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Chapter 2. Alternatives 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered by the responsible official for the revised 
forest plan. It includes the following: 

 a discussion of how the alternatives were developed 
 issues raised 
 descriptions and comparisons of the alternatives 
 a map of each alternative considered 

This section also presents the alternatives in comparative form, sharply defining the differences between each 
alternative and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public. Some of 
the information used to compare the alternatives is based upon the design of the alternative while some of the 
information is based upon the environmental, social, and economic effects of implementing each alternative. 

1.2 Organization and Forest Plan Components 
The detailed plan components for all action alternatives are organized in several parts: 

Section 1 — Introduction 

Section 2 — Preliminary Direction for Physical and Biological Ecosystems 

Section 3 — Preliminary Direction for Tribal Trust Responsibilities 

Section 4 — Preliminary Direction for Human Uses of the Nez Perce-Clearwater 

Section 5 — Preliminary Direction for Production of Natural Resources 

Section 6 — Preliminary Direction for Designated and Proposed Areas 

The Monitoring Program Direction is included as Appendix 3 to the draft Revised Forest Plan. 

The following appendices are attached to the draft environmental impact statement: 

A. Maps 

B. Vegetation and Timber Analysis Process 

C. Wildlife 

D. Not included in draft 

E. Recommended Wilderness 

F. Wild Scenic River Eligibility and Suitability 

G. Climate Change Adaptation Strategies 

H. Scenery Mapping Process 

I. Plan Components that Vary by Alternative 

J. Cultural Resources 

K. Water and Aquatic Resources 

L. Air Quality 
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There is an important distinction between plan components, such as desired conditions, objectives, standards, 
guidelines, and suitability, and other elements of the plan. A plan amendment is required to add, modify, or 
remove one or more plan components or to change how or where one or more components apply to all or part 
of the plan area including management areas or geographic areas (36 CFR 219.13(a)). 

Other elements of the forest plan that are not plan components provide information and background material 
integral to the successful implementation of the forest plan. As conditions change, this information can be 
updated with administrative changes. 

1.2.1 Desired Conditions 
A desired condition is a description of specific social, economic, and/or ecological characteristics of the plan 
area or a portion of the plan area, toward which management of the land and resources should be directed. 
Desired conditions must be described in terms that are specific enough to allow progress toward their 
achievement to be determined but not include completion dates (36 CFR 219.7(e)(1)(i)). 

These are the social, economic, and ecological attributes that will be used to guide management of the land and 
resources of the plan area. They may apply to the entire plan area or to specific geographic or management 
areas. Desired conditions are not commitments or final decisions approving projects and activities. The desired 
condition for some resources may currently exist or may only be achievable over a long time period for other 
resources. The Nez Perce-Clearwater may need to make adjustments to the desired conditions if monitoring 
results indicate they are not achievable in the long-term. Desired conditions will only be found in the section of 
the plan labeled “Desired Conditions.” 

1.2.2 Objectives 
An objective is a concise, measurable, and time-specific statement of a desired rate of progress toward a 
desired condition or conditions. Objectives should be based on reasonably foreseeable budgets (36 CFR 
219.7(e)(1)(ii)).  

Objectives describe the focus of management in the plan area within the plan period. Objectives that are 
defined as occurring “over the life of the plan” are referring to the first 15 years of plan implementation. 
Objectives will only be found in the section of the plan labeled “Objectives.” 

1.2.3 Standards 
A standard is a mandatory constraint on project and activity decision making, established to help achieve or 
maintain the desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, or to meet applicable 
legal requirements (36 CFR 219.7(e)(1)(iii)). 

Standards can be developed for forestwide application or for specific areas and may be applied to all 
management activities or selected activities. Standards will only be found in the section of the plan labeled 
“Standards.” 

1.2.4 Guidelines 
A guideline is a constraint on project or activity decision making that allows for departure from its terms, so 
long as the purpose of the guideline is met. Guidelines are established to help achieve or maintain a desired 
condition or conditions to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects or to meet applicable legal requirements (36 
CFR 219.7(e)(1)(iv)). Guidelines can be developed for forestwide application or for specific areas and may be 
applied to all management activities or selected activities. Guidelines will only be found in the section of the 
plan labeled “Guidelines.” 
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1.2.5 Suitability 
Specific lands within the Nez Perce-Clearwater will be identified as suitable for various multiple uses or 
activities based on the desired conditions applicable to those lands. The plan will also identify lands within the 
Nez Perce-Clearwater as not suitable for uses that are not compatible with desired conditions for those lands. 
The suitability of lands need not be identified for every use or activity (36 CFR 219.7 (e)(1)(v)). 

Identifying suitability of lands for a use in the forest plan indicates that the use may be appropriate but does not 
make a specific commitment to authorize that use. Final suitability determinations for specific authorizations 
occur at the project or activity level decision-making process. Generally, the lands on the Nez Perce-Clearwater 
are suitable for all uses and management activities appropriate for national forests, such as outdoor recreation, 
range, or timber, unless identified as not suitable. 

1.2.6 Management and Geographic Areas 
Management areas and geographic areas are spatially identified areas within the Nez Perce-Clearwater. These 
areas are assigned sets of plan components, such as desired conditions, suitable uses, and, in some areas, 
either standards or guidelines, or both. 

Management Area 1: Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and National Historic Landmark Areas 
Management Area 1 is comprised of protected areas with national designations. This management area 
consists of three sub-categories, each with their own specific management direction. The sub-categories 
include designated wilderness, designated wild and scenic rivers, and National Historic Landmarks. Components 
specific to Management Area 1 are coded as “MA1.” 

Management Area 2: Backcountry 
Management Area 2 includes lands within Idaho Roadless Areas, recommended wilderness areas, suitable wild 
and scenic rivers, parts of the Gospel-Hump Geographic Area, and proposed and designated research natural 
areas. This management area is made up of relatively large areas, generally without roads, and provides a 
variety of motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities. Trails are the primary improvements 
constructed and maintained for recreation users. In some areas, lookouts, cabins, or other structures are 
present, as well as some evidence of management activities. Components specific to Management Area 2 are 
coded “MA2.” 

Management Area 3: Front Country 
The rest of the Nez Perce-Clearwater comprises Management Area 3. Most of this management area consists 
of the areas with roads, trails, and structures, as well as evidence of past and ongoing activities designed to 
actively manage the area. This management area includes parts of the Gospel-Hump Geographic Area and 
proposed and designated special interest areas. This management area provides a wide variety of recreation 
opportunities, both motorized and non-motorized. Components specific to Management Area 3 are coded 
“MA3.” 

Geographic Area: Gospel-Hump 
The Endangered American Wilderness Act (1978) divided the roadless area formerly known as the Gospel-
Hump area into three portions. The largest portion, consisting of 206,000 acres, became wilderness; another 
portion, comprising 45,000 acres, became available for immediate development; and a third portion, including 
three areas totaling 92,000 acres referred to as the Gospel-Hump Multi-Purpose Area, was designated for 
multiple purpose resource development. Section Four of the Endangered American Wilderness Act directed the 
completion of the Gospel-Hump Multi-Purpose Plan, which was completed in 1985 and incorporated into the 
1987 Nez Perce Forest Plan. The Endangered American Wilderness Act provides for periodic updates to this 
multi-purpose plan. This section fulfills that legislative intent and would replace the direction for the area found 
in the Gospel-Hump Multipurpose Resource Development Plan and the 1987 Nez Perce National Forest Land 
Management Plan. 
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Geographic Area: Lower Salmon River 
The Lower Salmon River area contains rich geological complexity, contributing to a biological community that is 
unique within the plan area. This geographic area contains a large portion of the driest of the warm dry 
potential vegetation group dominated by ponderosa pine under a frequent low intensity fire regime. These 
habitats support species associated with ponderosa pine dominated habitats, including several species of 
conservation concern. 

Geographic Area: Pilot Knob 
The Pilot Knob geographic area, known as T’amloyiitsmexs by the Nez Perce, is a very important cultural and 
sacred site to the Nez Perce Tribe. T’amloyiitsmexs is a significant landmark used by the Nez Perce for 
“weyekin” or spiritual quests. Pilot Knob has a significant historic meaning with respect to the Nez Perce 
religious values and practices that have been used from time-immemorial and remains to be respected and 
used by Nez Perce tribal members. Per the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee, these tribal religious rites 
can be conducted in no other place. The Nez Perce Tribe strives to maintain its cultural and traditional practices 
and to keep alive the knowledge of the beliefs and interpretations of such values. Because of its elevation and 
central location, Pilot Knob started being used as a site to locate communication equipment in 1977 with 
issuance of a communication use permit to the State of Idaho Military Division Public Safety Communications 
Unit. By 1988, the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee described that most of Pilot Knob’s features had been 
altered, defaced, or destroyed by man-made devices. The Pilot Knob Geographic Area is also an Idaho Roadless 
Area with a “Special Areas of Historic or Tribal Importance” theme. 

1.2.7 Other Required Content 

1.2.7.1 Monitoring Program 
The forest plan monitoring program will set out the forest plan monitoring questions and associated indicators. 
The monitoring plan will offer management of resources on the forest plan area, including testing relevant 
changes and measuring management effectiveness and progress towards achieving or maintaining the plan’s 
desired conditions or objectives per 36 CFR 219.129(a)(2). A draft monitoring plan is included as Appendix 3 of 
the draft Revised Forest Plan. 

1.2.7.2 Priority Watersheds 
Watersheds that are a priority for maintenance or restoration include: 

• Upper Elk Creek (HUC12 #170603080701) 
• Upper Clear Creek (HUC12 #170603040102) 
• Upper Little Slate Creek (HUC12 #170602090301) 

Future priority watersheds will be determined throughout the life of this plan. Priority watersheds identified 
would require the development of a watershed restoration action plan. See Appendix K for more information 
regarding priority watersheds. 

1.2.7.3 Distinctive Roles and Contributions 
The Nez Perce-Clearwater’s distinctive roles and contributions are described in Chapter 1.1 of the draft 
environmental impact statement. 

1.2.7.4 Proposed and Possible Actions 
A list of proposed and possible actions that could be implemented under this Forest Plan are included in 
Appendix 4 – Management Approaches and Possible Actions to the Draft Forest Plan. This information is not a 
commitment to take any action and is not a “proposal,” as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing NEPA (36 CFR 219.7 (e)(1)(f)(iv). 
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1.2.8 Optional Plan Content 
Additional plan content can include information, such as partnership opportunities, coordination activities, or 
other information to support movement toward desired conditions. 

Other plan content for the Draft Forest Plan includes: 

• Aquatics Appendix, Appendix 6 

• Scenery Appendix, Appendix 7 

• Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction Record of Decision, Appendix 8 

1.3 Consistency with Plan Components 
As required by the National Forest Management Act, all projects and activities authorized by the Nez Perce-
Clearwater must be consistent with the forest plan (16 USC 1604 (i)), as described at 36 CFR 219.15. This is 
accomplished by a project or activity being consistent with all applicable plan components. 

When a proposed project or activity would not be consistent with the applicable plan components, the 
responsible official shall take one of the following steps, subject to valid existing rights: 

1. Modify the proposed project or activity to make it consistent with the applicable plan components 

2. Reject the proposal or terminate the project or activity 

3. Amend the plan so that the project or activity will be consistent with the plan, as amended 

4. Amend the plan contemporaneously with the approval of the project or activity so that the project or 
activity will be consistent with the plan as amended (36 CFR 219.15(c)) 

Desired Conditions: Because of the many types of projects and activities that can occur over the life of the 
forest plan, it is not likely that a project or activity can maintain or contribute to the attainment of all desired 
conditions, nor are all desired conditions relevant to every activity. For example, recreation desired conditions 
may not be relevant to a fuel’s treatment project. Most projects and activities are developed specifically to 
maintain or move conditions toward one or more of the desired conditions of the plan. It should not be 
expected that each project or activity will contribute to all desired conditions in a plan but usually to one or a 
subset. 

To be consistent with desired conditions of the forest plan, a project or activity must be designed to meet one 
or more of the following conditions: 

1. Maintain or make progress toward attaining one or more of the forest plan desired conditions or 
objectives without adversely affecting progress toward maintenance of other desired conditions or 
objectives 

2. Be neutral with regard to progress toward attaining the forest plan’s desired conditions or objectives 

3. Maintain or make progress toward attaining one or more of the desired conditions or objectives over the 
long-term, even if the project or activity would have an adverse but short-term effect on progress toward 
attaining, or maintenance of, one or more desired conditions or objectives 

4. Maintain or make progress toward attaining one or more of the forest plan’s desired conditions or 
objectives, even if the project or activity would have an adverse but negligible long-term effect on 
progress toward attaining, or maintenance of, other desired conditions or objectives 

The project documentation will include a finding that the project is consistent with the forest plan’s desired 
conditions or objectives and briefly explain the basis for that finding. When a categorical exclusion applies and 
there is no project decision document, the finding and explanation will be in the project record (FSH 1909.12 
22.35a). 
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Standards: A project or activity is consistent with a standard if the project or activity is designed in exact 
accordance with the standard. The project documentation must confirm that the project is consistent with 
applicable standards. Deviation from standards requires an amendment to the plan. 

Guidelines: A project or activity must be consistent with all guidelines applicable to the type of project or 
activity and its location in the forest plan area. A project or activity is consistent with a guideline in either of two 
ways: 

1. The project or activity is designed in accordance with the guideline 

2. A project or activity design varies from the guideline but is as effective in meeting the intent or achieving 
the purpose of that guideline 

The project documentation will describe how the project is consistent with the applicable guideline(s). When 
the project design varies from the exact wording of a guideline, project documentation must specifically explain 
how the project design is as effective in meeting the purpose of the guideline. Under this circumstance, a plan 
amendment is not required. However, if a project or activity is not designed to comply with the intent or 
purpose of a guideline, an amendment to the plan is required. 

1.3.1 Hierarchy of Plan Guidance 
If conflicting plan guidance is discovered, the following hierarchy will be used to determine which plan 
components apply. 

Plan components shall be applied in the following order: 

1. Designated Wilderness and Designated Wild and Scenic Areas – Management Area 1 

2. Lolo National Historic Trail 

3. Designated Research Natural Areas 

4. Proposed Research Natural Areas, Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Recommended Wilderness 

5. Idaho Roadless Rule, unless directed by the rule itself, which supersedes a forest plan 

6. Geographic Area Plan Components 

7. Management Area Plan Components, other than those listed in 1-5 above 

8. Forestwide Plan Components 

1.4 Rights and Interests 
The revised forest plan will provide a strategic framework that guides future management decisions and 
actions. As such, the forest plan will not create, authorize, or execute any ground-disturbing activity. The forest 
plan will not subject anyone to civil or criminal liability and will create no legal rights. The forest plan will not 
change existing permits and authorized uses. 
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1.5 Alternatives Considered in Detail 
The range of alternatives developed and presented is based on a preliminary evaluation of the information 
gathered from public and internal comments and the purpose and need for the project. While all alternatives 
provide a wide range of ecosystem services and multiple uses, some give slightly greater emphasis to selected 
resources based on the theme of the alternative and response to revision topics. The Nez Perce-Clearwater 
developed five alternatives, including the no action and four action alternatives, in response to issues raised by 
the public. The alternatives span the range of forest management practices and uses of available resources. The 
general theme and intent of each alternative is summarized below. A limited number of plan components vary 
by alternative. 

The action alternatives were developed based on the Nez Perce-Clearwater’s Assessment (2014), the need for 
change, desired conditions, implementation and monitoring of the current forest plan, public meetings, and 
comments received during the public involvement period, interagency meetings, and meetings with the Nez 
Perce Tribe. The alternatives represent a range of possible management options from which to choose. Each 
alternative emphasizes specific land and resource uses and de-emphasizes other uses in response to the 
revision topics. Some components may vary between alternatives to address the issues identified during 
scoping; see the description of the alternatives for specific details. Much of the plan direction for desired 
conditions, standards, and guidelines remains constant for all action alternatives. Where plan direction varies by 
alternative, the text indicates such. A table of plan components that vary by alterative is included in Appendix I. 

1.5.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 1987 Nez Perce and the 1987 Clearwater National Forests’ Land 
Management Plans would continue to provide direction for the combined National Forests unless amended by 
site specific project implementation. Analysis of a No Action Alternative is a requirement of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. This analysis reflects the likely outcomes of managing forest lands and resources 
under the direction of the separate forest plans into the future. 

No Action Alternative for programs associated with an issue statement: 

Recommended Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 The 1987 Clearwater Forest Plan included the Mallard Larkins, Hoodoo, and Selway additions to 

Recommended Wilderness Areas totaling 198,200 acres. These areas have been managed similarly to 
designated wilderness with respect to motorized and mechanized travel since 2012. Some uses that 
would be non-conforming in an authorized designated area include administrative use of motorized 
hand-tools, commercial rental of structures, and the management of fire. Prior to 2012, over the snow 
winter use was permitted in recommended wilderness areas. That use was ended by the Clearwater 
Travel Plan Record of Decision. 

 The Nez Perce National Forest identified no recommended wilderness. 

 While several suitability studies have been initiated in the past, no decisions were made. 

 Three Wild and Scenic Rivers have been designated on the Nez Perce-Clearwater: 

o Middle Fork Clearwater 
- Created by the combined flows of the Lochsa River and the Selway River 

o Main Salmon River 
o Rapid River. 
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 Twenty-nine rivers were found eligible by the 1987 Forest Plans. These rivers have also been identified 
in the National Rivers Inventory since 1982. 

o Bargamin Creek 
o Bear Creek Complex – Bear, Cub, Paradis, Brushy Fork, and Wahoo 
o Cayuse Creek 
o Little North Fork Clearwater 
o North Fork Clearwater 
o South Fork Clearwater 
o Fish Creek 
o West Fork Gedney Creek 
o Hungery Creek 
o Johns Creek 
o Kelly Creek 
o Lake Creek 
o Meadow Creek (Selway) 
o Moose Creek Complex – Moose, East Fork Moose, North Fork Moose, West Moose, and Rhoda 
o Running Creek 
o Salmon River 
o Slate Creek 
o Three Links Complex – Three Links and West Fork Three Links 
o White Bird Creek 
o White Sand Creek (renamed Colt Killed Creek) 

Recreation and Access Management 
 The recreation opportunity spectrum is used to manage opportunity and settings on the Nez Perce-

Clearwater. Table 1 shows recreation opportunity settings on the Nez Perce-Clearwater based on 
current conditions. 

Table 1. Summer and Winter Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Area Calculations under the No Action Alternative 

ROS Classification Summer ROS Percentage Winter ROS Percentage 

Primitive 21% 24% 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 34% 37% 

Semi-Primitive Motorized 22% 16% 

Roaded Natural 23% 23% 

Rural N/A N/A 

 The Clearwater Travel Plan Decision on the Clearwater National Forest dictates allowed and disallowed 
motor vehicle operation and designated routes. No travel plan has been completed on the Nez Perce 
Forest; the Nez Perce Forest is open to motorized travel unless closed by a site-specific closure order. 
Over the snow winter travel is dictated by the Clearwater Travel Plan on the Clearwater National Forest 
and is open except in designated wilderness on the Nez Perce National Forest. 
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 The 2008 Idaho Roadless Rule identifies 34 Idaho Roadless Areas on the Nez Perce-Clearwater to be 
managed under the rule. While the rule does not speak to motorized use or access, the rule does place 
restrictions on timber harvest, road building, and discretionary minerals activities. 

 The 1993 Clearwater Forest Plan Stipulation for Dismissal mandated that the Clearwater National Forest 
manage some areas within the Bighorn-Weitas Roadless Area and the North Lochsa Slope Roadless 
Area similarly to how the forest was managing recommended wilderness (no timber harvest and no 
road construction). For the purposes of the No Action Alternative, these areas are considered to be part 
of the larger Idaho Roadless Area that falls within and where road construction and timber harvest are 
precluded. For the purposes of the No Action Alternative, they are not considered recommended 
wilderness areas although management of these areas is identical to that of recommended wilderness. 

Forest Vegetation 
 Forest vegetation is treated to increase the dominance of early seral species, including ponderosa pine, 

western larch, and western white pine. All silviculture systems are used as appropriate, though 
regeneration harvest is a primary tool for changing dominance types. Reforestation success is generally 
high in managed stands. Even-aged regeneration harvest unit size above 40 acres requires Regional 
Forester approval; however, the majority of projects requested are granted this exception to the 
National Forest Management Act 40-acre limitation based on the silvics of forest stands in north central 
Idaho. 

 Old-growth is managed per the 1987 forest plans, including the 1993 Clearwater Forest Plan Stipulation 
for Dismissal agreement. 

 Snag and live tree retention is managed consistent with Bollenbacher et al (2009) recommendations 
and downed woody debris retention is managed consistent with Graham et al (1994) 
recommendations. 

Timber 
 Timber outputs in the No Action Alternative are assumed to be fifty to sixty million board feet annually 

corresponding to a treatment area of 3,000-3,500 acres across the Nez Perce-Clearwater. While the 
Nez Perce-Clearwater is not bound to these volumes, they are a representation of what the current 
management situation on the Nez Perce-Clearwater is able to produce under the 1987 Forest Plans and 
amendments. 

 A slope break of thirty-five percent is generally used to guide timber harvest by ground-based system 
versus cable-based systems. 

Aquatics 
 The aquatics, fisheries and watershed restoration programs are based on PACFISH, the associated 

Forest Plan Amendment, and biological opinion. Included in PACFISH are delineation of riparian habitat 
conservation areas (RHCA). In practice, activities within Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas have not 
been conducted on a large scale despite being permitted in some cases within PACFISH. The No Action 
Alternative assumes that the majority of projects will continue to not propose treatments within 
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

 The Nez Perce Forest Plan includes language to improve aquatic and riparian conditions in watersheds 
not meeting quality objectives as defined in Appendix A of the forest plan. In practice this constraint 
has been implemented on the Nez Perce-Clearwater by including watershed restoration projects as 
part of larger vegetation management projects to demonstrate that watershed has an upward trend. 

 The Clearwater Forest Plan similarly describes watersheds not meeting objectives in Appendix K. The 
1993 Stipulation for Dismissal on the Clearwater Forest Plan litigation mandates that any activity in 
these watersheds yield no net increase of sediment during the project. 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/roadmain/roadless/idahoroadlessrule
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 The Nez Perce-Clearwater has a very active watershed restoration program, working in partnership 
with the Nez Perce Tribe and others. The No Action Alternative assumes that these activities continue 
into the future. Restoration activities are guided by the Watershed Condition Framework, the Nez 
Perce Tribe’s Atlas1, and by vegetation management projects approving watershed restoration work as 
part of larger integrated projects. 

Soils 
 Management of the soil resource in the No Action Alternative is based upon limitations on activities 

that detrimentally disturb soils and protecting the ash cap. A regional fifteen percent detrimentally 
disturbed soils cap constrains the amount of ground disturbance that can occur on the Nez Perce-
Clearwater. Additionally, on the Nez Perce National Forest, the 1987 Forest Plan includes a twenty 
percent detrimentally disturbed soils standard. Activities on landslide prone areas, as defined by land 
types, are restricted. In practice, lands over sixty-five percent slope are unlikely to be managed through 
timber harvest. 

Wildlife 
The Nez Perce and Clearwater Forests manage habitat to provide for viable populations of species. The Forest’s 
mandate is to manage habitat for species. State wildlife agencies, specifically the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game has the responsibility to manage wildlife population numbers. The Forest Service also has the 
responsibility for managing tribal treaty trust resources, of which fish and game are critically important to the 
Nez Perce Tribe. Additionally, the Forests are obligated under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) to aid in 
recovery of listed species. 

The federally listed species in the planning area are: Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) Threatened; and Wolverine 
(Gulo gulo) Proposed Threatened. The grizzly bear was not included on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service list of 
species that are known to occur on the Nez Perce-Clearwater. 

The Nez Perce-Clearwater manages 11 species on the Nez Perce Forest and 15 species on the Clearwater Forest 
as management indicator species (MIS). There are 11 species on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List 
for both the Nez Perce and Clearwater National Forests. 

Current management on the Nez Perce-Clearwater emphasizes management of elk and other big game species 
while providing habitat for other threatened, endangered, sensitive, and management indicator species. 

Fire Management 
The 1987 plans did not acknowledge that fire was the dominant change agent in the forested ecosystem and 
should be allowed to play its role across the landscape. With the exception of wilderness areas and some 
backcountry roadless areas, aggressive suppression was the primary strategy to manage fire.  

The vegetation management strategy for the Nez Perce-Clearwater is to manage the landscape to maintain or 
trend towards vegetative desired conditions. The tools the Nez Perce-Clearwater have used to move towards 
desired conditions, include hazardous fuel reduction by mechanical treatments such as timber harvest and hand 
thinning, prescribed burning, and managing natural wildfire ignitions for resource objectives. Timber harvest 
has averaged 4,345 acres per year for the past ten years across the Nez Perce-Clearwater and is expected to 
increase in pace and scale in the future. Mechanical treatments, such as hand thinning, have accounted for 
approximately 2,510 acres per year over the past ten years. Wildland fire, including management ignited 
prescribed burning and wildfires managed for resource objectives, have accounted for the majority of fuels 
treatment over the last ten years; accounting for an annual average of 4,346 acres and 35,700 acres 
respectively. 

                                                      
1 The Atlas Framework is a tool that prioritizes projects that provide the best value for Columbia River Basin fish. The Nez 
Perce Tribe uses a Lochsa basin Atlas to help determine priorities for aquatic restoration in that subbasin. For more 
information visit: https://www.salmonrecovery.gov/doc/default-source/default-document-library/atlas-fact-sheet---aug2015-
--final.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

https://www.salmonrecovery.gov/doc/default-source/default-document-library/atlas-fact-sheet---aug2015---final.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.salmonrecovery.gov/doc/default-source/default-document-library/atlas-fact-sheet---aug2015---final.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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The 1987 Nez Perce National Forest Plan, as amended, will provide for resource protection and fire use 
necessary to protect, maintain, and enhance resource values and attain land management goals and objectives. 
The plan allows for the forestwide use of all management response options for wildfire (control, contain, 
confine). Exceptions for unplanned ignitions include Management Areas 7, 10, 12-15, 17, and 19-23. Planned 
prescribed fire is allowed forestwide. Mechanical treatments are not allowed in wilderness. 

The 1987 Clearwater National Forest Plan includes the following forestwide standard: Fire strategies allow for 
the management of planned or unplanned ignitions to achieve a variety of resource objectives in many of the 
management areas. Wildfire strategies consist of confine, contain, and control objectives with max acres 
allowed to burn within each management area. Prescribed fire acres for natural and activity fuels were assigned 
for each management area. Recreation and research natural areas were not allowed to have unplanned 
ignitions and were only assigned contain wildfire strategies. Mechanical treatments are not allowed in 
wilderness.  

Livestock Grazing 
Livestock owned by local ranchers, referred to as permittees, are permitted to graze within the Nez Perce-
Clearwater National Forests under the authority of the Granger-Thye Act of 1950, the Multiple-Use Sustained-
Yield Act of 1960, and other federal laws and policies. Thirty-eight permittees graze a total of 5,486 head of 
cattle within 38 allotted areas, referred to as grazing allotments. There is one permitted sheep allotment with 
the Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests, but it is currently inactive due to incompatibility between domestic 
sheep and native big horn sheep. Livestock grazing allotments comprise less than 16% of the Nez Perce-
Clearwater National Forests administered lands. Much of forage capacity for livestock grazing within the 
Forests is considered transitory in nature, which is forage produced following reduction in conifer overstory 
associated with fire and timber harvest. Grazing allotments are managed to maintain sustained production of 
forage, while also meeting the needs of other forest resources, including riparian habitat, threatened and 
endangered species, native fisheries, wildlife and recreation.  Guidance to grazing permittees regarding 
management of an allotment is described in a formal Allotment Management Plan and Annual Operating 
Instructions. Allotment Management Plans are developed in conjunction with an interdisciplinary review and 
NEPA analysis of resource issues. Measures to mitigate any identified issues are specified in the Allotment 
Management Plan and Annual Operating Instructions. Following the listing of steelhead trout and Chinook 
salmon as threatened species, allotment management has emphasized protection and enhancement of riparian 
areas, with a focus on streams used by steelhead and salmon.  Forest Service administrators routinely inspect 
grazing allotments for compliance with the objectives and standards specified in the Allotment Management 
Plan and Annual Operating Instructions.  

Energy and Minerals 
Mineral resource activities are administered under the appropriate laws and regulations to ensure protection 
of surface resources while not unduly interfering with mining operations. The Forest provides for reasonable 
access for mineral prospecting, exploration, development, and production consistent with applicable Forest 
Plan direction. Exploration and development of mineral resources is facilitated by providing timely responses to 
Notices of Intent and Operating Plans. Current emphasis is on working actively with operators to develop 
adequate mitigations for site-specific resource concerns and to obtain sufficient bonds to cover estimated 
reclamation needs. The frequency of inspections of ongoing operations is commensurate with their size and 
complexity, ensure adequacy of operating plans, and identify unforeseen environmental impacts. Reclamation 
of disturbed areas to a productive condition is required in all cases. 

• There are approximately 3500 active unpatented mining claims on the Nez Perce-Clearwater, filing and 
staking of additional claims tends to fluctuate with the value of certain mineral commodities, however, 
the trend is generally associated with the value of precious metals. 

• The geology of the Nez Perce-Clearwater generally possesses a low- to high-grade mineralization in 
many areas. Mineralization could include precious metals, strategic rare earth element deposits or base 
metal deposits.  
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• Due to a lack of infrastructure, wilderness areas, wild and scenic river corridors and a low potential of 
occurrence, the exploration and development of both nonrenewable and renewable energy resources 
is not expected. 

• Complete an inventory of abandoned mining sites and prioritize sites that pose a risk to human health 
for permanent closure and reclamation consistent with the management of other surface resources. 

• Meet the demand for mineral materials consistent with the management of other surface resources. 
• Study existing mineral withdrawals to determine whether to maintain them in that status.  
• Request mineral examinations to determine if claims are valid if suspected use is not authorized under 

mining law or if there is a conflict with other Federal uses or regulation. 
• Annually, the Nez Perce-Clearwater administrates Plans of Operation for 40 to 50 suction dredging 

operations, 3 to 5 placer or lode operations, and 20 to 30 Notices of Intent for mineral exploration.  
• Small-scale placer and dredging operations continue to be the dominate type of mining on the Nez 

Perce-Clearwater and is evident because there are no active large or medium sized exploration or 
mining operations. The table below lists areas, timing constraints, and the maximum number of suction 
dredging operations authorized. 

Table 2. Areas, timing constraints, and maximum number of suction dredging operations authorized. 

 

 

 

1.5.2 Action Alternative Descriptions 
Four action alternatives were developed based on input, including comments received since the release of the 
proposed action in July 2014, and through collaboration on alternative development during the winter of 2017-
2018. All alternatives to be analyzed in the draft environmental impact statement met a minimum bar of being 
ecologically, socially, and economically sustainable per the 2012 Planning Rule. Furthermore, each alternative 
contributes to rural prosperity and other Department of Agriculture Strategic Goals. 

Alternative themes and their relation to the significant issues are described below. 

Alternative W 
Resources and land allocation on the Nez Perce-Clearwater are not mutually exclusive. It may be possible to 
have high levels of timber harvest, sustain rural economies, recover listed fish and wildlife species, provide 
clean air and clean water, and provide habitat for viable populations of wildlife species all at the same time. For 
instance, areas evaluated for recommended wilderness are independent from most areas that provide for 
timber harvest due to the Idaho Roadless Rule. As such, it is possible to recommend all or nearly all Idaho 
Roadless Rule Areas for recommended wilderness and have a very high level of timber outputs. This thought 
process led to the idea of a “have it most” alternative. This alternative has higher levels of recommended 
wilderness coupled with a higher timber output and a faster rate of movement towards forest vegetation 
desired conditions. Forest vegetation desired conditions would be minimally met within thirty years. Areas not 
selected as recommended wilderness allow for motorized use, including in the roadless areas. Wild and Scenic 
Rivers stem from a collaborative approach that looks at rivers outside the wilderness. The intent is to couple 
items that may otherwise be viewed as being mutually exclusive. 

Recommended Wilderness 
Alternative W recommends the most areas and the most acreage with ten areas recommended as wilderness 
totaling 857,000 acres. These areas would be managed without motorized access in the summer and winter 
and would not allow mechanized travel. 

Waterbody Authorized Dates Maximum Operations 
Lolo Creek July 15-August 15 18 
Moose Creek July 01-August 15 38 
Orogrande and French Creeks June 30-September 15 20 

South Fork of the Clearwater River July 15-August 15 15 
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Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Alternative W finds twelve rivers as suitable wild and scenic rivers. 

Access 
Alternative W provides for motorized access in all Idaho Roadless Areas with a backcountry restoration theme 
not recommended as wilderness. Non-motorized access is also greater in this alternative due to the high 
amount of recommended wilderness that is managed as non-motorized. 

Forested Vegetation 
Objectives are designed to meet forest vegetation desired conditions for size class distribution and species 
composition within thirty years.  

Timber Harvest 
To meet forest vegetation desired conditions a potential timber sale quantity up to the sustained yield limit of 
241 million board feet is expected for the life of the plan.  

Alternative X 

Alternative X responds to a number of state and local plans, which call for fewer or no areas of recommended 
wilderness2, fewer or no suitable wild and scenic rivers and higher timber outputs. In this alternative, zero areas 
are recommended as wilderness. The Idaho State Rivers Program is used as a surrogate to continue to protect 
key tributaries to the North and South Fork Clearwater Rivers while not pursuing Wild and Scenic River Suitable 
status on any river. Forest vegetation would be within the lower bound of the desired conditions within twenty 
years. 

Recommended Wilderness 
Alternative X allocates zero acres of recommended wilderness. 

Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Alternative X allocates zero suitable wild and scenic rivers. Rivers that are referred to in the State of Idaho 
Department of Water Resources River Plan are managed consistently with that plan, which includes provisions 
to protect water quality and maintain free flow. 

Access 
Alternative X allocates the most land as suitable for motorized access both summer and winter. 

Forested Vegetation 
Objectives are designed to meet forest vegetation desired conditions for size class distribution and species 
composition within twenty years.  

Timber Harvest 
A departure from the sustained yield limit of 241 million board feet for two decades allows for achievement of 
desired conditions within that time period. This corresponds to an annual potential timber sale quantity of 261 
million board feet. 

  

                                                      
2 The Idaho County Natural Resource Plan calls for zero recommended wilderness on the Nez Perce-Clearwater National 
Forest. The Clearwater County Natural Resource Plan acknowledges that some limited areas of recommended wilderness 
may be an acceptable tradeoff if other items benefiting rural economies are increased, such as increased timber production. 
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Alternative Y 
Alternative Y provides for intermediate level of recommended wilderness and moves towards forest vegetative 
desired conditions for size class distribution and species composition in fifty years. Historic snowmobiling areas 
in the Great Burn are removed from consideration as recommended wilderness resulting in a boundary change, 
but within the areas moving forward as recommended wilderness we do not authorize any uses that may 
preclude designation as wilderness in the future. This alternative also looks at the major rivers not designated 
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, including the North Fork Clearwater and South Fork Clearwater, as suitable 
for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers system. 

Recommended Wilderness 
Alternative Y finds four Idaho Roadless Areas as recommended wilderness. This includes a boundary 
modification of the Hoodoo Roadless Area to allow for over-snow use in two areas that historically has this use 
prior to the 2012 Clearwater Travel Plan decision. In total 310,000 acres would be recommended for wilderness. 
These areas would be managed to not allow over-snow use, motorized use or mechanized travel.  

Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Fourteen rivers are found suitable in alternative Y, including the South Fork Clearwater and North Fork 
Clearwater. 

Access 
Access for motorized use is expanded slightly from the No Action Alternative to allow for additional loop 
opportunities for motorized recreation in several backcountry restoration themed Idaho Roadless Areas 
including the Bighorn Weitas and Pot Mountain roadless areas.  

Forested Vegetation 
Forest Vegetation desired conditions are met within fifty years and rely on a combination of active management 
and natural processes. 

Timber Harvest 
Timber harvest associated with meeting forest vegetation desired conditions yields a potential timber sale 
quantity between 130 and 150 million board feet annually. 

Other variation in Alternative Y 
Alternative Y includes language in the Pilot Knob Geographic Area to not renew the communication site in the 
future. 

Alternative Z 
Alternative Z was crafted to respond to requests to have an alternative in which natural processes dominate 
over anthropogenic influence. In this alternative a proposal for recommended wilderness that was brought 
forward by a group of national and state wilderness advocacy groups was mostly carried forward. Additionally, 
rivers were viewed as part of a larger system and major tributaries to our largest rivers will be analyzed as 
being suitable for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system. Areas in Idaho Roadless Rule Areas will not be 
opened up for additional motorized use and current motorized use would not be impacted. Reliance on natural 
process would warrant a slower movement towards forest vegetation desired conditions in an anticipated one 
hundred years or longer. Timber outputs would also be lower and near a lower threshold needed to provide for 
economic sustainability and sustain rural economies. Additional plan components related to snag guidelines, 
live tree retention and elk security are included that limit uncertainty regarding how and where these features 
will be located on the landscape. 

Recommended Wilderness 
Recommended wilderness in Alternative Z includes ten Idaho Roadless Areas totaling 475,000 acres. These 
areas are managed to allow many uses within them, including uses that would likely not be allowable if 
designated wilderness by congress in the future. This includes winter motorized over-snow use and mechanized 
travel. 
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Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Alternative Z utilizes a system approach to find suitable rivers that forms connection between the headwaters 
and the main river basins. Thirty-seven rivers are found suitable in Alternative Z. 

Access 
Access in Alternative Z most closely represents the current levels of access of the No Action Alternative. No 
major changes are made to the existing condition, other than a geographic area for West Meadow Creek finds 
that area not suitable for motorized recreation. 

Forested Vegetation 
Forested vegetation desired conditions would be met over one-hundred-years or longer and would emphasize 
natural processes over active management. 

Timber Harvest 
Timber harvest in Alternative Z is projected to be between eight and one-hundred million board feet annually. 

Other Variation in Alternative Z 
Alternative Z adds additional snag and leave tree requirements when planning timber harvest for any purpose. 

1.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
Federal agencies are required by the National Environmental Policy Act to rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were 
not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Public comments received since the scoping period beginning in July 
of 2014 provided suggestions for alternative methods for achieving the purpose and need. Some of these 
alternatives may have been outside the scope of this document, duplicative of the alternatives considered in 
detail, or determined to not meet the purpose and need. Therefore, a number of alternatives were considered, 
but dismissed from detailed consideration for reasons summarized below. 

Reasons for eliminating an alternative include: 

• The alternative does not meet the purpose and need.

• The alternative is outside the scope of this environmental impact statement.

• The content of the alternative is contained in other alternatives or within the range already being
analyzed in detail.

Alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study include the following3: 

2014 Proposed Action 
As a result of input from scoping comments, the proposed action will not be brought forward or analyzed in the 
draft environmental impact statement in detail. Many elements of the proposed action will be carried forward 
into other alternatives. All elements of the proposed action that were not brought forward into another action 
alternative represent an alternative considered.  

2017 Framework for Alternative Development 
The framework for alternative development was an interim document used to begin planning conversations on 
potential alternatives to be considered. While never intended to be analyzed in detail, the framework also 
represents a variety of plan components considered but ultimately not analyzed in detail. This includes an 
alternative that has less protections for aquatic resources than the PACFISH strategy. Additionally, considered 
were alternatives that allowed for harvest within the riparian reserves, allowed for harvest on all lands prone to 
mass wasting, and emphasized salvage harvest of timber. 

3 Alternatives suggested by many are described here. Dozens of other alternatives were also considered but are not listed 
here. A full listing can be found in the project record. 



Chapter 2. Alternatives 

Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests 2-16 DEIS for the Revised Forest Plan 
 

A timber target unconstrained by budget 
Timber industry and collaborative groups have taken a stance on the planning rule’s mandate that objectives, 
including the potential timber sale quantity be within the fiscal feasibility of the unit. Considering alternatives 
that are outside the fiscal capability of the unit are not consistent with the 2012 planning rule and thus outside 
the scope of a forest plan. However, the Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forests have taken an all-encompassing 
vision on fiscal capability, particularly in Alternative X, and factor in full implementation of several initiatives 
designed to gain efficiency, funding sources other than appropriated dollars and decreasing unit costs when 
applied at scale. Furthermore, in regard to the timber target, it will be noted for every alternative that the 
maximum, unless in a departure alternative, is the sustained yield limit and harvest may occur up to that level 
as funds become available. 

An alternative that maximizes recreation 
Idaho County Commissioners request a “maximum recreation alternative.” Elements of all alternatives 
maximize some aspects of recreation. Many elements of maximizing recreation are site specific decisions that 
are outside the scope of a forest plan. Depending on a particular view or desire of recreation such as motorized 
versus non-motorized, developed versus dispersed, or primitive versus rural, one alternative may meet your 
definition of maximizing recreation more than others. 

Ecological processes dominate, referred to by the authors as the “citizen’s” alternative 
Friends of the Clearwater provided an outline for an alternative which was endorsed by numerous commenters. 
This alternative emphasized ecological processes over anthropogenic vegetation management. Elements of this 
alternative within our scope that meet the purpose and need for action are included as parts of Alternatives W, 
Y and Z. Other concepts presented in this alternative do not meet the purpose and need, are not within the 
scope or are not within the legal authority of the agency. The alternative presented was conceptual in nature 
and no specific plan components or suitability of uses recommendations were made to consider specifically. 
Conceptually the elements within our legal framework were included in alternatives analyzed in detail. 

Additional areas for over-snow motorized use 
Many snow machine user groups advocated for additional areas for snowmobiling and other winter motorized 
activities. Alternative X maximizes the amount of over-snow motorized use to the extent allowable by law. 

All Idaho Roadless Areas as Recommended Wilderness 
Wilderness advocacy groups asked for an alternative in which all Idaho Roadless Areas were added as 
recommended wilderness. This alternative would not meet the purpose and need for action and may not meet 
the multiple use mandate of the agency. Alternative W provides for the greatest number of acres of 
recommended wilderness, including about half of the area in Idaho Roadless. Alternatives were also considered 
that look at including lands not within Idaho Roadless as recommended wilderness. However, the inventory of 
areas was determined to be the Idaho Roadless Rule designated areas. 

Additional Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers/Fewer Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Many stakeholders, including river advocacy groups suggested the list of wild and scenic eligible rivers in the 
scoping documentation was not complete. Many outstandingly remarkable values were suggested and groups 
suggested the list was not long enough or comprehensive enough. Other stakeholders, including Clearwater 
County and Idaho County, suggested that the list was too long and that the list contained more than the “best 
of the best.” Since 2015 the interdisciplinary team looked at all named rivers on the Forests and made new 
eligibility determinations. These determinations do not vary by alternative per the directives as a river either 
has outstandingly remarkable values or not. Eighty-nine rivers on the Nez Perce-Clearwater were found to be 
free flowing AND have outstandingly remarkable. 

An Alternative that does not complete a suitability study on wild and scenic rivers 
As the Wild and Scenic Rivers eligibility process does not vary by alternative, the Nez Perce-Clearwater was 
asked to complete a suitability study to determine which rivers would be suitable for inclusion in the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. A few groups suggested that approach may not be legal or appropriate and suggested we 
do not pursue a suitability study and manage eligible rivers under interim protection.  
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An alternative that manages eligible rivers under interim guidance in the forest plan 
Once a wild and scenic rivers suitability study is complete, eligible rivers found not suitable need not be 
managed under interim protection measures. Rather, they are managed under the guidance of the Forest Plan 
with whatever guidance would otherwise apply. Some asked that we consider management of eligible rivers 
under interim direction regardless of the results of a suitability study. 

All Idaho Roadless Areas as non-motorized 
Groups requested that an alternative be considered that assigns non-motorized classifications to all Idaho 
Roadless Rule Areas, or all Recommended Wilderness Areas. Alternatives W and Y do manage all recommended 
wilderness as non-motorized. However, managing all the Idaho Roadless Areas as non-motorized would 
preclude valid and existing multiple uses from occurring on the Forest and is thus inconsistent with law, 
regulations and policy. Idaho Roadless Areas will continue to be managed under the Idaho Roadless Rule, which 
supersedes the forest plan, in all alternatives. 

An Alternative that does not use the Nez Perce Designated Routes and Motor Vehicle Use Draft Record of 
Decision as the existing condition 
The No Action Alternative was developed based on the draft Record of Decision on Designated Routes and 
Motor Vehicle Use. An alternative was considered but not analyzed in detail that uses the pre-Designated 
Routes and Motor Vehicle Use travel planning as the existing condition. Prior to Designated Routes and Motor 
Vehicle Use, cross country motorized travel was permitted across the Nez Perce Forest unless closed. 

An Alternative that specifies desired (or mandated) motorized road and trail densities across the Forest. 
Requests from groups, as well as from Idaho County and Clearwater County, ask that the draft revised forest 
plan include desired conditions, standards or guidelines for routes (roads and trails) open to motorized use. 
Some desire thresholds set by Management Area, Watershed or Game Management Unit. Some see these 
densities as a minimum density to guarantee a minimum and predictable level of motorized access. Others look 
at densities as a cap on motorized routes to reduce impacts to fish and wildlife. While the draft alternatives do 
provide for differing levels of motorized use through the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Suitability plan 
components, currently no threshold for minimum or maximum densities of routes is prescribed. The suggest 
approach was considered and discussed at length. Designated routes and areas for motorized use are 
addressed in travel planning. While the Forest Plan sets the stage for travel planning, the plan is not travel 
planning and becoming too specific may limit the range of possible solutions during travel planning. The action 
alternatives use suitability to describe motorized access. Alternatives are analyzed that increase areas suitable 
for motorized access in both summer and winter to respond, in part, to the concerns of the Counties. Action 
alternatives also focus on desired conditions for access—desiring roads in the correct places to provide for a 
valid multiple use and provide motorized access while preventing harm to ecological resources including fish 
and wildlife, remaining silent on the site-specific route density needed to accomplish this desired condition.   
 

1.7 Comparison of Alternatives 
This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative. Information in the table is 
focused on activities and effects where different levels of effects or outputs can be distinguished quantitatively 
or qualitatively among alternatives. 
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1.7.1 Management Areas by Alternative 
Table 3. Acres within each management area by alternative. 

Management Area No Action Alt.* Alternative W Alternative X Alternative Y Alternative Z 

1(a)- Designated Wilderness 1,139,059 1,139,059 1,139,059 1,139,059 1,139,059 

1(b)- Designated Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

57,891 57,891 57,891 57,891 57,891 

1(c) National Historic Landmark 55,760 55,760 55,760 55,760 55,760 

MA1 subtotal 1,231,638 1,231,638 1,231,638 1,231,638 1,231,638 

2(a) Idaho Roadless Areas 1,481,637 1,481,637 1,481,637 1,481,637 1,481,637 

2(b) Recommended Wilderness 197,695 856,932 0 309,332 569,755 

2(c) Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 155,477 74,646 0 110,252 166,176 

2(d) Gospel-Hump- MA2 30,164 28,498 28,498 30,164 28,498 

2(e) Designated RNA 31,480 31,480 31,480 31,480 31,480 

2(f) Proposed RNA 965 965 965 965 965 

MA2 subtotal 1,489,736 1,468,512 1,463,088 1,487,467 1,472,541 

MA3 subtotal 1,217,682 1,238,906 1,244,330 1,219,951 1,234,878 

Forest Acreage** 4,074,832 4,074,832 4,074,832 4,074,832 4,074,832 

* No Action Alternative numbers are estimates to compare against alternatives. The 1987 Forest Plans had dozens of management areas.
** Forest Acreage numbers represent the administrative Nez Perce-Clearwater boundary.
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1.7.2 Overview of Alternatives 
Table 4. Overview of Alternatives 

Resource Topic No Action Alternative W Alternative X Alternative Y Alternative Z 
Recommended 
Wilderness 

Hoodoo, Mallard-Larkins, 
Portions of : North Fork 
Spruce-White Sands and 
Sneakfoot Meadows 

Bighorn-Weitas, Hoodoo, 
North Lochsa Slope, 
Mallard-Larkins, East 
Meadow Creek, Moose 
Mountain, Rapid River, 
North Fork Spruce-White 
Sands, Sneakfoot 
Meadows, Meadow 
Creek-Upper North Fork 

None East Meadow 
Creek; Hoodoo 
with Boundary 
change to create 
GA for 
snowmobiling; 
Mallard Larkins; 
Rapid River 

East Meadow Creek, West 
Meadow Creek, Hoodoo, 
Mallard-Larkins, Meadow 
Creek-Upper North Fork; 
North Fork Spruce-White 
Sands, Rapid River, Rawhide, 
Sneakfoot Meadows, Pot 
Mountain. 

Non-conforming 
uses 

No snowmobiling, no 
motorized travel, no 
mechanized, chainsaws ok 

No non-conforming that 
would likely preclude 
designation 

N/A No non-
conforming 
would likely 
preclude 
designation 

Winter motorized allowed; 
mechanized transport 
allowed 

Wild and Scenic 
Suitable Rivers 

0 suitable, 29 Eligible: 
Bargamin Creek; Bear 
Creek Complex (Bear, 
Brushy Fork, Cub, Paradis,  
Wahoo); Cayuse Creek; Fish 
Creek; Hungery Creek; 
Johns Creek; Kelly Creek; 
Lake Creek; Little North 
Fork Clearwater River; 
Meadow Creek (Selway); 
Moose Creek 
Complex (East Fork Moose, 
Moose, North Fork Moose, 
West Fork Moose Creek, 
Rhoda); North Fork 
Clearwater River; Running 
Creek; Salmon River; Slate 
Creek; South Fork 
Clearwater River; Three 
Links Creek Complex (Three 
Links, West Fork Three 
Links); West Fork Gedney 
Creek; White Bird Creek; 
White Sand Creek 
(renamed Colt Killed Creek)  

Cayuse Creek, Fish 
Creek, Hungery Creek, 
Johns Creek, Kelly Creek, 
Little North Fork, 
Meadow Creek, Middle 
Fork Kelly, North Fork 
Kelly, Salmon River, 
South Fork Kelly, Weitas 
Creek (12) 

0 Suitable - manage 
21 rivers in the 
North Fork and 
South Fork   
Clearwater Basins 
consistent with the 
Idaho Department 
of Water Resources 
State of Idaho 
Rivers Program 
direction 

Cayuse Creek, 
Fish Creek, 
Hungery Creek, 
Johns Creek, Kelly 
Creek, Little 
North Fork, 
Meadow Creek, 
Middle Fork Kelly 
Creek, North Fork 
Clearwater River, 
North Fork Kelly 
Creek, Salmon 
River, South Fork 
Clearwater River, 
South Fork Kelly 
Creek, Weitas 
Creek (14) 

Systems Approach: 
Bargamin Creek, Bear Creek, 
Big Sand Creek, Bostonian 
Creek, Boundary Creek, 
Brushy Fork Creek, Buck Lake 
Creek, Caledonia Creek, Colt 
Killed Creek, Crooked Fork 
Creek, Cub Creek, East Fork 
Meadow Creek, East Fork 
Moose Creek, Fish Creek, 
Graves Creek, Hungery Creek, 
Johns Creek, Kelly Creek, 
Little North Fork Clearwater 
River, Meadow Creek, Middle 
Fork Kelly Creek, Moose 
Creek, North Fork Kelly 
Creek, North Fork Moose 
Creek, North Fork Storm 
Creek, Rhoda Creek, Running 
Creek, Sabe Creek, Salmon 
River, Silver Creek, South 
Fork Kelly Creek, South Fork 
Storm Creek, Storm Creek, 
Upper Lochsa River, Weitas 
Creek, West Moose Creek, 
Wounded Doe Creek (37) 

Access Clearwater travel plan; site 
specific closure orders in 
some areas on the Nez 
Perce Forest (no travel plan 
in place) 

All Backcountry 
Restoration IRA’s 
motorized ROS in 
summer; most areas 
open in winter 

More summer 
motorized access, 
Motorized loop 
opportunities 
expanded in MA2 

Motorized loop 
opportunities 
expanded in MA2 

Similar to existing condition 
in summer, increased winter 
motorized 

Timber Output 
Restoration 
potential timber 
sale quantity 

50-60 mmbf 221-241 mmbf 241-261 mmbf
(DEPARTURE)

120-140 mmbf 60-80 mmbf

Active Restoration 
Acres annually 

3,800 acres 12,600 acres 14,000 acres 7,500 acres 3,700 acres 

Max Regen Unit 
Size 

40 acres 375 acres  375 acres 375 acres 375 acres 

Rx Natural Fire 
Acres annually 

1,650 37,500 acres 37,500 acres 37,500 acres 37,500 acres 
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1.7.3 Activities Allowed in Recommended Wilderness  
Table 5. Summary of Proposed Activities Allowed in Recommended Wilderness 

Proposed Activities in 
Recommended Wilderness Areas 

No 
Action Alternative W Alternative X Alternative Y Alternative Z 

Use Allowed in Recommended Wilderness (Yes/No) 

Motorized Travel  No No N/A No Yes-Winter 
Motorized 

Mechanized Travel No No N/A No Yes 

Motorized and mechanized tools for 
public use 

No 

Hand-Held 
Motorized 

(e.g. 
Chainsaws) 

allowed 

N/A No Yes 

Motorized and mechanized tools for 
administrative use 

Yes 

Hand-Held 
Motorized 

(e.g. 
Chainsaws) 

allowed 

N/A No Yes 

Aircraft landing for recreational use No No N/A No Yes 

Aircraft landing for administrative 
use Yes Yes N/A Yes Yes 
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