Forest Plans............................2-91 

2-180 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify areas in 
southern Idaho from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration. ........2-91 

To protect sage-grouse....................................................................2-91 
2-181 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify areas in the 

Caribou National Forest from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-91 

2-182 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the northern 
part of Napoleon Ridge from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-92 

To ensure that timber harvest does not negatively affect visual 
resources .........................................................................................2-92 

2-183 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Toponce Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-92 

To protect its long-term roadless values, opportunities for 
angling and hunting, and populations of native cutthroat trout.........2-92 

2-184 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the roadless 
portions of the ridges of the Kootenai Valley from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-92 

Because these areas are steep, provide little commerically 
viable timber, have scenic characteristics, and provide habitat 
for mule deer....................................................................................2-92 

2-185 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the General 
Forest acres in the Meade Peake Roadless Area to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-92 

Except for the acres in the Known Phosphate Lease Areas ............2-92 
Because there are three motorized trails, but no roads ...................2-92 
Because Meade Peak is the tallest peak in the Caribou National 
Forest...............................................................................................2-92 
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Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout ..................... 2-93 
Because it is a destination recreation area ..................................... 2-93 
Because the area provides summer habitat for elk, mule deer, 
and moose ...................................................................................... 2-93 
Because the area provides big game hunting opportunities............ 2-93 
Because it is one of the largest General Forest areas east of 
Georgetown .................................................................................... 2-93 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ............ 2-93 

2-186 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the General 
Forest acres in the Mount Naomi Roadless Area to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ..................................................................... 2-93 

To create a buffer between wilderness quality lands and non-
roadless lands................................................................................. 2-93 
Because the acres provide connections between mountain 
ranges ............................................................................................. 2-93 
To protect big game hunting opportunities ...................................... 2-94 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout ..................... 2-94 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ............ 2-94 

2-187 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the General 
Forest acres in the Bonneville Peak Roadless Area to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ..................................................................... 2-94 

Because it is an intact Roadless Area and reclassification is 
consistent with the rest of the Roadless Area ................................. 2-94 
Because the area is an important recreation center and provides 
low-density motorized recreation along with large non-motorized 
areas ............................................................................................... 2-94 
To protect big game hunting opportunities ...................................... 2-94 
Because the acres provide crucial elk and mule deer summer 
habitat ............................................................................................. 2-94 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ............ 2-95 

2-188 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the General 
Forest acres in the Gannett-Spring Peak Roadless Area to 
Backcountry/ Restoration. .................................................................... 2-95 

Because the acres are roadless and serve as a wildlife corridor 
into Wyoming .................................................................................. 2-95 
Because the acres contain Bonneville cutthroat trout ..................... 2-95 
To preserve big game hunting opportunities ................................... 2-95 
Because the acres contain low-density motorized trails.................. 2-95 
Because the acres provide crucial elk, moose, and mule deer 
summer habitat ............................................................................... 2-95 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ............ 2-95 

2-189 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the portion of 
the Station Creek Roadless Area located east of Forest Road 406 
from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration.................................. 2-96 

Because the Agency rates the natural integrity as high .................. 2-96 
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Because the area is contiguous with the Bloomington Lakes 
Special Area ....................................................................................2-96 
Because the area provides crucial summer habitat for mule deer 
and elk .............................................................................................2-96 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout......................2-96 
Because the area is an important recreation area ...........................2-96 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .............2-96 

2-190 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the portion of 
the Station Creek Roadless Area located west of Forest Road 406 
from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration. .................................2-96 

Because the Agency rates the natural integrity as high ...................2-96 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout......................2-96 
Because the area provides crucial summer range habitat for 
mule deer and elk ............................................................................2-97 
Because it is an important recreation area.......................................2-97 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .............2-97 

2-191 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Deep 
Creek Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-97 

Because the area is an intact Roadless Area ..................................2-97 
Because the area provides big game hunting opportunities ............2-97 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout......................2-97 
Because the area provides clean water ...........................................2-97 
Because the area is a migration corridor .........................................2-97 
Because the area provides low-density motorized recreation 
opportunties .....................................................................................2-98 
Because the area provides important range vegetation for big 
game species...................................................................................2-98 
Because the area provides crucial summer habitat for elk, 
moose, and mule deer .....................................................................2-98 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .............2-98 

2-192 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Soda 
Point Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................2-98 

Because the area provides backcountry motorized recreation 
opportunities ....................................................................................2-98 
Because the area is an important part of the Bear River Range......2-98 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout......................2-98 
Because the area provides crucial summer range habitat for 
mule deer and elk ............................................................................2-98 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .............2-99 

2-193 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Clarkston 
Mountain Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration............................................................................................2-99 

Because the area is largely intact ....................................................2-99 
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To provide the same level of protection for the heart of the area 
as the perimeter .............................................................................. 2-99 
Because the area provides big game hunting opportunities............ 2-99 
Because the area serves as an important migration route .............. 2-99 
Because the area provides low-density motorized recreation 
opportunities ................................................................................... 2-99 
To preserve big game hunting opportunties.................................... 2-99 
Because these areas provide important range vegetation for big 
game species.................................................................................. 2-99 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-100 

2-194 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Scout 
Mountain Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ................................................................... 2-100 

Because the area is largely intact ................................................. 2-100 
Because the area provides crucial summer range habitat for 
mule deer and elk.......................................................................... 2-100 
Because the area is an important recreation area......................... 2-100 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-100 

2-195 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Sawtooth 
Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/Restoration, 
except for the Independence Lakes area which should be classified 
as Primitive......................................................................................... 2-100 

Because the Agency rates the natural integrity as high ................ 2-100 
Because the area provides valuable recreation opportunities....... 2-100 
Because Cache Peak is the highest point south of the Snake 
River in Idaho and the lakes are the only example of paternoster 
lakes in southern Idaho ................................................................. 2-101 
Because the area provides important fishing opportunities and 
big game habitat............................................................................ 2-101 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-101 

2-196 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Pioneer 
Mountains Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ................................................................... 2-101 

To provide a buffer to lands identified with wilderness qualities.... 2-101 
Because it is an important recreation area.................................... 2-101 
Because the Agency rates the natural integrity as being high....... 2-101 
Because the area is vital habitat for elk, mule deer, bighorn 
sheep, and mountain goats........................................................... 2-101 
Because the area provides quality trout fisheries.......................... 2-101 
To preserve the historic mining resources .................................... 2-102 
Because the area was proposed for Backcountry/Restoration in 
the State Petition........................................................................... 2-102 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-102 

2-197 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Mount 
Harrison Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ................................................................... 2-102 
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Because the area was proposed for Backcountry/Restoration in 
the state petition ............................................................................2-102 
Because the area is an important water source for downstream 
uses ...............................................................................................2-102 
Because the Mount Harrison Natural Area is within the 
boundary........................................................................................2-102 
Because the area provides quality big game hunting and 
recreation opportunities .................................................................2-102 
Because the area provides high-quality recreation opportunities...2-102 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ...........2-103 

2-198 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Fifth Fork 
Rock Creek Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ....................................................................2-103 

To maintain consistent management guidelines ............................2-103 
Because the area contains the only known strong population of 
redband trout in the forest..............................................................2-103 
Because the area provides summer and winter habitat for mule 
deer................................................................................................2-103 
Because the area provides solitude and big game hunting, 
fishing, and recreation opportunities ..............................................2-103 
Because the area was proposed for Backcountry/Restoration in 
the state petition ............................................................................2-103 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ...........2-103 

2-199 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Mahogany Butte Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/ Restoration. ...................................................................2-104 

Because these areas provide non-motorized big-game habitat .....2-104 
Because these areas were proposed for 
Backcountry/Restoration in the state petition.................................2-104 
Because these areas have numerous springs ...............................2-104 
Because Phantom Falls is an important hiking destination ............2-104 
Because the area provides fish and big game habitat ...................2-104 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ...........2-105 

2-200 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Lone 
Cedar Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration..........................................................................................2-105 

Because the area was proposed for Backcountry/Restoration in 
the state petition ............................................................................2-105 
Because the area provides important fish and big game habitat, 
and hunting and recreation opportunities.......................................2-105 
Because this island of non-motorized use is important for big 
game habitat ..................................................................................2-105 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ...........2-105 

2-201 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Italian 
Peaks Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration..........................................................................................2-105 
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To provide an important buffer to BLM lands ................................ 2-105 
To limit impacts to hunting in Montana.......................................... 2-106 
To preserve the natural integrity of the area ................................. 2-106 
Because the area includes elk, mule deer, bighorn sheep, 
pronghorn, and mountain goat habitat .......................................... 2-106 
Because the area supports wild trout fisheries.............................. 2-106 
To avoid adverse impacts on mule deer and mountain goats ....... 2-106 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-106 

2-202 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Bear 
Creek Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration. ........................................................................................ 2-106 

Because the southern boundary is contiguous with an area 
classified as Primitive.................................................................... 2-106 
Because the area provides big game hunting opportunities and 
supports Yellowstone cutthroat trout ............................................. 2-106 
Because the area provides habitat for elk, mule deer, and 
moose ........................................................................................... 2-107 
To prevent adverse impacts to elk and Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout............................................................................................... 2-107 
To protect elk, mule deer, and Yellowstone cutthroat trout 
habitat ........................................................................................... 2-107 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-107 

2-203 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Diamond 
Peak Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration. ........................................................................................ 2-107 

To provide an important buffer to BLM lands ................................ 2-107 
To avoid adverse impacts to elk, mule deer, bighorn sheep, 
pronghorn, and mountain goat habitat .......................................... 2-107 
Because the area provides opportunties for solitude .................... 2-107 
Because the area is important for wildlife and hunting .................. 2-108 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-108 

2-204 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Garfield 
Mountain Roadless Area from General Forest to Backcountry/ 
Restoration. ........................................................................................ 2-108 

Because the area is adjacent to a proposed Wilderness Area 
and to avoid impacts on Montana hunting..................................... 2-108 
Because the area provides habitat for elk, mule deer, mountain 
goat, and moose ........................................................................... 2-108 
To avoid adverse impacts to elk and mule deer ............................ 2-108 
Because the area contains an important wild trout fishery ............ 2-108 
Because the area provides an important linkage for wildlife ......... 2-108 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan .......... 2-108 

2-205 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Italian Peaks and Garfield Mountain Roadless Areas from 
General Forest to Backcountry/ Restoration....................................... 2-109 

To protect roadless values and big game hunting opportunities ... 2-109 
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2-206 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Bald Mountain Roadless Area from General Forest to 
Backcountry/ Restoration. ...................................................................2-109 

Because the area is unroaded and contiguous with areas 
designated as Backcountry/Restoration.........................................2-109 
To avoid adverse impacts to elk, mule deer, moose, and 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout ............................................................2-109 
Because reclassification is consistent with the Forest Plan ...........2-109 

General Forest to Primitive .......................................................................2-109 
2-207 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the 

southeastern portion of Spring Creek Inventoried Roadless Area 
from General Forest to Primitive. ........................................................2-109 

Because the area is adjacent to an Inventoried Roadless Area 
categorized as Primitive.................................................................2-109 
Because the area includes elk and mule deer summer range 
habitat ............................................................................................2-110 
Because access should be limited to non-motorized uses.............2-110 
Because reclassification is most consistent with the Forest Plan ..2-110 

2-208 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Red 
Mountain Roadless Area from General Forest to Primitive. ................2-110 

Because of the high-quality backcountry values ............................2-110 
Because the area contains Bonneville cutthroat trout....................2-110 
Because the area includes elk and mule deer summer range 
habitat ............................................................................................2-110 
Because this is most consistent with the Forest Plan ....................2-110 

2-209 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Pioneer 
Mountains from General Forest to Primitive. .......................................2-110 

To protect the primitive character of these areas and prohibit 
road building ..................................................................................2-110 

2-210 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify Porcupine 
Creek, Upper Muldoon Creek, and Copper Creek from General 
Forest to Primitive. ..............................................................................2-111 

To maintain the current status .......................................................2-111 
2-211 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Katka 

Peak from General Forest to Primitive. ...............................................2-111 
To protect them from timber harvest and preserve the scenic 
integrity ..........................................................................................2-111 

2-212 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Toponce Roadless Area from General Forest to Primitive. ...........2-111 

Because it is an important recreation center..................................2-111 
Because the area has high backcountry values and is 
contiguouswith other backcountry lands ........................................2-111 
To preserve big game hunting opportunities..................................2-111 
because most of this Roadless Area is already designated as 
primitive .........................................................................................2-112 
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Because the area provides crucial summer range habitat for elk, 
moose, and mule deer .................................................................. 2-112 
To provide consistency with the Forest Plan................................. 2-112 

2-213 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Caribou City Roadless Area from General Forest to Primitive...... 2-112 

Because the area provides solitude .............................................. 2-112 
Because the area is adjacent to recommended Wilderness 
Areas and to historic mining areas ................................................ 2-112 
To maintain large landscape area habitat ..................................... 2-112 
To provide a buffer between recommended Wilderness Areas 
and non-roadless forest ................................................................ 2-112 
To preserve deer, elk, and moose hunting opportunities .............. 2-112 
Because it is a non-motorized use only area with high 
backcountry values ....................................................................... 2-112 
Because the area provides summer range habitat for elk and 
mule deer ...................................................................................... 2-113 
To provide consistency with the Forest Plan................................. 2-113 

Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive ....................................................... 2-113 
2-214 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the 

Backcountry/ Restoration areas in the Palisades Roadless Area as 
Primitive.............................................................................................. 2-113 

To benefit Yellowstone cutthroat trout........................................... 2-113 
2-215 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Roman 

Nose area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive. ....................... 2-113 
2-216 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Rawhide 

Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive. ................ 2-113 
Because of its proximity to proposed wilderness........................... 2-113 

2-217 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Meadow 
Creek-Upper North Fork Roadless Area from 
Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive.................................................. 2-113 

Because of its proximity to proposed wilderness........................... 2-113 
2-218 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Moose 

Mountain Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive.. 2-114 
To be consistent with the Forest Plan ........................................... 2-114 

2-219 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Pot 
Mountain Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive.. 2-114 

Because the area has highly erosive soils and steep terrain ........ 2-114 
2-220 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Mallard-

Larkins Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive..... 2-114 
To be consistent with Forest Plans ............................................... 2-114 

2-221 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the portions 
of the Palisades Roadless Area from Backcountry/Restoration to 
Primitive.............................................................................................. 2-114 

Because the area is contiguous with Wild Lands Recreation and 
Wilderness Areas .......................................................................... 2-114 
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Because the area supports mule deer, elk, moose, and big 
game hunting .................................................................................2-114 
Because the area supports Yellowstone cutthroat trout.................2-114 
Because the area provides solitude...............................................2-114 

2-222 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Selkirk 
Crest from Backcountry/Restoration to Primitive or Wild Land 
Recreation...........................................................................................2-115 

To provide the protection these areas deserve..............................2-115 
Backcountry/Restoration to General Forest..............................................2-115 

2-223 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Mount Jefferson Roadless Areas from Backcountry/Restoration 
to General Forest. ...............................................................................2-115 

To allow for active management, including proactive timber 
forest..............................................................................................2-115 

Backcountry/Restoration to Wild Land Recreation ...................................2-115 
2-224 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Roadless 

Areas contiguous to the Long Canyon Roadless Area from 
Backcountry/Restoration to Wild Land Recreation ..............................2-115 

2-225 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the area 
adjacent to the Selkirk and Salmon/Priest Roadless Areas and the 
Katka Peak, Roberts and Mount Willard-Lake Estelle areas from 
Backcountry/Restoration to Wild Land Recreation. .............................2-115 

To preserve the wilderness experience by reducing the impacts 
from roads......................................................................................2-115 

Primitive to Wild Land Recreation.............................................................2-116 
2-226 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 

the Rapid River Roadless Area from Primitive to Wild Land 
Recreation...........................................................................................2-116 

To allow the watershed to be managed as a complete system......2-116 
Because the area provides important fish habitat ..........................2-116 
Because the area provides high-quality hunting opportunities.......2-116 

2-227 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 
the Hells Canyon/Seven Devils Roadless Areas from Primitive to 
Wild Land Recreation. .........................................................................2-116 

Because the area provides important fish and wildlife habitat .......2-116 
2-228 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the area from 

Hunt Peak to Harrison Peak from Primitive to Wild Land 
Recreation...........................................................................................2-117 

Because the rest of the Selkirk Crest is designated as Wild Land 
Recreation .....................................................................................2-117 

2-229 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Rapid 
River Roadless Area from Primitive to Wild Land Recreation. ............2-117 

Because the area is de facto wilderness and should be 
protected as such ..........................................................................2-117 

Primitive to Backcountry/Restoration........................................................2-117 
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2-230 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify the Garfield 
Roadless Area from Primitive to Backcountry/Restoration. ................ 2-117 

To allow motorized recreation on designated routes..................... 2-117 
2-231 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reclassify portions of 

the Mt. Jefferson Roadless Area from Primitive to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ................................................................... 2-117 

To allow for tree salvage and removal .......................................... 2-117 
Wilderness Designations ......................................................................... 2-118 

2-232 Public Concern: The Forest Service should continue to recommend 
Wilderness Areas already identified. .................................................. 2-118 

Because the State of Idaho will not do so ..................................... 2-118 
To avoid “an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources” ..................................................................................... 2-118 

2-233 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that Roadless 
Areas do not become de facto Wilderness Areas............................... 2-118 

Because recreational uses occur on many Roadless Areas that 
are inconsistent with Wilderness designation................................ 2-118 

2-234 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not create more 
Wilderness or de facto Wilderness Areas........................................... 2-119 

To ensure continued motorized access......................................... 2-119 
2-235 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider including the 

National Recreation designation in the proposed Rule....................... 2-119 
Because it would be less costly than the Wilderness designation. 2-119 

2-236 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add the Salmo-Priest 
Roadless Area and Hughes Ridge to the Salmo Wilderness Area. .... 2-119 

2-237 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add the Thunder 
Mountain Roadless Area to the Wilderness........................................ 2-120 

2-238 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend the 
Hoodoo, Rawhide, Meadow Creek Upper North Fork, North Fork 
Spruce, White Sand, Sneakfoot Meadows, and Lochsa Roadless 
Areas for Wilderness designation. ...................................................... 2-120 

2-239 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend the Rapid 
River Roadless Area for Wilderness designation. .............................. 2-120 

To protect water quality and anadromous fisheries....................... 2-120 
2-240 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not reduce the size of 

the areas recommended in the Hanson Lakes, Boulder-White 
Clouds, and Pioneer Mountains Roadless Areas for Wilderness 
designation. ........................................................................................ 2-120 

Because reduction in the proposed Wilderness Area was not 
analyzed in the DEIS..................................................................... 2-120 

2-241 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend the Borah 
Peak, Boulder-White Cloud, Pioneer Mountains, West Big Hole, 
and the Diamond Peak Roadless Areas for Wilderness designation.. 2-120 

2-242 Public Concern: The Forest Service should recommend the Selkirk 
Wild Land Recreation Area as Wilderness. ........................................ 2-121 

Ski Areas......................................................................................................... 2-121 
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2-243 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not classify ski areas in 
the Primitive management theme........................................................2-121 

Because management of ski areas is inconsistent with this 
classification ..................................................................................2-121 
To provide for long-term projected growth .....................................2-121 

2-244 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow more ski runs 
near the Cascade Reservoir................................................................2-121 

To limit the impact from runoff .......................................................2-121 
2-245 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the 

inconsistency between the current Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum and existing uses of the Lime Creek Roadless Area...........2-122 

To allow for possible future expansion of the Soldier Mountain 
Ski Area .........................................................................................2-122 

2-246 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the 
inconsistency between the current Management Plan and the 
proposed Rule as it relates to the Lime Creek Roadless Area. ...........2-122 

To ensure that expansion opportunities for the Soldier Mountain 
Ski Area are maintained.................................................................2-122 

2-247 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify the proposed 
Rule to allow for existing recreational uses on the Lime Creek 
Roadless Area.....................................................................................2-123 

ROADLESS AREA BOUNDARIES .................................................................................2-123 
2-248 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the 

boundaries of the Lime Creek Roadless Area.....................................2-123 
2-249 Public Concern: The Forest Service should add the Lions Head and 

Abandon Mountain Areas to the Selkirk Crest Roadless Area. ...........2-123 

Chapter 3: Draft Environmental Impact Statement..................................................3-1 

GENERAL COMMENTS..................................................................................................3-1 
3-1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide a real 

Programmatic EIS. ..................................................................................3-1 
To establish the underlying “need” for the proposed action ...............3-1 

3-2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should have prepared a shorter 
DEIS........................................................................................................3-1 

Because its length discourages public comment ...............................3-1 
3-3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Purpose and 

Need section. ..........................................................................................3-1 
To comply with NEPA ........................................................................3-1 
To clarify the need for flexibility..........................................................3-1 

3-4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a transparent 
Purpose and Need and an impacts analysis. ..........................................3-1 

To comply with NEPA ........................................................................3-1 
3-5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should accurately disclose 

“non-conforming” uses in the Final EIS. ..................................................3-2 
To inform the public of the actual character of specific Roadless 
Areas .................................................................................................3-2 
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3-6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the DEIS to 
comply with NEPA. ................................................................................. 3-2 

To provide needed information to the public ..................................... 3-2 
Because The Rule will directly affect the environment ...................... 3-2 
To provide a scientifically and quantitatively credible analysis of 
effects ............................................................................................... 3-3 
Because pro forma compliance with NEPA is not acceptable........... 3-3 
To provide adequate information to decision makers........................ 3-3 
Because Roadless Area boundaries were changed without 
public input ........................................................................................ 3-3 
Because the DEIS does not take a “hard look” at potential 
impacts.............................................................................................. 3-4 
Because the lack of analysis of phosphate mining violates 
NEPA ................................................................................................ 3-4 
Because the DEIS lacks site-specific information ............................. 3-4 
Because the DEIS amounts to a Forest Plan revision....................... 3-4 

3-7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should accurately represent 
the 2001 Rule in the DEIS. ..................................................................... 3-4 

To ensure a fair and accurate evaluation of the alternatives............. 3-4 
3-8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide sufficient 

baseline data. ......................................................................................... 3-5 
To allow for adequate assesment of impacts to Tribes ..................... 3-5 

3-9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide a full analysis of 
the effects of the Idaho Roadless Rule on each Roadless Area 
affected................................................................................................... 3-5 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule reduces existing protections....... 3-5 
3-10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should perform individual 

environmental analysis for each Roadless Area in the Caribou-
Targhee National Forest......................................................................... 3-5 

To comply with the National Forest Management Act 
requirement to protect biological diversity ......................................... 3-5 

3-11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide a separate EIS 
for Caribou-Targhee National Forest and every other Roadless 
Area........................................................................................................ 3-5 

To analyze impacts to Tribal rights, resources, and culture .............. 3-5 
3-12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not justify developing 

Inventoried Roadless Areas based on their relative abundance in 
any given state. ...................................................................................... 3-6 

Because they are scarce at the national level ................................... 3-6 
3-13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should classify inventoried 

areas accurately in relation to their roaded character............................. 3-6 
Because many areas classifed as Roadless actually have roads ..... 3-6 

Relationship to Forest Plans................................................................................ 3-6 
3-14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the rationale for 

using the Forest Plan baseline approach. .............................................. 3-6 
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Because it does not represent the “best consensus of the 
public” ................................................................................................3-6 

3-15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the relationship 
between the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule and Forest Plans...............3-6 

3-16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly establish who 
retains what authority regarding Forest Plans and the Idaho 
Roadless Rule.........................................................................................3-7 

To establish accountability and transparency ....................................3-7 
3-17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not rely on Forest Plans 

undergoing revision to form the basis for the Idaho Roadless Rule. .......3-7 
Because some Are not complete and have not been made 
available for public comment .............................................................3-7 

3-18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not rely on existing 
Forest Plans for resource protection and mitigation. ...............................3-7 

Because many Forest Plans are outdated or did not establish 
standards and guidelines ...................................................................3-7 
Because many of the Forest Plans are incomplete, concerns in 
the Plans have not been addressed, and the Idaho Roadless 
Rule is not consistent with the Plans .................................................3-7 

3-19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not tier the DEIS off of 
existing Forest Plans. ..............................................................................3-7 

Because not all Forest Plans evaluate roadless issues .....................3-7 
3-20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not rely on or tier to the 

Caribou National Forest Plan. .................................................................3-8 
Because the lack of disclosure and analysis related to 
phosphate mining violates NEPA.......................................................3-8 

MANAGEMENT THEME DESCRIPTIONS ...........................................................................3-9 
3-21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should integrate all relevant 

management activities with those of any given Roadless Area 
management theme. ...............................................................................3-9 

To effectively evaluate cumulative impacts........................................3-9 
3-22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the assumptions 

and criteria of the Backcountry/Restoration management theme............3-9 
Because the comparison to the 2001 Roadless Rule is based on 
false assumptions ..............................................................................3-9 
Because substantially altered land is being erroneously included 
under this theme ..............................................................................3-10 
To close loopholes currently existing in the theme ..........................3-10 
Because the Backcountry management theme may not be 
adequately protective.......................................................................3-10 
Because timber harvest under this theme will require temporary 
roads................................................................................................3-10 

3-23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should complete further NEPA 
analysis on Roadless Areas classified as General Forest or 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................3-10 
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3-24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit fuel reduction 
prescriptions under the proposed Wild Land Recreation and 
Primitive management themes. ............................................................ 3-11 

Because these themes as defined invite misuse of timber 
harvesting ....................................................................................... 3-11 

3-25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the relationship 
between Forest Plans and the Idaho Roadless Rule management 
themes.................................................................................................. 3-11 

Because many crucial questions remain regarding the 
management themes ...................................................................... 3-11 
Because the DEIS conflates Forest Plan prescriptions with 
management themes ...................................................................... 3-12 

3-26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully disclose and 
analyze the effects of potential development under the General 
Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland management theme. ..................... 3-12 

Because special interests Influenced the decision to apply this 
designation to certain areas ............................................................ 3-12 

3-27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the impacts of 
the General Forest management theme on big game herds along 
state boundaries. .................................................................................. 3-12 

Because herds in Montana may be affected by the proposed 
Idaho Roadless Rule....................................................................... 3-12 

3-28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the impacts of 
the General Forest management theme on Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout. ..................................................................................................... 3-13 

Because Yellowstone cutthroat trout are facing extirpation............. 3-13 
3-29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the specific 

rationale for assigning each Inventoried Roadless Area to the 
General Forest, Rangeland, and Grassland management theme. ....... 3-13 

Because this was requested by the Roadless Area 
Conservation National Advisory Committee.................................... 3-13 

3-30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide NEPA analysis 
for every Inventoried Roadless Area under the General Forest, 
Rangeland, and Grassland and the Backcountry/Restoration 
management themes............................................................................ 3-13 

Because the scope of reasonably foreseeable actions call for it ..... 3-13 
ROLE OF THE IMPLEMENTATION COMMISSION.............................................................. 3-13 

3-31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the role of the 
Idaho Roadless Rule Implementation Commission. ............................. 3-13 

Because the Commission may represent an illegal devolving of 
responsibility from the Federal government to the State level......... 3-13 

3-32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the Idaho 
Roadless Rule Implementation Commission would be structured 
and would function................................................................................ 3-14 

To ensure that all user groups and viewpoints are represented 
on the Commission ......................................................................... 3-14 
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3-33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish the Idaho 
Roadless Rule Implementation Commission as the body 
responsible for reviewing Roadless Area projects in the 
Backcountry/Restoration management theme. .....................................3-14 

3-34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish the Idaho 
Roadless Rule Implementation Commission as the body 
responsible for developing Roadless Area habitat projects in the 
Backcountry/Restoration and Primitive management themes. ..............3-14 

IMPACTS ANALYSIS ....................................................................................................3-15 
3-35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an analysis of 

significant impacts.................................................................................3-15 
To comply with the definition of “significant” in the Code of 
Federal Regulations.........................................................................3-15 

3-36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the maximum 
and predicted impacts associated with the alternatives. .......................3-15 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will result in direct impacts ........3-15 
3-37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address all relevant 

concerns................................................................................................3-15 
Because many concerns are not addressed....................................3-15 

3-38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use fair and unbiased 
evaluations. ...........................................................................................3-15 

To avoid capriciously considering naturally caused impacts as 
less significant than human-caused impacts....................................3-15 

3-39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use current data in 
impact analyses. ...................................................................................3-16 

Because the fire history data are not current ...................................3-16 
3-40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more realistically 

identify the impacts of the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ..................3-16 
Because the DEIS fails to assess the 
environmentalconsequences of its implementation .........................3-16 
Because low-ball budget assumptions downplay impacts ...............3-17 
To ensure a more honest and accurate assessment .......................3-17 
To better assess the status of Idaho’s remaining large wildlands ....3-17 

3-41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose and evaluate 
the impacts of weakening existing Forest Plan management 
standards. .............................................................................................3-17 

3-42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of 
extractive industries on water supply, habitats, and recreation. ............3-17 

3-43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of 
oil and gas leasing and development, road construction and 
phosphate mining, and road construction and timber harvest. ..............3-17 

3-44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
the impacts of opening up areas to development of roads, timber 
harvest, and mining. ..............................................................................3-18 

To comply with NEPA ......................................................................3-18 
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3-45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should project impacts based 
on robust development. ........................................................................ 3-18 

Because precautionary and conservative assumptions offer 
better protection .............................................................................. 3-18 

3-46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should quantify the effects of 
residential encroachment on wildlife habitat. ........................................ 3-18 

to allow a comparison to the impact from motorized 
recreationists................................................................................... 3-18 

3-47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze potential future 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act claims...................... 3-18 

Because they are a reasonably foreseeable action......................... 3-18 
3-48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should compare the effects on 

Wilderness characteristics and potential designations between the 
2001 Rule and the Idaho Roadless Rule. ............................................. 3-19 

3-49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise their analysis. ........ 3-19 
To correct bias resulting from the inaccurate equating of the 
Backcountry/ Restoration theme with the protections of the 2001 
Rule................................................................................................. 3-19 

Projections of Development .............................................................................. 3-19 
3-50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the 

projections for minerals activity, road construction, and timber 
harvest.................................................................................................. 3-19 

Because the projections are underestimated and therefore 
compromise the effects analysis ..................................................... 3-19 
Because the projections are based on faulty assumptions ............. 3-20 

Phosphate Mining.............................................................................................. 3-20 
3-51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use recent selenium 

research data in the impact analyses. .................................................. 3-20 
3-52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more realistically 

identify the mining impacts of the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ...... 3-21 
To better assess the impacts of mining on native fish..................... 3-21 
To better assess the impacts of mining on fish and wildlife............. 3-21 
To better assess the impacts of mining on fish, wildlife, and 
humans ........................................................................................... 3-22 
To better assess the economic impacts of mining........................... 3-23 

3-53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
phosphate mining. ................................................................................ 3-24 

To comply with the “hard look” requirements of NEPA.................... 3-24 
3-54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the analysis of 

the effects of phosphate mining............................................................ 3-25 
Because the projections underestimate the likely development...... 3-25 
To ensure that the provided information is accurate ....................... 3-25 
To acknowledge that current mining practices are not likely to 
result in reduced impacts over past practices ................................. 3-26 
To include impacts to soil resources ............................................... 3-27 
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3-55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the cost of 
reclamation of retired phosphate mines and how that cleanup will 
be funded. .............................................................................................3-27 

Because the Secretary Is required to consider the cost and 
feasibility of Reclamation .................................................................3-27 

3-56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
the cumulative effects of phosphate mining. .........................................3-27 

Because phosphate mining threatens the ecological health of 
the region.........................................................................................3-27 

3-57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an independent 
analysis of expansion beyond current mining lease boundaries. ..........3-28 

Because expansion will further degrade Roadless Areas................3-28 
3-58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ignore assertions that 

the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule will open a large percentage of 
roadless acres to phosphate mining......................................................3-28 

Because only a small percentage of Roadless Areas will be 
affected ............................................................................................3-28 

3-59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the extent of 
selenium contamination. .......................................................................3-29 

Because of the existing 17 selenium Superfund sites and illegal 
open dumps .....................................................................................3-29 
Because phosphate mining has created illegal open dumps ...........3-29 
Because selenium concentrations in the Blackfoot River exceed 
Idaho State water quality standards.................................................3-29 
Because selenium has extirpated the Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout from the Blackfoot River ..........................................................3-29 
To include analysis of effects on Section 303(d)-listed streams ......3-29 

3-60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of 
mining over the next 50 years on the Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest. ...................................................................................................3-30 

Because further mining will contaminate lands of the Shoshone-
Bannock people ...............................................................................3-30 

3-61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the damage 
caused by phosphate mining.................................................................3-30 

Because the impact of selenium pollution is permanent ..................3-30 
3-62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the definitions of 

“near term” and “long term” in its analysis of the effects of 
phosphate mining..................................................................................3-30 

3-63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the economic 
analysis of phosphate mining. ...............................................................3-30 

To include the economic impacts of the Superfund sites that 
resulted from past mining activity.....................................................3-30 
To include the contributions of eco-tourism to local economies.......3-31 

Oil and Gas Development ..................................................................................3-31 
3-64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the potential 

impacts of oil and gas development in Roadless Areas. .......................3-31 



Summary of Public Comment: Idaho State Petition  June 2008 
Roadless Rule and DEIS 

Appendix C. Public Concern List  C-47 

Because oil and gas development will occur under the Idaho 
Roadless Rule................................................................................. 3-31 
Because analysis of oil, gas, and geothermal development 
under the Idaho Roadless Rule is required by NEPA...................... 3-31 

3-65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain the rationale for 
opening areas in the Targhee National Forest to oil and gas 
development and analyze the impacts. ................................................ 3-32 

Alternative Energy ............................................................................................. 3-32 
3-66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the increasing 

emphasis on developing alternative sources of energy. ....................... 3-32 
3-67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the impacts of 

wind projects. ....................................................................................... 3-33 
Because they are a reasonably foreseeable action......................... 3-33 

3-68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze how the Idaho 
Roadless Rule would affect access to biomass utilization and the 
effects of biomass utilization on Roadless Areas. ................................ 3-33 

3-69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not rely on Forest Plans 
for analysis of geothermal development. .............................................. 3-33 

Because the Forest Plans are incomplete and they do not 
adequately consider geothermal effects.......................................... 3-33 

3-70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not prescribe 
permissive management for geothermal development. ........................ 3-34 

To avoid using the terms “open and unrestricted” in connection 
with energy development ................................................................ 3-34 
Because the DEIS does not provide scientific studies regarding 
the effects of geothermal power development on Roadless 
Areas............................................................................................... 3-34 

3-71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the “open and 
unrestricted” language associated with geothermal development. ....... 3-34 

Road Construction and Maintenance ................................................................ 3-34 
3-72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose and analyze 

the effect of removing the distinction between classified and 
unclassified roads................................................................................. 3-34 

To avoid user-created and overgrown roads being used as a 
rationale for future logging .............................................................. 3-34 

3-73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an accurate 
accounting of motorized and non-motorized trails. ............................... 3-35 

To allow for an accurate assessment of impacts............................. 3-35 
3-74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include the costs of 

maintaining roads in the economic analysis. ........................................ 3-35 
Because opening Roadless Areas to logging will require an 
adequate road system..................................................................... 3-35 
Because funding is inadequate to manage existing problems ........ 3-35 
Because mitigation of road impacts is subject to fiscal resources 
and motivation................................................................................. 3-36 



June 2008  Summary of Public Comment: Roadless Area Conservation 
  National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

C-48  Appendix C. Public Concern List  

3-75 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more realistically 
identify the impacts of road construction. ..............................................3-36 

Because the projected amount of roadway to be built is likely 
much too low....................................................................................3-36 

3-76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
the effects of temporary roads...............................................................3-36 

To evaluate the effects of erosion, noxious weeds, and 
motorized access.............................................................................3-36 
To evaulate the effects on the existing road maintenance 
backlog ............................................................................................3-37 

3-77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully analyze the 
impacts of road construction on floods. .................................................3-37 

3-78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts of 
increased human-caused fires resulting from increased road 
construction...........................................................................................3-37 

To be consistent with earlier agency analyses.................................3-37 
3-79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an approved, 

peer-reviewed method for constructing and decommissioning 
roads. ....................................................................................................3-38 

For a near-zero impact on the area for any temporary road ............3-38 
3-80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impact of 

increased fire size in formerly Roadless Areas from increased road 
construction...........................................................................................3-38 

To be consistent with earlier Agency analyses ................................3-38 
3-81 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the estimates for 

timber harvest and associated road construction. .................................3-38 
Because the estimates are not credible...........................................3-38 
Because some critical assumptions are not valid ............................3-38 

Timber Harvest ..................................................................................................3-39 
3-82 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the 

environmental effects of the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ...............3-39 
To ensure that impacts are addressed before a specific timber 
sale is proposed...............................................................................3-39 

3-83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should more realistically 
identify the impacts of timber harvest. ...................................................3-39 

Because the extent of timber harvest and associated road 
construction is underestimated ........................................................3-39 
Because the DEIS makes false assumptions about human-
caused disturbances........................................................................3-40 
Because the DEIS makes false assumptions about tree thinning....3-42 

3-84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the Government 
Accounting Office methodology for evaluating costs of timber 
harvest. .................................................................................................3-43 

3-85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should identify those Roadless 
Areas where the lack of high-value timber and difficult terrain limit 
harvest opportunities. ............................................................................3-43 
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To establish a clearer picture of the potential impacts of the 
Idaho Roadless Rule....................................................................... 3-43 

3-86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
the impacts of frequent timber harvesting and harvesting of large-
diameter trees. ..................................................................................... 3-43 

Because language limiting frequency and tree size was not 
included in the DEIS........................................................................ 3-43 

3-87 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an analysis of 
the impacts of expanded harvesting that reflects timber industry 
aims...................................................................................................... 3-43 

Because the harvesting program described in the DEIS is 
minimal............................................................................................ 3-43 

Fire and Forest Health....................................................................................... 3-44 
3-88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an analysis of 

wildland fire use.................................................................................... 3-44 
Because exclusion of this analysis is a fundamental flaw ............... 3-44 

3-89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose and analyze its 
policies and plans regarding wildfire management. .............................. 3-44 

To make clear that fuel reduction efforts will be focused on 
roaded areas................................................................................... 3-44 
To establish the basis for effective action ....................................... 3-44 
To disclose the reason for including fire areas in Regime III as a 
priority for fuels treatment and to include the effects of 2007 
wildfires on fire regimes and condition classes ............................... 3-45 
To make clear the costs of mechanical fuels reduction................... 3-45 
To disclose the level of scientific controversy over the efficacy of 
commercial logging as a stand-alone mechanical fuels reduction 
method ............................................................................................ 3-45 
To identify and analyze any adverse effects or additional 
required actions of fire prevention and fire suppression.................. 3-46 
To clarify why current Federal law fails to provide needed 
protections ...................................................................................... 3-46 
To clarify how the Agency proposes to protect adjacent lands 
with a prescribed commodity production emphasis......................... 3-46 

3-90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider the use of 
timber harvest, road construction, and mechanical fuel treatments 
for forest health purposes..................................................................... 3-47 

Because the risks are significant and the benefits questionable ..... 3-47 
3-91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should rely on scientific 

evidence when analyzing the relationship between road 
construction and fire suppression. ........................................................ 3-47 

Because roads are neither necessary nor sufficient for fire 
suppression..................................................................................... 3-47 

3-92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include analysis of the 
effects of changing the exemptions that permit timber harvest for 
forest health.......................................................................................... 3-47 
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To permit a comparison of the 2001 Rule and Idaho Roadless 
Rule .................................................................................................3-47 

Water Quality .....................................................................................................3-48 
3-93 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an analysis of 

impacts on water quality........................................................................3-48 
Because there is insufficient information to assess water quality 
impacts ............................................................................................3-48 

3-94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the analysis of 
the water quality effects from timber harvest, road construction, and 
wildfire fuel management. .....................................................................3-48 

Because these activities are likely to result in significant 
declines in water quality...................................................................3-48 

Recreation..........................................................................................................3-48 
3-95 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the analysis of 

recreation impacts.................................................................................3-48 
Because the projections underestimate the impacts........................3-48 

3-96 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impact that 
national foundation funding of environmental groups has on 
motorized recreation access to public lands..........................................3-48 

3-97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate Environmental 
Justice issues........................................................................................3-49 

To comply with Departmental Regulation 5600-2 ............................3-49 
3-98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include guidance for 

recreation. .............................................................................................3-49 
To ensure that traditional recreational motorized uses are not 
affected ............................................................................................3-49 
To give direction to land managers as they exercise their 
discretionary authority......................................................................3-50 
To eliminate confusion caused by inconsistent treatment among 
sections............................................................................................3-50 
To avoid litigation by special interests..............................................3-50 

3-99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include analysis of the 
impacts of the Idaho Roadless Rule on recreation................................3-51 

To clarify impacts of the proposed Rule on backcountry 
recreationists ...................................................................................3-51 

3-100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the cumulative 
impact of closures of roads to motorized recreation..............................3-51 

3-101 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide site-specific 
analysis for past road and trail closures. ...............................................3-52 

3-102 Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the issues that 
affect motorized recreationists. .............................................................3-52 

3-103 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include information 
regarding snowmobile use in Roadless Areas. .....................................3-52 

Because the final Idaho Roadless Rule should include better 
site-specific information on recreational uses of Roadless Areas ....3-52 
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3-104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the analysis of 
the effects on scenic quality and recreation.......................................... 3-52 

3-105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose the impacts of 
expanded off-road vehicle traffic under the Idaho Roadless Rule. ....... 3-52 

3-106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include plans and 
definitions for dealing with mechanized development of fragmented 
lands..................................................................................................... 3-53 

Because the DEIS lacks adequate plans and definitions for 
decommissioning, rehabilitating, and closing mechanized 
development ................................................................................... 3-53 

Cultural Resources............................................................................................ 3-53 
3-107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the Special 

Areas of Historic and Tribal Significance theme. .................................. 3-53 
To include areas supporting characteristics of importance to the 
Shoshone and Bannock people ...................................................... 3-53 

3-108 Public Concern: The Forest Service should exercise caution when 
sharing information about cultural resources........................................ 3-53 

To abide by trust obligations to protect this information .................. 3-53 
3-109 Public Concern: The Forest Service should draft a holistic definition 

of cultural resources and ensure compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act. ..................................................................... 3-54 

Air Quality and Climate Change ........................................................................ 3-54 
3-110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an analysis of 

impacts related to climate change. ....................................................... 3-54 
Because the DEIS does not accurately consider the role of 
Roadless Areas in mitigating climate change.................................. 3-54 
To include a discussion of the sequestration of carbon in trees...... 3-54 
Because protected Roadless Areas make good scientific control 
areas by which to understand the effects of climate change........... 3-54 

Soils Resources ................................................................................................ 3-55 
3-111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the soils 

analysis was completed........................................................................ 3-55 
Terrestrial Species ............................................................................................ 3-55 

3-112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the impacts to 
terrestrial wildlife................................................................................... 3-55 

To ensure protection of the subsistence rights of Tribes................. 3-55 
Including grizzly bear, fisher, wolverine, elk, mule deer, lynx, 
marten, and mountain caribou ........................................................ 3-55 

3-113 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze effects on 
greater sage-grouse from development within Roadless Areas. .......... 3-55 

Because it is a special-status species............................................. 3-55 
3-114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze effects on 

fishers and wolverines. ......................................................................... 3-56 
To ensure compliance with NEPA, the National Forest 
Management Act, and the Endangered Species Act....................... 3-56 
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3-115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze effects on 
flammulated owls. .................................................................................3-56 

Because they rely on Idaho Roadless Areas ...................................3-56 
3-116 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze effects on 

special-status species. ..........................................................................3-57 
To comply with NEPA, the National Forest Management Act, 
and the Endangered Species Act ....................................................3-57 

3-117 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the analysis of 
terrestrial habitat and species. ..............................................................3-57 

Because it lacks specificity, quantification, and credible scientific 
analysis............................................................................................3-57 

3-118 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the potential 
impacts to wildlife and other resources from the loss of roadless 
characteristics. ......................................................................................3-57 

3-119 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose all potential 
impacts on sensitive species.................................................................3-58 

Including impacts on species found in the areas classified as 
General Forest.................................................................................3-58 

3-120 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consult with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service regarding all threatened and endangered 
species potentially affected by the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. .....3-58 

3-121 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impact of 
the Idaho Roadless Rule on grizzly bear...............................................3-58 

Because the proposed Rule could impact the Selkirk and 
Cabinet-Yaak populations................................................................3-58 

3-122 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impact of 
the delisting of the grizzly bear..............................................................3-59 

Because it is a reasonably foreseeable action.................................3-59 
3-123 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how forest fires 

could affect grizzly bears.......................................................................3-59 
Aquatic Species .................................................................................................3-60 

3-124 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the analysis of 
impacts to aquatic species. ...................................................................3-60 

Because the Idaho Roadless Rule will have direct adverse 
impacts ............................................................................................3-60 
Because native peoples are dependent on anadromous species....3-60 

3-125 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts on 
native fish species.................................................................................3-60 

To comply with the “hard look” requirements of NEPA ....................3-60 
Because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is going to conduct a 
Status Review of the Bonneville cutthroat trout ...............................3-60 

Botanical Resources ..........................................................................................3-60 
3-126 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge the 

different ways noxious weeks are spread. ............................................3-60 
To include wind, water, and wild animals.........................................3-60 
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Social and Economic Concerns......................................................................... 3-61 
3-127 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how the 

economic analysis was conducted. ...................................................... 3-61 
To ensure all effects were accounted for ........................................ 3-61 

3-128 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the economic 
value of non-commodity resources such as fish and wildlife. ............... 3-61 

3-129 Public Concern: The Forest Service should prepare a cost-benefit 
analysis of the Idaho Roadless Rule. ................................................... 3-61 

Because neither the Forest Service nor the State has the funds 
to address the impacts of the Rule.................................................. 3-61 

Cumulative Impacts........................................................................................... 3-62 
3-130 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide an analysis of 

cumulative impacts. .............................................................................. 3-62 
To avoid deferring analyses to future fragmented documents ........ 3-62 
To comply with NEPA requirements................................................ 3-62 
Because the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule prescribes land 
uses with cumulative effects ........................................................... 3-62 

3-131 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the cumulative 
impacts of the Hardrock Mining and Reclamation Bill........................... 3-63 

3-132 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the cumulative 
impacts of restrictions on motorized access. ........................................ 3-63 

3-133 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include all areas under 
its jurisdiction in its impacts analysis. ................................................... 3-63 

To adequately address cumulative and global climate change 
impacts............................................................................................ 3-63 

3-134 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the cumulative 
impacts of grazing, travel management, and wildland fire. ................... 3-63 

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL ISSUES.............................................................................. 3-64 
3-135 Public Concern: The Forest Service should initiate nation-to-nation 

agreements with the Native American nations. .................................... 3-64 
Before initiating action that would affect Treaty rights ..................... 3-64 

3-136 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain National 
Forests for Tribal members in a sustainable manner............................ 3-64 

Because it has a statutory mandate to do so .................................. 3-64 
3-137 Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze the effect of the 

proposed Idaho Roadless Rule on Tribal lands and members. ............ 3-64 
To comply with Executive Order 12898........................................... 3-64 
Because they use Roadless Areas for hunting, gathering, and 
religious purposes ........................................................................... 3-64 
Because concerns regarding Tribal trust resources remain 
unresolved ...................................................................................... 3-64 
Because impacts to Tribal subsistence rights must be analyzed .... 3-65 
Because impacts resulting from a change in management must 
be analyzed..................................................................................... 3-65 
Because impacts on Tribes within Inventoried Roadless Areas 
must be analyzed ............................................................................ 3-65 
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Because impacts on Tribal cultural resources within Inventoried 
Roadless Areas must be analyzed ..................................................3-65 

3-138 Public Concern: The Forest Service should give more weight to the 
management theme requests of the Nez Perce Tribe...........................3-66 

Because most areas identified by the Tribe as requiring 
protection were not categorized as such..........................................3-66 
Because habitat that supports Treaty-protected resources will 
be affected .......................................................................................3-66 

3-139 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the Shoshone 
and Bannock people in the proposed Idaho Roadless Rule and in 
the EIS. .................................................................................................3-66 

Because no lands of importance are identified under the Special 
Areas of Historic or Tribal Significance theme for the Shoshone 
and Bannock people ........................................................................3-66 

3-140 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the EIS to 
include an ethnographic study...............................................................3-66 

To analyze the effects on the Shoshone and Bannock people ........3-66 
USE OF BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE..............................................................................3-68 

3-141 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify whether they 
used the best available science as required by NEPA. .........................3-68 

3-142 Public Concern: The Forest Service should base the proposed 
Idaho Roadless Rule on the determinations of subject-area experts 
and scientists. .......................................................................................3-68 

To avoid problems created by ignoring experts and scientists.........3-68 
3-143 Public Concern: The Forest Service should determine scientific 

parameters required for adequate analyses..........................................3-69 
Because scientific parameters specifying the impacts of 
fragmentation and loss of connectivity are lacking...........................3-69 

3-144 Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule. .......................................................3-69 

Because the scientific findings of the Final EIS indicate retention ...3-69 
3-145 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that sufficient 

background data are collected. .............................................................3-69 
To quantify the exisiting conditions ..................................................3-69 

3-146 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require independent 
scientific review of all planning and analysis. ........................................3-70 

To ensure that supporting data are adequate ..................................3-70 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS ...........................................................................................3-70 

3-147 Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate a range of 
alternatives............................................................................................3-70 

To comply with NEPA requirements ................................................3-70 
3-148 Public Concern: The Forest Service should approve the least 

intrusive of the alternatives....................................................................3-71 
3-149 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include an alternative 

that prohibits new mineral leases within all Roadless Areas. ................3-71 
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Because Caribou National Forest Roadless Areas could be 
affected ........................................................................................... 3-71 

3-150 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider an alternative 
that would establish procedures and protocols for management 
activities that would affect threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species. ................................................................................................ 3-71 

3-151 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider an alternative 
that would protect municipal watersheds from development 
activities................................................................................................ 3-71 

3-152 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider an alternative 
that would provide additional protection for water quality-limited 
stream segments. ................................................................................. 3-71 

3-153 Public Concern: The Forest Service should disclose and evaluate 
the alternatives provided to the Roadless Area Conservation 
National Advisory Committee for fuels reduction in the 
Backcountry/Restoration theme. .......................................................... 3-71 

Because those alternatives could meet the Purpose and Need...... 3-71 
3-154 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide site-specific 

analysis of how the selected alternative would impact resources 
that are protected under existing Forest Plans. .................................... 3-72 

Alternative 1 – The 2001 Rule ........................................................................... 3-72 
3-155 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative 1, the 

2001 Roadless Rule. ............................................................................ 3-72 
To keep existing protections ........................................................... 3-72 
To reduce environmental imacts ..................................................... 3-72 
To protect cultural resources........................................................... 3-72 
For future generations..................................................................... 3-72 
To provide for backcountry recreation............................................. 3-72 
Because it supports the outdoor recreation economy ..................... 3-73 
To protect Roadless Areas from extractive uses............................. 3-73 
Because it is the most fiscally responsible ...................................... 3-73 
To support sustainable ecotourism and non-motorized 
recreation-based jobs...................................................................... 3-73 
To protect ecosystems and wildlife habitat from industrial 
development ................................................................................... 3-73 

Alternative 2 – Existing Plans............................................................................ 3-73 
3-156 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify Alternative 2. ........ 3-73 

To allow road building within one-half mile around existing 
leases.............................................................................................. 3-73 

Alternative 3 – The Proposed Idaho Roadless Rule.......................................... 3-74 
3-157 Public Concern: The Forest Service should select Alternative 3, the 

proposed Idaho Roadless Rule. ........................................................... 3-74 
Because a multiple-use approach is better than a federally 
imposed approach........................................................................... 3-74 
Because it would provide for management flexibility....................... 3-74 



June 2008  Summary of Public Comment: Roadless Area Conservation 
  National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

C-56  Appendix C. Public Concern List  

To ensure protection from wildfires..................................................3-74 
3-158 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not select Alternative 3. ....3-74 

Because it would increase the maintenance backlog ......................3-74 
Because it does not adequately control erosion ..............................3-74 
Because it would cause non-point source pollution .........................3-75 

3-159 Public Concern: The Forest Service should modify Alternative C to 
move the acres assigned to General Forest to 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................3-75 

To provide protection and allow for management activities .............3-75 
3-160 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that the 

preferred alternative provides adequate access to historic mines, 
cabins, and dispersed campsites and trailheads...................................3-75 

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ..................................3-75 
3-161 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the EIS. ..................3-75 

To analyze the impact on the settlement agreement involving 
the Clearwater National Forest ........................................................3-75 
To analyze the impact of HR 1975...................................................3-75 
To allow the Tribes to adequately assess impacts...........................3-75 
To analyze the impacts of citizen outrage if the proposed Idaho 
Roadless Rule is adopted ................................................................3-76 

3-162 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use community 
protection as an excuse for road construction and timber harvest. .......3-76 

Because the Agency has successfully surpressed fires in 
Roadless Areas ...............................................................................3-76 

3-163 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include data from the 
2000 Roadless Rule Final EIS. .............................................................3-76 

To eliminate the appearance of biases against the 2001 
Roadless Conservation Rule ...........................................................3-76 

Fire and Forest Health .......................................................................................3-76 
3-164 Public Concern: The Forest Service should redefine and reevaluate 

the fire condition class...........................................................................3-76 
To clarify that a realistic problem actualy exists...............................3-76 

3-165 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define the basis 
for effectiveness of actions proposed for reducing wildfires. .................3-77 

Because the uncertainty of effectiveness is acknowledged in the 
assumptions of the fuel report..........................................................3-77 

Wildland-Urban Interface ...................................................................................3-77 
3-166 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reevaluate the extent of 

Wildland-Urban Interface in Idaho Roadless Areas...............................3-77 
Because data indicate that very little Wildland-Urban Interface 
actually exists ..................................................................................3-77 

3-167 Public Concern: The Forest Service should map the intersection 
between fire regimes, fire condition class, Wildland-Urban Interface, 
and Roadless Areas..............................................................................3-78 

To analyze where and how wildfires can be prevented ...................3-78 
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3-168 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revisit the definition and 
delineation of Wildland-Urban Interface................................................ 3-78 

Because Wildland-Urban Interface is too broadly defined............... 3-78 
Because reliable data and realistic maps must be used ................. 3-78 
To better prioritize community protection needs.............................. 3-79 
Because the total acres of Wildland-Urban Interface may be 
exaggerated .................................................................................... 3-79 
To clarify the need for broad exemptions for road construction 
and timber harvest .......................................................................... 3-80 

3-169 Public Concern: The Forest Service should clearly define Wildland-
Urban Interface..................................................................................... 3-80 

MAPS ...................................................................................................................... 3-80 
3-170 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include more detailed 

and informative maps. .......................................................................... 3-80 
To allow for effective impacts analysis ............................................ 3-80 
To correct errors in Wildland-Urban Interface locations and 
boundaries ...................................................................................... 3-81 
To Assist the public in evaluating the proposed action.................... 3-81 
To ensure that numbers are accurate and effects can be 
compared ........................................................................................ 3-81 

3-171 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correctly identify and 
map “unauthorized” roads. ................................................................... 3-81 

Because many of these roads were authorized under Revised 
Statute 2477.................................................................................... 3-81 

3-172 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include site-specific 
maps..................................................................................................... 3-81 

To meet the requirements of NEPA ................................................ 3-81 
3-173 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include maps detailing 

the location of Bonneville and Yellowstone cutthroat trout habitats. ..... 3-82 
3-174 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide maps detailing 

current conditions and proposed changes............................................ 3-82 
Because the maps lack legal descriptions of Roadless Areas ........ 3-82 
Because the descriptions of the Inventoried Roadless Areas are 
not adequate ................................................................................... 3-82 
To improve the effectiveness of the DEIS ....................................... 3-82 

3-175 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide more accurate 
and detailed maps. ............................................................................... 3-82 

To facilitate accurate comment ....................................................... 3-82 
TECHNICAL AND EDITORIAL CHANGES ........................................................................ 3-82 

3-176 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide site-specific 
information in Appendix C. ................................................................... 3-82 

To allow for thorough Forest Plan review and public comment....... 3-82 
To allow for meaningful public comment ......................................... 3-83 
Because the Forest Service has illegally divided Roadless 
Areas............................................................................................... 3-83 
Because information about “unclassified” trails is lacking ............... 3-83 
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3-177 Public Concern: The Forest Service should present information 
accurately in Appendix C.......................................................................3-83 

To establish the true status of noxious weeds in Roadless Areas ...3-83 
Because projections for geothermal potential seem inflated............3-83 
Because Yellowstone cutthroat trout are not acknowledged as 
being Region 4 Sensitive Species ...................................................3-84 

3-178 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the special 
mapping area for the French Creek Inventoried Roadless Area in 
the Payette National Forest...................................................................3-84 

Because French Creek was found to be unsuitable for Wild and 
Scenic River status ..........................................................................3-84 

3-179 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise its criteria for 
determining roadless character. ............................................................3-84 

Because topography would make a logical criterion for 
determining character ......................................................................3-84 

3-180 Public Concern: The Forest Service should include a glossary.............3-84 
3-181 Public Concern: The Forest Service should better define key terms.....3-84 

Because “high levels of human use” needs to be defined ...............3-84 
Because “sustainable” needs to be defined .....................................3-85 
Because “severe” needs to be defined ............................................3-85 
Because “pristine” and “reasonable access” need to be defined .....3-85 
Because “additional emphasis” and “prevention” need to be 
defined .............................................................................................3-85 
Because “significant risk” and “ecosystem components” need to 
be defined ........................................................................................3-85 
Because “old-growth forest” needs to be defined ............................3-86 
Because “threat” needs to be defined..............................................3-86 
Because “forest health” needs to be better defined .........................3-86 
Because “forest health activities” needs to be defined.....................3-87 

3-182 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide a clear 
definition of “road.” ................................................................................3-87 

To distinguish user-created roads, classified roads, and 
unclassified roads ............................................................................3-87 
To clarify what is meant by a temporary road ..................................3-87 

3-183 Public Concern: The Forest Service should define “substantial 
alteration”. .............................................................................................3-87 

To clarify when permanent roads would be authorized....................3-87 
3-184 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain how the 

percentage of Roadless Area is calculated. ..........................................3-88 
3-185 Public Concern: The Forest Service should correct the spelling of 

Paiute on page 263. ..............................................................................3-88 
COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS....................................................3-88 

3-186 Public Concern: The Forest Service should explain the changes to 
the National Forest Management Act, NEPA, and the Wilderness 
Act that would result from the Idaho Roadless Rule..............................3-88 
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Because the proposal weakens protections provided in Forest 
Plans ............................................................................................... 3-88 

3-187 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider Revised 
Statute 2477 in the analysis of the Idaho Roadless Rule. .................... 3-88 

To analyze the impact on travelways under Revised Statute 
2477 ................................................................................................ 3-88 
Because only an Act of Congress can remove historic rights-of-
way.................................................................................................. 3-88 
To ensure that legal access is preserved under the assigned 
management themes ...................................................................... 3-88 

3-188 Public Concern: The Forest Service should comply with the 
National Forest Management Act. ........................................................ 3-89 

Because many concerns related to the Act are not addressed ....... 3-89 
Because individual environmental analyses should be 
performed for each Inventoried Roadless Area............................... 3-89 
Because determining whether National Forest Management Act 
precedents have been followed is not possible with information 
presented in the DEIS ..................................................................... 3-89 

Chapter 4: National Forest Management and Resources....................................... 4-1 

MANAGEMENT OF ROADLESS AREAS............................................................................ 4-1 
Protection of Roadless Areas: Process Concerns ....................................... 4-1 

4-1 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .... 4-1 
To avoid litigation .............................................................................. 4-1 
To be consistent with the public will .................................................. 4-1 
Because Roadless Areas belong to all Americans............................ 4-1 
Because Americans are overwhelmingly in favor of protecting 
Roadless Areas................................................................................. 4-1 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Social Concerns .......................................... 4-1 
4-2 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .... 4-1 

To preserve the national heritage...................................................... 4-1 
To preserve cultural resources and species with cultural 
importance ........................................................................................ 4-1 
For future generations....................................................................... 4-2 
Because national taxpayers want them preserved for future 
generations ....................................................................................... 4-2 
To protect their ecological and aesthetic values ............................... 4-2 
Because healthy ecosystems promote human health, 
sustainable local economies, and aesthetic beauty .......................... 4-2 
To protect them from the effects of rapid population growth and 
development ..................................................................................... 4-2 
Because these areas provide respite, recreation, and historical 
symbolism ......................................................................................... 4-3 
Because they provide solitude, quiet, and peace.............................. 4-3 
To preserve wide-open, wildland....................................................... 4-3 
To provide places for spiritual renewal.............................................. 4-3 
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To allow for scientific discovery .........................................................4-3 
Because the idea of wilderness justifies their protection....................4-4 
Because so little remains ...................................................................4-4 
Because their highest value is their pristine character.......................4-4 
Because preserving them is part of championing human rights.........4-4 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Economic Concerns .....................................4-4 
4-3 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .....4-4 

Because the long-term costs are greater than the short-term 
economic benefits..............................................................................4-4 
Because local economies benefit more from tourism than from 
extractive industry..............................................................................4-5 
To increase tourism in Idaho’s rural mountain towns.........................4-5 
To provide the outdoor lifestyle that attracts employees....................4-5 
Because corporate interests should not outweigh public 
interests .............................................................................................4-5 
Because Roadless Areas generate tourism and contribute 
significantly to local economies..........................................................4-5 
For the benefit of local businesses ....................................................4-6 
Because the Agency cannot afford to maintain existing roads...........4-6 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Natural Resources Concerns .......................4-6 
4-4 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .....4-6 

To place long-term environmental benefits above short-term 
economic gain....................................................................................4-6 
To restore the balance between protection and development ...........4-6 
To avoid the environmental damage caused by extractive 
industries ...........................................................................................4-6 
To protect Roadless Areas from extractive uses ...............................4-7 
Because the nation’s wood fiber needs are met by private lands ......4-7 
Because unsustainable uses should not be permitted.......................4-7 
Because opening these lands to extractive industries serves 
only greed ..........................................................................................4-7 
To protect them from being polluted ..................................................4-7 
Because roads are not needed to protect the forest ..........................4-7 
Because economic progress and conservation need to be 
treated as the same goal ...................................................................4-7 
To protect them from the effects of exploitation and 
development ......................................................................................4-8 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Environmental Concerns ..............................4-8 
4-5 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .....4-8 

As a hedge against climate change and the resulting 
environmental disasters .....................................................................4-8 
Because they are “the lungs of the world”..........................................4-8 
Because they provide critical habitat and clean water and air ...........4-8 
To protect human health and a provide a hedge against climate 
change...............................................................................................4-8 
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To preserve clean water and forest resources as a hedge 
against climate change ..................................................................... 4-8 
To provide a hedge against climate change...................................... 4-9 
Because healthy ecosystems provide clean air and water and 
support wildlife .................................................................................. 4-9 
Because Roadless Areas have higher ecological integrity, more 
biological diversity, and healthier species populations than 
roaded areas..................................................................................... 4-9 
To protect them from environmental degradation caused by 
increasing population ........................................................................ 4-9 
Because the natural beauty of these areas is Idaho’s greatest 
asset ............................................................................................... 4-10 
To protect wildlife habitat and biodiversity....................................... 4-10 
To protect wolves ............................................................................ 4-10 
To preserve threatened and endangered species........................... 4-10 
To protect topsoils........................................................................... 4-11 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Water and Aquatic Species Concerns ....... 4-11 
4-6 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .. 4-11 

To preserve clean water, fish and wildlife habitat............................ 4-11 
To preserve clean water, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation 
opportunities ................................................................................... 4-11 
Because pollution already has had a large impact on water and 
wildlife ............................................................................................. 4-11 
To protect fish species .................................................................... 4-12 
To prevent floods ............................................................................ 4-12 
To protect water quality................................................................... 4-12 
To preserve clean drinking water .................................................... 4-12 
To protect watersheds..................................................................... 4-12 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Fire and Forest Health Concerns............... 4-12 
4-7 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .. 4-12 

To reduce forest fires ...................................................................... 4-12 
To reduce the intensity of forest fires .............................................. 4-13 
To reduce the risk of insect infestation............................................ 4-13 
Because individuals should be responsible for protecting their 
property from forest fires ................................................................. 4-13 

Protection of Roadless Areas: Recreation Concerns................................. 4-13 
4-8 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless Areas. .. 4-13 

From motorized recreation .............................................................. 4-13 
To protect fish and game species ................................................... 4-13 
To preserve the quiet and non-polluted nature of these areas for 
recreation ........................................................................................ 4-14 
To preserve backcountry areas for recreation................................. 4-14 
To provide roadless recreational opportunities closer to 
population centers........................................................................... 4-14 
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To preserve the nationally and internationally recognized 
recreation values .............................................................................4-14 

4-9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide permanent 
protections for Roadless Areas. ............................................................4-14 

To preserve species diversity and clean air and water, and to 
improve the quality of life by providing quiet refuges from 
everyday life.....................................................................................4-15 
Because State- and privately owned lands are not typically 
managed as wildlands .....................................................................4-15 

4-10 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Roadless 
Wildlife Habitat Areas............................................................................4-15 

For fish, wildlife, recreation, clean water, and future generations. ...4-15 
4-11 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage Roadless 

Areas on a regional scale......................................................................4-15 
To provide unfragmented habitat and offset CO2 emissions............4-15 
To address issues that cross over state boundaries........................4-15 
Because larger areas provide ecological resiliency and 
increased biodiversity ......................................................................4-16 
To decrease habitat fragmentation ..................................................4-16 

4-12 Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that Roadless 
Areas with habitat for Yellowstone cutthroat trout are protected. ..........4-16 

Because the species faces multiple challenges...............................4-16 
4-13 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit timber harvesting 

and road construction............................................................................4-17 
Because more rigorous management would increase timber 
harvests ...........................................................................................4-17 

4-14 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect endangered 
ecosystems, regardless of their importance to extractive industries. ....4-17 

Because sagebrush ecosystems are important ...............................4-17 
4-15 Public Concern: The Forest Service should put the protection of 

wildlife on an equal footing with the provision of trees and minerals 
to extractive industries. .........................................................................4-17 

4-16 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider designating 
Roadless Areas as wilderness areas. ...................................................4-17 

To protect them from timber harvest ................................................4-17 
4-17 Public Concern: The Forest Service should actively manage 

Roadless Areas.....................................................................................4-18 
To reduce forest fires.......................................................................4-18 
To reduce forest fires and attendant global warming .......................4-18 
Because it is a better use of taxpayer funds and would increase 
access..............................................................................................4-18 
Because most Roadless Areas are not actually roadless ................4-18 
To support the mule deer population ...............................................4-19 
Because we should be using our resources rather than those of 
other countries .................................................................................4-19 
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4-18 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve historic cabins 
on Roadless Areas. .............................................................................. 4-19 

MANAGEMENT OF NATIONAL FOREST LANDS............................................................... 4-19 
4-19 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect forest lands. ......... 4-19 

To preserve biodiversity, clean water and air, and sustainable 
habitat ............................................................................................. 4-19 

4-20 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve wilderness 
lands..................................................................................................... 4-19 

Because they provide areas of peace, quiet, and spiritual 
renewal ........................................................................................... 4-19 

4-21 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect farms and 
forests................................................................................................... 4-20 

To preserve farmers and wildlife ..................................................... 4-20 
4-22 Public Concern: The Forest Service should resist the efforts of 

single-use organizations to limit management of National Forest 
lands for multiple use............................................................................ 4-20 

4-23 Public Concern: The Forest Service should follow a multiple-use 
management strategy........................................................................... 4-20 

Because it is infeasible to prohibit all extractive activities or 
management practices.................................................................... 4-20 

4-24 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain access to 
National Forests for all users................................................................ 4-20 

4-25 Public Concern: The Forest Service should actively manage 
National Forests. .................................................................................. 4-21 

To protect wildlife and trees ............................................................ 4-21 
Because natural cycles can be extreme.......................................... 4-21 
To reduce forest fires ...................................................................... 4-21 

4-26 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that active 
management is not realistic. ................................................................. 4-21 

Because funding and personnel shortages restrict management 
actions............................................................................................. 4-21 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .......................................................................................... 4-22 
4-27 Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide adequate 

protections for biological diversity......................................................... 4-22 
Including protection of sagebrush/aspen habitat ............................. 4-22 

4-28 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the sage-grouse 
and the sharp-tail grouse...................................................................... 4-22 

Because they are significant to the Shoshone and Bannock 
Tribal culture ................................................................................... 4-22 

4-29 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect riparian areas....... 4-23 
Because they support sustainable ecosystems .............................. 4-23 

4-30 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the Salmon and 
Clearwater Rivers. ................................................................................ 4-23 

To preserve Chinook salmon and steelhead trout fisheries ............ 4-23 
4-31 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect the Snake and 

Salmon River watersheds..................................................................... 4-23 
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To preserve the West Slope cutthroat trout .....................................4-23 
FOREST FIRE AND FOREST HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS .................................................4-23 

4-32 Public Concern: The Forest Service should use science-based 
forest management techniques. ............................................................4-23 

To avoid catastrophic forest health problems ..................................4-23 
4-33 Public Concern: The Forest Service should work to prevent forest 

fires. ......................................................................................................4-23 
Because of the adverse effect fires have on the local tourist-
based economies.............................................................................4-23 
To protect air quality and human health...........................................4-23 
To protect wildlife populations, including special-status species, 
and rural economies ........................................................................4-24 

4-34 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid the use of 
prescribed burns. ..................................................................................4-24 

Because they often get out of control ..............................................4-24 
4-35 Public Concern: The Forest Service should facilitate the reduction 

of response times to deal with forest health issues. ..............................4-24 
Because response delays can exacerbate problems.......................4-24 

4-36 Public Concern: The Forest Service should focus fire prevention on 
the Wildland-Urban Interface.................................................................4-24 

Because sufficient roads already exist.............................................4-24 
4-37 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reduce fuel loads on 

Roadless Areas.....................................................................................4-25 
4-38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider impacts on 

special-status species habitat when deciding whether to allow 
wildfires in Roadless Areas. ..................................................................4-25 

4-39 Public Concern: The Forest Service should be conservative in the 
application of fuel treatments to prevent forest fires..............................4-25 

Because high-density vegetation provides habitat and to support 
natural fire regimes ..........................................................................4-25 

4-40 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit firefighting efforts. .....4-25 
Because natural fire regimes benefit wildlife....................................4-25 

4-41 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support road 
construction for wildfire prevention........................................................4-25 

Because areas in the Wildland-Urban Interface already have 
sufficent road access .......................................................................4-25 
Because property owners should responsible for their own fire 
protection and accept the risks of living in fire-prone areas .............4-26 

4-42 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid protecting 
Ponderosa pine from forest fires. ..........................................................4-26 

Because this species is naturally resilient and benefits from 
forest fires ........................................................................................4-26 

4-43 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge the 
important role wildfire plays in creating healthy ecosystems. ................4-26 
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4-44 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider road 
construction, mechanical treatments, and timber harvest in the 
Wildland-Urban Interface...................................................................... 4-26 

4-45 Public Concern: The Forest Service should permit timber harvest 
for forest health based on risk potential................................................ 4-26 

Because the length of the permit process exacerbates the 
problems treatment is supposed to address ................................... 4-26 

4-46 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use forest health as 
an excuse for timber harvest. ............................................................... 4-27 

4-47 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support timber 
harvest for fuel reduction. ..................................................................... 4-27 

Because timber harvest only increases fire risks ............................ 4-27 
4-48 Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid leaving brush 

piles or burning them following thinning activities. ................................ 4-27 
To avoid fire hazards and impacts on human health....................... 4-27 

4-49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should actively manage beetle 
infestation. ............................................................................................ 4-27 

To address public concern about resulting tree mortality ................ 4-27 
ROAD CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS.................................................................... 4-28 

4-50 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support temporary road 
construction. ......................................................................................... 4-28 

To address drought, fire, and insect infestations............................. 4-28 
4-51 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support road 

construction. ......................................................................................... 4-28 
Because roads fragment habitats and species populations, 
accelerate erosion rates, and promote invasive plant species ........ 4-28 
Because roads diminish the backcountry recreational values, 
ecological integrity, and roadless qualities of roadless areas.......... 4-28 
Because the Agency already has a maintenance backlog .............. 4-28 
Because the Agency does not have the funds to police 
unauthorized use or maintain the existing roads............................. 4-28 
Because roads act as vectors for invasive species ......................... 4-28 

4-52 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow construction 
of temporary roads. .............................................................................. 4-28 

Because roads are not temporary or ecologically benign................ 4-28 
Because roads will exacerbate uncontrolled recreational access ... 4-29 
Because Temporary roads cause the same ecological harm as 
permanent ones .............................................................................. 4-29 

4-53 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict truck traffic on 
National Forest roads. .......................................................................... 4-29 

Because the trucks used for mining and logging operations 
cause erosion.................................................................................. 4-29 

4-54 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit the incursion of 
roads in the National Forests................................................................ 4-29 

To reduce the spread of nonnative, invasive species...................... 4-29 
Because roads increase habitat fragmentation ............................... 4-29 
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Because sometimes new roads are proposed simply to prevent 
future wilderness designation ..........................................................4-30 
Because sustainable forestry can be practiced using existing 
roads................................................................................................4-30 
Because roads are vectors for human-related problems .................4-30 

4-55 Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge that even 
when roads are temporary, the impacts of constructing them are 
not. ........................................................................................................4-30 

4-56 Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow well-designed and 
administered roads in support of land management activities...............4-30 

4-57 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close all roads in the 
Council Mountain Roadless Area. .........................................................4-30 

To help bring back Boone and Crocket mule deer...........................4-30 
TIMBER HARVESTING CONSIDERATIONS ......................................................................4-31 

4-58 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage increased 
levels of timber production. ...................................................................4-31 

To reduce the impact of forest fires .................................................4-31 
4-59 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not reduce the areas 

open to timber harvesting......................................................................4-31 
Because a reduction would effectively eliminate timber harvest 
and would negatively affect forest health .........................................4-31 

4-60 Public Concern: The Forest Service should discourage timber 
production in National Forests...............................................................4-31 

Because timber harvesting will not reduce the threat of fire.............4-31 
Because replanting practices do not stop erosion or provide 
sustenance to wildlife, and are minimally effective ..........................4-31 
Because timber harvesting exacerbates climate change.................4-31 
Because timber harvesting discourages tourism .............................4-32 
Because timber sales do not compensate for the further loss of 
old-growth trees ...............................................................................4-32 
Because increased timber harvesting is affecting the frequency 
and magnitude of floods...................................................................4-32 
Because Roadless Areas are unique and more valuable than 
timber revenue.................................................................................4-32 
Because of modern timber management practices, harvesting of 
wildlands is not needed....................................................................4-32 
Because our forests should not be harvested to supply other 
countries with timber ........................................................................4-32 
Because enough timber in the Western United States has 
already been harvested ...................................................................4-32 
Because trees create conditions for rainfall .....................................4-32 
Because lands managed for timber often create hazardous fire 
conditions and insect infestations ....................................................4-33 
Because it is hypocritical to advocate conservation in other 
countries and not pursue it here ......................................................4-33 
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4-61 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not permit commercial 
timber harvesting unless timber companies assist in forest cleanup. ... 4-33 

4-62 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support alternatives to 
timber harvesting, including tree farming and paper recycling.............. 4-33 

4-63 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require selective timber 
harvesting by helicopter in non-wilderness areas. ................................ 4-33 

To acquire high-quality wood while avoiding severe habitat 
destruction ...................................................................................... 4-33 

4-64 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not construct roads for 
timber harvest....................................................................................... 4-34 

Because the Agency should not subsidize timber companies......... 4-34 
Because existing roads cannot be maintained................................ 4-34 
Because what little Roadless Area remains should be set aside 
for wilderness study ........................................................................ 4-34 

4-65 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow timber 
harvesting above Little Salmon River. .................................................. 4-34 

Because of the steep slopes ........................................................... 4-34 
MINING CONSIDERATIONS ......................................................................................... 4-34 

4-66 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not permit mining in 
Idaho Roadless Areas. ......................................................................... 4-34 

Because mining pollutes the water and negatively affects wildlife .. 4-34 
Until the Mining Act is changed to proect American taxpayers ....... 4-34 

4-67 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not permit golf course 
development as remediation of mining land. ........................................ 4-35 

Because wildlife needs large undisturbed habitat parcels............... 4-35 
Phosphate Mining ...................................................................................... 4-35 

4-68 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support phosphate 
production in Idaho. .............................................................................. 4-35 

To support agriculture and food processing in the State ................. 4-35 
To avoid needing to import phosphate and to remain 
economically strong ........................................................................ 4-35 
To avoid needing to import phosphate and because mining 
companies are better stewards of the environment than they 
used to be ....................................................................................... 4-36 
Because phosphate is a strategic mineral....................................... 4-36 
Because concerns about selenium contamination are overblown... 4-36 

4-69 Public Concern: The Forest Service should permit phosphate 
mining in the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. ................................... 4-36 

To comply with the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920............................. 4-36 
Because the current Forest Plan permits phosphate mining........... 4-36 
Because the phosphate from the Caribou-Targhee is critical to 
agricultural production..................................................................... 4-37 

4-70 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not open Roadless 
Areas to phosphate mining................................................................... 4-37 

Because pollution from phosphate mining places water, fish, 
and human health at risk................................................................. 4-37 
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Because there are already 17 phosphate mining Superfund 
sites in Idaho....................................................................................4-37 
Because pollution from phosphate mining affects water, fish, 
and recreation..................................................................................4-37 

4-71 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require the phosphate 
industry to prepare EISs and conduct public hearings prior to any 
future development on public lands.......................................................4-37 

4-72 Public Concern: The Forest Service should reconsider permitting 
phosphate mining in the areas designated as 
Backcountry/Restoration. ......................................................................4-37 

Because a large portion of the Caribou-Targhee Forest would 
be affected .......................................................................................4-37 

4-73 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage sustainable, 
phosphate-free farming methods. .........................................................4-38 

Because phosphate mining causes pollution ...................................4-38 
Oil and Gas Development ..........................................................................4-38 

4-74 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support oil and gas 
extraction on National Forests...............................................................4-38 

Because of the environmental effects..............................................4-38 
Because taxpayers should not be subsidizing these companies .....4-38 

Alternative Energy ......................................................................................4-38 
4-75 Public Concern: The Forest Service should make alternative energy 

exploration and development a priority. ................................................4-38 
Because alternative energy development is inevitable ....................4-38 

4-76 Public Concern: The Forest Service should look to science and 
technology for alternative energy solutions. ..........................................4-39 

To avoid further environmental devastation .....................................4-39 
4-77 Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage 

development of geothermal energy.......................................................4-39 
To benefit populations near areas with geothermal potential...........4-39 

4-78 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not encourage 
development of geothermal energy.......................................................4-39 

Because it is irresponsible to offer Tribal and public resources 
for geothermal development ............................................................4-39 
Because exploration and development would have significant 
impacts ............................................................................................4-39 
Because development of geothermal power would negatively 
affect wildlife migration.....................................................................4-39 
Because development of geothermal power would conflict with 
Tribal rights ......................................................................................4-39 
Because the test drill sites have negative environmental impacts ...4-40 

Industrial Cleanup ..............................................................................................4-40 
4-79 Public Concern: The Forest Service should hold mining and other 

industries accountable for failures on environmental protection and 
cleanup..................................................................................................4-40 
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Because such industries have a disincentive to admit their 
failures due to regulation’s effect on profits..................................... 4-40 

4-80 Public Concern: The Forest Service should require mining 
companies to clean up areas they have affected. ................................ 4-41 

Because they should not be granted further access until they 
have proven themselves good stewards ......................................... 4-41 

4-81 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect all Roadless 
Areas until mining companies have remediated areas already 
affected................................................................................................. 4-41 

GRAZING CONSIDERATIONS....................................................................................... 4-41 
4-82 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support grazing................ 4-41 

Because grazing is a cost-effective method to reduce grass fire 
fuels ................................................................................................ 4-41 

4-83 Public Concern: The Forest Service should eliminate rangeland. ........ 4-42 
Because grazing is environmentally destructive.............................. 4-42 

RECREATION CONSIDERATIONS ................................................................................. 4-42 
4-84 Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep existing trails and 

roads open to multiple uses.................................................................. 4-42 
4-85 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit access to 

Roadless Areas to hikers...................................................................... 4-42 
To limit human interaction with sensitive wildlife species ................ 4-42 

4-86 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve areas for non-
motorized use. ...................................................................................... 4-42 

To protect them from roads, noise, and off-road vehicle abuse ...... 4-42 
4-87 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit mountain biking. ....... 4-43 

To reduce impacts on wildlife and other trail users ......................... 4-43 
4-88 Public Concern: The Forest Service should restrict motorized use in 

Roadless Areas. ................................................................................... 4-43 
To preserve Roadless Areas, ensure human safety, and reduce 
noise ............................................................................................... 4-43 

4-89 Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain and enforce 
rules preventing all-terrain vehicles from creating new cross-country 
trails...................................................................................................... 4-43 

To reduce the damage caused by these trails ................................ 4-43 
4-90 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not restrict motorized 

access. ................................................................................................. 4-43 
Because the restrictions would negatively impact local 
businesses ...................................................................................... 4-43 

4-91 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revise the process for 
identifying motorized access trails and roads. ...................................... 4-44 

Because the current process discriminates against motorized 
users ............................................................................................... 4-44 

4-92 Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider motorcycles 
and mountain bikes compatible uses.................................................... 4-44 

4-93 Public Concern: The Forest Service should promote the 
development and use of quiet motorized vehicles. ............................... 4-44 
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To avoid road closures based on noise ...........................................4-44 
4-94 Public Concern: The Forest Service should create a Motorized 

Access and Recreation Mitigation Bank. ...............................................4-45 
To mitigate lost motorized access opportunities ..............................4-45 

4-95 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support hunting in 
Idaho. ....................................................................................................4-45 

Because hunting contributes to the economy ..................................4-45 
4-96 Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve all 

preestablished airstrips in Wilderness areas. ........................................4-45 
To provide access............................................................................4-45 

4-97 Public Concern: The Forest Service should revoke all recreational 
user fees. ..............................................................................................4-45 

Because it is double taxation ...........................................................4-45 
Air Quality Considerations..................................................................................4-46 

4-98 Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase monitoring of 
air pollutants..........................................................................................4-46 

To assess the health impacts of wildfires.........................................4-46 
Social and Economic Considerations.................................................................4-46 

4-99 Public Concern: The Forest Service should open more areas for 
logging and motorized recreation. .........................................................4-46 

To support the Idaho economy ........................................................4-46 
4-100 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support employers that 

are not part of the extractive industries. ................................................4-46 
To provide high-paying jobs without damaging the environment .....4-46 

4-101 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support extractive 
industries...............................................................................................4-46 

Because jobs in the extractive industries are short term and 
result in long-term consequences for local communities..................4-46 

4-102 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow below-cost 
road construction...................................................................................4-47 

Because it is fiscally irresponsible ...................................................4-47 
4-103 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not develop the forests 

for economic benefits. ...........................................................................4-47 
Because such development would reduce the quality of life for 
local communities ............................................................................4-47 
Because recreation provides more benefits to the local economy ...4-47 
Because recreation-based tourism is more sustainable ..................4-47 

4-104 Public Concern: The Forest Service should promote sustainable 
forest stewardship. ................................................................................4-47 

To provide steady, long-term timber harvesting jobs .......................4-47 
4-105 Public Concern: The Forest Service should rectify mismanagement 

of roads. ................................................................................................4-47 
Because crumbling roads are harming wildlife.................................4-47 

4-106 Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage resource 
extraction wisely....................................................................................4-48 

To avoid fragmentation of the forest ................................................4-48 
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4-107 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support the timber 
industry................................................................................................. 4-48 

4-108 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not support extractive 
uses...................................................................................................... 4-48 

Because companies should be required to clean up the areas 
they have already polluted .............................................................. 4-48 

4-109 Public Concern: The Forest Service should close Roadless Areas 
to all business interests except for livestock grazing. ........................... 4-48 

4-110 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not open Idaho 
Roadless Areas to commercial use. ..................................................... 4-48 

Because they support recreation, fish and wildlife, and special-
status species ................................................................................. 4-48 
To protect the peace and quiet they provide residents and 
visitors............................................................................................. 4-48 

4-111 Public Concern: The Forest Service should protect Idaho’s 
Roadless Areas from resource extraction and commercial 
development. ........................................................................................ 4-48 

Because Roadless Areas generate significant revenues from 
hunting and fishing licenses ............................................................ 4-48 
Because Roadless Areas support world-class recreational 
fishing.............................................................................................. 4-49 

4-112 Public Concern: The Forest Service should limit the pace of 
extraction of natural resources. ............................................................ 4-49 

To preserve them for future generations ......................................... 4-49 
4-113 Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow extractive 

uses...................................................................................................... 4-49 
To protect the scientific value and potential for biomimicry 
solutions.......................................................................................... 4-49 
Because the benefits of these uses are short term, whereas the 
benefits of pristine wilderness are long lasting................................ 4-49 

ENERGY CONSIDERATIONS........................................................................................ 4-50 
4-114 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support alternative 

forms of energy and building materials................................................. 4-50 
Because timber harvesting and mining deplete resources and 
destroy the land............................................................................... 4-50 

4-115 Public Concern: The Forest Service should support environmentally 
sensitive timber, gas, and oil extraction................................................ 4-50 
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Appendix D 

Demographics 

Introduction 
Demographic analysis presents an overall picture of respondents: where they live, their general 
affiliation to various organizations or government agencies, and the manner in which they 
respond. The comment database contains public comment organized under subject categories 
(see Appendix B) and demographic information. This kind of database can be used to isolate 
specific combinations of information about public comment. For example, a report can show 
public comment from certain geographic locations or show comments associated with certain 
types of organizations. Thus demographic coding, combined with comment coding, allows 
decision-makers to use the database to focus on specific areas of public concern linked to 
geographic area, organizational affiliation, and response format. 

The total number of responses to the National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is as follows: 

    8,698  original responses (8,707 respondents) 

130,420  organized campaign responses 

139,118  total responses 

The demographic analysis presented in this appendix is based on the 8,698 original responses. 
Original responses include unique letters, forms with additional unique material that is not 
redundant to the comments in the form, and one copy of each form (i.e., a form master that is 
coded to ensure that the form material is included in the comment database).  

Several categories are identified for demographic purposes. Responses are the individual letters, 
postcards, emails, etc., that were received. Respondents are the individual response writers. 
Signatures refer to the people who signed these individual responses. The number of signatures 
may be greater than the number of responses as there may be more than one signature per 
response. Likewise, the number of total responses may be larger than the number of total 
respondents due to multiple submissions by the same respondents. Form letters are counted and 
the total number of each form received can be found in Appendix E. Demographic information 
for form letter respondents is not recorded.  

Geographic Representation 
Geographic representation was tracked for each original response. Table D-1 displays, by origin, 
the number of responses and signatures. Responses were received from 50 States. Note that 546 
responses did not indicate geographic information and that 53 responses originated from an area 
not within a U.S. State or territory.  
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Table D-1. Number of Respondents and Signatures by Origin 

Origin Number of Respondents Number of Signatures 
Alabama 43 43
Alaska 21 21
Arizona 118 122
Arkansas 19 20
California 764 783
Colorado 448 477
Connecticut 55 55
Delaware 15 16
District of Columbia 27 37
Florida 210 215
Georgia 93 103
Hawaii 24 25
Idaho 1,031 1,113
Illinois 194 201
Indiana 72 73
Iowa 42 44
Kansas 29 29
Kentucky 43 44
Louisiana 29 29
Maine 38 40
Maryland 82 84
Massachusetts 121 124
Michigan 145 152
Minnesota 215 227
Mississippi 9 9
Missouri 69 72
Montana 139 149
Nebraska 18 19
Nevada 38 39
New Hampshire 31 31
New Jersey 96 99
New Mexico 67 73
New York 292 297
North Carolina 158 165
North Dakota 6 6
Ohio 156 162
Oklahoma 26 26
Oregon 619 655
Pennsylvania 199 203
Puerto Rico 3 3
Rhode Island 17 17
South Carolina 32 33
South Dakota 11 11
Tennessee 74 76
Texas 179 183
Utah 101 103
Vermont 23 26
Virginia 155 159
Washington 1,082 1,152
West Virginia 18 18
Wisconsin 499 528
Wyoming 95 101
Armed Forces Pacific 2 2
Origin not Supplied 546 584
Foreign Countries 53 53
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Origin Number of Respondents Number of Signatures 
Response submitted by Multiple 
States 16 16
Total 8,707 9,147

 

Organizational Affiliation 
Organizational affiliation was tracked for each original response. Table D-2 displays, by 
organization type, the number of responses and signatures.  

Table D-2. Number of Respondents and Signatures by Organization Type 

Organization Type 
Number of  
Respondents 

Number of 
Signatures 

Academic 1 1 

Agency Employee 1 1 

Agriculture Industry or Association 1 1 

Business 8 8 

Civic Group 1 1 

Consultant/Legal Representatives 1 1 

County Government Agency/Elected Official 7 13 

Domestic Livestock Industry 1 1 

Federal Agency/Elected Official 3 3 

Government Employee/Union 3 3 

Individual 8,565 8,986 

Mining Industry/Association 3 3 

Motorized Recreation 7 7 

Multiple Use or Lands Rights Organization 2 3 

Non-motorized/Non-mechanized Recreation 2 2 

Oil, Natural Gas, Coal or Pipeline Industry 2 2 

Other or Unidentified Organization 1 1 

Place-based Group 2 3 

Preservation/Conservation 44 55 
Professional Society 1 1 
Recreation/Conservation Organization 30 30 
Recreational  3 3 
Regional/Other governmental Agency (multi-
jurisdictional) 

1 1 

Special Use Permitee 3 3 
State Government Agency/Elected 
Official/Association 

1 1 

Timber or Wood Products Industry or 
Association 

4 4 

Town/City Government Agency/Elected 
Official/Association 

3 3 

Tribal Government/Elected Official/Agency 5 5 
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Organization Type 
Number of  
Respondents 

Number of 
Signatures 

Tribal Non-governmental Organization/Tribal 
member 

1 1 

Total 8,707 9,147

 

Response Type 
Table D-3 displays, by response format, the number of original responses/respondents and 
signatures.  

Table D-3. Number of Responses and Signatures by Response Type 

Response 
Type # Response Type 

Number of 
Responses

Number of 
Signatures 

1 Letter 4,167 4,455 
2 Form/Letter Generator 22 22 
5 Transcript 158 160 
6 Form Plus 4,329 4,488 
8 Public Meeting/workshop group 

notes 
22 22 

Total  8,698 9,147

 

Delivery Type 
Table D-4 presents the delivery types for each original response received on the project. 
Responses were received by email, fax, and mail. 

Table D-4. Number of Responses and Signatures by Delivery Type 

Delivery Type 
Code Delivery Type Number of Responses Number of Signatures
E Email 4,093 4,213 
F Facsimile  9 12 
M Mail or commercial 

carrier 
4586 4912 

U Unknown 1 1 
W Web-based 

submission 
9 9 

Total  8,698 9,147

 

Comment Period Extension 
Table D-5 displays the number of original responses/respondents and signatures requesting a 
comment period extension. 
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Table D-5. Number of Responses and Signatures  
by Request for Comment Period Extension 

Common Period Extension 
Number of 
Responses 

Number of 
Signatures 

No specific time mentioned or other 5 6 

Request for 15-day comment period extension 1 1 
Total 6 7
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Appendix E 

Organized Response Report 
Organized responses, or “form letters,” represent 130,420 of the total responses received during 
the public comment period addressing the National Forest System Lands in Idaho Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Five or more responses received from different individuals but 
containing identical text, or identical text plus brief additional comments similar in content, are 
defined as organized response campaigns.  

Organized Response Campaigns 
Once an organized response campaign letter is identified, a “master” is entered into the database 
with all of the content information. All “form plus” responses with matching text are then linked 
to this master within the database with a designated number. If a response includes additional 
text that is not redundant to the content of the form, it is entered as an individual letter. Identical 
responses from four or fewer respondents are also entered as individual letters.  

Organized responses are identified with a number. Table E-1 presents the total number received 
of each organized response campaign letter and summarizes the concerns found therein.  

Table E-1. Organized Response Campaigns 

Organized 
Response 
Campaign 
Letter 
Number 

 
Total 
Received 

 
 
Summary of Organized Response Campaign Letter 

1 784 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because these areas are the “last place where all native 
plants, fish, and wildlife from the smallest plant to the largest predator can be 
found”. Stresses the need for pristine wild lands for recreational solitude and 
areas to escape the noise and crowds of everyday life. Also states these are 
public lands and should be managed in accordance with the public will. 

2 5,433 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule.  States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because these areas are the “last place where a full 
complement of native plants, fish, and wildlife, from the smallest plant to the 
largest predator can still be found”.  Stresses the need for pristine wild lands, for 
recreational solitude and areas to escape the noise and crowds of everyday life. 
Also states that these are public lands owned by Americans and should be 
managed in accordance with the public will. 

3 18 Supports protection of the Idaho roadless areas in accordance with the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Suggests leaving Idaho forests unroaded 
and in a natural state for future generations. 

4 292 Supports protection of all roadless areas in Idaho in accordance with the 
publicly popular 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, stating that the current 
rule already provides extensive protection for communities at-risk for wildland 
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Organized 
Response 
Campaign 
Letter 
Number 

 
Total 
Received 

 
 
Summary of Organized Response Campaign Letter 
fire and forest health concerns, and provides beneficial effects to animals and 
habitats. States that the petition already placed too much financial burden on 
the taxpayers, with over $660 million in backlog road maintenance. Also states 
that the financial benefit of recreational tourism is largely ignored in the petition. 
Emphasizes that these undeveloped Idaho forests are not county public lands 
or Idaho State public lands, but rather American public lands and should be 
managed for the long-term good of the nation. 

5 5 States that they do not support the 2007 Roadless Initiative for Idaho, as it 
would make over 9.3 million acres of public land unavailable for motorized use. 
Would like to maintain access to roadless areas in Idaho to preserve access to 
roads and sites for recreational motorized use for future generations. Asserts 
that the Idaho economy will suffer due to lost jobs and businesses in the logging 
industry, tourism, and motorized recreational. Also states that forest health 
would decline if logging is not allowed to continue in the Idaho forests.  

6 203 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where a full 
complement of native plants, fish, and wildlife, from the smallest plant to the 
largest predator can still be found”.  Stresses the need for pristine wild lands for 
recreational solitude and areas to escape the noise and crowds of everyday life. 
Also states these are public lands owned by Americans and should be managed 
in accordance with the public will. 

7 21,280 States that management of the Idaho roadless forests should be in accordance 
with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Also states that Ex-Governor 
Jim Risch’s petition to the Forest Service to allow development in Idaho forests 
is unwelcome by the majority of Idaho citizens. Emphasizes that, with an 
increase in global warming and a growing population, industrial development of 
forest lands does not make “environmental or practical sense” and is 
unacceptable. Stresses that these forest lands are not only important to wildlife, 
but they also “provide our nation with opportunities for outdoor recreation, 
hunting, and fishing”.   

8 4,191 Supports management of all Idaho roadless areas in accordance with the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless area are 
important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where all of the native 
plants, fish, and wildlife, from the smallest plant to the largest predator can still 
be found”. Stresses the need for pristine wild lands for recreational solitude and 
areas to escape the noise and crowds of everyday life.   

9 81 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where all of the native 
plants, fish, and wildlife can be found”.  Stresses the need for pristine wild lands 
for recreational solitude and areas to escape the noise and crowds of everyday 
life, as well as recreational opportunities such as hunting and fishing in 
unspoiled wild areas. Also states these are public lands owned by all Americans 
and should be managed in accordance with the public will. 

10 105 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where all of the  native 
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Organized 
Response 
Campaign 
Letter 
Number 

 
Total 
Received 

 
 
Summary of Organized Response Campaign Letter 
plants, fish, and wildlife can still be found”.  Stresses the need for pristine wild 
lands for recreational solitude and areas to escape the noise and crowds of 
everyday life, as well as recreational opportunities such as hunting and fishing 
in unspoiled wild areas. Also states these are public lands owned by Americans 
and should be managed in accordance with the public will. 

11 35,116 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where all of the native 
plants, fish, and wildlife, from the smallest plant to the largest predator can still 
be found”. Also states these are public lands owned by Americans and should 
be managed in accordance with the public will. Stresses that the 2001 Roadless 
Area Conservation Rule was “the result of almost three years of deliberation 
that included 600 public hearings and more than 1.5 million written comments”. 

12 121 Supports protecting “all Idaho Roadless Areas consistent with the 2001 Rule”. 

13 8 Supports protecting the roadless character of Idaho and Montana roadless 
areas because of their impacts on the regional economy. Emphasizes, as 
Missoula County, Montana business owners, that their proximity to the National 
Forests in Idaho directly affects their success as “Main Street retailers to our 
backcountry outfitters and guides”. States that wildlife-related tourism and 
outdoor recreation is the driving force for many local communities both in 
Montana and in Idaho. Also states that roadless areas in Idaho provide critical 
habitat for native fish and wildlife species and safeguard forest headwaters and 
streams, which provide drinking water for millions of Americans. 

14 21,117 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule and would like the adoption of 
Alternative A, No Action. Emphasizes that this Idaho Petition affords less 
protection against industrial development and logging than the 2001 Roadless 
Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas are important 
because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the continental U.S. 
Stresses the need for pristine wild lands for future generations and that these 
landscapes are part of our national legacy and are a national treasure.   

15 30,487 Supports the protections already afforded by the 2001 Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule and would like these protections applied to all roadless areas 
across the country, as these areas are the best habitat for fish and wildlife. 
Concerned that rampant logging, road-building, and oil and gas development 
will lead to environmental degradation and that phosphate mining will worsen 
the already serious issue of selenium poisoning.    

16 1,099 Supports management of all Idaho roadless areas in accordance with the 2001 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas are 
important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. One of particular importance is the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem, with the “largest block of relatively undisturbed plant and animal 
habitat in the contiguous United States”. States that they are concerned about 
industrial development in the form of mining, logging, and potential oil and gas 
development that will cause environmental degradation if the proposed Idaho 
Roadless Rule goes forward. Suggests that roadless characteristics will be 
compromised with the proposed rule, despite assurances from State and 
Federal officials that it will not negatively affect the environment. Also states that 
the Idaho national forests are owned by all Americans and should be managed 
accordingly. 



June 2008  Summary of Public Comment: Idaho State Petition 
  Roadless Rule and DEIS 
 

E-4  Appendix E. Organized Response Report 

Organized 
Response 
Campaign 
Letter 
Number 
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Received 

 
 
Summary of Organized Response Campaign Letter 

17 9,155 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States that Idaho’s roadless areas 
are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in the 
continental U.S. and because this area is the “last place where all of the native 
plants, fish, and wildlife, from the smallest plant to the largest predator can still 
be found”.  Suggests that industrial development activities such as logging, 
mining, and road construction have irreversible impacts on wildlife habitat, water 
supplies, and recreational opportunities. Also states these are public lands 
owned by all Americans and should be managed as a national treasure for 
future generations. 

18 399 Supports protecting all of America’s last wild and roadless forests consistent 
with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule.  

19 153 States that as a sportsman, thinks that the proposed roadless rule sets good 
standards in regards to the backcountry management of some of Idaho’s finest 
hunting and fishing resources. Suggests general improvements to the proposed 
rule in three areas: 

• Reevaluate guidelines for specific Backcountry Areas, 

• Strengthen Management Guidelines for General Forest Category, and 

• Maintain Salmon and Steelhead Fishing. 

Suggests that certain forests currently designated under General Forest 
management theme should be changed to Backcountry/Restoration, due to their 
very high wildlife and/or fisheries value. Also suggests that the majority of areas 
proposed for General Forest management could be afforded better protection 
and stronger guidelines under their already existing local Forest Plans, as 
opposed to the Idaho DEIS. However, the Idaho Roadless Rule should 
strengthen guidelines for General Forest management to make them more 
compatible with Forest Plans already in place. Finally, suggests that Chinook 
salmon and steelhead trout fishing are very important for anglers in the 
Clearwater and Salmon River watersheds, and these areas should remain in 
Backcountry/Restoration to support those anadromous fish habitats.  

20 328 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, and the American public is 
opposed to proposals that weaken or reverse it. Emphasizes that government 
management that eliminates or degrades the natural character of the 
backcountry areas of Idaho directly affects “human-powered” outdoor 
recreational activities such as, climbing, hiking, biking, paddling, and skiing. 
States that new road should not be constructed in backcountry areas for the 
purposes of forest health, especially with a already increasing backlog of road 
maintenance burdening the Forest Service. Concerned that limitations set for 
the in the proposed rule for mineral leasing and road building are insufficient 
and the result will degrade the recreational value roadless areas. Disagrees with 
proposed mechanism for administrative corrections and modifications to 
Roadless Areas to accommodate future adjustments. States that the proposed 
rule allows for “incremental administrative elimination of protections on roadless 
areas”.     

21 26 Supports management of all NFS and Idaho roadless areas in accordance with 
the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. States these are public lands 
owned by Americans and are part of our natural heritage and should be 
managed in accordance with the public will. Emphasizes that Idaho’s roadless 
areas are important because the State has the most roadless area acreage in 
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Campaign 
Letter 
Number 

 
Total 
Received 

 
 
Summary of Organized Response Campaign Letter 
the continental U.S. and these areas are the last place in the contiguous United 
States where nearly all of the wildlife species that characterize the region can 
still be found. Requests that the comment period be extended to 90 days 
because a 30-day comment period is insufficient for such nationally significant 
lands. Also requests that public hearings be held throughout the country.  
Suggests that the impacts of industrial development, logging, and road 
construction be fully considered on endangered, threatened and rare wildlife 
species, opportunities for remote recreation and solitude, and water quality.  

22 19 Supports the State of Idaho plan for inventoried roadless areas. Stresses that it 
this is not a “one plan fits all” and takes into account individual forest conditions 
for each National Forest.  States that the proposed rule: 

• Is consistent with Federal laws for individual Forest Plans; 

• Provides additional options for management of National Forests in 
Idaho, reducing fire risk and promoting forest health; 

• Allows existing uses, such as phosphate mining, to continue, and 
clarifies access to phosphate ore in the roadless areas; 

• Is in the best interests of the country, as Forest Plans should utilize all 
forest resources. 

Also states that Forest Plans should include any outdoor recreation, firewood 
access, hunting and fishing.  
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Appendix F 
Public Meeting Opening Address by Governor Risch, 
January 14, 2008 
Public Meeting to Receive Comments on Proposed Rule for 
Management fof Roadless areas on National Forest System 
Lands in the State of Idaho  
 

Held by Forest Service, USDA, January 14, 2008, at the United States Department of 
Agriculture, South Building, Jefferson Auditorium, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC. 

MODERATOR:  I am Bill Supulski.  I’m the National Roadless Coordinator for the U.S. Forest 
Service.  Tonight we have two parts to our meeting.  The first part is, we’re going to have a short 
presentation that’s been put together by the project team leader, Brad Gilbert, and assistant from 
the state, Tom Perry, works in the governor’s office.  We also have some remarks from both the 
regional forester for Region One, Tom Tidwell, and from Lieutenant Governor Risch who 
submitted the petition. 

One other person I’d like to identify in the room.  Harv, can I get you to wave your hand?  The 
new regional forester at Region Four, which is in the southern half of Idaho, is Harv Forsgren.  
So he’s here to listen also. 

So with no further ado for that, I do need to ask a couple things.  One, we do have some signers 
down here for people hearing-impaired if you need that assistance.  If not, we’d like for them to 
be able to go home earlier.   

With that, Tom has some remarks. 

MR. TOM TIDWELL:  Well, first of all, thank you for coming out tonight.  I just have a few 
remarks because we’re here to hear from you tonight.  I don’t think you came here to necessarily 
hear from me.  But I would like to welcome you to the first public meeting in our state-specific 
Roadless Rule.  I feel privileged to have the opportunity to open this meeting and to be able to 
introduce the lieutenant governor of Idaho James Risch in a couple minutes.   

But first of all, I just wanted to reflect a little bit on why we’re here.  One of the similarities I’d 
like to share with you is that as we look at the evolution of wilderness legislation, reflect back 
that most of the early acts were on a national basis and then gradually over time we moved to 
more of a state-by-state approach to be able to continue to have success.   

With roadless areas, we developed a national rule that provide management direction to every 
roadless area in this country, but with significant controversy and challenges that still exist today. 

We now have an opportunity to improve on that through a state-by-state approach, that hopefully 
will allow us to resolve some of that controversy.  I am gratified by the partnership we’ve 
established with the state of Idaho.  Idaho is one of the states that was challenging the Roadless 
Rule.  Now they’re taking the lead in creating a state-specific rule, and we are working side by 
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side.  The Forest Service is working side by side to develop a rule that integrates the national 
values of roadless areas with the local values of roadless areas. 

I’m also pleased that the state, working with the county commissioners, found that the forest 
plans to be a good starting point for their petition. These forest plans were developed with 
extensive public involvement, probably with many of you.  So the purpose of this rule is to 
consider the unique characteristics of each of Idaho’s inventory roadless areas and balance the 
undeveloped character and the natural beauty of these areas with responsible stewardship. 

I think one of the advantages of a state-specific rule is, it allows for greater collaboration with 
those having a strong interest in the conservation and management of inventory roadless areas 
and also to ensure balanced management decisions that will maintain the most important 
characteristics of these areas. 

One of the things I want to stress with this rule: it’s a draft rule, it’s a proposed rule.  And under 
the proposed rule, it does have some prohibitions. It also has some limited permissions, some 
exceptions.  And those are to allow us to consider management activities and on a limited basis 
in roadless areas.  And I want to stress that this rule in itself does not permit any of those 
activities.  Any activities that would be proposed would have to go through our NEPA analysis, 
and there would be site-specific analysis and opportunity for public comment.  But I just wanted 
to stress that point because I think it’s a key part of this rule, and we need to remember that as we 
go forward. 

Now in welcoming the lieutenant governor to our meeting, I want to reflect a little bit on the long 
history of partnership between the Forest Service and the governors of Idaho.  Historically, 
governors have worked with the Forest Service in protecting wildlands in Idaho, going back to 
Governor Baldridge that was instrumental in creating the Idaho primitive area which later 
became the Frank Church Wilderness Area.  And then more recently Governor Andrews was 
instrumental in the creation of the River of No Return Wilderness Area.  And so continuing with 
this tradition of protecting Idaho’s most important wildlands is Lieutenant Governor Risch.  He 
has some remarks to share with you regarding his vision for roadless areas in Idaho, so would 
you please join me in welcoming Lieutenant Governor Risch? 

[Applause.] 

LIEUTENANT GOV. JAMES E. RISCH:  Well, thank you very much.  I appreciate that 
introduction, and I also appreciate you talking a little bit about the history, the governors of our 
state, working with the United States government. I had the honor and privilege of serving as 
Idaho’s 31st governor, and when I was inaugurated as Idaho’s 31st governor one of the things 
that was just in its inception was the consideration of the roadless areas in Idaho. 

For those of you who haven’t had the good fortune of visiting the state of Idaho, I’ll tell you that 
two-thirds of the state of Idaho is owned by the federal government; two out of every three acres 
belongs to the United States of America.  And it is truly a majestic state.  It contains lands that 
are some of the most beautiful, the most magnificent, the most pristine areas that exist in the 
United States of America.  We have the largest block of wilderness land outside of Alaska. 

And Vickie and I, my wife, have had the privilege of living there all of our married life. And 
she’s with me tonight. We’ve been married 39 years, and we’ve raised our three sons in the state 
of Idaho—hiking, camping, fishing, and hunting on some of the lands that we’re talking about 
here tonight. 
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My formal education was in forest management, and so when I took the oath of office as 
governor and said that I would do the job, do the things required of me as governor to the best of 
my ability, I had specifically in mind the management of Idaho’s lands; and specifically I had in 
mind the lands that are as I described some of the most magnificent lands in the state of Idaho. 

We’re talking here today about 9.3 million acres of land that was originally inventoried by the 
United States Forest Service as roadless.  As all of you know, the Forest Service was directed to 
conduct this inventory and to determine what lands had the potential of being future wilderness 
lands in the state of Idaho.  And these 9.3 million acres that we’re talking here today that were 
put on my plate and handed to me to deal with were the acres that were so inventoried. 

The first thing that struck me is, that all the turbulence that has taken place over these 9.3 million 
acres over the four or so decades that we’ve been talking about these properties stemmed partly 
from the fact that everyone was trying to treat all these properties as one-size-fits-all 
management.  And that simply is not the case.  I have personally been on a number of these 
pieces of ground.  They number about 280 parcels that were identified as individual parcels, and 
as I said, what strikes you is, they are different.   

Each particular piece is unique.  Obviously we can’t have 280 different prescriptions, if you 
would, or classifications for the properties, but we believe that they fell relatively easily into four 
different categories, five if you consider the special use category that makes up a very tiny 
amount of the acreages. 

So what we did was, we devised four different themes, if you would allow me to call them 
themes.  The first one was Wildland Recreation.  The second one is Primitive.  The third one is 
Back Country Restoration.  And the fourth is General Forest. 

The first two themes, Wildland Recreation and Primitive, which you see from the rule that I 
proposed, are to be managed somewhat similarly.  And I hate to make reference to the prior 
rules, but I’m going to anyway because everybody else is going to and because it is handy.  The 
2001, what we’ll call the Clinton Rule, provided for proposed management of these roadless 
areas.  And frankly, when I looked at them, the 3-plus million acres that comprised the two 
themes, the Wildland Recreation and the Primitive, were simply not sufficiently protected under 
the proposed Clinton Rule.  And I’ll talk about that in a minute. 

I want to back up for just a minute and talk about process.  What we did in Idaho is, we put all 
this out to the counties that had these roadless areas in them, and we asked the counties to hold 
public hearings and take public input on what was appropriate for the particular areas in their 
county.  The county commissioners did this, and they spent many, many hours doing this.  And 
lots of people had input, people who were local people, people who came in from the outside.  
But in any event, they took the initial input on these particular areas. 

After that, it came to me as the governor to go through all the input that was given, go through 
the recommendations made by public, by the county commissioners from each of those counties, 
and then to review it myself and look for additional input if I felt it was necessary. 

We did that, and the good thing about all this process is, what we started with was the National 
Forest Plan that was in effect.  So we weren’t starting from scratch on each of these properties.  
We were starting from a place that had occurred over a period of time.  That is, we didn’t take 
each one of these properties and say, What would be best for this property starting from scratch?  
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Instead, each one of the national forests had developed a plan, and that plan had come into being 
through a lot of different methods and input. 

But most importantly for about four decades these properties had been used and managed 
according to the individual forest plan. 

And so to a degree we had a history on each of these 280 pieces of property, and we were able to 
look at the history and see whether it was appropriate.  And so when that process was completed 
and it came to me, I did want some additional input.  And I went out specifically and talked with 
people that I believed could help me better understand what the public wanted on these 
properties, in addition to what I think was obvious on some of these properties. 

For instance, I went directly to the Native American tribes in Idaho.  The Nez Perce tribe gave 
me a number of recommendations on properties that had particular religious and cultural 
significance for the Nez Perce people, and they came up with a number of specific 
recommendations.  Tom, do you remember the number?  Nine comes to my mind, but whatever 
the number was, I dealt with Rebecca Miles who is the head of the Nez Perce tribe, and went 
over the specific recommendations she had. 

I can tell you, I accommodated them 100 percent on every recommendation they made for 
parcels of property that had particular religious or cultural significance for the Nez Perce tribe. 

In addition to that, I met with some of the environmental groups that I have to tell you were not, 
did not I believe have the level of warmth that I’d have liked to have seen for the process and for 
what I was doing. I think that after we met we had a substantially higher level of understanding 
as to what we were attempting to accomplish.  I listened to what they had to say, and I really 
believe we were not very far apart, if apart at all, on what we wanted to accomplish with this 9.3 
million acres. 

Again, for those of you who maybe haven’t been fully involved in the wilderness process in 
Idaho, in the roadless process in Idaho, 9.3 million acres is a staggering amount of real property 
to be dealing with, and it is a staggeringly unique grouping of lands that have tremendously 
different attributes as to each particular parcel.  So in that regard one would expect that when you 
came to the table there was going to be tremendous animosity regarding the use of those 
properties and the future handling, future management and classification of those properties.  I 
can tell you, today that simply isn’t the case. 

Do we have some disagreements?  Of course we have disagreements.  You can’t be dealing with 
9.3 million acres and not have disagreements.  But as I look around this room and look at the 
stakeholders and the people who have interest in these properties, we have, my friends, a whole 
lot more in common than we have differences as to the handling of these properties. 

Let me tell you and back up and again stress to you, as the governor of the state of Idaho I really 
believed the Clinton Plan did not generate enough protection for the Wildland Recreation and the 
Primitive themes I’ve developed, that include a little over 3 million acres.  The Clinton Rule as 
you know provided for some road building under some circumstances in those 3-plus million 
acres. 

The rule that I have provided, and I feel very strongly about this, is that there will be no road 
building of any kind under any circumstances for any purpose within the wildland recreation and 
the primitive themes and the 3-plus million acres of property that the wildland recreation and the 
primitive themes encompass. 
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And I don’t say that in any way demeaning the Clinton Rule.  I think the Clinton Rule was 
attempting to do what I think is virtually impossible, and that is write a prescription for the 9.3 
million acres, the 280 parcels of property in Idaho, using one prescription for all of those 
properties.  With all due respect, I just don’t believe that it’s possible. 

I believe that the rule that I have submitted -- and it isn’t just me but Idaho’s rule, it’s Idaho 
people that have submitted this and through an Idaho process --  I really believe that we will have 
a substantially higher level of protection for those two themes than we had under any 
circumstances previously. 

And let me say that I fully understand that what we are doing here is, we are engaging in 
rulemaking.  We are not engaged in statute-making.  However, I believe that the rulemaking is a 
good step to develop management for these particular pieces of property.  I think that someday 
the people, all of you and hopefully myself also, will be gathered as we talk about even a higher 
level of protection for some of these properties, which will be through wilderness legislation. 

We are not there now.  Obviously for the last four decades people have looked at this, thought 
about this, and actually some have tried, and all have failed in attempting to come up with 
legislation regarding these properties.  But we are ratcheting up what was in place, and that of 
course is the Forest Service plan for a plan on a particular forest.  We are ratcheting it up a step 
higher and taking it to formal rulemaking. 

And I think that’s appropriate, and I cannot stand here and tell you how long the rule will be in 
place. If history is a teacher, and it generally is, history tells us that what we are doing here, 
developing  a rule, it will probably be in place for a long period of time, particularly as we’re 
talking about the entire 9.3 million acres.  It’s entirely possible that rulemaking will be in place 
in perpetuity for at least part of the 9.3 million acres. 

However, having said that, I also believe at some point in time there will be a higher level of 
protection, namely statutory protection, for some of these lands at some time in the future. 

Well, moving out of the Wildland Recreation and the Primitive themes into the Back Country 
Restoration theme, that contains a little over 5 million acres in that property.  That property when 
I designed the proposed rule for those parcels in the Back Country Restoration, what I developed 
– and this is in very general terms – is a management that allowed for temporary road building 
for very, very, very limited purposes.  And those limited purposes are for stewardship purposes. 

Now you say, well what are stewardship purposes?  Well, two of them and the most obvious 
ones come to mind, and that is for parcels that are what are called WUE parcels, and that is 
parcels that have ground that interfaces with human development activity that is already in place.  
We have had in the state of Idaho and throughout the west really serious problems with fire in 
recent years.  And it is important and in my judgment it is necessary for the Forest Service to do 
stewardship activities that will lessen the risk for people and for properties in the WUE areas 
where you have the interface. 

Another area that is very important to us is watershed activities in Idaho.  We have watersheds 
that exist on Forest Service property but that are tremendously important to municipal water 
supplies.  And active management in those watersheds is important as a proper stewardship 
purpose and proper stewardship objective for the Forest Service, in my judgment. 

So in the Back Country Restoration I provided that roads could be built on a temporary basis and 
for these stewardship purposes. 
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Now with all due respect, I think some of the people, particularly people who have been critical 
or hesitant regarding the rule, have focused on this. And I really don’t think that should be done.  
I think instead you should focus at the other sides of the coin, what I said couldn’t be done in the 
Back Country Restoration theme.  That is, to harvest timber for the sake of harvesting timber.  
Harvesting timber is not a use that I contemplated for Back Country Restoration parcels of 
property.   

Having said that, I have no objection to the Forest Service going in, doing a stewardship project, 
and winding up with some timber that they can sell.  But what should not be done is, using a 
ruse, if you would, of stewardship activities to put up for sale commercial timber.  That is not 
what I envisioned in the Back Country Restoration. It’s not what I don’t think anyone envisioned 
in Back Country Restoration.  I don’t want to see that done. 

Now having said that, I know there is concern over the language the Forest Service adopted in 
the proposed rule, which some people believe could be used to do just what I said I didn’t want 
to see done, and that is do commercial timber harvesting for commercial timber purposes. 

As a result of that, what I’m going to urge to be done is that the Forest Service take another look 
at the language that they have developed for the Back Country Restoration theme, and I’m 
hoping everyone can sit down at the table and come up with language that is appropriate. 

I want to stress that after sitting down and talking with the stakeholders, I don’t believe there is 
any disagreement at all in what all of us want to see done as far as the back country restoration 
theme is concerned.  I do believe there is a concern on some people’s part that the language that 
the Forest Service has developed isn’t appropriate to accomplish what I want to see 
accomplished in the Back Country Restoration theme. 

So again I would urge with all due respect to the Forest Service that they consult with the 
appropriate stakeholders to develop appropriate language to see that we do all accomplish what 
we want done in the Back Country Restoration. 

Let me tell you that I think that probably the most appropriate process to do that is to engage the 
RACNAC committee.  I think the RACNAC committee serves a tremendously important part of 
the process in developing this rule.  The RACNAC committee helped me as I developed this 
rule.  I’m hopeful they were helpful to the Forest Service as the rule was developed.  And the 
makeup of that RACNAC committee I think makes them uniquely qualified to serve as a 
clearing house to help develop the language that will resolve any concerns that exist as far as the 
Back Country Restoration theme. 

That brings me to the General Forest theme.  The General Forest theme is around 600,000 acres 
of ground.  There was a miscue I think originally.  We talked about 500,000 acres.  It is in reality 
about 600,000 acres.  Now for those of you who want to focus on that, I would plead that you not 
focus on that and focus instead on the upper end of this and what we have done at the upper end 
of this. 

The General Forest theme that we developed at the end of this in my judgment is property that 
does not fit the roadless thought or roadless belief or roadless idea of what all of us have of 
roadless areas.  First of all, there is very little timber in these areas.  It is mostly areas that usually 
are managed by the BLM, rather than the Forest Service.  Most of the merchantable timber is 
what we affectionately refer to as sagebrush.  And it doesn’t even have a first stick of timber in 
it, let alone anything beyond the first stick.  If it’s been burned it is mostly about 18 inches high.  
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This is not ground that we ought to be choosing up sides and fighting over to protect as roadless 
ground.  If we do that, we lose our focus on the rest of the ground. 

It is ground that I believe, with all due respect to the Forest Service, really should not have been 
included in the inventory in the first place.  Much of this ground is heavily routed.  If you walk 
on to the property and you plopped yourself down and said, Look, I think I’ll visually inventory 
this and see what we have here, you’d ask yourself: How did this ever get in the inventory of 
roadless in the first place? 

So my friends, I would urge everyone to keep our focus on the upper themes that I have, 
particularly on the Wildland Recreation and particularly on the Primitive themes, and let’s all 
agree that the Roadless Rule we have provided that I’ve asked the Forest Service to adopt is the 
highest level of protection for that 3-plus million acres that has ever been proposed for these 
particular parcels of property. 

Finally, there’s the Special Use, which is a very small number of acres included in that.  I’m 
really not going to spend any time on that. 

I’ve talked substantially longer than what I had planned on talking in the first place, but let me 
say this.  This is a good plan.  It is a plan that I believe protects these properties as they should be 
protected.  I think it is a realistic protection for these properties.  I think it is a protection that, 
particularly in the WUE areas and the watershed areas gives the Forest Service the ability to do 
the things that we ask them to do to manage some of these small amount of acreage that are 
included in the Back Country Restoration theme, and it is a resolution I believe of a fight that has 
been going on a long time and really brings a lot of people together, and brings us to a point that 
I think that we can agree on, and is really in the best interest of the people of the state of Idaho 
and people in the United States of America. 

Thank you so much for this time, and thank you for the opportunity to present here today and to 
urge that we adopt the rule with the minor change that I have suggested.  And that is, a re-
wordsmithing of the language in the Back Country Restoration where roads can be built. 

Thank you. 
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