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April 26, 2012 
 
Mary Farnsworth, Forest Supervisor 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests  
KIPZ Revision Team  
3815 Schreiber Way  
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 
 
RE: IPNF Draft Forest Plan and EIS 
 
Dear Ms. Farnsworth: 
 
The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) staff 
reviewed the Idaho Panhandle Draft Forest Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. The Idaho Panhandle National Forest (IPNF) is 
preparing a revised Forest Plan to guide management on the forest. 
We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the planning 
process. 
 
General Comments 
 
The IPNF is a major recreation destination for North Idaho residents 
and visitors. The IPNF provides a wide variety of recreation 
opportunities and settings that plays a major role fulfilling residents 
and visitors recreation needs. 
 
The IDPR is a partner in many of the recreation management 
activities that the IPNF undertakes. The IDPR had provided the 
IPNF with $1.9 million in recreation grant funding over the past 25 
years. We also maintain 135 miles of IPNF trails through our Trail 
Ranger Program. The Trail Cat Program reconstructs ATV trails on 
the IPNF.  
 
Our Snowmobile Program in cooperation with Priest Lake, 
Sandpoint, Kootenai, Shoshone and Benewah snowmobile 
programs grooms 1,240 miles of snowmobile trails. We also help 
the Coeur d' Alene River Ranger District with its cross-country ski 
trails at Fourth of July pass through our Park N' Ski Program. 
 
IDPR Staff has been involved in the planning process since 2002. 
We have provided the Forest with scoping comments, provided 
input on the draft prescriptions, and attending public meetings and 
field trips. 
 
The bulk of work for this plan revision was developed under the 
2005 Planning Rule instead of the 1982 Planning Rule. The 2005 
Planning Rule was invalidated by a court ruling and the revised plan 
now uses the 1982 Planning Rule regulations.  
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In 2006, the IDPR staff provided specific comments on the desired conditions, objectives, 
suitability, guidelines, and monitoring. On this review of the draft forest plan, we noticed no 
change in the desired conditions. We would strongly suggest you re-visit our previous 
comments from 2006, as it appears they were not otherwise considered. 
 
For instance, on page 9, Desired Condition GA-DC-WL-SJ-02 references the Salmon 
Wilderness Area. There is no connectivity possible between the Salmon-Huckleberry 
Wilderness outside of Portland, Oregon and the Idaho-Montana Border.  This desired condition 
should mostly likely cite the “Frank Church River of No-Return Wilderness”. 
 
We have organized our specific comments by chapter (Desired Conditions, Objectives, 
Suitability, Guidelines, and Monitoring). 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Draft Plan Comments 
 
On Page 9, Access and Recreation is addressed in the draft Forest Plan. Goal 01 fails to 
address motorized recreation. Rather than have the goal that is about land management, the 
goal should focus on providing recreation opportunities. Our staff requests that this goal 
incorporate “Provide a variety of summer and winter recreation opportunities”. This statement 
is covered in a desired condition, but needs to be elevated to a goal. 
 
Goal FW-DC-AR-06 addresses non-motorized recreation experiences in remote settings. The 
IPNF needs to provide non-motorized recreation opportunities across the range of recreation 
opportunity settings. For example, English Point provides non-motorized opportunities in a 
rural setting while the Mallard-Larkins Pioneer Area provides non-motorized opportunities in a 
remote setting. 
 
Our staff is disappointed that the Access and Recreation Desired Conditions had nothing to 
speak to providing motorized recreation opportunities across the range of suitable recreation 
opportunities. Motorized recreationists also enjoy opportunities in remote settings as well as 
more developed settings. 
 
FW-OBJ-AR-04 is an objective for winter trails. This objective specifies maintenance on 200-
300 miles of snowmobile trails and 20-35 miles of non-motorized winter trails. The IPNF has 
many more miles of groomed winter recreation routes than this. Winter snowmobile trail 
opportunities account for 1,240 miles on the IPNF and surrounding state lands. This objective 
needs to be modified to account for the existing groomed winter trail systems. 
 
FW-OBJ-AR-05 is an objective for summer trails. This objective specifies maintenance on 150-
300 of motorized trails and 150-300 miles of non-motorized trails annually. This figure is much 
lower than the overall trail mileage on the IPNF. The IPNF should be performing at least basic 
maintenance on all trails annually. Our Trail Ranger Program and many volunteer groups 
assist with this maintenance effort. 
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This objective would also create 5 new motorized trail looping opportunities over the life of the 
plan. The IPNF should be creating at least 15 new motorized looping trail opportunities (5 in 
each zone of the forest). This new looping opportunities could be developed from the existing 
road system as some system roads are decommissioned. The final plan needs a guideline that 
would require planners to look at the viability of roads as system trails before they are slated 
for decommissioning. 
 
FW-OBJ-AR-05 is an objective for elk. This objective specifies that “at least 80% of the 
landscape subunits provide>30% security on NFS lands during the non-winter period.” Current 
conditions only cover 71% of the landscape units. The objective will lead to motorized route 
reductions in some areas of the IPNF. Depending on where these landscape units are, they 
could have a substantial effect on motorized recreation route opportunities.  
 
FW-STD-WL-04 is a standard that specifies that no grooming of snowmobile routes will be 
allowed after April 1st in Grizzly Bear Core Habitat. The local grooming programs usually stop 
grooming before then because of warming temperatures and running out of operating funds. 
Occasionally, the grooming programs will groom after April 1st until April 15th if grooming 
conditions and funding allow grooming.  This standard is unnecessary and should be removed 
from the Forest Plan. If the planning team decides to keep the standard, the date should be 
moved two weeks later to April 15th. 
 
FW-GDL-WL-01 is a guideline that specifies management restrictions at known active nesting 
or denning sites for a wide range of activities. The restriction dates are outline in Table 5 could 
impact recreation activities on a seasonal basis, especially winter recreation. Current research 
on wolverine denning has not found any effects that winter recreation might have. This 
guideline could be used to place further restrictions on recreation activities. 
 
FW-GDL-WL-13 is a guideline for elk. This guideline states that a security area is at least ½ 
mile away from a motorized route. This guideline does not take into account recommended 
buffer limits presented by the Gaines Report. The Gaines Report is much more specific in that 
it presents different buffer sizes for different classes of routes (motorized and non-motorized). 
This guideline should be modified to use more current research information. Both motorized 
and non-motorized recreation activities can affect elk security. 
 
MA1a-DC-AR-02 specifies that primitive recreation opportunity is desired in Wilderness. The 
Salmon-Priest Wilderness Area is a small Wilderness. The Primitive ROS class requires that 
the area be at least 3 miles from a motorized route. This desired condition may not be possible 
in the Salmo-Priest Wilderness. The desired condition for this area should be semi-primitive 
non-motorized instead of primitive. 
 
In Recommended Wilderness (MA 1b), there are two standards that prohibit motorized and 
mechanized recreation use in these areas (MA1b-STD-AR-01 and MA1b-STD-AR-02). These 
standards are a carry-over from the current forest plan. 
 
Motorized and mechanized uses could be allowed in these areas like it is provided in 
Wilderness Study Areas (MA 1c). Motorcycle and mountain bike use on trails has never 
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changed the status of a proposed or designated Wilderness in Idaho. The impacts that 
mountain biking or motorcycle riding has on wilderness character are temporary and not 
permanent. Once an area is legislated as Wilderness the impacts disappear. 
 
Snowmobile use has no effect on recommended wilderness characteristics over time other 
than the appearance of snowmachine tracks that could occur in some areas but this effect is 
temporary only during the winter season. 

 
Only Congress can designate Wilderness or remove an area from Wilderness. When 
Congress does designate Wilderness, it is a political decision, not a resource management 
decision. 
 
The Owyhee River Wilderness, Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness, the Gospel 
Hump Wilderness, and Hells Canyon Wilderness all had motorized and mechanized uses in 
them before they were designated Wilderness. The 2009 Owyhee Management Area 
Wilderness Legislation actually designated Wilderness on lands that were outside of BLM’s 
Wilderness Study Areas.  
 
Management Area 1e is titled Primitive Lands. This management category seems to borrow 
from the 2008 Idaho Roadless Rule. Primitive lands under this rule can allow motorized or non-
motorized uses in both summer and winter. In fact, some primitive lands like the Danskin 
Roadless Area on the Boise National Forest have some of the highest levels of motorized trail 
use in Idaho. Lands in this management category should allow summer motorized use on 
designated routes. MA1e-STD-AR-01 should be changed to allow wheeled motorized vehicle 
use on system trails. The ROS classification for this area should be semi-primitive motorized in 
both summer and winter. 
 
It is interesting of all the eligible Wild and Scenic River segments, no segment was found to be 
scenic eligible. It is even more interesting that “Wild” segments are found below “Recreation” 
segments on the Little North Fork Clearwater and the North Fork Coeur d’ Alene River. Instead 
of classifying these segments as wild, they could be classified as “Scenic”. The Scenic 
designation allows for some motorized trail access to occur in the corridor. 
 
This draft forest plan reads almost exactly as the 2006 draft plan read. The desired conditions 
are the same and some guidelines have been moved to standards. Our 2006 comments reflect 
the desire for some of these desired conditions and guidelines to be changed. This current 
plan did not do this. Why was so much of the 2006 plan incorporated into this plan without the 
public input that was submitted back then? 
 
It is our hope that these desired conditions, goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines can be 
changed so that North Idaho’s recreation opportunities are protected. 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments 
 
The DEIS only presents four alternatives (the no-action) and the proposed action. Under the 
1982 Planning Rules, more alternatives need to be considered. For example, the revised 
Targhee Forest Plan had 7 alternatives, the revised Boise, Payette and Sawtooth Forest Plans 
had 7 alternatives. 
 
There isn’t really any significant change in Management Area Allocations under the range of 
alternatives. For example, at least one action alternative should have contained a provision to 
not recommend any wilderness designation or wild and scenic river designation. At the other 
end, which the DEIS does recognize recommends more areas for wilderness and wild and 
scenic river designations. 
 
Due to the standards and guidelines presented in the draft forest plan, all action alternatives 
will lead to a reduction in motorized and mechanized recreation opportunities. The FEIS should 
analyze an alternative that would increase these recreation opportunities. 
 
The key indicators are good for the DEIS. These indicators are easy for the public to 
understand and show what the range of alternatives will do for recreation and access. We 
encourage the IPNF staff to continue to use these indicators in the FEIS. 
 
Table 49 on Page 278 summarizes IPNF Roads by maintenance class. While this is useful, 
Table 53 on Page 281 shows what roads are open. The FEIS should consider a table showing 
what roads are open to what maintenance condition (I.E how many roads are open to all 
vehicles with a maintenance class of 2, 3, 4, and 5). 
 
Table 54 does not match the miles of trails that have been provided to us for the Idaho Trails 
Mapping effort. Where were these figures for this table derived? The planning team should 
play close attention to the roads that have been converted into ATV trails on the Coeur d’ 
Alene River Ranger District. 
 
The Recreation Niche Statement does not address motorized recreation opportunities and use 
which has long been a part of the IPNF. The Recreation Niche Statement should be revisited 
in order to provide these kinds of opportunities that are occurring now and will continue in the 
future. 
 
GADC-AR-CDA-06 is a guideline that requires project planners to look at potential road to trail 
conversion. The IDPR staff would like the guideline to be elevated into the overall Forest 
Recreation Guidelines or the planning team can add this guideline to the North and South 
Zones of the Forest. Examining old roads for trail opportunities is a key to enhance public 
recreation trail opportunities. 
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In the Travel Management Section, acres open to motorized use is misleading figure. The 
2005 Travel Management Rule basically eliminated cross-country travel over a wide area. In 
addition, due the slopes and vegetative cover on the forest, cross country motorized travel is 
impossible. A better indicator would be the miles of roads and trails that could be designated 
for motorized use under the range of alternatives. 
 
Table 64 shows Summary of Access Availability of Alternatives based on MA Prescriptions and 
Currently Closed Areas that will Remain Closed in all Four Alternatives. Alternative B reduces 
motorized access by 71,000 acres. A much better indicator would be what roads and trails 
would be closed to motorized use under the range of alternatives. 
 
On Page 300, the DEIS states that “These MVUMs do not change by alternative”, yet Table 64 
shows acres that will be closed under the range of alternatives. MVUMs will change as a result 
of this plan. The FEIS needs to clearly document how the MVUMs will change. 
 
The DEIS states on Page 302 “Technical advancements in snowmobiles now allow them to 
travel many places where they were unable to travel as recently as five years ago.” In the past 
5 years 2007-2012, snowmobiles have been able to travel in the same places generally under 
the same snow conditions. The major difference between modern snowmobiles and less 
modern sleds is that the chassis are a bit different. These differences between modern and 
older snowmobiles do not allow for expanded access to the Idaho Panhandle National Forest. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The current forest planning effort has taken a very long time because of the varying nature of 
the forest service planning rule. We are pleased to see that the planning team has finally 
gotten a draft plan put out for public review. The planning team should closely look at the 2006 
public input into the old draft plan. Some of the same problems that we indentified in the old 
revised plan still exist in this plan. 
 
If you have any questions about our comments, please contact me at (208) 514-2483. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Cook, Outdoor Recreation Analyst 
Recreation Bureau 
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August 17, 2006 
 
 
 
Ranotta K. McNair, Forest Supervisor 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests 
3815 Schreiber Way 
Coeur d' Alene, ID 83815 
 
RE: KIPZ Proposed Land Management Plan 
 
Dear Ms. McNair and KIPZ Planning Team: 
 
The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) reviewed the 
Idaho Panhandle National Forests (IPNF) Proposed Land Management 
Plan (Plan). The plan provides the IPNF strategic guidance for forest 
management. We appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the 
planning process. 
 
General Comments 
 
The IPNF is a major recreation destination for North Idaho residents 
and visitors. The IPNF provides a wide variety of recreation 
opportunities and settings that plays a major role fulfilling residents 
and visitors recreation needs. 
 
The IDPR is a partner in many of the recreation management activities 
that the IPNF undertakes. The IDPR had provided the IPNF with $1.9 
million in recreation grant funding over the past 25 years. We also 
maintain 135 miles of IPNF trails through our Trail Ranger Program. 
The Trail Cat Program reconstructs ATV trails on the IPNF.  
 
Our Snowmobile Program in cooperation with Priest Lake, Sandpoint, 
Kootenai, Shoshone and Benewah snowmobile programs grooms 
1,240 miles of snowmobile trails. We also help the Coeur d' Alene 
River Ranger District with its cross-country ski trails at Fourth of July 
pass through our Park N' Ski Program. 
 
IDPR Staff has been involved in the planning process since 2002. We 
have provided the Forest with scoping comments, provided input on 
the draft prescriptions, and attending public meetings and field trips. 
 
The KIPZ Revision Team should be congratulated on its public 
involvement efforts. The public meetings allowed the Forest to come 
up with a common desired future condition for the geographical areas, 
and let the public know what the forest plan revision process was 
about. 
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The planning team has made significant progress since the starting options proposal last year. 
The draft plan addresses many of our concerns by creating a primitive area on the Selkirk Crest 
and not designating backcountry areas motorized or non-motorized. These generalities will give 
the District Rangers and Forest Supervisors the most flexibility in creating recreation 
opportunities.  
 
The plan is the first of its kind in Idaho. The revision was developed under the 2005 Planning 
Rule instead of the 1982 Planning Rule. This gives the plan a more strategic direction than the 
previous plan. We were also pleased that the KIPZ Planning Team addressed recreation in 
greater detail in this plan, than in the previous plan. 
 
We have organized our specific comments by chapter (Desired Conditions, Objectives, 
Suitability, Guidelines, and Monitoring).  
 
Specific Comments 
 
Chapter 1 Vision 
 
Chapter 1 covers Forestwide Desired Conditions by Sustainability Topics.  The sustainability 
topic that we are most concerned about is Access and the Recreation Desired Condition. As the 
Spokane, WA and Kootenai County's population grows, increasing demands on access and 
recreation will be placed on the IPNF. 
 
The 2004 Idaho Outdoor Recreation Survey found that "Protecting existing access to public 
lands" was the second most important issue out of 35 surveyed. The same result was found in the 
2002 Idaho Outdoor Recreation Survey. This tells us that access is consistently an important 
issue among Idaho residents. 
 
The draft plan states on page 1-2, "However, dispersed camping opportunities may be less 
available in some areas because of resource concerns, activity conflicts, or over-use." Dispersed 
camping is a popular recreation activity for many Idahoans. Our 2004 Idaho Outdoor Recreation 
Survey found that 20.8% of North Idahoans used an RV to camp at a dispersed site within the 
past 12 months. 
 
Rather than decreasing dispersed camping opportunities, the IPNF should look at ways to reduce 
dispersed camping impacts before closing the sites. This could include to developing new 
dispersed sites or hardening existing sites. If a dispersed site is closed, recreationists may move 
to other places that are even less desirable from an environmental standpoint. 
 
IDPR recommends that this statement be changed to "However, dispersed camping opportunities 
may become more developed, relocated or closed because of resource concerns, activity 
conflicts, or over-use." 
 
Page 1-3 covers travel management planning. The draft plan states "Loop systems are developed 
(both road and trail) where appropriate." We are concerned that this statement could be 
interpreted in such a way, that loop opportunities are not provided in some Geographic Areas 
(GAs). Some land managers could find one reason or another to not provide loop opportunities. 
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Both motorized and non-motorized trail recreationists desire loop opportunities. The only major 
difference between the loops is the size of the loop. Hiking loops are shorter than mountain bikes 
loops and motorcycle loops are larger than ATV loops.  The statement should be reworded to 
"Loop systems (both road and trail) are provided to enhance the recreation route experience." 
 
The page also addresses Access and Recreation Monitoring Questions. This section left out an 
important monitoring question. The IPNF has made a great start in human dimensions research 
with the National Visitor Use Monitoring Survey, but more monitoring could be done in this 
area.  
 
The IPNF should be asking its visitors whether or not they are satisfied with their visits and what 
could be done to make their visits better. We have started a survey program within our state park 
units to determine performance measures under our strategic plan (see attached). We believe a 
similar program would greatly benefit the IPNF. 
 
The Terrestrial Species Desired Condition on Page 1-24 addresses Canada Lynx. In this 
paragraph the draft plan states, "Disturbance associated with snowmobile use occurs in areas that 
avoid or minimized impacts to Canada lynx (by not increasing the amount of groomed trails or 
play areas)." The Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy allows the INPF to create 
new groomed routes or play areas, as long as it serves to consolidate snowmobile use.  The plan 
should reword this sentence to: "Groomed trail impacts to Canada lynx are avoided or minimized 
by utilizing grooming programs and area designations to consolidate winter use and improve 
lynx habitat."  
 
Geographic Areas Desired Conditions 
 
The Geographic Areas (GAs) are divided up mostly on a district-wide level. The ranger districts 
on the IPNF are large (some covering an entire National Forest).  These large GA can make it 
difficult to present a detailed desired condition. 
 
Coeur d' Alene Geographic Area 
 
The Access and Recreation subsection states "This GA contains several hundred miles of trails; 
many of these are open to motorized use." This is a very general statement. The Coeur d' Alene 
(CDA) Geographic Area currently contains 376 miles of summer trails and 1,041 miles of winter 
trails. We recommend that the final plan print these mileage figures. 
 
On Page 1-40, the draft states "Opportunities for loop trail systems are evaluated and created, 
where appropriate." This statement should be made stronger by stating; "Loop trail systems are 
provided in a environmentally sustainable manner." The IPNF should be looking a ways to create 
sustainable trail systems that don't require as much maintenance and reconstruction as the present 
trail system. 
 
The Wildlife Desired Condition on Page 1-41 states, "Motorized use occurs on managed routes 
that avoid important wildlife habitat." Important wildlife habitat could be construed to be all the 
backcountry areas with the CDA GA. Does that mean all motorized use would be eliminated 
from those backcountry areas? The statement should be more specific such as "Motorized use 
occurs on designated routes in a manner that is compatible with wildlife habitat." Motorized use 
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and wildlife habitat are not mutually exclusive activities on National Forest land. For example, a 
year round closure is unnecessary in winter habitat, but could be necessary during the winter. 
 
The section also states "The Idaho/Montana divide provides habitat (with minimal human-caused 
disturbance and development) for wildlife movement between the Salmon and Selway-Bitterroot 
wilderness areas and Canada's potential source populations." There isn't any Salmon wilderness 
area in Idaho; however, there is a Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness that includes a 
portion of the Salmon River drainage. 
 
The Idaho/Montana divide is fairly well developed in this GA. The divide provides one of the 
few areas for off-trail snowmobile use. It also contains the Lookout Divide Ski Area, and the 
Route of the Hiawatha Rail-Trail. Does this statement mean that the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger 
District is looking to get rid of these recreation opportunities? This statement should be 
eliminated from the final plan. 
 
Lower Kootenai Geographic Area 
 
This GA covers the Bonners Ferry Ranger District. This GA contains limited motorized 
opportunities because of grizzly bear and woodland caribou habitat restrictions. Non-motorized 
opportunities are not as prevalent in this GA as in the Saint Joe or Coeur d' Alene GAs. 
 
The draft states; "Summer trails across the district offer both motorized and nonmotorized 
opportunities." on Page 1-46. This GA needs to look at providing loop trail opportunities for both 
motorized and non-motorized recreationists. Many of these trail systems can be designed from 
decommissioned roads systems and connecting trail segments. The GA description could be also 
more detailed in describing the winter and summer trail mileage, as well as the camping and 
boating opportunities that exist within this GA. 
 
This GA is located along the Idaho-British Columbia border. The GA desired condition did not 
cover boundary security issues. Should international boundaries be addressed in this plan? 
 
Pend Oreille Geographic Area 
 
This GA covers most of the Sandpoint Ranger District and part of the Priest Lake Ranger District 
from the Idaho/Montana border to the Idaho/Washington Border.  It is similar to the Coeur d' 
Alene GA in that Bonner County is experiencing rapid population growth. 
 
The draft under the Access and Recreation Desired Condition fails to mention loop opportunities. 
The final needs to mention something on providing recreation trail loop opportunities for both 
non-motorized and motorized use. 
 
This section states, "The District works with partners and cooperators to maintain a viable winter 
and summer motorized trail system." While IDPR provides motorized trail funding through our 
Off Road Motor Vehicle Fund, we also provide non-motorized trail funding through the 
Recreation Trails Program. The statement should delete the word "motorized". The district 
maintains both motorized and non-motorized trails. 
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It was great to see that the desired future condition recognized the importance of examining 
opportunities to link the district's trail system with other trail systems. The CDA GA lies 
immediately to the south of this GA and already provides a connecting trail system. However, 
this GA trail system could be more connected by working with other landowners, particularly on 
the west side of Lake Pend Oreille. 
 
Priest Geographic Area 
 
The Priest Geographic Area covers the Priest Lake Ranger District. This GA is somewhat unique 
in that it provides the only Wilderness Area on the IPNF. This GA is also a popular recreation 
destination for both summer and winter recreationists. 
 
In the Access and Recreation Desired Condition subsection, the draft mentions that loop trail 
rides would be provided for the winter motorized system. Nothing is mentioned about providing 
loop opportunities for winter non-motorized recreationists and summer recreationists (motorized 
and non-motorized). The final needs to mention something on providing recreation trail loop 
opportunities for both non-motorized and motorized use (summer). 
 
This GA also contains the Salmo-Priest Recommended Wilderness. This area covers the Upper 
Priest River drainage.  The Upper Priest River Trail #308 is a part of a great mountain bike loop 
using the trail and Road #1013. This loop was covered in the book, Mountain Biking in Idaho by 
Steve Stuebner. 
 
The Wilderness designation would prohibit mountain biking on this trail. The IDPR recommends 
that Upper Priest River recommended Wild River section remains open to mountain bike use and 
that the recommended wilderness boundary end at the Upper Priest River. The lands east of the 
Upper Priest River should be designated Primitive to Road #1013 to allow this mountain bike 
loop opportunity to continue. 
 
St. Joe Geographic Area 
 
The St. Joe Geographic Area covers the St. Joe Ranger District and most of the St. Joe National 
Forest. It is the largest GA on the IPNF. 
 
The St. Joe GA provides the bulk of recreation trail opportunities on the IPNF. The Route of the 
Hiawatha is a nationally recognized rail-trail. The St. Joe River also provides outstanding 
whitewater and canoeing opportunities. 
 
This GA did not mention anything about providing loop opportunities for recreationists. The 
existing trail system already provides numerous looping opportunities. The IDPR recommends 
that the final plan mention something on providing recreation trail loop opportunities for both 
non-motorized and motorized use (summer and winter). 
 
The Access and Desired Condition section did not mention anything about winter recreation 
opportunities. The Benewah County Snowmobile Program and Shoshone County Snowmobile 
Program provide grooming services in this GA. It is important that these groomed trail 
opportunities remain in the future. 
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Chapter 2 Strategy 
 
This chapter describes how the IPNF will reach its desired future condition. This chapter 
contains objectives, suitability of areas, and special areas. 
 
The plan defines objectives as the projection for Forest activities and program outcomes, which 
are measurable and time-specific. In order for an objective to measured, it needs to be SMART 
(specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and timely).  
 
The plan states that the ability to achieve objectives is based on numerous factors, including 
annual budgets and priorities. Annual budgets can vary greatly from year to year. This variation 
can play havoc if objectives are too closely tied to budgets. We have found that priorities are 
often the driving factor if an objective is completed or not. The IPNF decision-making staff has 
to make a commitment to see these objectives through. 
 
Access and Recreation Objectives are covered on Pages 2-1 and 2-2. The objectives met the 
criteria for being SMART. However, we wonder if the IPNF has set the bar too low on some 
objectives due to limited recreation budgets. 
 
For example, the plan states, "Over the life of the Plan, 5 percent of the concentrated use areas 
are improved or closed or the appropriate actions taken to reduce deferred maintenance." Does 
the IPNF have an estimate on the number of dispersed use areas? How many areas does five 
percent represent? The IPNF staff should consider rewriting to objective to address how many 
sites would be improved (number or percentage) over a 5-year or annual period. 
 
The access section is divided into road maintenance, winter trails, and summer trails. The road 
maintenance objectives establish a roads maintenance schedule that will allow maintenance to be 
deferred to once every five years (for 3, 4, and 5 roads) to once every 10 years (Level 2 roads). 
This maintenance level may not be adequate for providing visitor access. 
 
The IPNF should look at ways of reducing its road network through decommissioning efforts and 
easements to counties and highway districts. This would allow the IPNF to concentrate its efforts 
on maintaining its remaining road network. 
 
The winter trails objectives would maintain 250 to 500 miles of motorized trails and 30 to 75 
miles of nonmotorized trails annually. The IPNF contains 1,240 miles of groomed snowmobile 
trails. The Priest Lake, Sandpoint, Kootenai County, Shoshone County, and Benewah County 
snowmobile programs provide the grooming, signing, and much of the other maintenance 
associated on these trails.  The IPNF is a key partner in this relationship by providing the land 
and road resource for the play areas and trails. The final plan needs to note the partnerships that 
support winter recreation opportunities. 
 
The summer trails objectives would maintain 100 to 200 miles of motorized trails and 100 to 200 
miles of non-motorized trails. The IPNF contains 1,854 miles of trails, according to the IPNF 
trails GIS dataset. We realize that this numbers represent current funding levels and don't include 
the numerous cooperative efforts that the IPNF has to maintain its trails.  We recommend that the 
IPNF recognize these cooperative efforts by establishing objectives for the Adopt-A-Trail 
program. 

Ltr #0163



KIPZ Proposed Land Management Plan 
August 21, 2006 
Page 7 
 
In the scope beyond this plan, these low maintenance objectives outline the need for increased 
road and trail maintenance budgets. Even with the cooperative efforts of counties, highway 
districts, our department, and volunteers, we see that the IPNF maintenance backlog will grow 
larger rather than smaller over the plans lifetime. The IPNF needs to find ways to get valuable 
maintenance dollars for actually doing maintenance. When money is diverted into planning, it 
can greatly reduce the number of roads and trails being maintained. 
 
Suitability of Areas Component 
 
The plan covers motorized recreation on Page 2-7. Basically, the plan says that this document 
will not make individual road and trail decisions. While this is true, the plan does make area 
decisions. For example, recommended wilderness and wild rivers do not allow motorized use 
under the generally suitable activities and uses tables. 
 
The draft contains twelve management area prescriptions ranging from Congressional 
Designated Wilderness to General Forest. These prescriptions are the 'meat' of the plan that 
outline which management activities can and can't occur in the different management areas. 
 
MA1a - Congressionally Designated Wilderness, MA1b - Recommended Wilderness and MA1c 
- Congressionally Designated Wilderness Study Areas do not allow grazing. The 1964 
Wilderness Act and subsequent Wilderness bills allow grazing by saddle stock and pack animals. 
The plan needs to be more specific and say that commercial grazing isn't allowed in these areas. 
 
The MA1b -Recommended Wilderness prescription doesn't allow mechanized use or motorized 
use (both summer and winter). These prescriptions are inconsistent with Intermountain Region 
(R-4) Forests in Southern Idaho. These forests do allow limited mechanized and motorized use 
as long as it doesn't impair the areas physical characteristics. The table should be changed to 
allow limited motorized and mechanized access into these areas (allow use where it already is 
occurring). This change would also make this prescription more consistent with MA1c - 
Congressionally Designated Wilderness Study Areas. 
 
The MA13 - Primitive Lands prescription allows winter motorized use. These designations were 
applied to areas that have current snowmobile use, but also have high wilderness attributes. We 
appreciate the KIPZ staff developing this management prescription. It allows current 
snowmobile use to possibly continue.  
 
Both the Gospel Hump and Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness had some snowmobile 
use in these areas before they were designated wilderness. Some individuals and groups might 
say that snowmobile use precludes an area from becoming from wilderness, but snowmobile use 
has not prevented wilderness from being designated in Idaho.  
 
The MA2a - Congressional Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers and MA2b Eligible and Suitable 
Wild and Scenic Rivers follow identical generally suitable activities and uses for MA2b (eligible 
and suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers). We are concerned that the wild recommendation could 
eliminate motorized use in the Little North Fork of the Clearwater River.   
 
The Little North Fork Trail #50 provides one of the only existing long single-track loop 
opportunities desired by experienced motorcyclists. We recommend that Segment 2 be 
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recommended as scenic rather than wild. This would allow existing recreation activities to 
continue. 
 
The MA3 - Special Interest Areas cover Botanical, Geological, Pioneer, Recreation, and Scenic 
areas in the IPNF. All of these areas are administrative designations. These designations and 
suitable activities have been carried over from the previous Forest Plan and do not convert any 
recreation opportunities. 
 
The IPNF proposes two new Research Natural Areas, Red Horse Mountain and Upper Priest 
River in the MA4a -Established and Proposed Research Natural Areas. Given that the IPNF 
already has 20 established RNAs, why are these additional RNAs needed? The IPNF should 
have an appendix to explain why these RNAs are needed. 
 
The MA5 - Backcountry designation is described on Pages 2-25 through 2-27. These areas are 
basically roadless areas, not recommended for wilderness. Table 28 lists the suitable activities. 
 
In this table, motorized use is not listed as a generally suitable activity. It states, "Current travel 
management opportunities will continue within this MA until site-specific travel management is 
completed."  The description of this designation says that motorized and non-motorized 
opportunities are available. So, by default, motorized activities are allowed in this management 
prescription. Some routes may be opened or closed during the travel planning process, but 
basically forest-wide, it does allow for motorized use. The table needs to be changed to yes for 
both motorized summer use and motorized winter use. 
 
There is an error on the South Half Proposed Land Management Plan map. The map designates 
40 acres into MA5 located in the Floodwood State Forest. This area is surrounded by roads and 
is not suitable for a MA5 designation. It should be designated MA6. 
 
The MA6 - General Forest covers the largest area of the IPNF (320,500 acres). These places 
have had extensive timber management activity in the past. They also contain many developed 
recreation facilities (campgrounds) and some trails. The trail network in these areas has been 
fragmented by timber activity (harvesting and road building). These areas have the greatest 
potential for providing additional ATV opportunities on the forest through road 
decommissioning and building short segments of trail. 
 
The IPNF proposed to designate six areas under MA7 - Primary Recreation Areas. These areas 
provide a variety of recreation sites and experiences. The Canfield Mountain designation does 
not cover the entire trail network on the mountain. The IDPR recommends that the Canfield 
Mountain Primary Recreation Area be expanded to cover the entire trail network on Canfield 
Mountain. 
 
This management description also states that Timber Production (scheduled on a rotation basis) 
is not allowed. In the 4th of July area, we work cooperatively with the IPNF and the Panhandle 
Nordic Club in providing a Park N' Ski area. This area depends on timber harvest to create some 
open slopes. While we can understand why the Sam Owen Campground or English Point are not 
in the rotation basis, perhaps some of these areas could be included in the rotation basis (while 
protecting the recreation facilities). 
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Chapter 3 Design Criteria  
 
This chapter contains guidelines and sources of design criteria. We noticed that the sources of 
design criteria rely exclusively on Forest Manuals, Handbooks and Guides, as well as the Code 
of Federal Regulations. This sources of design criteria sometimes are not the most innovative or 
current.  
 
For example, the Forest Service is just getting around to finalizing National Trail Classification 
System. This system contains criteria for various recreation trail uses. The International 
Mountain Biking Association (IMBA) has an excellent guide for creating mountain bike trails 
called Trail Solutions IMBA's Guide to Building Sweet Singletrack. The American Motorcyclist 
Association also produces a guide for motorcycle and ATV trails titled Off Highway Motorcycle 
& ATV Trails Guidelines for Design, Construction, Maintenance and User Satisfaction by Joe 
Wernex. 
 
The IPNF should look for other sources of design criteria besides the agency published data. The 
two sources listed above are excellent sources for trail design and construction for those trail 
uses. 
 
The plan only contains three guidelines for recreation. These guidelines deal with recreation 
residences, party size in Wilderness, and motorized equipment in recommended wilderness.  The 
plan needs to consider more guidelines for recreation such as: 
 

• Prior to decommissioning roads, opportunities related to those roads for 
potential development of use as travel routes for ATVs, mountain bikes, or 
other alternative forms of transportation should be considered. 

 
• Recreation strategies and developments should be coordinated with State and 

local recreation planning efforts. 
 

• Establish a geocaching policy (where geocaching is allowed and where it is 
not). 

 
• Damage to or loss of Forest System trails from timber harvest, road 

construction, mining, special uses, and prescribed fire should be repaired or 
mitigated by the appropriate party. 

 
This is just a partial listing of potential guidelines that could be considered. We would be happy 
to sit down the KIPZ Planning staff and outline more potential guidelines to further define how 
recreation will be managed on the IPNF. 
 
Monitoring 
 
The USFS and the IPNF typically has spent the bulk of its monitoring efforts on the physical 
resources (plants, animals, soils, streams) rather than the sociological resources (visitors, 
permittees, and the local communities).  As the Inland Northwest populations grows, more 
demands will be made on the IPNF to provide quality recreation opportunities and open space. 
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The National Visitor Use Monitoring project is a start to examining visitor satisfaction and use 
levels on the IPNF. However, the Confidence level and Confidence interval in this report are 
very high.  The 2004 report had an 80 percent confidence interval width was +/- 15.1 percent. 
Most human dimension research strives for at least confidence level of 95 percent and 
confidence interval width of +/- 5 percent.  The National Visitor Use Monitoring Report is also 
only good at a forest-wide scale. It would be useful to have information at the GA area scale at 
standard accepted confidence levels and intervals. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft plan. The draft is a great start to managing a 
diversity of recreation opportunities on the IPNF. 
 
The final plan should look for more guidelines for recreation. The design criteria also shouldn't 
rely exclusive on Forest Service manuals, rules, and regulations. 
 
If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Jeff Cook, Outdoor Recreation 
Analyst at (208) 334-4180 ext. 230. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Robert L. Meinen, Director 
Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation 
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