
WILD AND SCENIC SNAKE RIVER 
OUTFITIER 

DECISION NOTICE AND FINDING OF 
NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

with 

Decision Notice and FONSI (6/9/1996) 
Appendix C- Revised Outfitter and Guide Operating Guidelines 

Appendix D -Public Comments and Forest Service Responses 

USDA• Forest leNlce 
He/11 CallJIOn National RfKl'flOl/on Area 

Wo/lowa•Whllman Nol/onal Fonllt 

June1996 

Forest Plan Amendment 20 



United Statea 
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Baker City, OR 97814 

Date: September 11, 1996 

Reply to: 1950/2230 

To Parties Interested In the Wdd and Scenic Snake River Management Plan: 

I plan to implement Alternative C, with modifications, from the Wild and Scenic Snake River Outfitter Environmen­
tal Assessment for the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area Enciosed are: 

1. Decision Notice and Finding of No Signlftcant Impact 

2. Appendix C, the modified Outfitter and Guide Operating Guidelines 

3. Appendix D, Public Comments and Forest Service Responses 

4. July 31, 1996 letter from Jack Ward Thomas, Ctuef, to Regional Forester, R-6, regarding a request 
for waiver on the Snake Wild and Scenic River Outfitter/Gulde Environmental Analysis 

This decision responds, In part, to the Regional Forester's July 1995 decision on the appeal of the record of 
decision (ROD) for the Wild and Scenic Snake River Recreation Management Plan and its accompanying final 
environmental impact statement (FEIS). My decision maintmns a variety of commercial recreational services for 
visitors, defines primary season areas of operation for powerboat outfitters. establishes primary season use 
levels for powerboat and floatboat outfitters, retains a non-motorized period on a portion of the wild river In the 
primary season, authorizes temporary one-day float pennlts, and limits party size and number of floatboats per 
party. 

ThiS decision iS ·specific to commercial boallng. Private boating iSsues were addressed In the FEIS/ROD and 
confirmed by the Regional Forester in 1995. Toe decision is scheduled for implementation beginning with the 
1997 primary season. 

This decision is appealable pursuant to the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 215. The legal notice 
initiating the appeal filing period will be put>Jished in the Baker City Herald on September 12, 1996. Any appeal 
of this decision must be submitted to the Appeal Deciding Officer and postmarked within 45 days of the 
publication of the legaJ notice. 

Thank you for your Interest In Hells Canyon National Recreation Area 

Sincerely, 

R. M. RICHMOND 
Forest Supervisor 

Enclosure 



DECISION NOTICE 

and 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

WUd and Scenic Snake River Outfitter Environmental Aaseument 

USDA - FOl'NI Service 
Hella canyon Nlllional Recreation ArN 

Wallawa-Whlbnan Natlanal Forest 
Baker City, Oregon 

Forest Plan Amendment 20 

This decision nodce and finding of no significant Impact (FONSI) documents a decision IJI/ the Wallowa­
Whlnwl For81lSupervlaorto procaadwlh lmplanwalion of propoeed oudlltar-gukte use allocatloi1s and 
operadOnal llmllallons In the Wld and Scenic Snake River conidor within the Hells Canyon National 
Racraaliofl Area (HCNRA). An anvtronmental......,.,. (EA) has been conducted to analyze proposed 
alternatives for lmplamanling the 8Clivlly. 

This deciskJn respond8 to a portion the the Regional Foraater's July 1995 decision on the appeal of the 
record of deci8ion (ROD) for the WIid and Scenic Snake Riva' Recreation Managmnn Plan (Snake River 
Plan) and 118 accompanying flnal envtronmental lmpaCt atala118li (FEIS). In that deciskJn, the Reglonal 
Forester directed the Forest Supervisor to further analyze the specific economic affacls of allocation and 
operational limltationl on lndfvldual commardal rww permlla. This deciaion Is implamantabla within the 
lands and waters of the HCNRA In Oregon and Idaho whlCh are administered ~ the Wallowa-Whllman 
National Forest. The setacted alternative deacrlbad below amend8 the Wallowa-Whlman Nadonm Forest 
Land and Resource Managamant Plan (Forest Plan) and will resua In modlflcaliona to the parmita held by 
river oudltter-guldas. 

The decisions coralned In this document wlll be used In conjuncdon with the management decisions 
apprCMd b'f the Regional Forester In July 1995 to manage rectaatiOn use on the WIid and Scenie Snake 
River. 1lliB dacision doaa not address accasa to prtvale lands bac81aae tta Issue Is handled through 
separate and subsequert proceases 

Preferred Alternative C, with modificadons. has bean seladed to allocate outfitter.guide use and operation­
al Bmb within the WIid and Scenic Snake River corridor. Components of Allematlve C, and Alternative C 
as modified, are displayed In tables I and 11. The deciSiOn component8 are described under I. DECISION 
and the undel1ying reason for choosing each of the componentB is explained under II. DECISION 
RATIONALE. 

The EA supporting this daclalon is available tor pubic ravlew • the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. 1550 
Dewey, Baker cay, Oregon; or the Hells Csnyon National Racraalion Area, at 88401 Highway 82, Enter­
prise, Oregon or 2535 Riverside Drive. Clarkston, Washington. 
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Table I 

Note: This table is a summary intended to assist the reader in forming a general impression of how Alternative 
C has been modified by the decision notice. Readers are urged to refer to the decision notice narrative tor 
detailed infonnation. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE C AND MODIFIED C 
Commercial Powerboat Use 

,.............Element AllemallwC Modified C 

Area of Operationa Umlted to hlstoltcal 818M (primary aeason) SameuC. 

Launch Point Locatione Umlted to primary historical entJy point (year- SameuC. 
round). 

Minimum/Maximum Number of Helle Canyon Creek 2 mlnlmum,'2 maximum 
Permita 

Pitttiburg Landing 3 mlnlmurn/4 maximum 
Cache Cleek e mlnlmurn/14 maximum 
(year-round). SameuC. 

Allocallon of Use Allocate 1,381 boat days to 18 outfitlere from Same 1olal allocation and Individual outfitter 
Friday before Memorial Day to September 10 alloc«tlon u C. Boat days from Kirkwood to 
(primary seaeon). Wild Sheep Rapid modified fo, each outfitter 

to reff.ct their hletorical patem of use from 
1968-1995. 

Temponuy Use Permit Permit not reauthorized (year-round). SameuC. 

Supply Trips Allow additional boat day• for cargo trips to Same • C, except allow cargo trips on any 
Copper Creek Resort (16) and SMep Creek day of the week except non-motorized days. 
Cabin (4), can only use on weekdaya except 
during non-motorized days (primary MUOn). 

Sheep Creek Cabin Convert maximum di 2!S boat daye to wild for No convenilon of boat days for thle permit. 
Shffp CrNk cabin permlttee within their total 
wild boat day allocation to accea lite In primary 
season. Only applln fo, dundlon of permit at 
the site. 

11mlng and Duration of Non- 3 day block, (M,T,W) ltarting first Monday of Same aa C, except no provision to allow for 
motorized Period June, every othw week, through end of August skipping the 4th of July Wffk in the aeven 

ff 4th of July la on M, T, W, continue non- non-motorized periods. Maximum of 21 days 
motorized period on followlng week instead. No 1'101)-motorlzed. 
powerboa1a allowed from upper landing at 
Klr1twood Historic Ranch to top of Wild Sheep 
Rapid. Average of 19 days non-motorized 
annually. 

Launch Schedule Total boat day9 for each outfitter allocated on Same u C, except total boat days allocated 
monthly baale for 11 outfittef8, and on aeasonal on seaonal, bl-weekly, and monthly basis, 
baale for remaining 7 outfitters (prima,y eeaeon). depending on size. 

Party Size Allow maximum of 24 people (Including guides) SameaaC. 
on overnight trl~ on Iha river. Continues llm• 
on day use baaed on C0811 Guard certifications 
for boat capacity. 
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Table I (cont.) 
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE C AND MODIFIED C 

Commercial Powerboat Use 

Management Element Allel'llalhMC MoclHled C 

Trip Duration Allow 11 outfitters day use only, and 7 outfttteni 
day uae and cwemight uee at campeltes on the 

SameaeC. 

river. All oulfttters may continue to use private 
lodgee for ovemlght use. 

Campsite Management No overnight camping allowed on the river from 
Cache Creek to confluence wllh the Salmon 

SameuC. 

River, from Plbburg Landing to Kirkwood, 
Inclusive, and from WIid Sheep to Helll Canyon 
Creek. 

Powomoat Length Allow powerboats up to maximum of 42 feet In 
I8f'lgth. Boal8 longer than 42 feet at thfl time of 

SameuC. 

tt'lle declelon may ope!'at8 until replaced. 

launching of Inflatable Water- Allowed from commercial powerboabl In conjunc- SameasC. 

craft from a Powerboat tion with a valid float permit (year-round). Uelng 
a commercial powerboat countl against primary 
season boat day allocation for 1hal 04Jlfilter. 
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Table II 

Note: This table Is a summary intended to assist the reader In forming a general Impression of how Alternative 
C has been modified by the decision notice. Readers are urged to refer to the decision notice narrative for 
detailed information. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE C AND MODIFIED C 
Commercial Floatboat Use 

Managwnenl Element AftamallwC Modin.cl C 

Area of Opendlona Launch reaervatlone required In wild river Same .. c. 
between Hella Canyon Dam and Plltlburg 
Landing during the primary seuon. 

Launch Point Locations Can launch anywhere upaeem from Pillaburg s.m..c. 
Landing (primary aeuon); no reatrictlon on 
launch point loc«llon In aecondery 88880n. 

Minimum/Maximum Number of 10 priority use permits minimum, 14 priority uee SameaeC. 
Pennitll permits mmdmum. 

Alloeatlon of Use Allocatea 224 launchee totm to 14 priority use Sarneaa C. 
outfrtteni, 2 launchee pe, day (primary aeaaon). 

Commercial Pool Launchea Ccnvelt 8 launchee from commen:lal pool (14) Maintain all 14 commen:lal pool launches 
to private UN. Maintain e commercial pool within commercial launch schedule, 
launchee. 

Temporary Use Permit& Allow 1he two temporary on~ float permit& Same as C, except no allowance for obtaining 
to operate from Helle Canyon Creek to Pitblburg 50% of use after March 16. All launches obtained 
until excen capacity In float launchee ia uaed. 30 daya prior to launch date after waiting nm 
Relsaue pe,mite on yearly bul9 only to exiatfng have been exhaus1ed. 
pe,mft holders. MU81 obtain launchee from 
cancelled or unused launchea within five 
launches per day for commercial and private 
uaers. Allow maximum of one temporary launch 
per day. May obtain 50% of historical launches 
after March 16. Additional launch .. can be 
obtained 30 day• prior to launch date after 
wa111ng lists for private and priority commercial 
usera have been exhausted. Allow maximum of 
two boat.a per launch, and no UN on non-
motorized days. Temporary use permits valid 
only in the primary soason. 

Party Size Allow maximum of 24 people (including guidea) SameaeC. 
• on all tripe (year-round). 

Number of Float Craft Allow maximum of 8 craft per party (year-round), Sameae C. 

Use of l(Jck8rll (Outboatd Mo-
tors) 

U.. Is prohlbaed In wild rlvef' (Yeat-round). Same as C. 

Scenic River and Lower Salmon Allow maximum party •lz• to 24 people (lnclud- SameaeC. 
River Users Ing guldea) ae uNre enter the Snake River 

(year-round). Groupe with more thari 24 people 
may camp between confluence of Salmon River 
and Snake River to Salmon Bar. Umlt number 
of craft per trip to 8 aa uaers enter the Snake 
River (year-round). 
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I. DECISION 

I decided to salact the pef8fflld altemallve (Alemadve C) from the EA, wllh ctwagaa M nal8d in 1h18 
decision nalica, for the allocallon of OUlftttar-gulde UN and associated oparatlanal llmllalionl wlhfn the 
Wild and Scanlc Snaka River corridor. Thill nolic8 dacl.manla rrtf selection of th8I alamalive and 11\f 
ralionala for the decision 

My decision lncllldaB the folowlng changes to the Snake River Pian to further clarify the management of 
the COfMl8R:ial Ul8S of 1he Snake River: 

Commercial Powerboat Use 

CMngee In BualMU Stalua From the EA 

Anderson River Adventuraa haa been sold to Two A .,. Outfttun (Tumidge) since the EA was dona. 
Cotigar Counby Lodge haa changed to Halla canyon LadgB (no changa In ownerlhlp). 

ArN of Operdona 

OU'ing the primary seuon (up to 112 days from the Friday before M8l110rlal Day through September 10), 
oonvnerclal operadona for each powerboal oudittar permit wll ba managed within their area of operation 
• follows 1n order to maintain accaptable social ancoururs wilh other competing rtver U888. 

Area of Opendlona 

Dam dowlYtver to Plb8burg Landing 

Northern boundary upriver IO dam 

Northam boundary upriver to Granle 
Creek Rapid 

Northern boundary upriver to Rush 
Creak Rapkl 

Qutfttt• 

Heila carr,on Advenbns (or 11B successor) 

lntermountain Excursions, Snake River AIJ­
venturas. Snake River Oulflttanl, Riller 0U88t 
Excursions, Hells Canyon Lodge (or their 
811CC88S01'9) 

S&S Oudlttera, H.C. Flllh Charters, 
High Roller &anions. River Advenlures 
Ud., Rad Woods Outftttera, Z&S Oudiltars. 
Inc. (or their Sl!CtBBBors) 

Snake Dancer &anions. Two A .,. 
Oudltter8. Heller Bar Excursions, Idaho River 
Navigation. River8 Navigation, TlV8e Rivera 
Outfiltar8 (or their SUCC888ors) 

During the secondary season (253 days from September 11 through the Thursday before Memorial Day), 
thar8 wil ba no limlt on area of operaliOnS. 
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Launch Point Loclllana and MIXllnml and Mln:1■2:a NwnbeN of~ 

Manage the number of commerdlll powarboal pannlla ID assure the contlnualion of buainast compadion 
on the river. Mainlaln 8 variety of powarboal AICINlianll wvlc:e8 with quality expera1C88 to vtaitors bJ 
eatabllahlng a m8Jdmum and minimum number d poa,llboat OUlfltter permlla a each river portal The 
Propoead Actiof\lPUrpose and Need, Item 1, in Chapter I of the EA dasoribee the need for the Foreat 
Servk:e to provide public NMCa. 

lllnfmu. llalmulll 
f!!S!! • of_ Permfla • of Permlte 

Halla Canyon Ct88k ~ ~ (1 axlsdng) 
Plt8burglandlng 3 4 
Cache Creak 6 13** (15 axiadng) 

TOTAL 10 19 

* Based on a VOU1larY ~ of the buaneaa 8Ulhorized by the exJadng apadal use permit at the 
option of the pem,I holder. 

•• lhe alrlglil powarboal permit currandy INued wiltl tempOrary use only that auhorlzes trips from 
tha Oregon,'Washlngton border to Plt8burg lM1ding will not be raia■c l8C1. If one of the Cache 
Creek parmb fflCMld to Pittsburg Landing, maximum for Cache Cf88k would then drop to 13. 

NOTE: An axcapdorl to the launch polnC locallon llmitalion wll be allowed for Snake River Olfters, 
the Off/ permlttee who his regularly launched comrnarcial trips from both Pitsburg Lining and 
C8che Creak portals. Thil activity wtll COr1h.llt to be authorized. Whan considering exi8llng Oldl­
un, this buanaa ls Included in the maxtnuntortheCache Creek portal only In the preceding table. 

Nkac~ ol UN 

Each powarboal Oldlterwll be aulh0rlzed to opar-.<Ulng the primary season (upto 112 _. from the 
F~ before Memorial Day 1hrough September 10) baaed upon lhe folowi1g boat day alocatba 

CorM1arcial pow8lbOal mmdmum total capacity (curualNe boat days for all permltteee) 11 1,381 bOat days 
for a 112~ primary season. There Is no mmdnuntotat capaaty during the secondary season. However, 
the prtma,y and secondary 888l0l'1S may bfi mt;lsted based on rnonitor1ng of use l8vall (page 21 In the 
ROD, and page S In the Snake River Plan). 



Commercial PONt'boal Primary Se■IOn Boat Day A11ocat1on 

Oullltler WIid Kirkwood TOlal 

Heller Bar ExcurskJns 72 152 224 
Snake Aiv8r .Advenbns 70 89 138 
Rivera Navigation 18 100 118 
Idaho Rivera Navigation 36 50 86 
Snake Dancer Excursions 53 32 86 
Hells Canyon Lodge 31 54 86 
River Quest Excursions 23 62 86 
Snake Rtvar 0tdll8l'a 26 18 43 
Rlver~raa 15 25 40 
H.C. Flllhing Chartanl 9 22 31 
lnterrnountaln Excursions 3 8 11 
Z&8 Outfttlera 1 5 8 
Two A 'r Outfltlara 2 4 8 
RedWoodl0dfiltar 7 2 9 
S&S CMflttenl 1 6 7 
High RoOar Excursions 2 4 6 
Thr8e River Outllltans 1 3 4 

WIid WIid Sheep 

Hells Canyon Adventures 147 250 387 
515 868 1,381 

Halls Canyon Adventures: 
Wild Sheep = can travel within the Hells Canyon Dam--Wild Sheep segment of river 
Wild = Can travel within the Hells Canyon Dam-Pittsburg landing segmert of river 

All Other 0Utftller4uidas: 
Wild = Can travel within the wild and scenic corr1dor 8)(C8pt as llmlted by area d operation& 
Kirkwood - Can traval wlhln the Cache Creek~ segment of river only 

The temporay use powerboat permit wiU not be reiaa,ed after December 31, 1996 In order to protect and 
enhance the recreation axperiarlce In the scenic river. 

Holders of the Copper Craek and Sheep Creek faciUly permits will be allowed 18 and 4 cargo trips per 
primary season, raspecdvely. These tripe are tor the sole purpose d supplying the facllitles and cannot 
be used for carrying pasungars. The trlps will not coun1 against the outfitter's share of the maxmum total 
boal day capacity. The trips will be tied to the parmita for the facilltias and will b'anstar to the new pennittee 
should the buslnaaa holding the permit change ownarahlp. cargo tripe can occur any day of the week 
except thal cargo trips to Sheep Creek may not OCCU' on non-motorized days. 

Timlng and Duration af Non-Motorized P•lod 

Commercial powerboal accasa wil be prohibited on the section otwUd river between the top of Wild Sheep 
Rapid and the upper landing • Kirkwood Historic Ranch, Monday through Wednesday, fN9lY other week 
(seven times during the primary season) starting the finlt Monday of June for a rnaxlmUm of 21 day8. This 
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schedule rasub In....,, ttne-day non-motor1zed parloda prOlidlng an opportunity for a non-matorized 
mcp111iaice on a sagmant ol Iha wild river durtng the prtnwy season. 

Launch Schedule 

Tha following comrnarcial aulfiner-guidas or their w,.,-aasora can use their primary saaam boat day 
allocak>n • q dme dwfng 1ha primary season accapt batw8an Kirkwood anc:t WIid Sheep Rapid dumg 
the non-malarizad period: lntermouruin Excursions, Z&S Oudlttara. Two A "T" Outfllters, S&8 0utffltera, 
High Roller Excursions, Rad Wooda Outfitter, aid 1lne River Outflttara. 

Tha f0lowlng comrnarcial OIAl'ltteriJuidas or their ux:a■■ors can use their primary seaaon boat day 
allocadon based on a fflOlllhly llllocation except batwael'I Kirkwood and WIid Sheep Rapid during Iha 
non-motor1zed period: RIYs Adllenbna, LJd., Halla canyon Filhing Charters, Snaka Rhter Oudittara. 

Tha followfng comrnarcial outfitter-guides or their IUCC888ora can use their primary season boat day 
allocation bU8d on a bi w■al~ all0cation accept bltwean Klr1cwood aid WIid Sheep Rapid during the 
non-motorized period: Haller a. Excursions, Snake River AdventurN. Rivers Navigation, Idaho Rivers 
Navigation, Snake Dancer Excuraions, Hells Carrtan Lodge, River 0uast Excursions, 

Party Sim 

A year-lOUlld mmdmum overnight party size of 24 par901■ (Including guides) wi1 be aatabllahed for al 
sectiol1a of the IN' far cammardal powerboats. TIIII w11 11C11 affect comrnarcia1 powerboat day ... party 
size which wil continue to be reg, llalad bl/ U.S. Coall Quard vesaa certiftcationL 

Trip Duration 

Trip duration will be managed based on histonc use. La., day use only or overnight use• follows, to raduce 
compatilion far campsit8I and Ill DCialed lmpacl8 to campsitaa: 

DaylJNOfllr 

Day and Onmlght u.. 

Outfitter 

Halla CanyanAdvenbJrN. lrUrmcullail Excursions, S&S Oullit­
tara, Heier a. Excuraiona* 1 Idaho Rivanl Navlgadon* o Rlvars 
Navigation-, Snake River Adventurer, Thrae RN8nl Outflltars, 
Snake River OUlfitters*, Snake Dancer Excursions, Z&S Outfit­
ters. Inc. 

H C Fish Charters, High Roller Excuraklns, Two A "r Outfitters, 
River 0ueat Excursions, HeU& C8nyon L.odga, River Advenlur88 
LJd., Rad Woods Outftttar 

* Thasa 0IAflllara have separate speclal use aulhorizadon8 for lodges or own prtvale lend within the 
Snaka River corridor that will allow overnight use •those sit• within tha HCNRA. Al outfitters would 
have the opdor1 ol ~ • Odl8r oudlbn' IOdga8 or their own lodges located 01alde the 
HCNRA bowldary. 

8 



Commarcial powerboat owmighl use of the~ segmerU of rtver will be prohib6ted: 

Cache Creak to Salmon River conftuance 
l<Jrkwood to Plllaburg, lnclusNe, except for ~ Creek (privale land) 
WIid Sheep Rapid to Halls Canyon Creek 

Powwboal IAngllt 

Commercial powelt>oata wll be llmiled to 42 feat In CMnll length (to pAMN1t nagalive vlaual appearance 
aldollble-dackad, age ma and potential boal waualact on Oita racraationlata). Commarcial powar­
boals that axcaed this lenglh requirement at the time of this decision wiU be allowed to candnue using them 
I.di the boat la l9l)laced. Otdttars wilh boat& ucaadlng G feat and under coraruclion at the time of this 
decision may have 1halr boats lnclllded by providing dacumentadon to support their clalm wllhln 30 days 
of ll8ta1ce of thia dedlian. 

Launching of lnftarable warercralt In conjunction with transportation d people and aqulpmer1 wilt1 a vaid 
float launch permit wll be allowed from commercial powarboala. Using a powerboat to launch pamilted 
inflatable watercraft trips will count against the boat day allocation of the commarcial powerboat ~ 

Commerclal Floatboat Use 

ArN of Operallonl 

Launch reservations wtl be required for commercial float b'ip launches in the wild river between Hals 
canyon Dam and Ptttsburg Landing. 

Launch Polnl Locatlonll and Maximum and Mlnlmulll Number of Pe,mlla 

The number of commercial float permits wil be managed to &S1K.n the continuation of business competi­
tion on the river. A variety of recreatkJnal floal S8MC88 with quallty experterlcestovlaitonl wll be malnlalned 
by estabUshing mmdm.lm and minimum number of float oudittar permits. A mininun l1Llll1bs of 10 and a 
mmdmum number of 14 cornmercial float special use permits with priority use wll be authorized. See 
OUlfltter.guide oparaling guidellnes on Page C-1 of Appendix C for a description d pf1ority use. 

During the prlmaly 1a110r, commercial float trips can only originate upstream from Pittsburg Landing In 
order to reduce encountera In the scenic river. There will be no restrictions on launch point locatJons In 
the secondary season 

AllocllUon of UN 

Allocate 224 primary season commercial launche8 from Hells Canton Creek to 14 oulflltars as shown 
baow. 
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Commarclal F1D11 Allocatlon 

Outfttler Total launctlN 

Davia Whlt8W8t8r Expedlllona 14 
River 0ct/8l8Y8 West (ROW) 14 
CanyonOl.dler'I 21 
ldahoAno. 14 
Hughes AMII' Expedlliona 21 
Haller8a'Excur81orw 14 
Notthwaat Va,aga.n 14 
Peer's Snake River Rafting 14 
Oregan Tral Adventure8 14 
Halls Canyon Adventures Raft 14 
f1'98W81a' 14 
Steen'• WUdamasa Adventures 14 
Holldlly .... &padidons of Idaho 14 
Oanl-Donla 14 
*PoolDalaa 14 

TOTAL ~ 

• Refer to the EA, page A-3 In Appendix A. for a c:Jescription of pool dalee. 

** Al launches wil be allocated on a launch calendar. Existi1g float IIUWIQ&­

mant guidejlnaa wll continua Inducting trades and croea-overa between 
privale and commercial usara. 

Fourteen pool launches w11 ba available to commercial oudltlers. 

Two one-day, temporary uae commercial float pennis wfl be authorized from Hell car,,on Dam to 
Pittsburg Landing LWlder the following conditions: 

1. Temporary uaa float launches must be within. nol In addition to, the five launchaa per ~ launch 
schedule. 

2. Holders of the tempOrary permits will only have access to cancelled or unused dat• In the float 
launch calendar. 

3. Al t8f11)0nlfY uae float lau1chea wll be obtained no earUer than 30 daya prior to launch after al 
waiting lisl8 .. echaisted. Any open laLnchas wll be assigned ~ calendar. 

4. As8igmNn of launch ctatas to the one-day ftoal businesses assigned temporary use will be third 
priority behind private users and oda commercial users. (Temporary use ii an amount of use 
assigned under the perml for one season or lea. A temporary use assignment does no1 commit 
the Forest Service to authorize that amount of use In the future. The other rtvar outfitters have priority 
use assignmenla, which Is a Forest 8eMce commibnenl to give pf1ority conekieralion for a spaciftc 
amount of use.) 
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5. Dales can be traded with Olher float OUlftltera 

6. This service to the public could be mairUlnad - long - there Is unused capaaty In the lan:h 
schedule. When prtvate and Olher 00111,adal float demand meats or exceeds the seasonal laLldl 
supply tt.. wil no longer be an, lal.n:haa r-eNebfe b' the buaklesses wilh tamparary use. Whml 
there are no longer launcha8 available. the permb wl not be relsa l8Cl (The ~ rate or tlllfng 
launch data8 In tha recenl peat (1~1994) OCCUff8d In 1992 when 80% of the tDl8I aPocated 
181.n:hes Wllfll used. Thal year, appr0IICfflUlf • of launch dat• wan1 UIUNld.) 

7. Parmlls for tamporary usa wll only be ls8uad to axlSling penn1 holdar8 and wil not be la8ued to a 
new OWt'9 I a tamparary me businNa Is aald. 

a. No one-day float launchN w11 be allowed ~ ■ non-motorized day (for the purpose or reducing 
social ancountans balween partle8 tnMtlng • different rates or speed). Onty one ona-dar float may 
be launched par ,.,. dlmg the motorlZ8d parlod. 

9. In keeping with how b one-day float pan-~ operaae and to manage the lmpm of 
one-day 1loals, a rnaxin'Un of two ftoalboata par laLr1ch will be allowed. Tbe Increased Impact of 
0l'NMtay ftoabl 18 discamad In the FEIS, Appendix K, page 114. 

10. In keeping with how the one-day floala pennil8 historically operate, to manage the lmpm or one-day 
floats, and to avoid having the activily level or one-day float permits contribute to usa lavals that lead 
to lenglhaning the primely season, temporary one-day float authorizalk>n wil be llmlted to the 
primary 88880n only. The lnctea8ed Impact al one-day floats la dfaQ ISied In the FEIS, Appendix K, 
page 114. 

Refer to Appendix C for more complete operadng gilldellrlaB for outfitters and 911idea. 

Party Size 

Allow a yw-rotn:t maidmum party size or 24 par80i • (Including guides) per trip for al secdons or the river 
for commercial float oudlltera. 

Number af Floatcraft 

Allow a maximum nurnbar of eight floatcraft par commarcial multi-day trip in all rtvs sectlon8, year-round, 
to manage congeslJon, achieve ROS settings for ramotaness and social encounters while protecting and 
enhanCing the Snake River's ORVs. and to addre88 ia8ue8 of aces• between commercial and prtvate 
US8f8. 

u .. af Klckera 

The use al kickers (outboard motors) on floatcraft In Iha wild river II prohibited, year~nd, to maa1 ROS 
S8lting8 tor remoteness and social encountera In the wild river by increasing the oppo,tunlty for periods 
or time where villlt01S are isomtad from the 9'bl8 and 80UOds or 0lher users. 

Umltlng Commercial Float UN In the Scenic Rhrs lncludlng a StrategJ few Lowa Salmon River 
Coordination And Management 

The use In the scenic river will be monitored on a yea,ty basis. If the number al commercial and private 
ftoal trip takeouts for trips originating at Halls Canyoo Cl88k exceed 30% d total takaouta for two of three 
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conaecullve years. this level of use wiD be capped. Thi maximum allocadon for conlinuation of trips below' 
Pittsburg Landing wil be sat • 30% of avaaable launches from Hells Canyon Creek • a maana of 
managing on-river encounters and campsite compe00on In the scene rtvw. This 18 In considaration of the 
addtianal float use that enters the Snake River via the Lower Salmon River. 

The~ direction appUas to Lower Salmon River convneraal floaters when they.,.., the Snake River: 

- Groupe wilh more ttwi 24 people mar camp balwNn the cont1uence of the Lowar Salmon River 
and Salman Bar, but w11 nOI be allowed to camp OYemight elsewhere on the HCNRA. 

- Groupe orlgll1lllrig on1he l..oNr Salmon Rlwlr-llmlled to a rnadmum of eight baatl par bfp l4J0ft 
reaching the Snake River. Techniques for cornpl'tlng wlh this standard are daacrl:>ed In the 
ouftter-guide operating guidelnea. 

II. DECISION RATIONALE 

I approached my daclslon by fln1t nwiewtng the major iasuaa, the outfitter-guide/pubic commantaon those 
1s8ues, the EA, and howthevarialJ8 allernalivaa raapondedtotheae laauea. I prasan my ralionale for these 
decisions In the same manra below. My decision to 88lact the EA paaferred Altemalive C (with modlica­
tiona) II based on my conclumon that Aftemalive C '9lpOfld8 to pubHc:; commen18 and meab1 the lnlent of 
the laws and federal regulalions for managing the WIid and Scenic Snake River. The EA and appandlcea, 
supportllig docma1t8llon, and adminl8lradve racord 1h11 I nM8W8d In formulallng thl8 daaskx\ are 
available for publlc ffM8W a the National fonNlt Headqumtera In Baker Clly, Oregon. 

leaue 1: Com .... bodng uu ievela and opera11ona1 Dmllatlonewllhln 1h11 Nlablllhed alloclllon 
MOUid RINI the primitive or Nml,,prlmltlve NCl'Nllonal Nltlnge with atll'lbutee tlNd IICOOfflmodate 
motorized and non-molorlzed UN and provide • eultable mixture of aulfltler-provlded aervlNe to the 
publlc. 

Prior to altamadva davelopmenl and anaty8's for thl8 EA. I dlractad the intardlsciplina team ~D team) to 
examine actual conwarcial uae reported for 1988-1992 and amoun1a paid and verify or l1lflne the numeric 
estimate of the nadmum total capacly wllt10Ut aw dacialon, punaun to the Regional Foreater'a July' 
1996 appea decision (page 4). This review resulted In a 8Ubstantial adjustment to Iha cuftttar operating 
from the Hells C8nyon Creek portal (173 launch incraaaa). I COff8Ct8d the base pariodcelQ 1laliona co ra1ect 
the additional launches to the oudltter bee&l,ae this was hiSloriC use from the 1988-1992 base period. This 
increase In uae changed the maximum allowable capacity for commercial powerboalB to 1,381 launches 
during the prtmary season, wlrhln the Intent of the ROD for the Snake River P1an to provida an allocaUon 
of comnerclal use lavM that meets the Intended recreation expertances (ROD, pages 8-14). 

Upon verifying and refining the cap, the ID team developed a range of altemadves thal addressed the need 
for commercial boaling use leYels and operational limitatlon8 to meet the intended recreation axperienc8s 
• OIAllned In the Snake River Plan. 

ARNI of oparadorls ls an lmpOftarl e1emett of the oparadonal 1im1ta11ons beca•• It affects the number of 
encoumn between rtvw users. In selecting this 8'emanl of Alternative c, I considered the objecdva sat 
forth In the OIAfttteriJUlda ope,atlng guldeBne8. The area of operallona establlshed in the dacisian ~ 
es social encour18r9 with Olhar competing rtvar US88 during the primaly season wlh very llmiled aff8cls 
to outfittar8, but mso provkles ftexlbility for OUlfiltar-guidea to operaee wiltlin the er1lir8 rtYer corridor In the 
sacondary season. 1ha area d operallona ae lmpOftarl and adequate In providing seNice to the public. 

The established launch paint locations and maximum and minimum numbaf8 of permits. for both commer• 
cial powerboat and floalboat groups, allow tor compadtlon at the three primary portals. ' decided nOI to 
designate commerc1a1 powerboat OUlfittara to the Dug Bar portal The draft EIS for the Comprahensive 
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Managamant Plan propoaN to maintain the road corridor to Dug Bar• 11& currant saaJng (low.-val roadad 
nawral). Allowing addidonal traffic on Iha axi8dng road system to accommodata new outfitter-guide 
oparalian8 would pot~ tDCC88d safety standardl and maintenance teval8 for lhlt road. 

.Allocadon of the convnaclal powerboat cap waa a prnay Issue wirh the oudlttanl and public. I conaidared 
outfitter.guide commera, • wall a thoaa of the general public. Soma~ fall thant was a need 
to raise the cap befond Altemadve C, or no naad to 11111 ,tver use. I fall those 0Dfflll18l'D went not foclll8d 
on the purpoaa and need f0r action In Chapter l n rapor'88 to Olhar commera, I dinlcl8d the ID tMm 
to conduct furtlw analyail of mathoda for allocating use. Following the commanl period. Iha ID team 
raview8d 25optiana for allocating·use based on variatianl d 1 ~ 1995 use. Wllhin each opdDn ttaa were 
str•1glh8 and weakneuel. Recer-. data (198:J,1996) wont, conaidared In option8 for~ uaa; 
the cap 18 baaed on 198&-1982 dala. llla 25 optianl.,. displayed In the analyala ftla. 

The ID team r8C0IMl8l1dad two final opdon8 f0r m, canaldaration: Altemadve C and Option 20A. Oplion 
20A would allocate 1188 based on Iha 8'leraga d 1981-1995 combined wllh the average of the highest two 
of five years (1991-1995) of total commercial powarbolf: baat days for each oulfittar (pnorlly use~ 
appllad to bDa1 days). Thia approach 18 almllartoAlbln'ladwe C except that It UNI men recarldlla. I chole 
the alocalion approach of Aftamatlve C, wlh modllicadona. OYW Opdon 20A for the following f81180118: 

- Providaa for a wide variety of publiC aaNtcea. 

- Maintaln8 compedtlan for pricing among the mid-- to largHlzed OUlfitterB. providing candnued quality 
aavlce to the public. 

- lncnas• boal days to outflttanl who havetradltlonally operated one-day trips llrtd/or ovemlght fiah6ng 
trtps ata kNel bakJw an e,erage of one boll par~ dunng the primary aaaa~., but have demonlbmed 
their abllly to proYidlt S8Nlce to the pubic. This provides greaaer respanaivena8a and oppom.nlle8 
for transianl walk-In cuatornara based on public demand for one-day scanic tripl. 

- Provides equal boat day access for the row large8t mld-8ized outfitters at the Cache Creek portal and 
the Pittsburg Landing portal cunttera (In aggregate) to provlda a mlniffu'II level of service to the public 
at an average of five boat days par week par oudlaar. 

In addition, I choose to modify Altamative C trf aDccal~ tg wild river boat days abOve Kirkwood Historic 
Ranch based on hlsloric use pattema from 198&-1995. I feel ttus melhod of allocallon II responsive for two 
reasons. Flnlt, It considera bu8inassas which coraatanlly provide trips with daltJnalion8 Into the wHd river 
OWN' an exlanded partod of tima. Second, It conaidln the more recant use patterns eatabllahed tr, Q..ITa1 
OWll8f8. 

Based on comments from the permit holders of the Copper Creek and Sheep Creak faciliHaa, I have 
modified Allemadve C to allOw the permitted cargo trips to OCCU' on any day of the week. wtthi'I the 
allocaled 16 and 4 trfps par prtmary season, reapec1ively. I decided not to convert 25 of the Sheep Creak 
Granger-Tl'lye permit holder's Kirkwood boat days to the outflttar's wild river boat days ballad on commenlB 
from that outfitter, and Iha modificadon In allocaling bolt days upslr8am from Kll1cwood Historic Ranch. 

I decided 1101 to rals8ue thatempo1'81y uae permll for commerclal powarboat use In 1he scenic section when 
It axpir8S In December 1996. ThiS ternpor8IY permit has hl8loricaOy allowed the actMly on an amual basis 
wilh no guarantee that the temporary use would be convened to priority use In Iha flAln. and each 
bu8iness ertly which hald this permit was fudy Informed of these condition& The allocalion of use provides 
no CU8hion for addidOnlll prto,tty or tempOrary use ~ without doing so • lt1e axpaise of OCher 
outfitters wilh priorly use asslgnments. 

Many commenbl were received from the public concerning thei' desire for me to ellmlnll8 Iha non­
motorized period from Alternallve C. I conaider8d these commanl8, and whiJa I undanltand the concerns 
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exprwed. I d bll8Y8 that tha lmplemlrDtion af a non-motorized penod 1B valld. This lllua wa 
~ addr9l88d In the FEIS/ROO and the Raglonal FOANlla"s appeal decill0f'I whare the non­
motorized pe,tod WM lffllnNMI, &1lbjecl to ravtaw at llec:l8 to commarcial uaars. 

In regard to that nwlew, and commanlB received on tha EA from commarcial floal8's, t have choaan to 
madly A1ama1Mt Cb/ alowtng non-motorized parioda to coinckle W.-. 41h of July holiday. Motorized and 
non-molOrized uaera would be equally affected for tour perioda during tha 4th of July ~ CNf/1 the next 
10 years, I.e., four 41h of Ju1r holldaya would be matortz8CI. and four would be nan-mctorizad. Ahmalive 
C establilhe8 a consistent schedule of seven non.fflOIOrized periOds fMIIY other weak beginning on the 
first Monday In June. ThlB non-matorized period on1V affecls 1he l8Cdon of tha wld nver between Kirkwood 
Hillloric Ranch and Wld ShNp Rapid. 

I balialle this wll hive nlillimal Impact on mal0riZ8d uaera' rectaadol181 opportunltia& Thia wl provide 
fMMlf'l 1hr88 ~ non-matorized pertods fNflY Olhlr weak spread~ IICtOl8 the monlha of June. July, 
and Augallt (21 dap). Launch alocatioi • fDr commarcial powarboahn 11111 llcJW for 1118 of the two Olhar 
segments of the Mid river during non-moloriZed pertoda with .... than 2" nagaltve economic effect (refer 
to analylil file). All ~-of f'808nl UM lawall (18't3-1995) ahow8 that an wage of 5.S commardal 
powarbolla par day and 2 prMlle powerboa&I par da/ would haw9 bNn claplaced from erurtng thlB 
aactior1 of rtww cuing Iha 21 non-matorized mr,s had the non-motorized pertod been In effect (,.,. to 
analysil file). 

The pt8'8ned Alernadve C In the EA pttMdad for a powerboat launch achedule that soma flollboat 
OIAfittar-91 !Ides fall woukl lead to peaks of use that may rasul In l8f11i..prlrnal axpartences net being met. 
Based on thoae concama and one of the primary lrMrU of the Snake RMlr Plan FEIS/ROO to mlniniza 
conflk:dng usaa that nagadvelv affect the l'9Cl1llllionli acpartence of 90Rl8 uaara, I hlM cha8an to modify 
AlamalMt C to pRMda a bi-wlllct,' alocadon of U18 to the larger oudltters venu a fflOl'llhlr alocatkn 
The objecllv8 behind the MDI.,.., alocadon was to pnMde llaxibilily to cornmaclal powerboatlra based 
on wealhar and _., low ftllCblatiOnl and the need to be rasponalve to transi8r1 tcuifb' needs, 
comacted bus and cruise stip towist8. and multi-day ftahlng trfps. I also considar8d a weakly allocation. 
tu w concerned that during non-matorized weeka. the convnercial powlt'boal allocatJon for boal days 
upsb'earn from Kirkwood would be ldlzad dul'tng the four-day thared UN partod, wlh potandaly higher 
peak uae than a bf.weakly alocatlon. Referance pagaa Ul-33 and 34 In tha EA for mont II lfonna8'on. 

Peaks In total float ... wll remain the same - dlBplayed In the ROD for the Snake River Plan llnce my 
daciaion only affacll dlatrituion of pool daf• between prtvaae and commardal tloatera Thant la actually 
a patendal for peak usetodlcreue each day that a t8mpOrary use. on&-day commardal float trip launchea 
wWwt the five total lau1ch8I par day 8ince each of thole bipl wl be llmlted to a mmdmum of two boal8 
par~ compared to. rnaidnun of~ bom par .. for .. Olhlr flea tripa. 

In light of this ded8lon, peaks In total powerboat UN blr/000 thol8 displayed In the ROD wAI be lr6Janced 
ont, ~ commercfal pawe,boal uaa For thiP disc! ll8kY\ -peak use" II levell af use In axcaaa of the daily 
allocallon for private powerboatlra pkJ8 the average dally allocation for commercfal powerboabn. on a 
river-wide ba8ia. Thia dilara from the dafinition In .. RO(\ becal .. thil d8ciliorl 1B predlcatad upon ttla 
rigid schedule for prtvate powerboal usera and II foa 188d upon the eff8CI of changaa In how COIMl8l'cial 
powerboat use affect8 peaks. Prtvale powerboat UN wll remain on a rigid IChedula of boal day 8CC88B 
• ld8I died In the F1381ROO. 1harefore, daitf UN wtl ftc1Cb1818 based on the number of commercfal 
powerboat 1rip8 tctl8dulad. 

I dnctad the ID team to prepare a paak Ul8 analya for t0tal powerboat use to detannine wtlll affect 
A1ama1Mt C would have had from 1993-1996 I the plan had been In place In thoee years. The analysis 
lnclllded the modllcad0n of a ft8xlbla boal day lehadulefor commarclal powerboat Oldlbn. TIie analysll 
lndical8I that peaks from powerboat use In the paat hllv8 primartly been a flCtor d prtvate powerboat use 
•aociaed 'Mth weekend« holiday use. The facloracauaing peak use are hquency of occunwnce d high 
use days wlhln the primary uaaon. and size of the peaks. 



Batad on 1993-1986 data 1tllt managemert al ~ powerboat use on a '1gid achedull would have 
~~~~ol~use~by~on~~and~on~~~addilkx\ 
managing privala powalbOII use would raduc8 thll tatal number of days axpertencing peaks from an 
average of 1-,.. dDWn 10 n. of the da.y8 cutng ttllt tll1llr8 primary season. Tilil demonab ... that Iha 
lmplementadon of the prtv-. pow8fboal sc:hldule .. raduc8 the hqurcy of paakll tJv' 511'. 

The magnitude of use on high U88 days is ganaraly 1ac:daledwllh the total runber of prtvate powllt>aala 
ralher1han commercial powerboats. Tile alze or magnlude of the peak use days In 1993-1995 would have 
bean reduced by an average of 661' on waakdays and 841' on weakands and holidays In th0ae years wlh 
lmplementadon of a rigid launch achadula for PfMM powerbOatarS only. 

Wlh AllamalMt C's ftaxlble achadule for cornmarcial powerboat oulflttera and the rigid schadula for private 
powa,tx>atara M ldandlied lntha FEISIROD, the total runberof powerboat launch88 on the peak U88 da.y8 
in 1993-1996 would have bean Increased by an_,.. al only 3" to 6% at,o.,,e thB tolal pmarbolt use 
lavala ldlildled In the lllllylill. whaltw the daya GCCUfflld on a waakand. weekdaf, or hallday. This 
compares to lntraasaa 9V8r8glng 8" to 151' on waalrdaya. and 241' to 351' on weekanda and h0llday8 
In lh8 ab881108 d a rigid llunct18dledule far p1vala powad>oalara. 

1hasa facCOl8 demonsbat8 that commercial powerboal U88 has not bean the c:lomiNn cause of histOriCal 
peaks In powerboat use on Iha river. 

Peak use has pnM0l.l8ly bean addressed in the FEISIROD through use of a rigid launch schedule that wll 
llrnlt the number d daitf prtvare powerboat tripe Im> thB wild and scenic sections of the riva'. Restricting 
comrnaraal uaa to monlhly and bi-weekly 8ChedulN for the larger OUlflttera should act 88 an additional 
datamn d peak use days. 

There are ffl8l1Y' variables In the new river plan which wtl affect how commercial powerboat oudittar8 wil 
conduct .. business In the future. How the oudiltar8 wll respond to thasa changea is unknown ood the 
plan 1B lmplamented. Marketing, Individual busfn88a rnanagemart, envlronmerul and operational factors 
wil also affect the potanllal for peak use among commercial powerboat oudlhn. __ Theae_ lncluda, .tu am 
not limlted to, faclors such as changa8 In ma,t(adng a diff8ranl 8ffll/ of trips among powart>oat outfitters 
as a group 88 a resul ol lmplementadon of the plan, llmlla on area of ope,ation8 for each oulliltar In the 
prtma,y season, a llrnlt on the maximum number d blp8 that each outfitter can take ir.o dllerant sactior18 
of Iha riva wlhk1 Iha 1,381 commercial boat day cap. sale d buslnes8e8, river flOwa, equipment tnak· 
downs, etc. In short. all of the factcn that affected dally use patterns under an unUmlled-use scenario will 
still be factors lnftuenclng usa lav8ls that wl now be managed under a commerclal powerboal boal day 
cap. 

In c:onjunction wlh the ellmlnallon of peaks In private powerboat use, I ballaw that the potential daily 
fll lCb l8lions In cornmarcial powerboat use oodar a tlaxible schedulJng system are not likel1 to result In 
axlr8m8 peaks In use, or be a 8ignificanC Issue among rtver usanL Alh0Ugh there Is lnulk:ier1I dala to 
precisely predict the polartJal peaks In commercial powerboat use aa a result of a flexible boal schedule, 
I have pnwlously cllacl 1888d Iha lmlted affac:t of comrnarcial powarboala on recant (1 Q9.1..1995) peaks In 
total powerboal use on the riva'. I expect the modlficallOn8 In .Altemadve C, eepeclally the pmviSion to 
allocate commercial powerboat use In bi-weekly, monthly, and seasonal acheduleB within the total use cap, 
w1 meat the lntant of the ROS guldelines of the FE&SIROD In pr0¥ldlng visltor8 wti1 their desired racreation 
a,q:>8f1enc8I while protecting the recreatiOn and 0lher ORVs within the rwr corridor. 

/la an elemert of my decision to allow a flaxibla schedule for commercial powarboa outfittera, I am 
committed to monitoring use levels on a yearty basis In order to gather sufflCient data to analyze potential 
peaks In commercial powerboat UN under the new plan relative to total powerboal use on the flv•. 

AltematMt C prtMdes dlr9clion for trip durations, Le., day use only or ovemigt1 use, for commercial 
powerboabn to reduce competlion for campsites and •r:W9d Impacts to campaitea. In choosing to 
Implement AltematJve C, I considered the objectives for trip duration sat fonh In the outfiller.guide opara-
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Ing guldellne8. which pRMdeforthe lrundad l1ICANllion axpertence sat fofth lntheSnake Rlva'Plawl. I also 
cormldaredthat oultlnara wtthout ~ caq,lng UM could doff• o.emigti tripe l,v making anange­
nau wlh other cunnn who opena lodgaa 

Powerboat lenglll requlramerU .,. sal M 42 felll • a compone,1 ol Allemativa C. I fully mcpect this 
requlr8m8nt to meet the ""8ndad racrea1on axpenence and protect ht acen1c ORV t,v lnlltll1g the 
nagadv9 appearance of double-decked. large boall and pallnial boM wake affect on Olher l'8Cl'8lllioni8 
while pnMdlng mcpandad seatr,g capacly • camparad Wlh All8mative 8. Thia lncrlue In tatal langlh 
proYidaa a beaer I lllllzalon ot raw mal8riala used In pawlfboll ITIIRACtUrtng. 

Ahmalive C wl a10w the lllln:hlng ol datable WlltarClaft In conjunctJon wflh tranlpOl't8llon d people 
and equipment wlh a valid float launch pennlt. I consldlr8d that these acdvlie8 would be acceptable wilhin 
the allocation ot available commercial pow8rboat bOlt days, tt.. rnaalWlg tha Intended aeri-primlllve 
r8CANldoneicpenenoe. 

Thia daclalon maintains the~~ of two commercial floal launohM per dfl#/ during the primary 
aeaaan wlh the axl8ting float f'8l8Mltion ayatam and pool ot 14 data8 ramalnlng unchangad. I b&UIMI tr, 
maintaining the 8ldlllng 1loat lllocadon. prcMdN for the handed prlmlCMt and~ recrealion 
81Cper1araoppomriial•torste lnltwSnakeRN9rPlanand prcwldeaadegreeof lladbilllytorachedullng 
commercial float b1pa. Sn:e I have provided for commercial powerboal outfitters to have schaduling 
fle>cltMllly, I ballava commercial floa outflU8fs allo need to mallUln thaw ~ degree of achedullng 
ftaxlblllly. 

Ahmalive C providN tor the COf1Jr'Ullian ot the two, one-day tampOrary float parmlla from Hells Canyon 
Dam to Pitsburg L.andw1g. The UN of thaN permlla would be based on the condltiona oudnad In L 
DECISION abolle, whict'I I bellwl to be w1t1in ht Intended aeri-primlllve l'8CnNltl0n opportunity. An 
~ llamant d lhill daclaiof'I • ltNII lt1N8 ~ uae pannlla wll nae be r11111r.ed when private 
and oltW commercial floal demand maeta OI ex0Nda the l88IOll8I launch supply. Thia 18mpOf'8l'y U88 
opportunity wll be llmlt8d to the axlating permit h0ldlr'a only. I fully axpect, with the lmplama ltadon of a 
J)QUjarboat laLn:h alocali0n and non-matorized pe,tod, danW1d for float permb wtl lncteale In the 
coming years. 

'Thia declsk)rl changM both the mon11or1ng atarlda'd and tha maxinum allOCadon of w1e1 rwer 11011 t11ps 
that may cor1kut beyond Plllslug Landing lrto the 9C8f1ic rtv.. Based upon a nM8W of the hiltorlcal 
paltam d use (1~1996), l la evidar-. that a monltOring standard and maximum allocadon 181 • 30% 
batter accompbhel my otlginal goal d providing rar hAltof1cal use. ya pravenaJng major changal In ht 
pattemS of use from algrlllcanlly Increasing on-ttver 8l'ICOUrt8r9 and campalte competili0n on the acenic 
rtvs. Durtng the yean 1~1986. scenic river tak80la resulling from launchN in the wild river varied 
between ~ and 34% of tol8I takeola wfthcu en, IIVee-yw pa1od •ceeding thla new monitoring 
standard 

Tilia dedakJn provldae management dlrecdon tor commercial floaters originating on the Lower s..non 
River once 1118'1 erw the Snake River conldot. M IUl8d In tha AOD tor the Snake Riter Plan (pages 25 
and 26), thil declaion provldal adeql 18t8 and approp,1ate ~ for river US8f'I origlnadng from the 
Lower Salmon River who wllh to use the acanlc Snake Rtiar • pat ol their racreadon axpenence. I am 
committed to continuing coordination dh the 8lnau of Land Management to an■ura thal 1he Intended 
aeri-primlllve recreation axpertance d lhe acenic Snake River la met 

1 carefully considered commenta on the prohlblion d klCkers, year-round, on ftoalboat8 In the wild rtvar. 
I ballove thlaoparadonal guidellne la warranted to melt the Intended primitJve and aeri-primlllve recraalion 
acpartaa. and to minimize aodal encountera between float partieL Thia actlonwil IIIU8888 oppomnlies 
for perlodl wh8r8 vlsitonl .. llolaled from the .... and sooodl al other users. 

This deci8k)r1 wll lmpemenltha proviaioneaf AlernaMtC toestaba'8hamaxinum party aazeo124 par80l'l8 
for commaraal usara (wtil the exception of commercial powerboat d-, use) and a maximum runt>ar ol 
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eight11oatboa18 per party. (Page 22 of the ROD dl8ctn lH ratJonale for limiling floatcraft to eigt1t per party.) 
Some of the Roal Oldlter~ commented on the potanllal economic Impact of this operadonal Imitation 
on their buaineaa. I consldarad their concema. reviewed historic patterns d use. and reviewed addillonal 
analyslB based on their cornrnanta. I concluded that allhOUgh establishjng party size8 and tloalboat8 per 
party would have economic lmpacta on commarCilll OlllflltMI (rater to Appendix 0), II II Important to meet 
the lrUndad rec:realion mcperianc88 sat forth In Iha Snake RJvw Plan. 

In my r8Viaw of the EA'I envlronmarDf consequalCN for the racreati0n raacucea, I determined thal 

lmplemanlation d Alernadve C, • modilled, (aaa cnangaa desa1bad In L DECIS&ON) meal8 the 11W18Q&­
mant CJbiactivel, daslred Utn condllk>na, and the racraatiOn opportunity speclnMn characatldc8 eaaab­
llshed In Iha Snake River Plan. Further, I beUIMI thla dad8bl complamenta Iha racraadon ls8la (le., 
eflecta d ractlNlllan uae regulation on sockHconamlc condltlan8 and managing for the lnlanded 
l'8Ct'88lion axperience) and analy8il cortaned In the FEIS and ROD for Ila setected al8fflllive thal lad to 
the davetoprnn of the Snake River Plan. Finally, thlll decision mainCain8 a high eapabMity of providing a 
dlverae Oldltad axperlela to ttw public IJw' aletq • wide varlaly of oudilta' l8Nic8I. 

188Ue 2: Ragulatlotl al COllllllerClal bolling UN could decl the acanomlc condlllona al curranl 

rfv•-bueclapeclalUNpermlla. 

The Regional Fc:westa's July 1995 appeal decl8lon dlr8ctad me to further alllyze lhe ale apeclllc affecl8 
d allocallon and operational limitations on lndlvldull parmll8 and then make a new decision (page 3). In 
raaponsa to this drectJon. I dlr8ctad the ID team to do a thorough aconomlc ._. that account8 tor 
changal In average gross revenue due to operadonal lkl1ltaliona. Allhough one UNr group and soma 
powerboat autfllters dd not agree wlh this approach and submitted a saparata analyall approach, I 
beUIMI Ihle analya8 has provided 1he commarCilll float and powerboat OUlftttera. and the public at large, 

the lnlonnatlon needed to pn:Mde 8Ubstantive comrnenta. Based on the aubltantive comments and this 
analyslB process. I am able to make an lnformad daclalon ralalive to pal8ntial economic effects to lndMdual 
pannittea8. 

In formuladng thla daciaion. I carafully studied the aconomlc analya8 discloaed In the EA and the suppan­
lng docunerudon contained In 1ha analysis file. Aa staled under l88ua 1 above, I have chosan to make 
some modlftcalionll (see changae under I. DECISION) to Alt8madve C that are responsive to oudiner/ 
public comrnaru, ensure that 1ha lnt8nded recraallonaf axpariances containad In the Snake River Plan wil 
be mat, and minimize polentiaJ economic Impacts to ood1 float and powerboat oulfittera. The followhg table 
(Tabla Ill) displays a surrvna,y of the annual groaa nwenue eflecta on the commarCilll powerboat oudlttans 
for the thraa alternaatves c:ontained in the EA and lncll ldaa Alamadve C with modificaUonll • dim maad 
under laue 1. This table displays the affacts based on updated analysis tor 1he 1 ~ 1995 gross ravenua 
period. 
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The selected AltamalMI C, modified, dlsplay8 a 1 % poaltive economic affact fN8f Allamatfve C and a 4% 
posJttve economie affact compared to Altamalive A (no action). (AltamatMI A usact 199G-1995 data tor 
analysis purposes). In review of this lnformadon, I racogntze that eight oulflttera are at risk of expartenclng 
a greater than 1 °" r8dl ICtion of their gross l1IY8f1U8 under Altematlve C, • modified, over Alt8l'natlwl A. Tllis 
may put these outlltters at a higher risk ot not being able to maintain their buanessea. The majOrlty d these 
eight oulflttera have staled that they currently operata marglnally' viable businesses (urvalated to Implementa­
tion of thll daciaion); 1h&JB. m, datarminallon that they .. at higher risk. One bualnesa. Lamm. wil no longer 
be able to operare and wil lose al l1Mll'IUlt asaociated wlh the permitted operauon In the scenic section. 

Two 0Ulfittars are at 11M of experiancing between thrae and six percert raductJona of their gross l'8Y8l1U8, 

whHe eight OUlfltters show a posltJve economic banaftt or no nat change ralawe to thil d8Cisi0n. 

The history of the 19 lndlvidual powert>oat outfitter-guiding businesses on the Snake River has damonsbat6d 
a high degree of~ since 1970 when tha flr8t apaaal uaa permlta for lhlll type cf actMly were lsslled. 
This variability la based on changea In ownership, types ot trips offered, duralion of trips, S8MC8S prOYided, 
prices, boat .... and dlfaranc88 In businNa managamn 8b'alagiaa 

The ability of powerboat OUlflter8 to respond to a daCI aaaa In revenue can place a bL8iness • risk Ir the 
business camat mitigate or overcome theee losaaa. The businesses that are heavily dependent on boat days 
tor a,cpanalon may find I W111Y difflcult to adapt to the lmilB Imposed In this decision. However, economic 
theo,y show'8 that with limled supply, an Increase In demand wll raise pnces. Outfittera who earn a higher 
ratio of ravenue to servk:e days c:omparad to athar OUlfitter8 have less ability to mitigate lo88 of nwenue by 
1ncr8asing prices due to compatltion (page 111-41). In the ROD (pages 15 and 16), I noted that In the past tha 
demand tor jalbOattrlps COf1inued even with price lncreas• and demonsb'ated that a potential price lncteasa 
of 1 o ~ or perhapa highar would not ~ result In decreaaad sales. For example. a day trip to 
Rush Creak may lnctaase by $8.50 to approximately $93.50. Tha OUlfitter8 that are least capable to adapt 
presently Will remain ao lr1o the foresaeable fLdure. 

Some buain8saa8 have cor1Jnued to adapt to change. In ~ of their historic variabllly and wil continue. I 
believe, to adapt to change and to provtde 88MC8 to the pubUc. Using service days • an Indicator, there 
has been a 15% lncraa11 on wage tNery year during 1h8 1988-1995 period, w wlh a high dagrae ot 
variability In the lnduaby. Further, A1t8mative C, with modiflcallon8, allow8 for a 4% incraaaa In setvic8 daya 
CNf/1 the hlslortcally ~ 22,957 88rYlce days In 1995 (primary season) based upon cumn utlltzatloo ot 
seating capacly. Si1C8 moat OUlfitters are not ulilizlng their full seating capaaty, service days may continue 
to increase wilhin the boat day cap for years to come. 

The primary aff8Ctl that lndMdual outfttter1JUldeS mfghl axpertence are from: 1) llmfdng total river use 
(allocating the 1,381 primary season powerboat boat days) and; 2) limiting wild river use (515 primary season 
boat days In the KilkWOOd Historic Ranch to WDd Sheep Rapid sec:don). I chOae to modify Altemative C to 
base the allocation of the 515 primary season boal days on the percentage of wUd river use for each outfitter 
from the 1988-1995 period. lhis resulted In a 31% reduction d wild river boat days between Kirkwood and 
WIid Sheep Rapid tor each OUlftlter compared with varlaltanl In AltematiYe C ranging from a rec:ttlCtlon of CNar 
SO% for some oulfilterB, to Increases for 0111ers • dl8claeed In the EA. 

Some commamrs stated that they would axpertence potentially d8Yastatlng eff8Cl8 on their bu8ine88 due 
to the non-motorized periods. Analya (in tha analya tile and avaUable for pubic review) lndlcata8 that 
lmplamertation of a 24' day non-motorized period. aa displayed In Altemadve B. resulted In a 2" reduction 
in gross rwenue when compared to Altamativa B wlthcu a non-motorizad pariOd. The effect in Alternative 
C will be less beca• • the total length of the non-motorized period has been reduced from 24 to 21 days and 
the flexible 8Chedulea In Allamativa c auow outfitters to avoid 1101'Hl10lortzed period8 whan conducting trips 
upstream from Kirkwood. In addition, the non-motorized period has been spread 1hrougholi the primary 
season, reducing the the impact to July and August by approximately 44"· 
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The following table er.- IV) dlsplaya a unmary Of the annual gr0l8 l1Mll'IU8 affec:bl on the c:omrwcial 
ftoatboat outfittarll tor the thraa a1tama11ves corained In 1h11 EA and Includes A1amative C wllh modiftcalions. 
Thia tabkl dispuly8 the tffecbl based on the 1993-1996 groaa ravanua period. 



O..DoriN,lno. 
DMl~E>lp. 
Alwr~W..e 
c.nvonC>ull!IIM,lno. 
Idaho Aftollt 
Hugt,ee Fllwr Expedlllo;w 
Heller Ber 8ollt & Float 
Nofthli.11t v~...-
PMr'• Snake Riv- Flt. 
0reoon T..U Mit. Inc. 
HCAFW 
Fre1uullllr 
81Nn'1 Wlk:temNI Ml. 
HofidllW' Fllwr Exp. 
Hells c.,on Adwnlu,.. 
Snakeflv..-AdwnlurN 

Total 

Table rv 
SUMMARY OF ANNUAL GROSS REVENUE EFFECTS (1...., 

(Commardal Float) 

Analyais updated to determine 8ff8Cl8 baaed on 1993-1995 groaa revenue period 

IIODIPB 
MlfM1IIII .......... " .... ,.... "' AL.TINM'IM! 

A I a-.. C a.... C 

151,101 • 51,251 -1"' I 11,211 -11' ..... 1 
132.MI $32,248 °"" 132.248 °"" ...... 
11•.- 11ao,aao ·7'% 1130,ao -7'% ., .... 
1129, 105 l1Cll.982 •16 1108,932 -16 l10l,tll .. 
$84,8e4 .57,288 -18 l57Jlll8 -18 . .., ... 
'256,388 t220,7M -14% IZl!Cl,7a0 -141' ... .,.. 
, 11,11e I 7,111 -&11' S 7,811 -31% 17,111 
$71,825 I 81,811 -4% 188,818 -41' 18'11• 
I 14,6G6 114,284 .n, I 14,284 .n, 114.214 
115,805 I 15,1(15 

°"' 
• 15,805 °" ...... 

••. 178 • 38,111 -- I 38.818 -- ...... 
$17,868 111.- °" I 17,8111 °" ,11.-. .. ,,, $91.,111 °" 111,111 ! °" .... ,,. 
1112.0U 1107,112 -41' '107,512 .... 1101.-.1 
111.575 I Cl -1~ •u.m °" •u.ns ·- 10 -1~ .... °" ... 

$1,088,578 lta,41111 -18 ..... - ....... 
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The 16 tloatboat oulflttar-iaUklng buaine8SN on tt'8 Snake River have al80 damollllrated a high degree of 
vanablllty u,ce the flr'llt permb for thil type of actMly were lauad In 1973. ThiS variability la baaed on 
changes In ownerahlp, typaa of trips offered, duration of t,lpa, 88MC88 provided, pricaa, boat sizes, etc. These 
facC<n would alao affect varlabillly of bu8lnelaaa 1hal ..., the Snake River from the Lower Salmon River. 

Mama1ive C, wllh modllcallonl, offera molt multi-dirt wllll8ra tha ~ to add illlJnChaa wflhln their 
pra11nt allocadon In ordar to mldgate f9ducdol18 due to llmb on the number of ftoatcraft and party ma. I also 
b8llave that moa1 hlN9 the ability to acperience growth Into 1h11 b'eaeaabla flan. wllh the eccaption of four 
OIAfttte,s who .. ,.. capacly wllh their ll&n:h limb. Conlldarlng the updated 8fW/8la to accourt for 
198S--1996oparadol-. I t'8COgllize1halth8Ntwowllll8ra may !new actual reductiorw In groa nMn»since 
they have lltJe capacity fOr growth In laa.l1chel withcu ratying upon the pool However, even these Otdtteta 
may grow by lncreaaing their launches ttvough lla:NI to Che pool or by lncreaaing average party size wilhin 
the new party me llmltatianll. 

Gross revenue tor Altemalive C, with modlicallona. stlOW8 an 6 redllCliofl when compared to1he 199.1-1996 
average grou ,.,..,._ ~. I al oudlllal could aal tMlflY allocated float launch • Iha 19QS..1996 
average rwanua par launch. the annual groa ...,.._ would total $1,386.119, a ~ increaae from the 
1~1996 period. Addltlollllll lU'lchNoblalned from the pool would pnMde addltional NltW1UII and b ICl'B888 
tobll grou revarue 36%. 

The effects of this dedaion on the two h0ldlNs cl h OM-day tarnporary u■e tlolt p•nlb var1N and Is 
dependent on launch capacity not U88d by cdW' cornnwci8' and p,ivate partlla. Baaed on loll launch 
utAlzation trend■• I la lkely that ■ome level of tampora,y one-day float lrlpll wll conlinu8 In the lhort term, 
althOugh thil bualr'laal IICdvlly may dmlnilh tNfll 11me I float launCh capacly II more~ •IIIIZed 

Based on the individual OUlfitter-guide aconomic analyala, I beliew that my dacisian may raault In a higher 
rilllc for IOffl8 businesaas to become non-economicall viable. However, I feel that tu'rlCMn In ownership will 
continue to occur a they have In the past for a var1aly of rwons not necessa,Uy based aolaly on~ 
tion cl a primary 8118011 UN allocalion wllh operalloMI llmilallona, and 1hal the need for wvice to the public 
wll continue to be mat wllh • variety and dlveraly of pawlllt>oal and lloat.boat serw:ea avaftable. 

Ill. SUMMARY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Scoping 

The EIS for the Snake RJvs Plan involved an lrUnse public scoping and nodllcaion proceaa Including public 
meeting8 and mailing8 to CNet 1,700 indMduall and organizationa. For details, tee FEIS • 1-17 and Appendix 
K. 
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For this EA, the followtng acoping actions were taken: 

Date 

11/22/95 

12/19/96 

1/24198 

1/24/98 

2/21/96 

3198 

6/5/96 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 
through 
7/19/98 

Issues 

Number Of Peopa. 
Action Contacted 

Fall ll8W8IIUar mailed to original FEISmalllng list CorUined 1,766 
i1f0rmadan abcu .... of FEl8 Ind .. tar completing 
NEPA proc111 Aaqulrad cornpletJan of an lnlereat card for 
ccninued partJapation In protlll 

Scoping notice and proposed action malled to mallng list 585 
generated tJ'/ fal newsletter. A tat.al of 43 laU8l8 were re-
ceived • a direct result of scoping. Elghleen of the lettera 
were from Snake River outflners. 

Ma atll i; held wllh Snake River oulfltbn and other irlllf •- 35 
ad pu~ics held at Clarkston, Washington. 

Meetfr 1Q8 balwean lndMdual OUllltbn and ID team. 20 

Meeting wlh lndMdual Rlggina-oased outfitters. 6 

Talaphona conlaCt follow-up wllh al Olftera that did not 30 
attend 1/24 or 2121 meetings, except that no contact could 
be made with Two A 'T' Oulftttera, S&8 Outfitters, Peers 
Snake River Rafting, Oregon Trail AdventW8, Inc., and Free-
water. 

Narradves deacribing each OUlftltar buak1ess mailed wilh 30 
«Net lelter requestJng f88ClbaCk 

Letbn mailed to Snake RNer oulfittanl notifying them of 30 
Imminent releaaeof the EA.and30-day review and comment 
period. 

C<JA# of the EA sanl out for a 30-day review and convnent 696 
period. 579 of the 695 Individuals were sari notification of 
the EA release. 118 of the 695 were sent copia8 of the EA 
and appandlcea. 259 Individual comment lettera were re-
ceived. Subatandve oomments were coded and used by the 
ID team. steering oommittee, and Forest Supervisor to~ 
lfy AlarnalMt C. 

Meetings and/« talap."lone contact wilh outfitter.guides by 
ID team to r...tew and dsal88 preferred Altamalive C ra. 
tJve to Individual businass8a. 

Several issues were idBntffled dw1ng the scoping process. Two of theSe issues were determined to be key 
issues in raation to the proposed action. 
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1. Commarcia1 boating use lava and operadonal llrnltadons wllhin the established allocallon should 
meat the pnmltNe or serni-pri'nllM recraauonal 88ltilgB wilh 8IIJ'ibuCe8 thal acconvnodate motorized 
aid non-motartzad use and proYide II SI llabl8 miXILn d outfitter provided aeMCeS to the public. 

2. Reg, dalion of commarcial boaling use ccud aff8a the economic condllions of cumn rtver-based 
spacial use pannll& 

0lher la8ue8. COflClffll, and opponunilia8 were lderdled dLl1ng scoping and are addrwed In ht EA. page 
1-6, or the FEJS. 

A prellmlnay lsaue ldandlad tJ1J 101118 d the pm,ru landownel9 wilhin the Wld and Scenic Snake River 
corridor and the LowsSnaka Rivercantdor raatadto river &c0BS8 to these prtvala parcala. Thie declsk>n d0e8 
not address naadad accaa■ to prtvale lands. Pl'MU lancl aooass decisions are being made tlvough separate 
and 81 lbeeql a1t PffmllHI 

Alternatives 

I conaider8d eight allematives before salecting Alt8matN'a C. Three d these allematives went analyzed In 
detal. and five were ellmlnat8d from detailed anlyail. A unma,y d each alamalive fallowa: 

Allemallve A Is the -no acti0n9 altemaUve as required t,v the National EnvlronmerUI Polley Ad. This 
a1tema11ve woukl not lmplamant the proposed acdOnl and pr0Yldal a basallna from which to eva1ua1e the 
action altamatNa8. Thi■ abrnallve would con11nua unllmlted commercial powerboal use. TIie commarcial use 
cap astablishad In the Snake Rivel' Plan ROD d 10/21/94 would not ba lrnplamned wlh this alternative. 

Altemallve a W88 u■ad In the scoping prct:111 • the propoead action to ldardy illuea and 91Naate a 
variaty d concepts for deaignng action alemallvea. This alternative responda to the proposed action by 
limiting commercial powabolt use WIil rigid SChedulea to meat the undertying needs identJfled In Chapter 
Id the EA. 

Allemallve C Is 1h8 salacted altamative and was developed In response to Issues and concerns raisad during 
the scoping period. Thia allemadvew• designed wilh the obj8cdve d providng bus1naa8 flmdbllily wllhln the 
overall goal d maedng the underlying needs ldentiftad In Chapter I d Iha EA. The altemalive provides 
business ftaxlbllity by aJIOcadng boat days on a par time period basm ralhar than a rtgJd launch schedule. 

The five a/temaliwJ theme& ellmlflllled lrom C01181denrtlon 1118 lhowr1 below. Reier to the anaJyaiB file for mote 
Information. 

Heu. Canyon Allllnce VllbllllJ Analyale 

Hells Canyon Affiance offered an analysis d conwnercial powerboat use levets needed for viability. They later 
wilhdraw perrnlsak1n to use the lnfomladon beca• .. 111e Forest Service woukl na1 agree to use only the Hells 
Csnyon Alliance analysis process or agree to rasulla without modlllcation. 

Deallnatlona 

The ID team conaider8d several options for reconllgurfng the allowable commercial powerboat destinations, 
Including eUmlnallng q llmltalion on destlnallons. Theopdon selected and canted forward for detailed study 
In Alternative C will prCMde busine88 ffexlblllty and ffl88C the undertying naada ldentiflad In Chaptar I. 
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U.. Alloclllone and Llunc:II Schedulee 

&Naal options were consider8d fOr reconngu,tng lh8 commercial powarbOal laLllch allacadon and sehed­
ule, Including allmlnadng tha launch schedule endraly. The option ffl0llt affective 81 providng buslnaaa 
~ and &di maatlng lh8 ~ naadt ld8idisd In Chapter I was carried forward for detailed ltudy 
In Altarhattve C. ' 

Non-Uotorlad Period 

Varlaliana on thltalglh of the non-motorized panadwere COlllldlnd. Opdo,lln:llldadalmlnltion, decraa1 
Ing the nunbar of day8. and moving tha he dnq Imm July and AA aguat to CJlhar perioda In the pr1mary 
season. Economc ana1ya1s ahowed YflfY IIIIJ8 effect at the 24 non-motorized days on commercial ouditt8r8. 
Howeva', 1hare were l88ue8 of timing of the non-malDftzad periods. The option moat effeclive at dlslrtbuing 
the non-motorized pe,1od OtW" the primary 1aa1on was can1ed forward for dalalad atudr In Alternaliw C. 

~Umllllona 

In addition to those above, opdons for other operalional llmlation8 were also consklerad. These opttons were 
eliminated bacal 188 ttl8'J could not meet the underlying recreational axperlence need and also provide 
busineaa flexllilily. Ralerance the analysis file. 

Mitigation 

Mlllgptlnn maaauras areda1l"'9d to avoid. minlmlza. reclly, l'8duce, or c:ompenaate tor erwlrol 111181'U1 affects 
ol lmplamanllng tha pi.....-ed altematMt. Mlligadon ~ applicable to the allocation of cornnaaat U88 
and the associal.t operalional llmitatlona. are addressed In the Snake River Plan raladve to transportation 
and atorage of fuel (page 3), acenay managamat'1 (page 15), and fish and wildlife (pages 16 and 17). 

Monitoring 

Monitoring and evaluation elamanbl for monitoring commercial use lallals and effecta on the rivers outstand­
ingly ~ valuaa are addreaaed In Appendix D of the Snake River Plan. 

IV. FINDINGS REQUIRED BY LAW 

NFMA Consistency 

I have carafuly eua~ 1818d the lmplemantadon of Allamadve C, • modllied, and concluded thal It does not 
constitute a slgnlficaft amendmenl to the Forest Plan In terms of lmplemendng regulalion8 of the National 
Forest Management Aa of 1878 (38 CfR 219.10(e) and (I)). My detarminadon ts based on the following ku 
factora (FSH 1909.12 5.32): 

Timlng 

1hiS deci8iort wll be implemanted In 1 WT In conjunction with the ongoing. phased-In lmplamantation of the 
Snake River Plan. This decision rasponds to the Regional Forester's July 1995 dacision on appeal■, Where 
he states: I .... limitations of U98 beyond those currantty In effect may nat be implemented prior to completion 
or the permit~~ analysis fOr commercial usee and a naw decision" (page 19). Based on the Regional 
Forester's drectk>n, the timing criteria ol this declakJn does not constNe a 8'gnlflcari amendment to the 
Forest Plan. 

25 



Location and SIM 

This decision affad8 the 67.5 miles of Wild and Scanic Snake RIYW con1dor and approxirnalafy' 4 mlle8 of 
study rtvar. The decision II speclic to commarc:ial boating U88 of the Snake River and 8S80ciatad disparsed 
uae of the rtvar corridor. Tha Foreel encompass• nver 2.3 nillion acres, of which MA 11 {Ule rtvar con1dor) 
la 14. 366 acree-leaa than 1~ d the area ccwerad t,, h Forasc Plan. 1lu, the phyalcal ... and size al 
the Snake River, • affactad a,, thil dacisk>r't la not so larga In au • to mandate a aigl lllcalt ~ 
to the Foraat Plan. 

Goala.O~andOulpllla 

The decilian meab1 the went d the goals. objacttvea, and outpul8 pn:Nided for In the Snake River Plan. 
Funhar, 1he decision meats the lrwant d the Reglanal Foreatar's Juty 1995 decision an appeals In which 1he 
rnamun total cornm.-cial capac1y waa afflrmad. the RlgDrl8I Forester also dlrect8d ma to verify or Nflne 
the numartc aatimata of tha capacity wllhcu a new dadslm1. That veriftcallon resulted In an upward adjust­
nw'lt d Iha commarc:ial pawa,boll capacity. 1be c:hangaa In allocalion al powerboat uae 1mDng ,,.,... 
compared with that In the FEJS and ROD for the Snake River Plan is baaed an the ablllly to consist8nttv 88Mt 
the publlcwllh avariaty af OUlllltar S8MC8S. Tiul, dW d8cillondoea notforecloaa1heachiu\emn a1 adsdl19 
goala, objacttvea, and oatpa and tharefor8 doall na1 naidate a slgnllan ~ to 1he For811 Plan. 

Management Preecriptlon 

This decision Is SpedllC to Managemanl Area 8. lmplamantadon d the decision w11 begin management 
acdor• 1h11 w11 WOik toward8 the achi8vemert of Iha desfnld future condlliona In the Snake River Plan and 
protecting and anhandng the l'MN'S cuatandlngt, remarkable valuaa. Thus, this decision does nat consdtule 
a signibn amendmanl In raladon to achkMng management area prescriptiona. 

Findings Required By Other Laws 

.Altamalive C, as modified, complies with Sectionl 7 and 10 of the HCNRA k:I (Pl 94-199), Section 1 O al the 
Wild and Scenic RNers k:I (Pl 90-542), Section 7 of the Endangered Species Ad (Pl m.-205), and Sadlon 
108 Of the Nadonal Historic Praservadon Ad (PL 89-685). Rafarence Chapter I d the FBS for the Snake River 
Plan (pages 1-10 through 1-12), the ROD for the Snake River Plan (page 6), and Chapter I al the EA (pages 
1-4 and 1-5). 

V. SPECIFICALLY REQUIRED DISCLOSURES 

There are no unaYOkiable adverse enwonmeral effecla asscclated with lmplamantatlon d this actMty whJct1 
are not already idelded In the FE&S for the Snau River Plan. 

There are no lmMnible or lrrab1evabla cornmltmenbl d raacuces 8S80ciatad wllh lmplamantatlon d this 
activity which are net already Identified In the FEIS for the Snake River Plan. 

There are no Short-tam uses affecting long-term site productivity associated wilh lmplamantatlon al this 
aaMty which are not already ldantffled In the FEJS few the Snake River Plan. 

There are no confllc1a wlh plans and polciea d ottw jurt8dictlons 8S80ciatad wllh lmplamantatlon ol this 
actMty which are not already ldei died In the FEIS ro, the Snake River Plan. 

Thant are no adverse effects on any threatened or endangarad species or cridcal hablW associated with 
lmplamantatlon d this activity wtich 8111 not already idendflad In the FE5S for the Snake Rhfar Plan. 
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There ara no adver8e effecta on any prime farm land. range land, or forest land associated wlh lmplamenta­
tiOn of 1h18 8CfMty whlCtl 8f9 not already idendfied in the FEIS for the Snake RiYer Plan. 

There ara no adver'N affacls on cMI rtghlB, conamera, woman, and minortdea 888odaled wllh lmplamenta­
tiOn of this actlvily whlct'l are nae already identified In the FEIS for the Snake River Plan. However, an adverse 
economic effect to oudllar-guldea holding apeclll use pannilB may OCCU' • a reeull al this dactsion 
dapendant upon each cuftttar"I abfllly to raspand to changes In the allocadaiil and thlt operadonal limla,. 
tJons. 

There are no advenl8 eff8cl8 on publlc health and safely aaaociated wlh implementation al this aclMly which 
are not already Identified In the FEJS for the Snake River Plan. 

There are no advanNt aff8Cl8 on harttage rasc:ucea and no known effects on traaly righla assccial:9d with 
implementation of 1h11 IICIMly which are not already idlntlllad in the FEJS for the Snake RIiier Plan. 

Thare8f9 noadvarae lff8cl8 anWllllandl orftaadplalrla ••odatadwllhimplementationofthilacdvlywhlch 
ara not ~ ldeldled In the FEIS for the Snake River Plan. 

There are no adYeraeeffecla on air quality associated wlh lmplemenladon of this actMly which are not already 
Identified In the FEiS for the Snaka River Plan. 

There are no unusual energy raquiremenls associated wllh implementation of this activity which are no1 
already ldentllad in the FEJS for the Snake Rivs Plan. 

VI. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Based on the site apec11c_enwonmera1___ anat,s6s docunerhd In the EA, I have dalarmnad lhat lmplamenta­
tion at A1ama1ive C, • modified ~ this decision nadca, la not a map- fadaral action lllgnllcandy affacdl ig 
the qually of the human anviroM'Ntt The dlna. lnclna. and cunwlalMI anvlronmar1al effectll di8CI l8S8d 
In the EA have been dilcl088d wlhln the approp,1ale ~ and wll have liltla lnlansly. My determlnadon 
Is baaed on the Incorporation of mitigation measures and monitoring requiramanhl asaociatad with Alemative 
C as addressed In the Snake River Plan and the following fact0f8 from the Code at Federal Regulationa, Tille 
40, Part 1508.27: 

The beneficial and adverse anvlronmar1al and socio-economic affects dascrtbad In the EA for Altari. 
live C were conaldarad lndependend>/ from each Olhar to determine I the activity would slgnllicandy 
affect the tunarl anviroM'Ntt The analysis ldanllied beneftclal affects to society (EA, pages 111-1 
through Ul-21). Although a idlnlied no adwne arwfronmental affeda to socialy, an adverse economic 
effacl to soma of the oumn.-guldea wll occu • a reaul al allocallng use and the operadonal 
limitations (EA, pages 111-21 ttvough 111-58). However, none al the benaficial or adv8r8e affecis were 
detarmlnad to be aignllcar-. in terms of the Councl on Envlronmantal 0ualky Ragulalion8. 

Implementation of tile aclivity wW nol affect public heallh and safety beyond the racrealional opportLri­
tiaa and public axpactalicN1s ~ for wild and IC8flic river settings (EA. pagea na.1 through lff-21) 
and documenead in 1h8 FEIS for the Snake River Plan. 

implementation of tile activity wil not affect any unique characteriadca of the geographic area such as 
hlsloric or cultural rasources (EA, page IU-58 and analysis file), patklanda, prime farmlanda, wetlands 
(EA, pages 11-67 and 58) or ecologically crltlcal areas (FEIS for the Snake RIVllr Plan, pages IV-82 
through IV-98. and IV-101 through IV-105). lmplamantallon of Altemalive C wll provide for the protec­
tion and~ d the river8 outstandlngt, rarnar1cab1a values (EA, pages IH• 1 through 111-21, and 
the FBS fOr the Snake River Plan, pages IV-1 ttvough IV•105). 



The ahem al lmplenaalion an tha human anvironmant are not llkat, to be ~ controveralal. 
Conbowny In this eo11181d,.,.,. to cases whanl thare Ill subetandal dlaplae • to the size, naaure, or 
effect of thl Federal action, rather than to oppoalllon to Its adoplion. Based an commenbl l8C8iv8d 
cufng the acoplng period and the public review and 00IM18nt periodll, implernel1adc)n of Iha acMy 
may genarat8 contruYarsy In the form al 80Clal Cl' amodonat oppoalllon to ht acdan (EA. Page 1-8 and 
Appendix D). Soma lndMduall who are •~ to axperianca adverse economic llll8Cl8 or would be 
displaced from partial• al Iha wild river cutng ltl8 21 day8 al non-motonzad panodl have taken 
mrceptiof1 to the proposal Howevs, this type of C0f1b'oY8r8y does not make an action ligrlificarll nor 
raqun the praparaUon of an arwonmental mpm statamanl 

The possible effada on the human anvironmant idardiad In the EA or already documarud In the FBS 
for the Snake Riva Plan are no1 highly uncertain and do not Involve unique or unknown r1aka (tafatenca 
analysis file). 

lmplemenlallon d tha activity astabUahaa no pracedant for future acdona which are fik~ to result In 
8'gnlficanl erwlronmarUI al8CIS. Tiwl d8ci8lon, In conjunction wtlh the Snake River Plan, aatabll8hes 
use levels that .,. developad to protect and enhance the rivers OUl8landlngly remarkable Y8luea. 
Monitoring and avaluadon • addraaaad In tha Snake River Aan (Appendix D) aatablat1ea the accapt­
abaa threahold8 In which to re-evaluate managaman1 direction. such• those elamanlB of this dacision. 

lmplemenlallon of the actNlly In conluncdonwllh past, presart, and foreseeable fub.n action8 wll not 
have a 8ignlfiCanl ca.mulativa effect on the envlrOmMn. The anvlronmanCal effectp P880Ciated wllh the 
Decision are limited to the direct, lndirad and cumulative effects disclosed In the EA (EA. pages 111-1 
through 111-67). 

lmplemenlallon of the activity wlll not advar8ely affect any sla8 or features Uatad or elglble to be listed 
In the Nadonal Registar al Historic places, or 11ff Ilg! lificar1I scientific. cullural, or hllltorical raaources 
beca&u no ground-di8turbl actividal are requi'ad by the Oedsion (EA. page IIJ-57 and analyms file). 

lmplemenlallon al the actMty wll not advar8ely affact any ttnatened or endangered pin. fish, or 
wlldllftt speciaa, or their crldcal habltal (EA. page 111-67 and analysis tile). 

The acaMly la conalalant wfth all applicable federal, state, and local laws, lncfudlng provtsk>I• for 
protectiOn of the envlronmart, WIid and SceniC Rlvenl and the Halls Canyon National Recreation Area 
(EA, pages 1-4 through ~ and 11-67). 

On the ba8ls al Iha lnlormatlon and analysi8 contained In the attached EA and al Olhar Information avai!mM 
a summarized above, I Is my determinadon thal adoption al Alternative C, as modliad, does no1 oons1itu1e 
a major federal acttan llglllflcaldy' al8Cllliig the qually dthe tunan anvlronmn. Tharekn, an anvlronmen­
tal Impact statarnent. not needed 

VII. DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 

This decision tiers to Altamatlve O as modified by the ROD al the FEJS far the Snake River Plan. The fDllowtng 
cltalions support my finding of conaiatency balw8en my decision and the paranl documanlB: 

- The declsions lmplan81tU1g this activly ara cansistant with the Snake Riva Plan (Management Area 
8) and 118 accompanyWlg FEIS and ROD. 
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- The provisions of Alternative C, as modified, are consistent with the Regional Forester's July 19, 1995 
decl!;;on on the FEIS/ROD appeals directing further analysis of the economic effectS of allocation and 
operational limitations on individual commercial river permits. 

- The decisions Implementing this actMty are consistent with the public land use regulations for the Wild 
and Scenic Snake River conidor (36 CFR 292.45). 

VIII. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of the decision will begin on January 1, 1997. 

Adherence to the following implementalion scheduJe Is part of my decision to implement Alternative C, as 
modified. 

January 1, 1997 

Action 

All provisions of this decision and the Snake River Plan are effective except for 
those listed below 

Outfitter and guide special use permits are in compliance with provisions of 
this decision 

The following schedule is for those elements of this decision and the Snake River Plan which will be 
implemented after January 1, 1997: 

May 23, 1997 

May 22, 1998 

Implementation of launch reservations and commercial allocation schedule for 
aH wild river (Hells Canyon Dam to Pittsburg Landing) users 

Begin Lower Salmon River Implementation so that for 1997, primary season 
groups with more than eight boats and/or 24 people will meet interim manage­
ment guidelines established in the ROD (pages 25-26) 

Implementation of launch reservations and commercial allocation schedule for 
all scenic river users 

Full Implementation of Lower Salmon River launch restrictions entering the 
Snake River 

IX. APPEAL PROVISIONS 

This decision is subject to administrative review in accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
36, Part 215. Appeal of this decision must confonn with the process and content requirements specified in 
Parts 215.13 and 215.14. The appeal must be filed with the Appeal Deciding Officer within 45 days of the date 
that the legal notice of this decision appears in the Baker City Herald. 

This decision is subject to administrative review In accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
36, Part 251. Appeal of this decision must conform with the procedures and content requirements specified 
in Parts 251.88 and 251.90. The appeal must be filed with the Reviewing Officer within 45 days of the date 
of the written notice of this decision to holders of affacted outfitter-guide pennits. 
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Pursuant to Part 251.85 (Election of Appeal Process), persons who qualify as appellants under Part 251 may 
elect to appeal this decision under Part 251 or Part 215. However, the decision cannot be appealed by the 
same person under both parts. 

On June 25, 1996, the Regional Forester requested a waiver of the Department's position that judicial review 
of the pending Snake Wild and Scenic River Outfitter/Guide Decision is premature unless all administrative 
appeal procedures have been exhausted. On July 31, 1996 Chlef Thomas granted that waiver in accordance 
with 36 CFR 215.20 and 36 CFR 251.101. Thus, in the case of HCPC v. Williams, Civil No. 96-68-RE, D. Or 
(Order on Preliminary Injunction, April 22, 1996), the Departments position is not to assert the defense that 
exhaustion of administrative remedies iS required before a party already In litigation can proceed in court This 
waiver applies to litigant existing parties, parties who may be added to the existing lawsuit, or parties who 
may file separate litigation on this matter. 

The Appeal Deciding Officer under Part 215 and the Reviewing Officer under Part 251 for this Decision is Bob 
Williams, Regional Forester, Pacific Northwest Region. The appeal should be addressed as follows: 

Regional Forester 
Attn: 1570 Appea!s 

P. 0. Box 3623 
Portland, OR 97208-3623 

X. CONTACT FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 

For further information regarding this decision, contact Kurt Wiedenmann, Ecosystem Planning Staff Officer, 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, P.O. Box 907, Baker City, Oregon 97814 or (541) 523-1296. 

~ 
R. M. RICHMOND 
Forest Supervisor 
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CHAPTERI 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Waftowa-Whitman National Forest proposes to set outfitter use allocatfons and operational limttations 
in the Wild and Scenic Snake River corridor Within the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area (HCNRA). 
New managemenl direction resulting from the decision on this environmental assessment {EA) will amend 
the Wallowa-Whhman Natiooa/ Forest I.and and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). 
lmplementatlon !s scheduled for September 1996. 

Preparation of this EA Is in accotdance with the Fontst and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 (RPA), as amended by the National Fof'IISt Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), and the 
associated Nailonal Forest System Land and Resource Planning Regulations (36 CFR 219). 

Preparation of this EA is raquiled by the National Environmental PoKcy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council 
of Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1500), and the Implementing regulations of NFMA 
(36 CFR 219) . 

This EA Is tiered to Allemative G as modlfHKI by the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Wlld and Scenic 
Snaka River Recraat/on Management Plan Anal Envimnmitnlal Impact Statement (FEIS)'. The FEIS and 
accompanying ROD allocated general recreation use for the WIid and Scenic Snake River corridor. The 
Forest Servfc11, through this EA, proposes Implementation of river us11 decisions made In thei ROD. There 
are no phy$1ca/ or 11nvironmental effects different from those described In the FBS except as discussed 
herein. AJI m!l{gatlon measures provided lor in Iha ROD remain In effect for all altemalives In the EA. 

PROPOSED ACTION/ PURPOSE AND NEED 

The proposed action responds to the Regional Fomter's July 1995 decision on the appeal ol the ROD for 
the Wild end Scenla Snake River Rl!Cleadon Management Plan {Snaks Rivet Plan) and its' aocompanylng 
FEIS. The Regional Forester directed the Forest Supervisor to tunhef analyze the spooilic economic 
effects of aL'ocalion and operational limitations on lncfrvldual commercial rtvar pennits. The proposed 
actions and the need for each action are described below . 

The need lor the proposed action originates trom Forest Service visitor use reports showing a 147% 
Increase In Yisllor use during the primary season from 1979 to 1991 (see FEIS). The visitor use study 
completed In 1989 hlghllghted a concem that an Increase In rec,eatlon use in the liver corridor was 
negatively Impacting visitors' IIICl'Elatbnal experiences. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, HCNRA Act and 
visitor prelerences became the underlying reason for initialing actions to achieve the desired recreation 
opponunlty speclnlm (ROS) seUlngs within the Snake Wild and Sc811lc River (W&SR) corridor. 

The purpose of 1h11 l)RlPOSad action Is to adjust the current commercial recreational uses of the Snake 
wasR In order to meet the desired recreational experiences as described In the FEis. In addition, the 
proposed action seeks to allow bustnesa ftexlbUlty for commercial perrnlttees to ensure the pubHc need for 
these SW\lk:es will be met 

1. Launch locatlons for commercial floatcraH and powerboats. There is a need to provide public 
SBMCII through ofleri~ a level of outfitted services at each rivar portal. Forest Se rvfce policy (36 
CFR 251.56(1)) requires that the permittee charge reasonable ratas and lumlsh such se,vlces as 
may be necessary In the publfc interest. Through apecifyt~ the la1.tncti locatlons, the availability of 
a desired mbt of visitor services can be better assured. These services are needed by members of 
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the public lhat are unable 10 enjoy \he unkJ,e recreational experience ol lhe Snake W&SA 
becallSe ol a lack of skills or specialized equipment. 

2. .-..reas of operatton. Permlttees currently have the flexibi~ly to operate anywhere lo the nver 
corridor. This has resulled In an undeslrable concentration ol use and associated levels of 
encounters wilh other users in some river segments, and has created keen competition !of 
campsites In the Md conido(. lnsllullonaMzing historic area of operation patterns achieves lhe 
desired recreation exper'lence and precludes undesirable changes resulting from future 910W1h and 
uses. Mansgmg lhese areas requires fiat use and encounters be addressed, especially in the wild 
oomoor. 

3. Maximum and minimum numbers of commercial outfitters •t specific portals. The 
establishment ol maxirrum and mirimtm NJmbers of commercial outfit1ers at specific portals is 
needed to provide a diversity of commercial outfitted services tor the public to choose from. It also 
provides commerrJal ccmpel&n which ~ lo e11Sure quality services. 

4. Allocation of use. An examination cJ the !actors affecting the allocation ol use for commen:lal 
powerboin and noatcraft use is Important to assess whether the desired recreational experience 
can be aclliewd. Part ol lhe docatlon process was desigruld to reduce campsite competition. 
The factors affecting the 11/locatlon of use are oommerclal powelboal and t!oatcralt aHocation levels 
Ill the wild and scenic seclklns, ll!lllpOrary special use pennits for commercial use, supply trips, 
access 10 Sheep Creek Capin, and reducing the number of commercial float pool dates. The 
comme«:lal Uoal pod dales are a group of launches made available to float outfitters in aggregate. 
Drawing from the pool a/lows an outfitter addjtfonal use that Is nol counted against the outfitter's 
allocated use. 

5. Timing Bild duration of a non-rnolonled period relatlve tD commercial use. The wild corTldol 
of the Snake W&SR allows motorized use {refere11CB the HCNAA Act). In meeting !hi! desired 
1ecreatlonaJ experience !or the Md comdor, there is a need for a non-motorized period Ielative to 
commercial vse. This need results from a desire from a segment of the publlc to have a period free 
of motorized ~Y within Ile wild conldor, thus a/loWing an enhanced peIception of solitude and 
remoteness. 'While the decision was made in the ROD to have a non-motorized period, the 
al\illysis in this EA will delennine when that period should be in effect 

6. LawicJ\ sc:hedUle. The majority o( commercial powelt!oat trips are one-day versus multi-day fOl 
oommerclal noatcraf\ use. Many powerboat customers tend to "walk-in" and make spontaneous trip 
plans as compan,d to making long range 1rip plans. Oeveklplng a launch schedule allows outfitte,s 
to be responsive to customer needs while managing total use to meet recrea11on objectives. 

7, Party sizes for commerclal users. Party size Is a factor in how visitors ,elate thell' experience to 
tie desired type ot reaeallonal settings and opportunities. In general, larger party sizes have a 
greater effect on visitor experiences, particularly In primill\19 recraatlon seltlngs. large, partles also 
le'1d lO increase the amount of environmental impacl. par11cularly lrom ovemight use. Limiting party 
size Ill needed to minimize onshore impacts on OR\l's from excessive party slzss. Pany size 
lim/latlons were recommended based on me visilDr use study in which nearly all swveyed viSitors 
supported management policies that would protect the natural qualities of the river canyon. 

B. Trip duration for commen:fal powerboats. Trip duration for commercial powerboats includes 
bolh ovemlght 8J1d day usa. limiting q> duration is needed to reduce campsite competition and 
the number of parties encountered along the river. In order to reduce impacts at and competition 
klr campslles, trip duration decisions considered historic camping pat1ems and the availabiUty of 
overnight facilities. 

9. Maximum size {lenglh) of commercial powerboats. The need for length restrictions on 
COlml8fCial power boals Is based on coocerns about 1he potential negative appearance of large 
double decked boats conflicting with the desired recreational setting. There is also a concern 
abou \he potemlal boat wake ellect from lalge cratt on other recreatlonists. CulfenUy, sii:e 
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restrictions are non-existent. Placing limits on size will ensure the desired recreational opportunity 
experience and settings (established lo the FEIS) are met. 

10. Launching of Inflatable watercraft from commercial powerboats. There Is currently no Nmlt on 
launching Inflatable watercraft from commercial powerboats. Regardless of where the watercraft 
launches, it is use 011 the river, and thus may conflicl wilh the achievement of the desired recreation 
experience. Because lhe existing system does not account tor Inflatable watercraft launches from 
poW&lboats, there is a need to address this spedlic use. 

11. Maximum number of commercial floatcraft per party. There is a need for eslablishlng a flmlt on 
the number of Uoatcraft per plllty to protect the desired river recrea~on experience. 

12 Use of kickers (outboard motors) on commercial flaalcraft In the wlld river. Campsite 
competition Is high in the wild corridor, and allowing kickers for commercial noatcraft allows an 
advantage in selecting campsites. There Is a need to preclude lhe use of kickers In the wild sect.Jon 
to provide greater equity In campsite selection. Bimlnatlng 0( restricting the use of kickers will also 
reduce the amount of noise during the non-motorized penod and increase the opportunity tor 
solil\lde on motorized days. 

13. UmHJng commercial float usa In the scenic river, Including a Slrategy for managing the 
commarclal Salmon River lloat traffic. There Is a need to Vmh the amount and type of 
commercial ffoat use in lhe. scenic river in order to protect the desired reoreatlonal experience and 
to prevent traffic congestion on the liver. ManaQlng the float traffic entering the Snake W&SR from 
the Salmon River, incrudlng providing a management strategy, Is necessary if the recrealional 
settings prescribed In the FEIS are to be achieved. 

DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

The Forest Supervisor wiQ make the following decisions based on the interdisclpSnary analysis contained 
In lhls EA: 

1. Launch locations for commercial floatcraft and powelboats 

2. Areas of operation 

3. Mulmum and minimum numbers of commercial outfitters at specific portals 

4. All ocatlon of use, including the following facets: 

- Comme,clal powert>oet and noatcraft aQocatton levels in the wild and scenic sections 
- Temporary special use permiti; for commercial use 
- Supply trips to Sheep Clllel( Cabin and Copper Creek Reson 
- Access to Sheep Creek Cabin 
- ModHylng the number of oonimercial float pool dates 

5. Timing and duration al a no.-..motorlzed period relative to commercial use 

6. Launch schedule 

7. Party sizes for convnerclal users 

8. Trip duration for commen:tal power boats 

9. Maxtmum size (length) ol commercial powerboats 

I- 3 



10. Launching of Inflatable Walerctaft !tom cmnmerclal powerboats 

11 Maximum number of commerclal lloalcTaft per party 

12. Use of kickers on commercial lloatcratt In the wlld river 

13. Limiting commercial float use In the scenic river, including a strategy for managing the 
ax,nnetcial Salmon River float trafl'c 

The Decision Notice lor this EA will amend the Forest Plan. Im pie mentatlon of the decisioo is sche<lJ!ed 
tor September 1 1, 1996. 

PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTION 

The~ and Scenic Snake River runs north trom Hells Canyon Creek to the Oregon-Washinglon border 
and loons the northern portion of 1he boundary between Oregon and Idaho. The Act estabishing lhe 
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area {HCNRA) designated 67 .5 miles of the Snake River as wild and 
scenic, classilled imo the fo4lowing sei,ne,11a: 

W!lO RIVER: The 31.5 miles from Hells Canyon Creek to Pittsburg Landing. 

SCENlC RIVER: The 36 mies Imm Pittsburg Landing 10 the llOlthem boundary of the w.au-a­
Whhman National Forest. 

STUDY RIVER; Approxlmataly four {4) miles ol river directly upstream from the Oregon• 
WasNnglon bolder to lhe boundary of the SCl!flic riVer. 

The rlYe!' couklor Is ~imalal'J a quarter mile of each side of the high water mark. Hells Canyon 
Wilderness Is adjacent to the oorrldor along 60Ulhem portions ol the river in both Oregon and Idaho but 
does not inciuda the wild and scellic co!l'ido!. 

See Figure 1-1 lor a vlclrily map. 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

The WIid at".d Scenll:: RMirs Act [Sec. 3 (A}(d)(1 )1 requires that the river management plan shall address 
user capacil!es. Section 10 (d) of the HCNRA Act specifies that such rules and regula1ions shaW include 
provision IOI' the conn>I and the use and runber of motorized and non-motorized river craft. 

The Forest Plan, as amended, l)ro'Jidas guidance through its established goals, objeelives, desired lutute 
concf~!on, Forest-wide standards and guideNnes, and specific management dln!ction. The Snaka River 
Plan is Fonlst Plan Amenmnenl 12. 

The pr1ma,y managemenl emphasis for Forest Plan Management Area 8, Hel~ Canyon National 
Recreation Area Snake River Corridor (14,355 acres), ls lO ensure the protection and enhancemem of the 
river's outs1andi!1gly remarkable values (ORVs) J)UISuant 10 the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. and assure 
that use levels are compatible with the objecllves ol Sections 7 and 10 of rne HCNAA Act. Administrative 
silss wilhin the corridor are 'I> be managed ri eccordance with Forest Plan Management Area 16, 
Administrative and Recreation Srtes. 

The Sludy river ponion is managed acoording to Iha guidance provided by Management Area 7, WIid and 
Scenic Rivers, until determined uosukable as a wild and scenic river 01 acted upon by Congress. 
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For addiilonal discussion on ma.nagement direction and legislative requiremenlS, refer to pages 1-9 
through 1-12 In the FEIS for the Snake River Plan. 

KEY ISSUES 

Based on concerns and comments received during the scoping procsgs and lhe scope of the proposed 
&C1ian, the 1ollowiflg Issues were idenlilled as key In relallon to the proposed eelion. Each Issue is 
accompanied by key indicators to provide a basis for comparison among the allematlvll$ analyzed in this 
EA. 

1. ISSUE: Commerdal boating use leYels and operational llmJtatlons within the establlshed 
allocation should meat the primitive or seml-prlmltlve recreational sllttlngs with attrlbu1es 
lhal accommodate moto,lud and non-mo10rlzed use and provide a suJtable mixture of 
outfitter provided services to the public. 

Scoping commenlS and n.spons&s to the Snake River EIS displayed awide array of 0l)inions about 
the appropriate Jype and level ct river access. While most agreed that bolh powerboa11ng and 
ffoadro-e valid uses of lhe river, there was llttle agreement on the mix of use levels. There was 
not complete consensus regarding alloca1lon of use, llowever, most people reoognlzed a need to 
llmi: use in Older to pn,serve the special reaea11on settings that draw people to the canyon. 

Commen:laJ oullitters and guides prow:fe acoess to the river for people who prefer not to piiol their 
own woatsr era.ft. The Fores, Service has concluded (ROD} that there is a demonstrated need for 
commeroial public services ti access 11'e Snake River. 

Key h .atcators: 

- (;apsbilily ol visifo,s 10 echieve the desJ,ecJ recreational experience: sense d remoteness, level 
at social encountBfS 

-~ to provide an appropriate level of vlSitor management 

• C64)abiiy AJ provide a chfKSily of necessaiy ouffiller SeMCeS to the public 

2. ISSUE: Regulation of commercial boating use could affect the economic cnndlllon of 
cwrent rtv...tl s cl special use pennlttaes. 

Dumg SQOprg and the review ot the DEIS and FEIS, Bild through use of the appeal process, many 
of Iha river oulfitter/gukte servioes axpl'IISSed concern about their ability to maintain businesses If 
lheJr at e s ti ht livef was l'IIS!rictad by use anocations and/or other operational llmllatfons. This 
EA provldN further analysis of the effects of the use allocallons and operational llmilalions ID 
Individual ()8tlT1i5. E.cooomlc elfects are disclosed. 

Key Indicators: 

- Change In beat dayslfloBt leuJJches by outfitter 

- Change in !oral gross n,venue by outritter 

• SchedUling flexibiH/y 



OTHER ISSUES 

The following issues, OOl')cerns, and opportunities were Identified during scoping and were addressed ln 
the associated FEIS, by establishing management elements, or through monitoring. 

Issues Outside the Scape ot tbl§ Dorument 

People raised concerns about whether the Forest Service used correct planning protoool In developing 
NEPA documents, Interpreting the HCNRA Act, and applying the praper connection to other planning 
processes and decisions {including the Limits of Acceptable Change process). These Issues have 
already been addressed In the FElS. See Appendix K of the FEIS, pages K-4 through K-45. 

Comments regaroing noise leYa!s end increasing rules and regulations received during scoping tor this 
EA were considered In the FEIS. See .Appendix K of the FEIS, pages K-190 through K-195 and FEIS 
pages IV-35 through IV-41. 

Safely concerns about navigation markers, hazards created by presence or absence of powerboats, 
campsites, and fuel \ranspo,tation continue to be or concern to meny respondents. These Issues were 
responded to in the FEIS. See Appendix K of the FEIS, pages K-260 through K•269, • 

Some respondents raised appro)lriate uses of wilderness as en Issue. This Issue was responded to In Iha 
FEIS. See Appendix K of the FEis, pages K-274 To K-2n. 

Aircraft use and cultural and historical resoorce Issues raised by comments are outside the scope of this 
document. • 

Other Issues 
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Adequscy of the data ~ 
Several comments on the proposed action responded that if visitor su/Veys were conducted today, they 
would reveal continued visitor saUsfactlon with their Hells Canyon experience and, therefore, no • n 
!Imitations on commerc/.al use levels should be /nstfluted. LI 

The 1989 Visitor Use Study is not the only factor that led to Identification of a need lo manage visitor use. • o 
Other factors that led to the decision to Investigate methods ot managing visitor use lnclUded a 147% 
increase ln visitor use during the primary season lrom 1979 to 1991 and the results of the 
"Recommended Limits ot Acceptable Change Reaeation Management Plan tor the Snake River.• Use □ 
has continued to increage. There Is no Indication that the original factors which 6hawed a negative Impact 
on some vis.liars recreation experience have Improved. 

In fact, a 1994 public opinion poll of HCNAA users confirmed that some visitor recreation experiences O. 
continue to be negatively Impacted (see analysis file). 

Although visitor use su,veys were used to Identity perceived satisfaction levels, there is also a need to □ 
meet standards lor ROS senings and to provide for appropriate recreation opportunity expeliences. 
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SCOPING PROCESS 

The original EIS Involved an intense public scoping and notification process lnclUdlng public meetings and 
mailings to over 1,700 individuals and organizations. For details, see FEIS at 1-17 and Appendix K. 

For this EA, the following scoping actions were taken: 

11/22195 

12119195 

1/24/96 

1/24/96 

2121/96 

3196 

3/96 

615/96 

Ac11on 

Fall newsletter malled to original FEIS malling 
list. Contained lnlonnation about status of FEIS 
and plans for completing NEPA process. 
Required compledon of an interMI card for 
continued participation in p1t1cess. 

Scoping notice and proposed action malled to 
mailfng 11st generated by fall newsletter. 

Meeting held with Snake River outfitters end 
other Interested pubncs held at Clarkston, 
Washington. 

• Meetings between inctillldual outfitters and 
lntesdlscipllnary Team. 

Meeting with Individual Riggins-based oulfltters. 

Telephone contact lollow-up with all outfitters 
that did not attend 1/24 or 2/21 meetings. 
E)(ceptlons: No oontact coold be made with 
Anderson River Advenlllres, S&S Outfitters, 
Peers Snake River Rafting, Oregon Trail 
Adventure, Inc., and Fteewater. 

Narratives descnblng each oulf,tter business 
maned with cover lelle.r requesting feedback. 

Letters maned to Snake River outfitters notifying 
them of Imminent release of the EnVironmental 
Assessment and 30-day review and oomment 
period 

Number of PeQple 
Contacted 

1,768 

585 

35 

20 

6 

30 

30 

30 

A total of 43 letters were received as a direct result of sooping. Eighteen ol the letters were from Snake 
River oulfitters. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER II 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED ACTION 

This chapter describes the proposed action and two alternatives, lnduding one alternative which 
represenls no action. It presenls different approaches to mealing the underlying needs Identified in 
Chapter I. The aherna1tves provide a mbt ol actlvilies and schedules centered around a particular 
emphasis or Iheme. 

This chapter conslsls of the following four sec!ions: 

ALlERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS oulllnes the process used to formulate the proposed action 
and alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY describes alternatives 
eliminated from delallecl study and the reasons they were etimlnated. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES presents lhe overview and design oflhe three 
alternatives, lncludlng the following: 

Mitigation Common To All Alternatlves 

Monitoring Common To All Alternatives 

Allernatlve A. This Is Iha "No Action" alternative as required by the National Environmental 
Policy Act !llld would not implement the proposed action. 

Elements Common To Band C Alternatives. This subsection descn"bes management 
direction that Is common to Alternatives B and C. 

AHematlve B. Proposed Action. This alternative was used In scoping to identfy issues and 
generate a variety of conceplS for designing other altamatlves. This atternrulve was derived from 
the selected alternative In the 1994 final envlronmental impacl statement and record of decision 
for the Wild and Scenic Snake River .Recreation Management Plan. 

Attematlve C. Preferred AltematNe. This allemative was developed in response to issues and 
concerns raised during the scoping period . This alternative was derived from Alternative B with 
the ob)ectlve of assessing the effect of the verified base period use levels and providing 
business flexibility wtthln the O\lerall goal of meeting the underlying needs Identified in Chapter I. 

Table 11-1, which follows the detalled descriptions of altemallves, summarizes alternative management 
requirements. 

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES displays the differences In the alternatives using a summary 
lormat 

II·l 



ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The proposed action is derived from the selecled alternative of the t994 Record of Decision implementing 
the WIid and Scenic Snake River Recrealion Managemenl Plan. A Forest Service interdisciplinary team 
(ID team) of resource specialists used opinions, comments, and suggestions galhered at internal and 
public scoping meetings lo help define key issues identified In Iha proposed action. Alternative lhemes 
were developed by the ID leam to respond to lhe issues generated by analyzing the proposed action. 
The alternative carried forward for detailed study is designed to resolve the significant issues surrounding 
the proposed action. 

The allernatlves are designed to achieve the purpose and need for action, desired future conditions 
. (DFC) for the river corridor, the protection and enhancement of the outstandingly remarkable values 
(OAVs), and the recreation opportunity specl01m (ROS) for the river corridor as set forth in the River 
Recreallon Management Plan. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

In the development of alternatives, the piannll'lg team consi~ered a wide variety of options for modifying 
the operatlonal limitations featured in Alternative B in order to resolve the issues generated from the 
Proposed Action. See Analysis FIie for variations considered for each lim~ation. Many of these were not 
carried fo,ward for detailed study as noted below; 

Hells Canyon Afllance (HCA) Viability Analysls. HCA offered an analysis of commercial 
powerboat use levels needed for viabAity. Permission to use the information was later withdrawn 
by HCA. 

Destinations. Several Options were considered for reconfiguring the allowable commercial 
powerboat destinations Including ellmlnating any limilation on destinations. The option most 
effective al providing business flexlbllity and stlll meeting the underlying needs identified in 
Chapter I was carried forward for delailed study in Alternative C. 

Use Allocations and Launch Schedules. Several options were considered for reconfiguring the 
commercial powerboat launch allocation and schedule including eliminating lhe launch schedule 
entirely. The option most elfeclive at providing business flexibllity and still meeting Iha underlying 
needs identified in Chapter I was carried forward for detailed study in Allemalive C. 

Non-Mot~l:i:ed Period. Variations on Iha length ol the Non-Motorized Period (NMP) from lull 
eliminatlon to something less than 24 days and the timing of the NMP from all days in July and 
August to spread In dilferel'lt ways across the primary season were considered. Economic 
analysis showed very little effect of the 24 non-motorized days on commercial outlltters. 
However, there were issues of timing of the non-motorized window. The option most effective at 
spreading the non-motorized window over the primary season was carried forward for detailed 
study in Afternative C. 

Other Limitations. In addition to those above, options for other operational 1/m~atlons were also 
considered. These options were eliminated because they could not meet the underlying 
recreational experience need and also provide business llexibllity. Reference Analysis File. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

Described below are the mitigation measures and monitoring and evaluation elements common to all 
alternatives. 

Mitigation Common To All Alternatives 

Mitigation measures are designed lo avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for environmental 
effects of implementing the proposed action and alternatives. Mitigation measures, applicable to the 
allocation of commercial use, are addressed in the River Recreatfon Management Plan relative to 
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transportation and storage of fuel (page 3), scenery management (page 15), and fish and wildlife (pages 
16 and 17). 

Monitoring And Evaluation Common To AU Aiternallvas 

Monitoring and evaluation elements for monitoring commercial use levels and effects on the riYe~s 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) are addresse<I In Appendix O of the River Recreation 
Management Plan. 

A ltematlva A • No Action 

This is the "No Action" ahernative es required by the National Environmental Policy Act. This alternative 
would not implement lhe proposed actions and provides a baseline from v.tlich lo evaluate the action 
allemallves. This alternatl\/8 would continue unlimited commercial powerboat use. The commercial use 
cap established in lhe Snake River Management Plan ROD of 10/21194 would not be implemented with 
this anernative. 

lmplemema1ion o( this alternative would not contribute toward mealing the purpose and need for action 
Identified In Chapler I (also see FEIS Chap1ar I and 11). Commercial use levels for the wild and soeriic 
sections would likely continue to Increase, thus reducing the quality of reoreauon experience far many 
rrver users and prec\Jdlng achievemenl of desired conditions established for the Identified ORV's, shon­
or long-term. The effects of Alternative A are used as a frame of reference to compare the effee1s of 
implemellting the action alternatives. 

The specific management direction for Alternative A is as follows: 

Commen:ial Powerboat Use 

Launch Poim Lpcalions 

Outfltters operating from Plltsburg Landing and Cache Creek are not allowed 10 launch from Hells Canyon 
Creek. Otherwise, there are no limits on launch point locatfons. 

Area o1 Operations 

There Is currently no Umit on \he Area of Operations wllh the exception of Mainstream Outdoor 
Adven11.1res, Inc., which is llmHed to lhe scenic section of the river. 

Maximum and Minimum Numbers ot Commerc1a1 Outfitters at S,pecific Portals 

CulTl!nlly, !here a,e no limits on maximum or minimum numbers of permits at specific ponals with lhe 
exceplfon of Hells Canyon Creek where Ihere is a maximum of two pennits allowed. There are currently 
three pennlls located at Pll!Sbury Landing, firteen pennlts at Cache Creek and one at Hells Canyon 
Creek. 

AllocaUon of Use 

In the WIid and Scenic corridors there would be no use le'Vlll ftmits on commercial powerboats, 
year-round. Primary season base period (1988-92) average use was 1,283 boat days. 1993-94 average 
primary season use was 1,324 boal days. The vacMt permit at Hells Canyon Creek would be filled whh a 
maximum ol one boaL 

The temporary use permit would continue to be authorized one yearly basis limited lo 1he scenic section 
of the river. 

Supply trips for Copper Creek Reson and Sheep Creek cabin would continue lo be unlimited. 

II- 3 



Access 10 Sheep Creek Cabin would continue 10 be unlimited. 

Timing and Duration Qf Non-Motorized Period 

There would be no non-molorized period under Alternative A. 

Launch Schedule 

There would be no calendar of launches tor dally use. 

Party Size 

Day use powerboat party size llmits would con!lnue to be established by Coast Guard capacity 
regulations. Overnight camping party size would continue to be limited to 30. 

Trip Dyration 

Thera would continue to be no limits on which outfitters can provide an overnight camping experience. 

Powerboat kWh Umttation 

There would continue to be no limits on powerboat length. 

Laynchioo pl lnllatables 

There would continue 10 be no restrictions on the launch!ng of lnnatsble craft from commercial 
powelboats. 
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Commercial Floatcratt Use 

Launch Point Locations 

Commercial float trips could continue to launch from Hells Canyon Creek, Pittsburg Landirr,i and Dug Bar. 

Area of Operations 

There Is currently no limit on the area of operaIlons for commercial mult~day float permits. Temporary 
one-day float permits would continue to be limited tn use between Hens Canyon Creek and Pittsburg 
Landing. 

Launch reservations would conlinue to be required only for commercial float trip launches in the wild river 
between Hells Canyon Creek and lhe t0p of Rush Creek Rapid during the primary season. Commercial 
launches from the remainder of the river would con11nue to be unlimited, 

Maidmum and Mlrjmum Number 01 Peaotts 

Currently, there are 18 commercial float permits. This Is the maximum number of permlls allowed on the 
river. Two of those are temporary. The19 are no limits on !he minimum number of permits. 

Allos;atlon of Use 

Currently, 224 primary season co,mmertial launches from Hells Canyon Creek are allocated to 14 
permittees as Sho'Nfl below~ Two one-day floa.1 trip permits with a maximum of two boats per launch are 
Hmiled to one launch per day tor each oommerclal outfitter on alternating days, Monday through Friday 
only, during the primary season. This allocation would continue. 

Commercial Float Allocatlon 

Outfitter 
Davis Whitewater Expednions 
River Odysseys We61 (ROW) 
Canyon Outfitters, Inc. 
Idaho Afloat 
Hughes River Expeditions, Inc. 
Heller Bar Excursions 
Northwest Voyageurs 
Peer's Snake River Rafting 
Oregon T rall Adllentures 
Hells Canyon Adventures Raft 
Freewater 
Steen's Wilderness Adventures 
Holiday River Expeditions of Idaho 
Oars • Dories 
Pool Dales 

TOTAL 

Total Lau.riches 
14 
14 · 
21 
14 
21 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

'224 

• All launches would be allocated on a launch calendar. Existing float ma!lllgement 
guideUnes would continue including trades and crossover. A minimum of three trips 
would be requirad to mainlaln priority use, 

14 pool dates would contllllle to be avallable lo the commercial outfitters 

The two temporary permhs would continue to be reauthorized on a yearly basis. 
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Timing and DuraJlon of Non-Motorized Period 

There would be no non-motorized period under Alternative A. 

Launch Schedule 

A llmited dally use schedule would continua to be in effect with an lnitlal commercial allocation of two 
mu/II-day launches per day. Temporary one-day float launches would be In addition to Iha basic 
commercial allocation .. 

Party Slie 

Commercial party size wouki continue to be limited to a maximum or 30 people during the primary 
season, and limited by conditions of use on permits during the secondary se3$0n for all river sections. 

Number Of Floatcraft 

Commercial lloat parties would continue to be limited to a maximum of 30 craft per party, based on 
maximum party size, In all river sections. One-day float permits would continue to be limited to two craft 
par trip. 

Use of Kickers 

Kickers would continue to be allowed in all sections of the rrve, at any time. 

Lower Salmon Coordjnatlon and Management 

Lower Salmon commercial float trips would continue to ba sub,lecl to the same party slie and lloatcraft 
limits as lhe Snake. 

See Figure 11·1 lor a map of Alternative A . 

ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES BAND C 

The following managemen1 elements are common to action alternatives B and C. 

Management _Elements Specific To Commen:lal Powerboat Use 

Launeb Point Locations and Maximum and Mfnfmum Numbers of Ptm,lts 

Manage Iha number of commercial powsl'boat permtts lo assure the continuation of business competition 
on the river, Maintain a variety of powerboat recreallonal se!Vlces with quality experiences to llisitors by 
establishing a maximum and minimum number of powerboat outfrtter pennlts al all rive, portals. 

Location 

Hells Canyon Creek 
Pittsburg Landing 
Cache Creek 

TOTAL 

Minimum 

2· 
3 
6 

10 

I I-7 

Maximum 

2' (1 existing) 
4 
13"'(15 exisllng} 

19 



• Based on a voluntary split of the business authorized by the e.xisting special use pennlt at Iha 
option of the permit holder 

•• The single powerboat permit issued with temporary use only that authorizes trips from the 
OregorvWashington border to Pittsburg Landing would not be reissued. If one of Cache Creek 
permits moved 10 Pittsburg Landing, maximum for Cache Creek would drop to 13. 

NOTE: 

An exception lo the launch point location !imitation is Snake River Oulfitters which has historically 
launched from both Pittsburg Landing and Cache Creek portals. This aclilll1Y would continue 10 
be authorized under all alternatives. 

This element of Altematlve B was mod/fled from Iha Proposed Action mailing of December 1995. 
In the proposed action malling, Dug Bar was listed as a potenllal portal for basing commerclal 
operations. This was removed as an element ol the action alternatives. The oondition of the Dug 
Bar road precludes efficiently basing a commercial operation from this locallon and there is no 
demonstrated need 10 do so. 

AHocatlon of Use • Temporary Permit Sub-element 

The temporary use powerboat pennit would not be reauthorized. This use would be retired effective 
December 31, 1996 and not reassigned in order to manage Scenic river use to protect and enhance the 
recreation experience. 

Party Size 

A year-round maximum over-night pariy size of 24 persons (Including guides) would be eslablished for all 
sec~ons of the river for commercial pow&lboats. This would not affect commercial powerboat day use 
pariy size which would continue to be regulaled by U.S. Coast Guard vessel certifications. 

Trip Duration 

Trip duration would be managed based on historic use, i.&., day use only or overnight use as follows, to 
reduce competition for campsites and associated impacts to campsites: 

Authorization 
Day Use Only 

Day Use and Overnight 

Outfitter 
Hells Canyon ArJv., lntennountain Exe., S&S Outfitters, Heller 
Bar Exe.", Idaho River Navigation•, Rivers Navigalion•, Snake 
River Adv.', Three Rivers Outfitters, Snake River Outfitters•, 
Snake Dancer Excursions, Z&S Oulfitters, Inc. 

HC Fish Charters, High Roller Excursions, Anderson River 
ArJven!Ures, River Quest Excursions, C.C. Lodge, Inc., River 
Adventures Ltd., Red .Woods Outfitters 

• These outfitters have separate special use authorizations for lodges or own private land within 
the Snake River corridor that would allow overnight use al those sites within the Halls Canyon 
Nallonel Recrealion Area. 

In addition, commerclal power overnight use ot the Cache Creek to Selmon confluence would be 
prohibited. 
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Management Elements Specific To Commerclal Floatcratt Use 

Area of Operations 

Launch reservations would be required for commerclal float lrip launches in the wikl river between Hells 
Canyon Creek and Pittsburg Landing. 

Launch Point Locat;ons and Maximum and Minimum Number of Permits 

The number of oommercial float permits would'be managed to assure the continuation of buslnei;s 
competition on the river. A variety of ftoat recreallonal services with quality expenenoes 10 visitors would 
be maintained by establlshlng maximum and minimum number of float outfitter permits. A minimum 
number of 1 0 and a maximum number ol 14 commercial floal Special Use Permits would be aulhorized. 

Allocation ot Use - Poot Dates Sub-element 

The commercial float allocation would continue as under Ahemallve A except !he commercial pool would 
be reduced from 14 lo 6. The other8 launches would be allocated to private Roal parties. 

Party Size 

A year-round maxim um party size of 24 persons {Including guides) for all sections of lhe river for 
commercial lloatboats would be established. 

Number of Aoatcratt 

A maximum limit of eight floatcraft per commercial mulll-day trip In all river sections year-round would be 
established, lo achieve ROS settings for remoteness and social encounte,s whlle protecllng and 
enhancing the Snake River's ORVs, and to address Issues of !air and equitable aocess between 
commercial and pr/vale usem. 

Use of Kickers 

The use of kickers on floa1craft in the wild river would bfi prohibited year-round, to meet ROS settings for 
remoteness and social encounters In the Wild river by Increasing the opportunity for periods of lime where 
visitors are Isolated from lhe sites and sounds of other users. 

Lower Salmon River Coordination And Manaoement 

The recreational resource and resoun:e Impacts of commercial noaters originating on the Lower Salmon 
River when they enter lhe Snake River would be managed as lollows: 

- Groups ...,;1h more than 24 people may camp between the confluence of the Lower Salmon River and 
Salmon Bar but would not be allowed to camp overnight elsewhere on the HCNRA. 

- Groups originating on lhe Lower Salmon River would be llm~ed to a maximum ol eight boats per trip 
upon reaching the Snake River. • 

Phasing In lhe above direction would lake place as detailed on FEIS pages 11• 7 and 11-8. Full 
implemenlation wou Id occur in 1998. 
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ALTERNATIVE B • PROPOSED ACTION 

This alternatiVe was used in the scoping process to Identify issues and generate a variety of 
concepts for designing allernallves to the proposed action. The allocallon element or AltematiVe B 
was modHied subsequent to the Proposed Action malling of December 1995. One of the tasks 
assigned by the Regional Forester in his July 1995 appeal decision was to examine actual use and 
verify or refine the numeric estimate of the cap. Alternanve B reflects the verified numeric estimate 
of the cap for all pennlltees except Hells Canyon Adventures (HCA).· In all cases, except for HCA, 
adjustments to the allocallon based on verified use were less than 10% and did not affect the total 
cap. The verHied and recalculated use for HCA was greater than estimated In the Snake FEIS. 
Because this level of use was not scoped for In the Proposed Action mailing lo the publlc, the • 
difference in HCA's use was not Included in Alternative B (Proposed Action). 
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Management Direction Specific To Commercial Powerboat Use 

Area of OperaJfons 

Commercial operallons for each powerboat outfitter permit In their primary area of operation would be 
managed year-round as follows in order to address social encounters with other competing river uses: 

Area of Operation 

Dem Downriver to Pittsburg Landing 

N. Boundary Upriver to Dam 

N. Boundary Upriver to Grantte 

N. Boundary Upriver to Rush Creek 

• 

Outfitter 

Hells Canyon Adventures 

lntermountaln Exe., Snake River Adv., Snake 
River Out., River Quest Exe., C.C. Lodge, Inc. 

S&S Outfitters, H.C. Fish Charters, High Roller 
Exe., River Adventures Ltd., Red Woods Out., 
Z&S Out., Inc. 

Snake Dancer Exe., Anderson River Adv., Heller 
Bar Exe., Idaho River Navigation, Rivers 
Navigation, Three Rivers Oulfitters 
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Aflocation and Launch Schedule 

Each powerboat outfitter would be authorized to operate during Iha primary season (112 days from May 
22 through September 10) based upon the following boat day allocatlons. The maximum number of boat 
days to be allocated among 19 powerboat permits was determined in the ROD for the FEIS. This 
proposal deals specifically with the allocation of those boat days, 

Commercial Power Boat Day Allocation• 
Outfitter Total WIid WIid Kirkwood Scenic Boat Sheep ..... • ••• . .... 

Days •••• 
Hells Canyon Adventures 224 136 88 
Heller Bar Excursions 222 87 24 111 Snake River Adventures 139 52 18 69 Rivers Navigation 120 46 14 60 Idaho River Navigation 78 33 6 39 Snake Dancer Excursions 73 31 6 36 Cougar Country Lodge 65 24 9 32 River Oues1 Excursions 58 20 9 29 Snake River Outfitters 39 16 3 20 River Adventures, Ltd. 31 . 14 2 15 H.C. Ashing Charters 24 8 4 12 lntermounteln Exwrslon 11 4 1 6 Z&S Outfitters, Inc. 6 3 0 3 Anderson River Adv. 6 3 0 3 Red Woods Outfitter 7 3 0 4 S&S OUlfitters 7 3 0 4 High Roller Excursions 6 3 0 3 Three River Oulfitters 4 2 0 2 Speclal'' 88 88 

TOTAL" .. 1,208 136 440 184 448 

A boat day Is defined as one boat on the ri\ler for one day on a specific trfp. A minimum of three 
trips would be required to maintain priority use. 

.. 
Boat days spread equally between River Adventures, Ltd., H.C. Fishing Charters, Red Woods 
Oulfiller for day trips between Pittsburg landing and Kirkwood only. 

••• 
All boats days would be allocated on a launch calendar with trading of boat days allowed within 
speciRcguidetrnes. Trading launches between commereial and private users would not be 
allowed. 

•••• Hells Canyon Adventures: 
Wild Sheep ,. Can launch to Hells Canyon Creek-WIid Sheep segment of river 
Wild ,. Can launch to Hells Canyon Creek-Pittsburg Landing segment of river 

All Others 

Wild= Can launch to Kirkwood-Hells Canyon Creek segment of river (as limlted by Area of 
Operations) 

Kirkwood,. Can launch lo Cache Creek-Kirkwood segment of river (except 88 special) 
Scenic• Can launch to Cache Creek-Pittsburg Landing segmem of river (Scenic section) 

TT - 1 ~ 



Timing and Duratjon of Non•Moforized Period 

Permitted oommercial powerboat access would be restricted to the section or wild river between the top of 
Wild Sheep Rapid and the upper /anding at Kirkwood Historic Ranch, Monday through Wednesday each 
week, for a maximum of 24 days dUril'IIJ the primary season between the Founh of July and Labor Day 
weekends to provide an opportunity for non-motorized recreational experiences. 

Launch Schedule 

Each powerboat outritter would be authorized to operate on a specific dally launch schedule during the 
primary season (112 days lrom May 22 through September 10). See Appendix B Outfitter and Guide. 
Operating Guidelines for details. 

Powerboat length 

New commercial powerboats would be Umlled to 39.6 leet in overall length. Commercial ou!fitters would 
be allowed to operate existing boats that exceed this length only until those boats are replaced. 

Launching of Inflatables 

The launching of Inflatable watercraft from commercial powerboats on all river sections would be 
prohibited year-round. 

Reier to Appendix B for more complete operating guidelines for outfitters and guides. 

Management Direction Specific To Commerclal Floatboat Use 

Launch Point Locations 

All oommerclal float trips would only be permitted to originate from Hells Canyon Creek during the primary 
season to reduce congestion at other launch ramps and encounters in the scenic river. There would be 
no !Imitations in the secondary season. 

Atlncatton of Use -Temoorarv Use Pennils Sub•elemem 

The two one-day float permits authorizingtempora,y use only from Hells Canyon Creek to Pittsburg 
LBnding, would not be reissued. This wuufd be for the purpose of achieving the ROS settings for the wild 
river by decreasing the congestion al launch sites, decreasing the number of encounters between float 
parties, decreasing the number of motorized encounters during jetbacks of the one-day float panles. and 
decreasing congestion at rapids and other popular sites. 

Refer to Appendix B for more complete operating guideltnes for outfitters and guides. 

See Figure 11-2 for a map of Altematllle B. 

ALTERNATIVE C- PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative was developed in response to issues and concerns raised during the scoping period. 
This alternative was designed with the objective of providing business fiexiblllty wtthln the overall goal of 
meeting the underlying needs Identified In Ctiapter I. The altemative provides business flexibility to 
respond lo commercial powerboat walk-in traffic (i.e. customers not making trip plans in advance) by 
allocating boat days on a per time period basis rather than a rigid launch calendar. The alternative 
minimizes economic effects of operational llmlts while protecting ORVs, providing for a wide range of 
visitor recreation experiences and meeting the intended recreation experience. 

II-14 

□ 

0 
0 
D 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0. 
0 
i 
0 

□· 



u 
-o 
-o 
-d 

u 
u 
~ 
:i 
·-" 

-a ~-
Jj 

D 
n 
n 

D 

Management Direction Specific To Commerclal Powerboat Use 

Area of Oaeunrons 

Commercial operations for each powerboat outfitter pennlt in their prlmazy area of operations would be 
authorized as under Altemative B In order to address soclal encounters with other competing river uses. 
However, the area of operatlons would only be applfed during the primary season. During the secondary 
season, there would be no llmlt on area of operations. 

Allocation n1 V:;e 

Each powerboat oullitter would be authorized to operate during the primary season (112 days from May 
22 through September 10) based upon the followlng boat day allocations. 
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Commercial Powerboat Monthly Aliocatlon 
May June July /\ugu$1 S~plember Tolal 

Ourutter WIid Kiri<WOO< Wild K1ncwood WIid Klr\\W00< Wild 
t!_eUer ear Exe. 10 10 24 35 2, 37 25 

>ue Rivel Adv. 5 6 15 22 TB 23 16 
, ,r.1er Na\ligallon 4 6 13 19 13 19 14 
Idaho Rivers Nav. A 5 9 14 8 14 9 
Snake Dance, Ere. 3 5 9 14 8 15 8 
Cougar Country Lod111 3 A 8 16 7 16 1 
Rlv<1r Ou<1s1 E,c. 2 5 7 17 6 16 7 
Snake River Ou1ffner 0 I 0 6 5 10 5 
River AdVenlure Ud. 1 2 3 7 4 8 4 
H.C. Ashino Ctlart"' 1 1 3 6 2 6 3 
lntermoun1ain Exe. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Z&S Ou!lillers NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Anderson RJve, Mv. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Red Woods ~!If NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
S&S Oulfinera NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Hlgh RoNer Exc. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
T~ree FWer Outline, NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

OUlflnar WIid WIid Wild WIid WIid Willi Wikl 
Sheeo Sheeo Sheen Sheep 

Hells Can.on M,. 23 9 76 31 711 32 79 

A minimum of three trips would be required to maintain priority use. 

Hens Canyon Adventures: 

KJII\'"""' Wll<I 
37 10 
23 6 
19 s 
14 3 
15 3 
16 3 
17 3 
10 2 
8 , 
8 I 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

Wild WIid 
Sheep 

32 26 

Wild Sheep = Can launch lo Hells Canyon Creek-Wild Sheep segment of river 
Wild m Can launch to Hells Canyon Creek-Pittsburg lanr:fng segment of river 

AR Others 

Wild 

12 93 
7 58 
6 49 
5 33 
5 31 
5 28 
5 25 
4 12 
2 13 
2 10 

NA 5 
NA 3 
NA 3 
NA 3 
NA 3 
NA 3 
NA 2 

Wild Wild 
Sheep 

10 283 

Wild = Can launch lo Kirkwood-Hells Canyon Creek segment of river (as limited by Area of 
Operations 

Kilkwood • Can launch to Cache Creek-Kirkwood segment or river 

Kirxwooc 
131 
81 
69 
52 
54 
57 
60 
31 
27 
21 
6 
3 
3 
6 
4 
3 
2 

Wild 

114 

Hells Canyon Adventures would be allocated use commensurate with their actual use during the 1988-92 
base pertod. Hells Canyon Adventures base period use has been recalculated to be 397 boat days. 
Thus, the commercial powelboat cap Is recalculated to be 1,381 boat days. 

The seven smalest commercial outfitters (lntermountain EKcurslons, Z&S Outfitters, Anderson River 
Adventures, Red Woods Outfitter, S&S Outfitters, High Roller Excursions, and Three river Outfitters) 
could use their boat day allocallon at any lime durtng the primary season. 

The 88 special boat days allocated under Alternative B would be reallocated in a dilferent configuration 
and with a dllferent use pattern. This is In response to comments concerniog the marketability of this 
opportunity as configured under Alternative B. 

In Alternative C, the 88 special boat days would be defined to Include the Scenic River (lrom Cache 
Creek to Plnsburg Landing) and the Wild River from P1116burg Landing to Kirkwood. They would be 
reallocated based on the following goals: 

1. Provide public service at a minimum level of an aver11Qe of five boat days per week throughout 
the primary season from the Pittsburg Landing portal (Hells Canyon Fishing Charter, Red Woods 
Outfitter, and River Adventures, Ltd.). 

2. Provide public service at a minimum level ol an aver!lge of live boat days per week per outfitter 
throughout the primary season from the middle-size Cache Creek penal outfiners (Idaho Rivers 
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Navigation, Snake Dancer Excursions, Cougar Country Lodge and River Quest Excursions). 

3. Provide the level of service commensurate with past operating practices of Snake River Outfitters 
offering three day lis.hlng trips in July, August, and September. 

Holders of the Copper Creek and Sheep Creek lacilhy pennits would be allowed 16 and 4 cargo trips per 
primary season, respectively. These trips would be lor the sole purpose of supplying the facilities only 
and could not be used for carrying passengers. The trips would not count against the outfitter cap. The 
trips would be tied to the facilities and would transfer 10 the new permlttee should the permit change 
hands. Supply trips could only take place on weekdays (Monday through ThursdaY) for the purpose of 
reducing on-river congestion and encounters on weekends, 

Up to a maximum ol 25 of the Sheep Creek Granger-Thye permit holder's Kirkwood-only boat days would 
be converted 10 Wild river launches above Kirkwood and apportioned evenly throughout Iha primary 
season for the period that the pennlttee holds the permit In order to assure continued benefits of historic 
site protection. If the permittee drops or loses the permit, those boat days would revert back to 
Kirkwood-only status. II a permlttee that successfully bids on the permit is allocated less than 25 
Kirkwood-only boat days, then only the amount the permlttee is allocated could be temporarily convened 
to Wild river boat days above Kirkwood and only for the time period that the permfltee hofds the Sheep 
Creek Granger• Thye pennlt. 

Timing and Duratinn of Non-Mntorized Period 

No oommerclal powerboat aa:ess would be permitted to the section of wild river between the top of Wild 
Sheep Rapids and the upper landing at Kirkwood Historic Ranch, Monday through Wednesday eveiy 
other week starting the first Monday of June through the end of August. When the Fourth of July 
coincides with a Monday, Tuesday or Wednesday of a scheduled non-motorized period, that period would 
be skipped. The every-other-week schedule would recommence the week following the Fourth of July. 
This schedule results in six three-day non-motorized periods in six of the next ten years and seven 
three-day non-motorized periods in lour of the next ten years (1997 through 2006). This would provide an 
opportunity tor a non-motorized recreational experience spread across the primary season, 

launch Schedule 
'' 

Each powerboat outfitter would be authorized to operate on a launch schedule during the primary season 
(112 days from May 22 through September 10) based upon a flexible monthly or seasonal boat day 
allocation. See Allocation of Use above for a schedule of the monthly and seasonal use by outfitter. 

Trip Duration 

Overnight use would be authorized as shown under Management Elements Common to Alternatives 8 
and C. However, commercial overnight use of the Hells Canyon Creek-Wild Sheep and 
Kirkwood-Pittsburg Landing segments would be prohibited In order to offset the higher commerclal 
powelboat numbers permitted Jn these segments of the Wild river (as compared to Alternative B). 

Powerboat length 

New commercial powerboats would be limited to 42 feet In overall length (to prevent the negative vlsual 
appearance or double-decked, large boats and potential boat wake effect on other recrealionists from 
large boats. Commercial outfitters could continue 10 operate existing boats that exceed this length only 
until those boats are replaced. 

Lauoohing of Inflatables 

Launching of inflatable watercraft and transportation ol people and equipment with a valid commerclal 
float launch permit would be allowed from commercial powerboats. Using a powerboat to launch 
permitted inflatable waten:rah trips would count against the boat day allocation of the commercial 
powe,boat permit. 
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Refer to AppendlX C for more complete operating guldelines for oullitters and guides. 

Manage~ent Direction SpecHJo To Commerclal Floatboat Use 

Launch Point l ocatlons 

AH commerclal lloat trips could only originate upstream from Pittsburg Landll'!Q during the primary season. 
to reduce encounters In the scenic river. There would be no restrictions on launch point locations in the 
secondary season. 

a11ocatlon of Use - Iemoorarv Float PennJts Suh-element 

Two one-day float pennlts would ba authorized With temporary use only from Hells Canyon Creek to 
Pittsburg Landing under the folloWing conditions: 

1. Temporary use Roat launches must be within; not In addition to, the 5 launches per day launch 
schedule. 

2. Holdets of the temporary permits would only have access to cancelled or unused dates in the lloat 
launch calendar. • 

3, Up to 50% of historic base period use launch dates (1 S and 4 for Hells Canyon Adventures and 
Snake River Adventures, respectively) oould be oonfirmed after the March 16 confirmation period 
after all other commercial and private users. Any additional launches could be obtained 30 days 
prior to launch after all waiting lists are exhausted. Any open launches would be assigned by 
calendar . 

4, Assignment of launch dates would be third priority behind private users and other commercial 
users. 

5. Dates oould be traded With other lloat outfitters. 

6. This service to the public could be maintained as long as there Is unused capacity in the launch 
schedule. The highest rate of Hfllng launch dates In the recent past (1988-94) occull'ed In t 992 
When 80% of the total allocated launches were used. Approximately 20% of the launch dates went 
unused. If and when private and other comrnerclal float demand meets or exceeds the seasonal 
launch supply, the permits would not be reissued. 

7. Permits for temporary use would only be issued to the existing permit holders end would not be 
issued to a new owner If a temporary use business was sold. 

8. No one-day float launches would be allowed on a non-motorized day (for the purpose of reducing 
social encounters between parties traveling at different rates of speed). Only one one-day float 
may be launched per day. 

9. A maximum of two floatboats per launch would be allowed. 

10. Temporary float authorization would be limited to the primary season only. 

Refer lo Appendix C for more complete operating guidelines for outfitters and guides, 
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Table 11·1 - Summary of Alternative Management Requirements 

AJternatlve A Aflemat/ve B Alternatlve C I 
COMMERCIAL 
POWERBOAT USE 

WIid (Dam 10 Kld<wood) P&S - Unl mlled use P. Avg. 7 laU11Ch&s/day (5.Qlday P-A"O- 7 launche&'day (5.5/day In 
In Kul<woocl lo Wild Si-i>) Killlwoocl 10 W,ld Stteep) ncepl 
a,cep! no moto~zed USO M-W' no motorued UY M-W, Wild 
Wlld ShNP 1o KJ!l<wood in Juty Sheep to KilXWOOd ~ olher 
and Alolr.t. week June thn,ugh Augl.l!I~ 

S - Unlm"ed use S • lJnl milod use 

Wild (l(lrkwood to Pll!Sburg P&S - Unlimited US& P • Avg. 6 ISOnChes/day P - Avg. 9 launcl\eslday 
Landing) S - Unlll'iled use S - Unliniled use 

Scenic P&S - Unllmiled use P-8 l...-.cl1eslday. No ovemighl P - lnclod«I In above allocation 
exteill al Co1JP8r Cteok. s - S - I.Jl\lffiled use 
Unlimited use 

COMMERCIAL 
FLOATCRAFT USE 

WIid (Dam lo Kirkwood) P-2 launcheYday. 1 one-day lllp P-2 launcheo/lJay, one-<lay !rips P • Same as All. B 
M-F. COud be Included In mul1i-oay s • Untimlted use (except one-day 
S - Unr.milad use fexcepl one-day aJlocallol'II, permits) 
permits) S • Unllmltod USB 

Wfftl (Kirkwood ta Plttsburv P- lncluded In above aUocation. P.lncluded In above eU0c.11ion. P • lncwded in above allocal.'o.n 
Landing) S • Unlimlad use S - Unlml!od use s • Unlmtted use 

Seer.lo P&S • UnUmited use P&S • Unlmiled use P&S • Unlimited w,e 

P = Prtmery IJ&e Season 
S = Secondary Use S..l<ln 
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Table 11-1 •· Summary of Altemative Management Requirements 
Commercial Powerboat Operational Limits 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 
Launch Po!nl Loea11ons Oltfiner:s ope,aitng i.,,stream rrom Limited lo prlmary hlslOrical entry SameasB 

Piflsburg Lending can't l&unch at (year-<Wnd} 
Hells Canyon Cn,el<, olhen.iss 
trtllmited 

Area of Operation~ No Umi1 {exoept tef!'4l01ary permn United to l>islO~cal ereas, Same as B, excllj)t only in primary 
i mtted 10 Scenic) (year-romd) season .. 

Min/Max Number of Permits HelsCM)'OnCreek- t, Pll!Sblrg 
l.andi/lo • 3, cache Cleek• 15 

Hells Canyon Creel<. 2-2 (1). 
Pittsburg l.alldlng :1-4 (3), Cache 
Creek6•14(15) 

SameasB 

Prima,y Season NC)jl& Base period average use - 1208 boat dap limtte<l cap (see 1331 boat days (see An. C tat)(e) Launch Allocalion 1.283boa1days. No imtt, v.ilclor Ah. B lllble) Wild & Soentc Wild & Kir1<Wood 
$Q)l\lc 

Tun!~ and Ourinlon or Non-Motorized Noll(I 24da)ls..3day(~.T,Wl blod<3 3<lay blod<s (M, T,W), Stan 1SI Window from 714 to Sif from Kirkwood to Monday ot June every other week 
Wlid si-. no PQW1?fboau; (8 except 4tho1Jul)I ff on M,T,W, QO 
weeko} to next week to end or Augusl. No 

~ !rom l<iri<wood co Wild 
Shoep 

Launch Schedule Nooe Rigid launm eatendar- lirsl Friday Flexible number ot boat days pe, 
befom M(imortal Day In May month • ,.,., Friday belOte 
througll St!ptember 10 (p~marv) Memo~al Day in May 1.llrough 

September 10 (primary) 
Temparary Use Permit On&Permit Penni! not reauthorized $ameas8 
SupplyTlips Asnee<fed Wllhln allocation Copper Creek• 16, Sheep Creek• 

4 (l)lllnary season) 
Party Size . Day use lmhed by Coasl Guard 24 O'lfflllghL Coasl Guard timil on Same as a 

capaclly requta11om-30 ovemi9hl day llS8 based M boat capaclry 
Trip Ouralion Day use or overnight 11 lX>M'llOal outtitte,,, limhed 10 Same as B 

day US&Ollly, 7 powelt,oat 
outiUm allowed <11111rnight u1e 

Jelboall.engl~ As niquired bf Coast Gusrtl 39.6 ft, as n,placed 42 tt., as replaoed 
Leunchtng cl Inflatables AflaMd Not allowed (Year-round) Allowed only with valla lloal pormlt 

(ye.ir-round) 
Sheep Creek Site No Dmlt to aa;ess Wilhln cap allocated Conven maximum of 25 boat days 

to wilt! to permit holder to access 
i.te In primary season onl)I tor 
duration 01 permit a1 th& site 
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Table 11-1 •· Summary of Alternative Management Requirements 
Float Outfitters Operational Limits 

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Launch Point Locations Hells Canyon Creek, Hells Canyon Creek only Above Pittsburg Landing • 
Pittsburg Landing, Dug Bar (primary), no restric1lon in (primary). no restriction In (primary & secondary) secondary secondary Max/Min Number Permits 16 (two temporal}'_ Included) 10 • 14 (no tempsJ 10- 16 (with two temps) Float Allocation 2 Launches/day during Same, can use multi· Same as B 
primary for multi-day trips In launch for one day tloat . wlld section 

Temporary Pennlts 2 temporary 1-day float EUmlnate temporary float Malntaln temporary float 

.. I 

permits with max of 1 permits 
launch per day (Mon - Fri 

pennlts Within 2 commercial 

·o 
0 
□ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0. 

launches per day from 
only), primary only, no pool cancelled or unused dates launches with max ol 1 per day on 

motorized days Pool Dates 14 commercial 6 commercial, 8 private Sarne as B Pally Si~ 30 (primary season); permit 24 {year-round) Same as B 
timits in secondary 

Number of Float Craft 30 8 pear-round) SameasB Use of Kickers Allowed None in wild (year-rourid), SameasB 
scenic okay (year-round) 

Lower Salmon River Party size timit of 30 Parties >24 must camp SameasB 
within one mile of Salmon ' confluence (year-round). 

Float craft llmlt of 30 Groups entering Snake 
must be~ 8 maximum boats 

SameasB 

(year-round) • 

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

This section of Chapter II contains a narrative and graphic comparison of the altemaUves. Tabular and 
written comparisons of the social and economic effects of Implementing each alternative are presented. 

ISSUE: Commerclal boating use levels and operational !Imitations within the establlshed 
allocatlon should meet the primitive or semi-primitive re1:reatlonal settings Witt\ attributes that 
accommodate motorized and non-motorized use and provide a sullable mixture of outfitter 
provided services to the publ!c. 

Key Indicators: 

Using Iha ROS classes, evaluate each alternative's abOity to protect and enhance the recreation 
Outstandingly Remarllable. Value (ORV} and Oas/red Future Conditions (OFC's) through the following 
settings: · 

Capability of visitors to .achieve Iha desired recreational experience: sense of remoteness, level 
of social encounters 
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Capabilily to provide an appropriate level of visitor management 

Campsite competition 

Capability to provide a diversity of necessary outfitter services to the public 

SUMMARY: Table 11-2 - Capability to Achieve Desired Recreation Experience 

Alternative A B C 

Analysls Category WIid Scenic WIid Scenic WIid Scenic 
Desired Recreation Experience L L H M H M 

Visitor Management L L H H H H 

CEll?lpsite Competition H • H • H • 

Divershy of Outffner Servlces M L M M H H 

H • High POtentla1 lor achleving obJec!lva as d'l$CU:;sed In Chapter Ill 

M • Moderate potelllial !or achieving Ql)Jeetiva as discussed In Chal)IM 111 

L ~ I.a,/ potential lar achieving objedi,a as discussed In Chapter Ill 

• Acceptable lor AftematiVM Band C. Unaccelll3blu for Alomalive A 

Altematlve A has a low potential to provide the desired recreation experience because encounters 
between users would continue to Increase and the opportunity for a non-motorized experience would onty 
occur on a sporadic basis dependent on daily powelboat use pauems that would be expected to fluctuate. 
Alternatlves Band C have a high potential to achieve 1h11 desired recreation experience In the wild section 
based on providing a vane1y of experiences, both motorized and non-motorized. 

Alternative A has a low potential to achieve the objective for Visitor management with unregulated to high 
motorized use. Alternatives Band C have a high potential to meet the visitor management obJectilles in 
both the Wild and scenic river through oontrolllng and dispersing use. 

Alternative A would have a high potential 10 achieve the campsite competition objective In the wlld river 
but only If a campsite rese111atiori system were implemented. Allemallves B and C have high potential in 
the wild river to achieve the objective for reduced campsne competition based on moderate use levels. 

Alternative A has a low potential in the scenic river and a moderate potential in the wild liver to achieve 
the objective of providing a diversity of outfitted services to the public. Alternative B has a moderate 
potential for providing a diversity of outfitted services to the publlc. Alternative C has a high potential for 
providing a diversity of cutfitted services to the public. 

ISSUE: Regulellon of commercial boating use could affect the economic condition of current 
river-based special use permltlees. 

Economic effects lo each outlitter were evaluated with the lollowing key Indicators. 
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Key Indicators: 

- Change In Boat Days/Float Launches by Outfitter 

- Change in Total Gross Revenue by Outfitter 

- Schedullng Flexibility 

Allemative A provides Iha greatest opponunlty for growth for commercial outfitters because there are no 
restrictions on boat day use, and no additional restrlctlons on ftoat use. Alternative B allocates 75 less 
boat days (industry wide) than was l!Sed on average during the Base Period (1988·92). Alternative C 
allocates 98 more boat days than was used on average during the Base Period. Allematlve B eliminates 
the two temporary one-day float pennlls. Alternative C retains this service 1o·Ihe public. Alternative C 
potentially red.Ices gross revenue by 5% for the outfitter industry (power and float) compared to 11% and 
llo/., decrease for power and Roat, respectively, under Alt~matlve B. 

Flexiblllty to schedule trips any day or the week Is highest in Altematlve A due to no new restrictions on 
use. Alternative Coffers greater flexlblllty than Alternative B primarily due to allocating boat days on a 
monthly or season-long basis and spreading lhe non-motorized period from June to the end of August 
compared lo a daily launch sched!le under Alternallve B with the non-motorized period concentrated in 
July and August The launch schedule of Alternative C provides more flexibility to Roat outfitters than they 
are afforded under Altemalive B tor using Jetback and jetout services . · 
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Table 11-3 
Comparison of Alternatives 

Allocation of Primary Season Boatdays Use 

0 
:O 
u 
0 

Outfitters Alternative A (Base Period 
Average • Actual Use) 

Alternative B Allocation Alternative C Allocation 

.. ' 

:D 
j 

Hells C&~yon 
Adventures 

Heller Bu 
Excursions 

Snake 111\/er 
Adventures 

Rivers Navigation 

Idaho IUller 
Navlgallon 

Snake Danc,ir 
Excursions 

Cou;ar Country 
Ledge 

Rlveroues, 
Excu~ns 

Tatal 

337 

228 

131 

121 

62 

7S 

64 

50 

WIid WIid 
Sheep 

136 251 

. 125 

. 128 

. 100 

. 50 

. 71 

. 57 

. 46 

Kirk- Scenic Total WIid WIid 
wood S/leep . 
. . 224 136 88 

1 1<l2 222 . 111 

. 3 139 . 5:! 

2 9 1211 . 46 . 12 78 . 33 

1 3 73 . 31 

. 7 65 . 24 

4 . 58 . 20 

i) ~ 
D --

Malnslteam 
Outdao, 
Adventures 

Snake RfYer 
Outfflle,s 

River Adventures, 

52 

37 

so 

. . 

. 34 

. 16 

. 52 0 . . 

2 1 39 . 16 

9 5 611 14 

0 -
.0 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Lid 
. 

Hells Canyon 
Fishing Charters 

20 . 9 1 10 532 . 8 

tntermounteln 8 
Excursfons 

. 5 . 3 11 . 4 

z to S Oullltters, 
Inc. 

4 . 3 . 1 6 . 3 

Anderson Rl\,er 4 . 4 
Adven1ures 

. . B . 3 

Rod Woads 7 
OU1fl11et 

. 6 . 1 36Z . 3 

S & S Outllttei,, 6 . 2 . 4 7 . 3 
High Roller 5 . 4 . 1 6 . 3 Ex.curslons 

Three Rivers 2 
Oulfltte<s 

. 1 . 1 4 . 2 

TOTAL 1,283 136 912 20 215 1,208 1$6 440 

I • Includes 30 boat da)IS that can only launch between Plllsburg and l<ltl<wood. 
2 • Includes 29 boal days !hat can onl'f launch between Pittsburg and Kitkwood. 
WIie! Sheep - can only launch In Hells Canyon D11111 • WIid Sheep segment ol wild river. 
Wild • can onl'f launch in wild s"llmenl of river (suijeci l<J Area cl Opera1ions1. 
(irkwood • can onfy launch in scenic and Piusoorg • l<ill<woad &egmlffllS ol river. 

Scenic• can only launch in scenic seomoot ol river. 
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Kiri<• Scenic Total WIid Wild l(l,lc. Scenic wood si-p wood . . S97 283 114 . . 
24 111 .224 . 93 131 . 
18 69 139 . 58 81 . 
14 60 118 . 49 69 . 
6 39 85 . S3 52 . 
6 3S 85 . 31 54 . 

' 
9 32 85 . 28 57 . 
9 29 85 . 2S 60 . 
. D 0 . . . 0 

8 20 43 . 12 31 . 
321 15 40 . 13 27 . 
332 12 31 . 10 21 . 
1 6 1t . 5 6 . 
. 3 6 . 3 s . 
. 3 6 . 3 3 . 

292 4 9 . 3 6 . 
. 4 7 . 3 4 . 
. 3 6 . 3 3 . 

. 2 4 . 2 2 . 
184 448 1.381 283 488 610 

93-94 
Actual 

Use 
Average, 

Total 

405 

224 

126 

33 

137 

87 

52 

42 

16 

40 

4S 

43 

8 

25 

2 

19 

8 

2 

12 
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Table 11-4 
Summary of Economic Effects 

Changes to Boat Days/Launches, Gross Revenue, and Scheduling Flexiblllty 

Ou!finer Alternatlve A Altematlve B Alternative c 
Comrnetclal Averag& AVe<8Qlt Sdil:dullng Change In Chai,geln Scheduling Change In Chan;eln Powerboat Boat Daysi Gross Fleltlblllty BoatD&ys/ Gross Flexlblllty Boa1Dayt1 Gross Launches Revenues l.8unches Revenues l.8uncl1es Revenues 
Armacost 387 $144,1161 H ·163 -35% L 10 ·12% KocnHBE 228 $434,595 H ·8 ·1% l -4 -2'1. Kod,IRN 62 $159,787 H 16 ·10% L 2S ·7% Koch RN · 111 $224,482 H 9 ·15¾ L 7 ·12% Lllihet 131 $172,981 H a .,,,. l 8 0% Alboucq 75 $76,879 H ·2 ·16% l 10 ·1% OdeQ&anl 60 $31,819 H 8 -4% L 35 37% Rlddle ST $66,817 H 2 -5% L 6 6% Taylor 64 $166,963 H 1 6% L 21 9% And8BOn 4 $10,104 H 2 5% L 2 7% BenlZ 8 $9,700 H 3 IS% L 3 16% Bream 6 $4,034 H 1 ,..,,. L 1 7% 
Edclns 5 $7,121 H 1 1% L 1 3% Lemm 52 $67,382 H -52 ·100% NA ·52 ·100% Maxwell 2 $42,$41 H 2 6% L 2 6"1, Zaplte 4 $41,868 H 2 4% L 2 4% . Cook 20 $25,202 H 4 7% L 11 17% Wllinen 30 $28,43.5 H 1 8% L 1D 19o/, Woods 7 $6,484 H . •13% L 2 -11•;,. 
Totals: 121<3 ~1.721.955 H .75 · 11% L 98 ·5% 
Commerclal Floal 

I 

Wendi 11 $91,574 H . -8% L . -8% Davis B $23,309 H . ·1% L . •1'¼ 
Gnibb 1l $81,822 H . ·2% L . ·2¾ Haupunan 17 $125,489 H . ·5% L . ·S% Howard 11 $66,888 H . -6'/o L . ~% Hughes 17 $166,283 H . ·7'/4 L . .. 7,. • 
KochB&F 16 s21,a11 H . . L . . 
Peav"l' 12 $49,934 H . -5"/o L . ·5% Peer s $21,433 H . . L . . 
Por1lly 6 $18,690 H . ·20% L . ·20% Rands 32 $57,502 H . .3'!', L . ·3% Steele 10 $32,059 H . . L . . 
Steen 9 $31,371 H . ·4% L . -4% Stews,t 14 $69,854 Ii . ·1% L . ·1".4 A1macos1 30 $27,244 H -30 ·10D% NA . . 
l.uthoc 8 $4,072 H ·8 ·100% NA . . 
Tolals: 217 $834,634 H ·38 -8% L . -5% 

tl~ Alternati~es 8 and Car~ comp&red to Altarnative A (Base Period) to determine ch.anqee in boat 
day, or flo&t launches, 9t'Oss r•venue, end ~cheduling flexibil i ty 
(2) Sc~edu1ing tlexi~ility: x~ Hi9h; H # Nedibm; L ~ iow 
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CHAPTER Ill 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 

Environmental consequences are the estimated physical, biological, social, and economic effects that 
would result from Implementing each of the alternatives described In Chapter !I. This chapter describes 
the scientific and analytic basis lor the comparison of alternatives. The effects ol the components ol the 
environment that result from the impjemantation of altemallves ere discussed in terms ol their direct and 
Indirect elleels as well as lhe cumulative el!ect(s) lhat could potentially occur in the reasonably 
foreseeable future through the remainder of the planning decade. 

Direct And Indirect Effects 

Direct and Indirect el!ects occur from management activities and are the consequences expected to occur 
from Implementation of each alternative. Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same 
time and place as the triggering action. Indirect eHects are caused by the action and occur later In time or 
are farther removed In distarice from the triggering action. 

Cumulative Effects 

The cumulative effects are the sum or pest actions, the proposed action (direct and Indirect effects at 
each alternative), e.s well as the effects ol activities ant.lcipated tn the reasonably foreseeable future. 

The analysis and disclosure ol cumulative elfttets Is required by the liEPA. It provides informed 
decisionmakeing and public dlsclosure. For purposes ol this analysis the reasonably foreseeable future is 
defined as a planning decade through the year 2006. 

Effects were analy.red based upon a number of key indicators: 

- Capability or vlSitors to achieve the desired recreational experience: sense al remoteness, level 
ol social encounters 

Capabilily to provide an appropriate level of visitor management 

- Campsite competition 

Capability to provide a diversity ol necessary outfitter services to the public 

- Change In boat days/launches by outfitter 

- Chaoge in total gross revenue by outl!lter 

- Scheduling ftexlbitity 

RECREATION RESOURCES 

CAPABIUTY OF VISffORS TO ACHIEVElliE DESIRED RECREATION EXPERIENCE: SENSE OF 
REMOTENESS, SOC1AL ENCOUNTERS 

WILD SECTION · DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 
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ALTERNATIVE A 

In· Altematlve A, growth in commercial powerboat use would continue on an unlimited basis. While the 
number of daily commercial lloat launches would be restricted during the primary season, the average 
number of people per party and boats per party could continue to grow to current limitations of 30 people 
and 30 craft, respectively. 

The effects cl Alternative A are: 

Fioa1cran 

It allows oommerclal floaters a maximum party size of 30, a maximum number of boats dependent on 
party size (up to 30) and lhe use of kickers in the wild river. Currently, private lloaters are allowed a 
maximum party size of 24 and maximum boats per party of 8, with no use of kickers in the wild river. 

The average number of float craft per commercial lloat lrip is anticipated to increase towards the 
maximum of SO float craft, due to the increasing popularity of inflatable kayaks, catarafls and commerclal 
row-your-own trlps. Additionally, the number of noatcraft per commercial float trip will increase due to the 
maximum party size of 30. The overall effect of the potential for Increased numbers of commerclal float 
craft even with limited growth in numbers of passengers on commercial trips would lessen the sense of 
remoteness. In sddilion, oommerc/al floaters use of klckers would continue to reduce the opportunity for 
solitude OT Isolation from the sights of sounds of others even among float parties at times when no 
powerboats were present. • 

The potential increase In numbers of float craft per party and use of kickers would tend to spread 
Individual parties over longer distances while travemng through the river corridor, Increasing the level of 
and length of encountezs wilh other groups. Increased number.. of commercial float craft would cause 
congestion at rapids, in narrow stretches of the river and at launchftake<iut ramps. Set up and take down 
times would Increase with additional craft per party, adding to congestion at launch/take-out .ramps and 
campsites. 

The one-day temporary commercial float permits would continua to add a 6th launch with an additional 
two boats on weekdays throughout the primary season. The one-day commercial float operators • • 
generally travel greater distances than overnight commercial float trip operators and have assacialed 
jetboat support selVices. This use Increases _the level of encounters In the wild river corridor. 

Powerboats 

Commercial powerboat use would not be limited as to numbers of boat days or party size excepl as 
established by the Coast Guard. Currently, private powerboat use in the wild seclion Is limited to 6 
launches per day, and a party size tor overnight use of 24. 

Commercial powerboat use has historically fluctuated on a daily basis, and, with limited launches by 
private powerboats, would be primarily responsible tor creating peaks In river recreational use. The 
resulting combined use levels (commercial power and commercial float) would diminish the opportunity to 
experience a sense of remoteness, especially during periods of peak use. 

Continued unl1mlted commercial powerboat use would also increase the number of multiple encounteis, 
especlaly In associalion with trips originating at Hells Canyon Creek and day trips to Rush Creek from 
downstream portals. Congestion at boat ramps at Hells Canyon Creek and Pittsburg Landing would be 
expected to Increase. There would also be congestion at these sites associated With limited vehlcle 
parktng space. However, unllmiled commercial powerboat use wJU provide the ma><imum opportunity to 
service those members of the public desiring e commercial powerboat experience. 

This alternative would have a low potential to provide 1he desired reaeatlon eKperience because of 
unlimtted commercial powerboat use, kickers on oommercial float craft and the potential for large growth 
In the number of commercial float craft. over time, there would be a reduction In the opportunity for 
visitors to experience solitude or Isolation from the sights and sounds of others. The magnitude and 
duration of encounters would increase, resulting in many contacts with other usetS at rapids and access 
points. 
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ALTERNATIVE B 

In Altemative B, the wlkl river would be managed for mixed motorized and non-motorized use with 
maximum commerclal powerboat launches representative of the 1988-1992 base period to meet lhe 
desired recrea1ion experience. This would include an opponunily for a non-motorized experience on a 
limited basis between Wlld Sheep Rapk:l and Kirkwood Historic Ranch during Monday through 
Wednesday each week In July and August. 

The effects·of Alternative Bare: 

Floatcrall 

Commercial and private floaters would be limited to a maximum party size of 24 and a maximum number 
of float craft per party of eight, with no use of kickers In the wild river. These limitations would result in 
less congestion at rapids, in narrow stretches of the river and at launclvtake-out ramps. 

Each commercial float outfitter per launch grnup would have aocess to 3 launch dates during the non­
motorized period (one each on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday). This non-motorized period provides 
the commercial and private lloetboat users a period removed from encounters wllh motorized users, 
which represents their desired experience as indicated in the University of Idaho user survey and the 
scoping for this proposed action. This use occurs on a portion of the wild river for 24 days or 7% of each 
year. The non-motorized period would enhance the sense of remoteness for floaters and trail users. 
There would be a greater importance placed on self-reliance by floaters during this time period. 

The 6th commercial float launch on weekdays attributed to the two temporary one-day float permits would 
be eliminated with non-renewal ol these permits. This would result In a reduction in encounters 
associated with jetback support seivlces. 

Powerboats 

The average amount of use for com mere/al powerboaters would be comparable to total private powerboat 
use in the wild river when the average stay lengths per trip lor private powerboaters is considered. 
Private powerboats are limited to she launches per day during the primary season with advance 
reservations required. Average stay length is three days with no limtt on area of operations. Commercial 
powerboat use would be assigned on a speciflc daily launch schedule during the primary season in the 
entire river corridor, with allocat!ons of use based on boat days. This rigid launch schedule would assign 
a maximum of seven boat days on motorized days and six boat days on non-motorized days. It would 
also require use of consecutive boat days for overnight trips. Commercial trips would further be limited by 
area of operations. This would substantially reduce the potential for commercial powerboat use to be the 
cause of 1/uctuating levels of total use, thereby reducing the number of peak use days. 

Two permits would be avallable for commercial powerboat service from Hells Canyon Creek at the option 
of the outfitter, within the amount of powerboat use permitted at this site. This option, if exercised, would 
create competitive services at the site. 

Access to Sheep Creek and Temperance Creek by powerboat Is expected to diminish slgnlficantly as a 
result of the end of sheep grazing operations at these two locations. The reduced number of powerboat 
trips to these locations wm decrease encounters with other user groups in this secdon of the river. 

Commen:ial power day use trips would not be limited by hours of operation, causing a slJght reduction In 
experiencing isolation from the sights and sounds of others during early moming and evening hours. 

This alternative would have a high potential to achieve the desired recreation experience because both 
commercial floetcraft and powerboat use is regulated to moderate peak use days. The non-motorized 
period contributes to achieving a sense of remoteness for both commercial and private lloatets. Few 
contacts would occur with other users at rapids and aocess points. Most encounters would be of short 
duration. 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

In Alternative C, the wild river would be managed for mixed moto1ized and non-motorized use with 
maximum commercial powerboat launches representative of !he 1988-1992 base period to meat the 
desired recreation experience. This would include an opportunity for a non-motorized expe1ience on a 
limited basis between Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood Historic Ranch during Monday th1ough 
Wednesday every other week in June, July and August. 

The effects of Alternative Care: 

Floatboats 

Commercial and private floaters would be limited to a maximum party size of 24 and a maximum numb.er 
of float craft per party of eight, with no use of kickers In the wild river. These limitations would result in 
less congestion at rapids, in narrow stretches of the river and at launch/take-out ramps. 

The non-motorized period would be spread throughout !he summer providing floaters a longer season in 
which to schedule their trip. This non-motorized period Is also designed to reduce effects to 
powerboaters by not concentrating the period In a two month period of the summer. This use occurs on a 
portion of Iha wild river tor 21 days for four out of the next ten years and 18 day for six out of the next ten 
years. The non-motorized period would enhance the sense of remoteness for floaters and trail users. 
There would be a greater importance placed on self-reliance by floaters during this time periOd. 
Commercial floaters would have unequal access to the availability of non-motorized launches within the 
total commercial float allocation as a result of the 8 day turnaround and the every other week schedule 
for the non-motorized period. The total number of non-motorized launches for each outfitter would vary 
from year to year. Rowever, the outfitted public would be provided a variety of commercial services 
during the non-motorized period. 

The two temporary commercial one-day float permits would continue to be offered as tempprary use 
permits only. Launches for these trips would be limited to one per day seven days per week exoept tor 
non-motorized days. Launches for this use would come from under-utilized capacliy wilhin the 5 
launches per day as long as unallocated capacity was available. Based on recent trends, it is anticipated 
that underutilized capacity will be available for the life of this plan. This would provide the opportunity for 
the continuation of businesses specializing In a one-day fll>at experience but without permanently . • 
affecting other floaters' ability to obtain float launches. These two perm~s would allow the use of only two 
boats per trip and an alternating day launch schedule, resulting in a reduction in the level' of encounters 
associated with total float boat traffic on Iha river at one time. However, these trips usually travel longer 
distances per day than overnight trips and often involve jetboat support services. As a result, the 
encounters associated with these trips produce an overall negligible effect · 

Powerboats 

The average amount of-use for oommercial powerboaters would be comparable to total private powerboat 
use In the wilcf river when the average stay lengths per trip for private powerboaters is considered. 
Private powerboats are limited to six launches per day during the primary season with advance 
reservations required. Average stay length is three days with no limit on area of operations except during 
non-motorized periods. Commercial powerboat use would be assigned on a fle.xible launch schedule 
during the primary season for the entire river corridor, with allocatlons of use based on boat days. This 
flexible launch schedule would allow commercial powerboaters the opportunity to schedule trips to 
accommodate the bulk of their historic passenger base, Which is made up of a transient tourist populatfon 
which often book trips on short notice. Commercial powerboat allocations would be spread over the 
entire primary season, with specific numbers of boat days limited to use within specific blocks of time. 
The flexible schedule would allow an average of seven boats per day between Hells Canyon Creek and 
Kirkwood, but only 5.5 boats per day between Wild Sheep and Kirkwood. Commercial trips would be 
further llmited by area of operations and would require use of consecutive boat days for overnight trips. 
These !Imitations on use, In association with the projection of less than 100% utilization, would improve 
the opportunity for visitors to obtain commercial powerboat services following historic use patterns. It 
would also manage numbers of boats to reduce the potential for, and magnnude of, peak use days. 

This alternative reallocates a portion of commercial powerboat use occurring In the base period to the 
area between Hells Canyon Creek and the top of Wild Sheep Rapids. This action will reduce lhe number 
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of encounters between groups in the more remote sections of the wild river between Wild Sheep Rapid 
and Rush Creek Rapid. 

Two permits would be available for commercial powerboat service from Hells Canyon Creek at the option 
of the outfitter, within the amount of powerboat use permitted al this site. This option, If excerclsed, would 
create competitive services at the site. 

Commercial powerboaters would also have a higher level of access in this alternative than in Alternative 
B into the 4.2 miles of wild river corridor upstream from upper Pittsburg Landing in order to allow visitors 
access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch. The average number of daily powerboat trips In this seciion of the 
river would Increase from seven boats per day on motorized days under Alternative B to 10 boats per day. 
Kirkwood Historic Ranch is a major component of the Cultural ORV and a primary visitor destinalion In the 
wild river. Allowing additional commerclal motorized access will meet visitor expectations to tour this site. 
This could diminish the sense of remoteness for other users in the v.11d river between Upper Pittsburg 
Landing and Killlwood Historic Ranch. However, since the majority of this use would be associated with 
day lrips, this effect would be tempered based on the time of day the trips entered and exited this section 
of the river corridor, the relatively short t.ime period these boats would be travelling in this stretch of river, 
and the relatively short distances Involved, (4.2 wild river mlles, 1,1 scenic river miles). This 4.2 mlle 
section represents 13¾ of the total length of the wild river. 

Private powerboats travelling In the section of river between Pittsburg Landing and Kirkwood would be 
included In the total daily allocation of six launches per day in the wild river. Commercial powerboat 
access between Pittsburg landing and Kirkwood would average 10 boats per day with some of those 
boat days already Included In the dally boat day allocation in the wild river upstream from Kirkwood. All 
commercial teur1Ches from scenic river portals could have access to Kirkwood, as well as approximately 
one boat per day from Hells Canyon Creek {except during non-motorized periods). The average amount 
of commercial use could be less than 8 boats depending on each day's trip destination (some trips may 
not be sold Into this section of the river). 

As a result of expected reductions in powerboat use to Sheep Creek and Temperance Creek associated 
wilh the end of grazing operations, four (4) cargo launches would bet authorized, except on non-motorized 
days, and spread througout the primary season, to support the commercial ou1fitter operation at Sheep 
Creek. This would reduce powerboat use historlcaffy associated with these sites, reducing l loatboat and 
powerboat encounters indirectly enhancing the recreation experience of au visitors by assuring' the routine 
maintenance and upkeep of the historic struclures at Sheep Creek, a component of the cullurat ORV. A 
fimiled number of boat days (4) 10 support lodge operations at Sheep Creek, spread over the entire 
primary season, will produce a negligible increase in sights and sounds of others and levels of 
encoun1ers. 

This allernatiVe would have a high potential to meet the desired recreation experience In the WIid river 
corridor from Hens Canyon Creek to Kirkwood Historic Ranch and a moderate potential from Kirkwood 
Historic Ranch to upper Pittsburg Landing. The non•motorized period contributes to achieving a sense of 
remoteness for commercial and private Uoatera. • 

While the number of encountera may fluctuate slightly day to day due 10 lhe flexible launch schedule for 
commercial powerboats, this fluctuation Is expected to meet the objective to miniml.:e the effects of peak 
use because demand for commercial pDWelboat trips is a tairiy steady daily marl<et throughout the 
primary season. Peak use Will be managed through specific use allocations for aU river users. 
Encounters with other users at rapids and a0Cess poin1s will be signfficantly reduced. Most encounters 
would be of short duralion. 

SCENIC SECTION· DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

In Alternative A, both commercial powerboat and floatboat use would continue without regulation. The 
average number of noatboat people per party and boats per party could aintinue lo grow to current 
liml lations of 30 people and 30 craft, respectively. 

The effects of Mernalive A are: 
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Floa1craN 

Alternative A allows commercial floaters a maximum party size of 30, and a maximum number of boats 
dependent on pany srie (up to 30). Currently, private floaters are allowed a maximum party size of 24 
and maximum boats per party of 8. 

The average number of float craft per oommerclal float trip is anticipated to increase towards the 
maximum of 30 float craftdue to the increasing popularity of inflatable kayaks, catarafts and commercial 
row-your-own trips, as well as the ability to Increase the average number of passengers per trip up to a 
mBJCimum party size of 30. This effect would be most noticeable below !he mouth of the Salmon due to 
Lower Salmon commercial floaters. 

The overall effect of the potential for Increased numbers of commercial float craft below the mouth of the 
Salmon, even with limited growth In numbers of passengers on commercial trips, would lessen the sense 
of remoteness. Increased commercial floating could occur from trips launched at Hells Canyon Creek 
that oontlnue into this section of the scenic river and from additional launches at Pittsburg Landing and 
Dug Bar. In addition, kickers are allowed in the scenic river and are frequently used by commercial 
floaters, reducing the opportunity for solitude or isolation from the sights of sounds of others even among 
float parties at times when no powerboats were present 

Powerboats 

Commercial powerboat use would 1101 be limited as to numbers of boat days. Currently, private 
powerboat use in the scenic section of !he river is llmfted to 23 boars per day on weekends (Friday 
through Sunday) ancl 8 boats per dey on weekdays (Monday through Thursday) during !he primary 
season, 

Commercial powerboat use has hlstorically fluctuated on a dally basis and, coupled with row-your-own 
commercial float trips from the Lower Salmon, would create substantial peaks In river recreational use. 
Whle most commercial powerboat use below the mol.lth of the Salmon is short term, pass through traffic 
upstream from Cache Creek, the Lower Salmon commercial float operators spend a substantially longer 
period of time traversing this section of river, or create additional commercial powerboat traffic by 
contracting for jetback/jetout services with commercial powerboaters. The resulting combined use levels 
(commercial power and commercial float) would diminish the opportunity to experience a sense of 
remoteness, especially during periods of peak use. 

This alternative would have a low potential for achieving the desired-recreation experience. The use 
levels associated with this alternative, especially relative to row-your-own Lower Salmon commercial float 
use, would create a reduction In the opportunity for a moderate expectation of solitude ancl some 
expectation of experiencing isolation from the sights and sounds of others at a level appropriate for a 
scenic river setting, The magnitude and duration of encounters would increase, resulting in many 
contacts with other users at rapids and access points. 

ALTERNATIVE 8 

In Alternative B, commercial powerboat use would be regulated on a limited dally use allocation. No 
commercial floatboat use could be originated within !he scenic section of the river in !he primary season. 
Commercial float use would be limited to a maximum party size of 24 and a maximum number of floatcratt 
per party of eight. 

The effects of Alternative B are: 

Floatcralt 

Commercial and private floaters would be allowed a maximum party size of 24 and maximum boats per 
party of eight 

Special conditions of use for Lower Salmon commercial tloaters to meet Snake River guidelines would be 
implemented in 1997, 
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Powerboats 

Commercial powerboat use would be Hmited to 8 boats per day during lhe primary season. 

The tampotary use commercial powerboat permit would not be renewed upon expiration at the end of 
1996. This would reduce the total amount of commercial powerboat use that took place in the scenic river 
during the base period of 1988-1992, improving the quallty ol the recreation experience by reducing the 
number ol encounters. 

Due to the higher levels of private powerboat use allowed on weekends as compared to weekdays, there 
would be more opportunities for encounters between patties on the weekends. 

This altematlve would have a moderata potential of achieving the desired recreation experience due to 
the Increased levels of powerboat use on weekends durfng the primazy season. There would be a higher 
expectation of solitude and some expectation of experiencing isolation lrom the sights and sounds ol 
others on weekdays, and a lower expectation on weekends, but still at a level appropriate to a scenic river 
setting. There would be some contacts with other users at rapids and access points. The number and 
duration of contacts would vary from short to moderate duration, b!Jt at a level acceptable !or a scenic 
riVer. 

ALTERt-lATIVE C 

In Altemallva C, commercial powerboat use would be regulated on a flexible sehedule. No commercial 
floatboat use could be originated within the scenic section oflhe river In the primary season. Commercial 
noat use would be limited lo a maximum party size of 24 and a maKimum number ol floatcraft per party of 
eight. 

The effects of Alternative C are: 

Floatcraft 

Commen:lal and private floaters would be allowed a maximum party size of 24 and maximum boats per 
party of eight. 

Special conditions of use for Lower Salmon commercial floaters 10 meet Snake River guidelines would be 
Implemented In 1997. 

Powerbnats 

Commerdal powerboat use would be assigned on a flexlble launch schedule during the primary season 
for the entlre river conidor, whh allocations of use based on boat days. This flexible launch schedule 
would allow oommeroial powerboaters the opportunity to schedule trips to accommodate the bulk of their 
historic passenger base, which is made up of a transient tourist population which often books trips on 
short notice. Commeraal powerboat allocations woUld be spread over lhe entire primary season, with 
specific numbers of boat days limited to use within specific blocks of llme. These limitations on use, In 
association With the projection of less than 100"/o utl5zatlon, would improve the opportunity tor visitors to 
obtain commercial powerboat services ID/lowing historic use patterns. It would also manage numbers of 
boats to reduce the potential tor, and magnitude of, peak use days. 

Commercial powerboat use would average 8.8 boats per day between the north boundary ot the HCNAA 
and Pittsburg landirg (38.9 miles), and 9.8 boats per day between Pittsburg Landing and upper Pittsburg 
landing {1.4 miles). The increase from 8 boats per day under Alternative B to 8.8 boats per day in 
Alternative C is a result of Increasing the area of operations tor the 88 Special boat days to Include the 
entire scenic section of tlie river. As a result of the flexible launch schedule, there would be some daily 
variation In this average level, but Within levels that would not significantly ettect the sense of remoteness 
for other users In a scenic river setting. 

The temporary use commercial powerbe>at permit would not be renewed upon eJCplration at the end of 
1996. The reductlon in use levels and associated encounters attributed to this business that occurred 
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during lhe base period would partially offset the effect of increasing the area of operations for lhe 88 
"Special" boat days. 

A limited number of boat days (16) to support lodge operations at Copper Creek, spread throughout the 
primary season (the equivalent of one per week}, would produce a negligible effect on the recreation 
experience of other users and would be limited to traveling on Monday through Thursday only. The area 
of the scenic river upstream from Copper Creek would not be affected. 

A llmited number of boat days (4) to support lodge operations at Sheep Creek in ihe wild river that would 
travel through the scenic river (the equivalent of one per month during the primaiy season) would have a 
neglfglble effect on the recreation experience of other users. 

The average amount of use for commercial powarboaters, even with a flexible launch schedule, is 
substantially lower lhan total private powerboat use In the scenic river on weekdays and weekends. 
While the number of encounters may fluctuate sllghtly day to day due to the flexible launch schedule for 
commercial powerboats, this fluctuatlon is expected to meet the objectives to minimize the effects of peak 
use because demand for commercial powerboat trips is a fairly steady daJ1y market throughout !he 
primary season. Peak use will be managed through specific use allocations for all river users. 

This alternative would have a moderate potential of achieving the desired recreation experience due to 
the increased levels of powerboat use on weekends during the primary season. There would be a higher 
expectation of solitude and some expectation of experiencing isolallon from the sights and sounds of 
othe,s on weekdays, and a lower expectation on weekends, but still at a level appropriate to a scenic river 
setting. There would be some contacts With other users at rapids and access points. The number and 
duration of contacts would vary from short to moderate duration, but at e level acceptable for a scenic 
river. 

PROVIDING FOR lHE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF VISITOR MANAGEMENT 

WILD RIVER • DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

In Altematlve A, commercial powerboat use would be unlimited and oommerdal float use would be limited 
but able to grow toward maximum numbers of launches and party size. 

Unlimited commercial powerboat use and the ability for commercial float use to grow within the dally 
launch allocatiOn white Increasing the number of boats per party, Including the 6th launch on weekdays 
for commerclal one-day float trips, will continue to increase river traffic, create resource Impacts at 
campsites, create conlllct over campsites and impact lhe opportunity to experience a high degree of 
challenge and risk for private usere. Regimentation of visitors or scheduling of stops at specific sites such 
as Kirkwood. may be necessaiy due to lack of shoreline access ~rough! about by increased commercial 
use. 

This allernative would have a low potenllal to meet visitor management objectives, It minimizes the 
outdoor setting for self-reliance through apptication of outdoor skills, a perception of a high degree of 
challenge and risk, or subtle visfior management controls or regulatkms. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

In Alternative B, the river would be managed for a variety of experiences for commercial motorized and 
commercial non-motorized use including a limited opportunity for a non-motorized experience between 
Wild Sheep Rapid and Ki_rkwood. 

The regulation and scheduling of commerclal powerboat and lloatboat use will make commercfal use 
predictable; thereby, lessening the competition for campsites and reducing on-river visitor conflicts. 
These effects are anticipated as a result ot requiring a rigid launch schedule for both powerboat and 
lloatboat commercial users, limiting the commercial float party size and number of floatcraft per party, 
eliminating the one-day temporary float permits (and need for jetbacks). Management personnel and law 
enforcement are less necessary in this altemative in comparison to Alternative A because of the reduced 
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visitor confticts associated with lessening congestion at campsites, a\ rapids, launch and take-olll ramps, 
and olher popular sites. This allernative will also result in less need tor regimentallon of visitors and on­
site controls because overall use end peak use Is managed to reduoe user conflicts. 

This alternative would have a high potential to meet visitor management objectives. It would provide the 
appropriate experience setting that would require a great deal of self-reliance through applicalk>n of 
outdoor skills for commercial floaters and powerboaters In a shared use setting. 

ALTERNATIVE C 

In Alternative C, the river would be managed lor a variety of experiences for commercial motorized and 
commerdal non-motorized use Including a ·limited opportunity for a non-motorii:ed experience between 
Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood. • 

Alternative Chas similar effects to Alternative B. It. however, manages commercial powerboat use with a 
flexible launch schedule. This approaoh will not result in as predictable of a pattern of commercial use as 
under Allemative B; however, demand for commercial powerboat trips is a fairly steady daily market 
throughout the primary season. Alternative C also differs from Alternative B in that the on&-day temporary 
commercial ffoat \rips remain and there is a higher level of commJlrclal powerboat use allocated between 
Pittsburg Landing and Kirkwood Historic Ranch and between Hens Canyon Creek and Wild Sheep Rapid. 
The retention of the temporary commercial float trips and the hlghe< level of commercial use between 
Pittsburg Landlng and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would slightly increase the number of powerboavtloatboat 
encounters with the associated potenUal for user confllots. Conversely, reallocallng comm&relal 
powerboat use to a higher level be~n Hells Canyon Creek and WIid Sheep Rapids wlll reduce \he 
number of jetboaVfloatboal encounters and provide a higher level of challenge and risk In the more 
remote sections of the wild river between Wild Sheep R apld and Kirkwood on motorized clays. 

This altemalive would have a hgh potential to meet visitor management objectives. For the majority ol 
the wild river, it would provide the appropriate experience setting that would require a gruat deal of self­
reliance through appllca11on of outdoor skVls for oommercial floaters and powerboaters In a shared use 
setting. 

SCENIC RIVER - DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Under \tlis attemative, unDmited commercial powerboat use would be allowed to Increase above existing 
llS'8 levels. Increased commeiclal flollllng could oowr as a result of a higher number of Hells Canyon 
Creek launches continuing Into this sec\lon ol the river, and lrom unlimited launches at Plttsbu,g, Dug Bar 
and the lower Salmon River. Commercial float use would be lim~ed to maximum numbers of boats per 
party and party size. 

The opportunity to experlence a moderate degree of challenge and risk associated with a scenic river trip 
would be dimln!shed in \he absence of adequate managemen\ of commercial uses. Unlimited commercial 
powerboat and commercial float use will continue to increase river traffic, creale resource impacts at 
campsites, create conflict over campsites and impact the opportunity to exper1ence a h lgh degree of 
challenge and risk for private users, 

This aher1111tlve would haw a low potential to meet visitor management objecllves. Increasing levels of 
commercial use and increases In the number of days ol peak use would not provide the appropriate 
experience setting. As a result, there would be less dependence on sett-reliance through application of 
outdoor skills and a reduced perception of a moderate degree of challenge and risk. Visitor management 
conllO!s or regulations would increase. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

In this alternative, commeroial use levels would be established that would protect the ORV's within the 
river c01Tidor including the experience of the visitor. 
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The regulation and scheduling of commercial powerboat and floatbcat use will make oommercial use 
predictable: thereby, lessening the compelitlon for campsites and reducing on-river visitor conflicts. 
These effects are anticipated as a result of requiring a rigid launch schedule for both powerboat and 
lloatboat commercial users, limiling the commerclal float party size and number of floatcrafl per party, 
eliminating the one-Gay temporary float permits (and need for Jelbacks), and eliminating the temporary 
power permit. Management personnel and law enforcement are less necessary in this alternative in 
comparison to Alternative A because of the reduced visitor conflicts associated with lessening congestion 
at campsites, at rapids, launch and take-out ramps, and other popular Siles. This alternative will also 
result in less need for regimentation of visitors and on-site controls because overall use and peak use is 
managed to reduce user conflicts. 

This alternative would have a high potentlal to meet visitor management obJeelives. The alternative 
would provide the appropriate experience setting that would require sell-reliance through application of 
outdoor skills in an environment that offered a moderate degr~ of challenge and risk. 

Al TERNA TIVE C 

In this alternative, commercial use levels would be estabffshed that would pmtect the ORV's wllhin the 
river corridor Including the experience of the visttor. 

Alternative C has similar effects to Alternative B. It, however, manages commerclal powerboat use With a 
flexible launch schedule. This approach will not result in as pred'JCtable of a pattern of commercial use as 
under Alternative B: however, demand _fqr commercial powerboat trips Is a fairly steady daily market 
throughout the primary season. Alternative C also differs from Aftemative B In that there is a limited 
number of boat days provided ID support lodge operations at Copper Creek (16) and Sheep Creek (4). 
However, the potential for addltional powerboat and floatboat encounters and possible visitor conflfct is 
negliglble. ' 

This alternative would have a high potential to meet visitor management objectives. The alternative 
would provide the appropriate experience settJng that would require self-reliance through application of 
outdoor skRrs in an environment that offered a moderate degree of challenge and risk. 

REDUCING CAMPSITE COMPETITION 

Several assumptions were made in lhis analysis as follows; 

- Campsite competition would be at an acceptable level in the scenic river for alternatives that provided 
for specirlc limits on the number of users during the primary season (Alternatives Band C). Alternative A 
would result in level of. competition for campsites that would not meet recreation objectives without 
instituting a campsite reservation system. 

- Campsite competition and associated campsite stay lengths would be at an acceptable level In the 
secondary season throughout the entire WIid and scenic river corridor. 

- Campsite competition In regard to drop camps would be contmlled as a component of commercial 
powerboat access limilatlons for all alternatives that had specific limits on powerboat use. 

- Campsite competition between river users and trafl users would be minimal due to the different seasons 
of use as a result of extremes in temperature In the ca11yon during the summer months that discourage 
trall use during the dme periods of highest demand for river use. • 

- A campsite reservation system would not fully resolve all Issues ooncerning campsite competition 
because a reservation system diminishes the self-reliance component of a semi-primitive or primllive 
experience. Individuals that are not famlllar wnh lhe river may float past their assigned campsite. 
Inclement weather may foroe people to stay In a campsite longer than it ls reserved for them. All of these 
situations can lead to conflict over campsites between users. 

• The recreation experienoe of river users could be enhanced by reducing campsile competillon. 
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For the purposes of this analysis. campsite compe1ltion is measured subjectively In terms ol high, 
moderate, or low potential for each alternative to reduce competition for campsites as a means of 
enhancing the camping experience associated with lravel in the Wild River corridor in the primary season. 

WILD SECTION • DIRECT ANO INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

In Alternative A, the wild section would continue to be managed for unllmhed commercial powerboat use 
and llm~ed commercial float use. Campsites would continue to be available on a first-come, first-served 
basis. but there would be a management option to Implement campsite reservallons ff mitigation 
measures failed to resolve high levels of competition. 

Previously established controls, including llmits on private powerboat use, requirements for a limit of 5 
launches per day in the entire wild river corridor tor all float trips, and char(Jes In campsite stay limits in 
the primary season would significantly reduoe the-overall competition for campsites. However, continued 
unlimited commercial powerboat use, with an Increase in overnight trips by commercial powerboaters, 
could create Increased levels of competition for campsites. Implementation of the campsite reservation 
system would occur at a laster rate if mitigation measures did not resolve the competition problems. 

The abilhy to have larger party sizes on commercial float trips would require oompellng for larger 
campsites. The use of klckers by commercial noaters would continue to provide an advantage over 
private floaters ('Mlo cannot use kickers in the wild river') In securing campsites. 

Drop cam~ are allowed In the primary season if transported by commerclal oullitte1S, subject to campsite 
stay lengths. This would provide an additional user group that would be oompellng for campsites. 

This alternative would have a high potential to reduce campsite oompetlllon but the implementation of 
campsite reservations would ocx:ur sooner than with other altamatlves due to unlimited commercial 
powetboat use and the associated potential for an Increase in overnight trips by commercial· 
powerboaters. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

In Alternative B, ccmmerclal motorized and commercial non-motorized use would be managed In a mixed 
use setting for a variety of recreation experiences. There would be a limited opporn.milY for a non­
motorized experience on Monday through Wednesday from the second Monday of Juty through the 
Wednesday prior to Labor Day between Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirf(wood. 

This allemative would have a high potential to reduce campsite competition. It would Initially oontlnue a 
first-come, first-served system for obtaining campsites. Use levels would be monitored and ll monitoring 
Indicated that levels of mixed use were creating high levels of campsite compel!Uon, a series of other 
actions would be Implemented over time to resolve campsite competition. If the level of campsite 
competition remained at a high level after all mitigatfon measures were used, a campsite reservation 
system would be Implemented. 

AL TEANATIVE C 

In AltemaUve C, commercial motorized and commercial non-motorized use would be managed in a mixed 
use setting for a variety of recrusUon experiences. There wootd be a limited opportunity for a non­
motorized experience on Monday through Wednesday on alternating weeks starting lhe first Monday In 
June and running through August. During the t <>-y&ar planning period, there would be six years with six, 
three-<fay non-motorized periods spread thlough Iha primary season and lour years with seven, thrue-day 
non-motorized periods, an average of t 9 non-motorized days per year. 

With the following exceptions, the effects of Alternative C would be equivalent lo Alternative B. 

There would be no overnight camping by commercial powerboats between Pihsburg Landing and 
Kirkwood Historic Ranch (inclusive}, and between Hells Canyon Creek and Wild Sheep Rapid (inclusive). 
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during the primary season. This would be a mitigation measure in response to oommercial powerboat 
use levels In these sections of the wild river and 10 reduce competition for campsites in these sec1ions of 
lhe river. Private land at Kirby Creek would be exempt from this requirement. 

This alternative would have a high potentfal to reduce campsite compedtion. It would initially con11nue a 
first-oome, first-served system for obtaining campsites. Use levels would be monitored and if monitoring 
Indicated that levels of mixed use were creating high levels of campsite competition, a series of other 
actions would be implemented over time to resolve campsite competition. If lhe level of campsite 
competition remained at a high level after all mitigation measures were used, a campsite reservation 
system would be Implemented. 

CAPABILITY TO PROVIDE A DIVERSITY OF NECESSARY OUTFITTER SERVICES TO THE PUBLIC 

The diversity of outfitted experience is measured objectively by total launches per portal. In addition to 
this measure, diversity of outfitted experience is also measuned subjectively in tenns of high, moderate, or 
low capabiMy of each alternative to pro\/!de a diversity of outfltter sel\lices 10 the public. 

WILD SECTION • DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

In altemative A, commercial powerboat use would be unlimited and commercial float use would be limited 
but able to grow toward maximum numbern of launches and party size. 

Powerboat businesses would be able to continue to expand their businesses yearround based on user 
demand and lhe individual marketing capability of each outfitter. Toe types of trips offered would provide 
a variety of opportu11ilies, primarily focused on one day tours . . The ability to serve walk-In, short ootice 
transient tourists would be limited only by the avallability of the oulfftters to provide boats. Outtltters 
would be able to service large groups. All outfitters with priorlty use permits would be able to _expand their 
business Into the lull length of the l'fild riYar corridor. with associated changes in lhe types of trips offered 
Including overnight camping, Trip length would be limned only by stay lengths at indiVidual campsites. 
There would be no upper limit on Iha length of commerctal powerboats. lndlvidual business growth would 
be limited only by each indlVidual outfitter's business goals and linanclal capability, resultlng in variations 
In sizes of businesses and their associated specialized services. 

There would be no designated maximum or minimum number of powerboat businesses at portals for 
visitors. The businesses operating from Cache Creek and Pittsburg landing could be bought and sold, 
with movement of antlre businesses from one portal to another. Individual outfitters could aaiuire multiple 
businesses and their associated permits, creating the potentlal for monopolies at some portals. Outfitters 
could operate out of multiple portals, Increasing the amount of competition at some locations, partioolarly 
at Pittsburg Landing. Movement cl businesses away from sites would reduce oplions for vlsttor services, 
Monopolies at portals could reduce the quality of selVlces ~ visitors, lncludlng the lack ol competition 
associated with options in trip packages. 

The business at Hells Canyon Cleek would continue to be limited to 2 boats In lhe water, but with 
unlimited trips per day using the 2 boats. A second permit could be issued to operate from this site, 
limlted to 1 boat In lhe water, but with unl1mijed trips per day using lhe slngle boat. These two businesses 
would be the only powerboat businesses that could originate passengers above WIid Sheep Rapid. 

Commercial powerboats would be able to launch Inflatable watercraft, subfect to the Ooat party having a 
valid float permit, yearround. Jetback and Jetout service would be avallable for floaters. 

Two, one-day commerclal float permits would be issued tor conducting one-day trips between Hells 
Canyon Creek and Plttstiurg Landing, limited 10 one par day on Monday through Friday only with a 
maximum of two boats per trip. This opportunity would require a sixth launch to acccmodate this use. 

A maximum ol 16 special use permits tor mult~day commerclal floating could be issued, with an inltlal 
allocation of 2 oommercial launches per day. The 16th oommerclal launch would be set aside as a pool 
ol dates avallable for use by all float outfitters. Each trip would be limlted to a maximum of 30 people, 
with no limit on the number of boats. During the secondary season there would be no limit on party si?e 
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or number ol dafly launches. Commercial floaters could use kickers on rafts 10 shotten the duration of 
trips on the river. There would be no opportunity 10 provide a non-motorized experience to customem. 

A Granger-Toye permit would be issued to occupy the lacililles at Sheep Creek to provide the opportunity 
lor overnight use In association with ouUitted trips. 

Total commercial powerboat launches per portal that could enter the wild river: 

Hells Canyon Creek - Limited to 3 boats at this portal (2 permlls, one not currently issued) in the 
waler, with unUmited launches per day using the 3 boals 

Pittsburg Landing - Unlimited launches 

Cache Creek--· Un~mited launches 
WILD RIVER TOT AL Un»mlted 

This altemaUve would have a moderate capability of providing a diverse outfitted experience by offering a 
variety of outfitted services, Variables associated wnh unlimited commercial powerboat use and 
associated business decisions concemlng selllng, purchasing and moving businesses could change the 
mix of commercial opportunities at different portals. The potential for monopolies at sites may be 
detrimental in regard to the availability of quality se.rvlces and competitive prices for visitors. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

In Alternative B, pennils would be managed to provide a variety of services lor commercial motorized and 
commercial non-motorized customers Including a limited opportunity for a non-motoriled experience 
between Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. 

During the primary season, commercial powerboat use would be assigned as boat days on a rigid launch 
schedule. The types ol trips offered would provide a variety of oppollunltles, primarily focused on one 
day tours. The ability to serve walk-in, short notice transient tourists would be extremely limited. based on 
the availability of each outfitter to have an assigned launch date on any given day. Marketing of trips 
would be more dependent on pre-schedulng of trips by visitors, -.mic:h would be a departure lrom a large 
component of their historic a.istomer base. OutfillBl'S may have difficulty servicing large tour groups 
assooiale<I with bus tours due to lack of adequate boat days to acoommoda!e a trip on a particular day. 

Powerboat outfitters would be limited to lheir historic area of operation year round In the wild river 
comdor, and fullher ffmited In lrip duration (day use or overnight) depending on their historic use. Trip 
lergths would be limll.ed by the need to use conseootive boat days on overnight trips, If that type of use 
was aulhorized and by stay lengths at individual campsites. There would be an upper limit on the length 
of commercial powerboms of 39.6 feel The ability of visitors to obtain outfitted services in the primary 
season would be dependent on the total number of boat days avaJlable, if the available boat days 
coincided with their schedule and whether or not there was room on the boat. Scheduling a trip on short 
notice could be difficult. 

The~ would be maximum and minimum oombers of powerboat businesses based at portals to assure 
that services would always be avaltable at portals for visitors. This would assure that. If businesses were 
bought and sold, there would comlnue to be outfitter services at an portals that could provide access into 
the wild river. Individual outfitters would be·1imited in their abn!ty to acquire multlple businesses and their 
associaled permits, reducing the potential for the creation of monopolies In prices and services to visitors. 
OulfiUers could not operate out ol multiple portals, maintaining a diverse customer base for oullitters to 
compete for at each portal. • 

The business at Hells Canyon Creek would continue to be limited to 2 boats in the water and a ma~ lmum 
of two trips per day. There would be no additional permits Issued lorlhls site with the exception that, at 
!he op~on of the outfitter, I.he existing business could be equally diVided, wi1h two permits issued with a 
maximum of one boat and one trip per day tor each permlL This would provide the potential lor a second 
business owner at the site in the future, with choloas for visitors ln services and prices. Whether one or 
two buslllesses operated from this site, they would be the only powerboat businesses that could originate 
passenger.i above Wild Sheep Rapid. 
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Commercial powerboats would not be able to launch inflatable watercraft. Jetback and jetout service 
would be avallable for lloaters subject to availability of powerboat launches wfthin the rigid boat day 
schedule. Thls would probably result in a reduction in the availability ol this (ype of seivlce lo floaters. 

The opportunity for visitors to travel by commercial powerboat to l<IJ!<wood Historic Ranch would be 
reduced when compared to the historic base period use. 

The two, one-day tempora,y use commen:ial float permits for conducting one-day trips between Hells 
Canyan Creek and Pittsburg Landing would not be reissued upon their expiration 'in 1996. While this type 
of use would remain available as an option tor multi-day float outfitters lo provide, the opportunity tor 
visitors to experience this lYPe of trfp would probably be reduced. 

A maximum of 14 and a minimum of 1 O special use permits tor commercial lloath'lg could be issued, with 
an initial allocation of 2 commerc!al launches per day. Six addltional launches would be set aside as pool 
dates available for use by all float outfitters, with 8 launches from the commercial pool being alocated to 
private floaters. Each trrp would be limited to a maximum of 24 people and a maximum of 8 float craft per 
party year-round Commercial floaters could 1101 use kickers on rafts. There would be an opportunity to 
provide a non-motorized experience lo customers on Monday through Wednesday each week from July 
through August, for a maximum of 24 days per primary season. 

A Granger-Thye permit would be issued to occupy the facillties at Sheep Creek 10 provide the opportunity 
for overnight use in associatlon with oulfltted lrlps. However, the ability of outfitters to aocess the site due 
to the rigid launch schedule and non-motoril:ed days may not make the site attractive enough for 
commerclal outfitters to bid on. As a result, Iha oppartunity for the outfitted public to use this location tor 
overnight lodging in association with outfitted trips may end. · 

Total oommerclal pawerboat launches (boat days) per ponal that could enterlhe wild river: 

Hells Canyon Creek• 224 boat days - limited to 2 boats in the water, With a maximum of 2 trips 
per day (136 of the 224 boat days llmited to Wild Sheep} . · • 

Pittsburg Landing - 119 boat days• 88 of lhe 119 limited to Kirkwood only (special a/location). A 
portion ot the remaining boatdays limited to Kirkwood only based on the rigid launch schedule. 
Approx. ~ of the remaining 31 boa1 days limhed to KlrkWood only due to rigid schedule. , , • 

Cache Creek--·- 448 boat days - a maximum of 4 boats/day. 96 of the 448 llmited to 
Kifl<wood only. 

WILD RIVER TOTAL 791.boat days- 136 limited to Wild Sheep, approx. 192 limited to 
Kirkwood, 463 entire wild river within indlvldual oulfitter's area of operation. 

This alternative would have a moderate capability of providing a diverse outfitted experience by offering a 
variety of outfitted services. Variables associated with the rigid boat day schedule for commercial 
powerboats would affect the abllfty to reach partiwlar destinations Without booking well In advance or 
travelllng to a dlllerent portal for an available launch date or destination. Powerboat outfitters would be 
limited in areas of operation year-round, limitlng their ability to expand their trips in Iha secondaiy season. 
The elfmlnation of the one-day float permits and the proie.cted reduction In jetbacl(/jetout servioe would 
substantially reduce lhe opponunity for these types of outfitted experiences, but the opportunltY would 
remain available and dependent on the type of services individual powerboat outfitters decided to provide. 

ALTERNATIVE C 

In Alternatlve C, permits would be managed to provide a variety of services for commen:lal motorized and 
commercial non-motorized customers including a limited opportunity for a non-motorized experience 
between Wild Sheep Rapid and l<lrkwood Historic Ranch. 

During the primary season, oommercial powerboat use would be assigned as boat days on a flexlble 
launch schedule. The types of trips offered would provide a variety of opportunities, primarily focused on 
one day tours, Walk-in, short notice transient tourists could be accommodated, based on the ablllty of 
each outlitle, to have the llexlbllity lo move boat days within specific blocks of time. Marketing of trips 
would not be as dependent on pre-scheduling of trips by visitors as in Alternative B, except for overnight 
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trips which is not a depanure from the norm. Compared 10 Allernativc B, outlillers could more easily 
accommoda1e pre-scheduled, large groups due to llexibility 10 use Ihe number of boaIs that will 
accommodate the size of the trip as long as an adequate number of boat days within each oullirters' 
allocation remain available wilhin a specific block of lime. 

Powerboat ouUlllers would be have the flexibility to schedule three day fishing trips that would avoid non­
motorized periods In the wild river. Trips could be· scheduled on a customized basls tor visitors to 
coincide with prime fishing seasons or to meet customers' schedules within the outfitter's allocaIion of 
boal days within different sections of the wild river. 

Powerboat outfitters would be limlted to !heir historic area ot operation duri~ !he primary season only. 
They would be limited in trip duration (day use or overnight) depending on their historic use, but outfitters 
lhat were not allowed to camp overnight would have the option of obtaining overnight services at an 
outfitter lodge. Trip lengths would be fimlted by the need to use consecutive boat days on ovemight trips. 
There would be an upper llmit on the length of commercial powerboats of 42 feet Which would expand 
seating capacity on new boats as compared to Alternative B. Scheduling a trip on short notice would be 
dependent on avallabillty of a trip by a particular outliner, and the total boat day allocation of the outfitter 
within a specific block of time (based on historic use levels)-

Outlitters could only opel"1te out of (launch boats) multiple ponals based upon historic use. 

The business at Hells Canyon-Creek would conllnue to be llmtted to 2 boats in the water, but the number 
of daily trips would be limited based on revised use. There would be no additional permits issued for this 
site with the exception that, at the option of the outfitter, the existing business could be equally d/Vided, 
with two permits issued with a maximum of one boat for each permit This would provide the potential for 
a second business owner at the site In the future, with choices for visitors in services and prices. Whether 
one or two businesses operated from this stte, they would be the only powerboat businesses that could 
originate passengers above Wild Sheep Rapid. 

Commercial powerboats would be able to launch inflatable watercraft, subject to the float party having a 
valfd float permit, year-round_ Jetback and Jetout service would be available for floaters, bu} the . 
opporWnity for this type ol service would be dependent on the number of powerboat outfitters who would 
choose to provide this selVice In lieu of, or in combination with conctucting jet boat t~urs ai:id fishing lrips. 

The opportunity for visitors to travel by commercial powerboat to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be 
comparable to the historic base period. The entire allocation ol boat days for powerboat outfitters lhat 
originated their trips from Pittsbuig Landing and Cache Creek woulci affow travel to Kirkwood Historic . 
Ranch_ 

The two, one-day commercial float pennlts for conducting one-day trips between Hells Canyon Creek and 
Pittsburg Landing would be renewed on an annual basis w~h temporary use only. They would be limited 
to one trip per day on an alternating schedule as dates were available, 7 days per week with a maximum 
of 2 boats per trip and a maximum party size of 24. These trips would be dependent on the availability of 
excess, underutilized launches from wl!hin the 5 launch per day limit for float use. The one-oay float trip 
opponunity would also remain available as an option for multi-day float outfitters 10 provide. 

A maximum of 14 and a minimum of 10 spacial use permits for muni-day commercial floating could be 
issued, with an initial allocation of 2 commercial launches per day. Sb\ additional launches would be set 
aside as paot dates avallable for use by all float outfitters, with 8 launches from the commercIa1 pool being 
allocated to private floalers. Each trip would be limi1ed 10 a maximum vf 24 people and a maximum of 8 
float craft per party year-round_ Commercial floaters could not use kickers on rafts. There would be an 
opporllJnity to provide a non-motorized experience to customers on Monday thl'llUgh Wednesday every 
other week from June through August, for an average ol 19 days per primary season. 

A Granger-Toye pennil would be issued to occupy the facilities at Sheep Creek to provide the opponunity 
for ovemight use in associated with oulfllled trips. The holder of this permij would have up to 25 allocated 
boat days cha~ed from a limited wlld river launch to launches that would cover the outfitter's entire area 
of operation during the term of the Granger-Thye permit. This wfll provide the opponunity for overnight 
use in association wilh ou!lltted trips. In addition, a maximum of 4 boat days would be assigned to this 
Granger-Toye permit to provide cargo trips to support the continuation of this commercial overnight 
opporWnity for visitors. The cargo trips would not count against the cap on commercial passenger boat 
days. 
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Total commercial powerboat launches (boat days) per portal that could enter the wild river: 

Hells Canyon Creek - 397 boat days - limited to 2 boats In the water at one time, with daily trips 
llmited by total allocation of boat days per block of time; 283 of the 397 boat days limited to WIid 
Sheep only. 

Pittsburg Landing - 80 boat days - 54 cl the 80 boat days limited (nOllh boundary to Kirkwood 
only). 

Cache Creek ---- 904 boat days - 556 al the 904 boat days limited to Kirkwood only 

WILD RIVER TOTAL 1,381 boat days -283 limlted to WIid Sheep, 610Iimltedto Kirkwood, 488 
entire WIid River within area of operation for each outfitter. (Sheep Creek a<:cess would change 
these totals to 585 limited to Kirllwood, 513" entire wild river.) 

This alternative would have a high capabillty of providing a diverse outfitted expertencB by offering a 
variety of outfilted services. The flexible boat day schedule for commercial powerboats would generally 
allow visitors to reach particular destinations without advance bookings or the need to travel to a different 
portal for an available launch date or destination. Powerboat outfitters woold be limited In areas of 
operation only during the primary season, allowing them to expand their operations in the seoondary 
season. One-tlay float permits would be Included in the mix of use without relying on multi-day permit 
holders to provide all ol lhls sel\lice, and utilize excess launches that were previously lost opportunities for 
float tr!ps. The non-motorized expertence would be available to visitors throughout the primary season, 
provicing a variety of river and weather conditions as part of the experience. The continuation of outfitted 
services at Sheep Creek would provide an overnight opportunity for visitors. 

SCENIC SECTION - DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS 

ALTERNATIVE A 

In Alternative A. commercial powerooat use would be unlimited and commerclal float use would be 
unlimited for launches originating in the scenic river and those entering the scenic river that originated in 
the wild river. Commercial float use would be ~mlted in party size. 

PoweJboat businesses would be able to continue to expanq their businesses year-round based on user 
demand and the Individual marlleting capabmty of each outfitter. The types of trips ottered would provide 
a var~ty of opportunWes, primarily focused on one day tours. The ability to serve walk-In, short notice 
transient tourists would be limited only by the availablllty of the outfrtters to provide boats. Outfitters 
would be able to service large groups. Al/ outfitters would be able to expand th&ir business into tlul full 
length of the scenic river corridor, with associated changes In the types of l'l'S ottered Including overnight 
camping. Trip length would be limited only by 11tay lengths at lndMdual campsites. There would be no 
upper limit on the length of commercial powerboatS. Individual business growth would be limited only by 
each Individual outfitter's business goals and financial capablllty, resulting In variallons In sizes of 
businesses and their associated specialized services. 

There would be no maximum or minimum number of powerboat businesses based at portals to assure 
that services would always be available et aR portals for visitors. The businesses operating from Cache 
Creek and Pittsburg Landing oould be bough\ and sold, with movement of entire businesses from one 
portal to another. Individual outlitters could acquire multiple businesses and their associated permits, 
creating the potential for monopolies at some portals. Outfitters could operate out of mulUple portals, 
Increasing the amount of competition at some locations. Movement of businesses away from sites would 
reduce options for visitor services. Monopolies at portals could reduce the quality of services to visitors, 
lnoluding the lack of competition and the associated lack of opUons in trip packages and prices. 

A seoond permit could be Issued to operate commercial trips from Hells Canyon Creek, limited to 1 boat 
in the water, but with the potential of introducb,g additional commercial services into the scenic river year­
round. The temporary use commercial poweJboat permit aulhorizing use in the scenic river only, would 
be renewed on an annual basis, providing additional com merci11I cpportunlUes for visitors. 
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Commercial powerboats would be able to launch inflatable watercraft, subject to the float party having a 
valid permit, year-round. Jetback and jetou1 service would be available for floaters. 

The aimmerclal Roat launches originaUng in the wild river could continue their trips into the scenic river 
subject to the maximum allocation of launches that could originate at Hells Canyon Creek during the 
primary season. In addition, each of the commercial float outfitters could launch unltmlted numbers of 
trips from scenic river portals, introducing a new opportunity for customers, but adding considerable 
congestlon at the launch ramps and on the river, which may negatively affect the quality of the service. 
Each trip, regardless of point of origin, would be limited to a maximum of 30 people, with no limit on the 
number of boats. Commercial floaters could use kickers on rafts to shorten the duration of trips on the 
scenic river. • 

The resort at Copper Creek would use cargo boats to transport supplies ln support of overnight lodging 
services for visitors In conjunction with outfitted trips. • 

Total commercial powerboat launches per portal that could enter the scenic river: 

Hells Canyon Creek- Limited to 3 boats In the water, with unlimited launches per day using the 3 
boats 

Pittsburg Landing - Unlimited launches 

Cache Creek - UnUmited launches 
SCENIC RIVER TOTAL Unlimited 

This alternative would have a low capability of providing a diverse outfitted experience by offering a 
variety of outfitted services. Variables associated with unlimited commercial powerboat use and unllmlted 
commercial float launches, and associated business decisions ooncernlng selling, purchasing and moving 
businesses could change the mix of commercial opportun~ies at different portals and subslantlally 
Increase the amount of traffic Into this area. Congestion on the river and at portals would not be an 
attractive selling point for commercial trips, and could diminish the quality of the services provided to 
customers. The potential for monopolies at sites may be detrimental in regard to the availabUity of quallty 
services and competitive prices tor visitors. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

In Altemallve B, permits would be managed to provide a variety of se1Vices for commercial motorized and 
commercial non-motorized customers. 

During the primary season, oommercia/ powerboat use would be assigned as boat days on a rigid launch 
schedule. The types of trips offered would provide a variety of opportunities, primarily foclJSed on one 
day tours. The ability to serve walk-In, short notice transient tourists would be extremely limlted, based on 
the avallabnity of each outfitter to have an assigned launch date on any given day. Marketing of trips 
would be-more dependent on pra-schedullng of trips by visitors, which would be a departure from a large 
oomponent of their historic customer base. Outfrtters may have dlfficulty servicing large groups due to 
lack of adequate boat days to accommodate a lrip on a panicular day. 

Powerboat outfitters would be limited to their historic area of operation year round in the wlld river 
corridor, and further limited in trip duration (dey use or overnight) depending on their historic use. Trip 
lengths would be limned by the need to use consecutive boat days on overnight trips (if that type of use 
was authorized) and by stay lengths at lndlvldual camps~es. There would be an upper limit on the length 
of commerclal powerboats ol 39.6 feet. Limiting boat length would preclude large double-decked boats, 
reducing potential capacity as compared to Altemativa A. The abifity of visitors to obtain outfitted services 
In the primary season would be dependent on the total number of boat days avallable, If the available 
boat days coincided with the customel's schedule and Whether or not there was seating capacity aYailable 
on the boat. Schedullng a trip on short notice could be difficult. 

There would be maximum and minimum numbers of powerboat businesses based at portals to assure 
that services would always be available at portals for visitors. This would assure that, if businesses were 
bought and sold, there would amtinue to be outfitter se1Vices at all scenic river poJtals that could provlde 
access into the scenic river. Individual outfitters would be limited in their ability 10 acquire multiple 
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businesses and 1helr associated permits, reducing the potential tor the creation ol monopolies in prices . 
and services 10 visitors. Outfitters could not operate out of mullip!e portals. 

The area ol operation for the business at Hells Canyon Creek would be limited to operating in the scenic 
river downstream as far as Pittsburg Landing only, year-round, 

Commercial powerboats would not be able to launch Inflatable watercraft. Jelback and )etoul service 
would be available for floaters subject to. avallabfllty of powerboat launches within the rigid boat day 
schedule. This would probably result In a reduction In the availability of this type of service to lloatera. 

The opportunity tor visitors to travel by comme!Ciaf powerboat to Cache Creek Ranch as the entry portal 
would be un~ml\ed for trips originating downstream lrom Cache Creek, 

The temporary use commercial powerboat permit au1horizing use in the soenlc river only, would not be 
renewed upon expiration of the permit al the end of the 1996 season. The types of services provided by 
tlis outfitter would be provided by other powerboat outfitler.1. 

Each commercial lfoet trip, regardless of point of origin, would be limited 10 a maximum of 24 people and 
8 boats per party year-round. During the secondary season there would be no limit on numbers of 
launches entering the scenic river, regardless of point of origin. Commercial floaters could use kickers on 
rafts to shorten \he duration of trips on the scenic river year-round. 

The resort at Copper Creek would be recpired to supply cargo to the stte withtn the allocallon of boat days 
for the powerboat business associated with the resort permtt. Since some of these trips involved • 
transporting supplies which do not allow hauling of customers (propane}, \his would reduce the number of 
boat days allocated to the business for providing olllfitter services to customers. As a result, the 
opportunity for the outfitted public 10 use this location for ovemlght lodging in association with outfitted 
trips would be reduced. 

Total commercial powerboat launches (boat days) per portal that could enter·the scenic river: 

Hells Canyon Creek - 88 boat days - Umiled 10 travel downstream to Pittsburg Landing only (one 
trip per day maximum on motorized days only in the wild river). This would result In travelling in 
only 1.4 miles of the scenic river. ' 

Pittsburg Landing -- 119 boat days - B8 of these 119 boat days would be lmlted to travel 
upstream to reach Kil\<.wood, travelling in only 1 .4 miles of the scenic river. 

Cache Creek - - 865 boa\ days - a maximum of 8 boats/day when combined with the 
a/location of 31 boat days from Pittsburg that are allowed to travel in the entire scenic and study 
river. 448 of these boat days do not allow access upstream from Pittsburg Landing. •• 

SCENIC RIVER TOTAL 1,191 boat days • 207 llml\ed to 1.4 miles of Scenic River, 896 entire 
scenic and study river with \he excepllon that 448 are not allowed in 1.4 mile section above 
Pittsburg Landing. The ramp at PlttSburg Is used as a management point dividing Wild river and 
scenic river boat day allocations. 

This alternative would have a moderate capabilty of providing a diverse oullitted experience by oHertng a 
variety of outfllled services. Variables associated with \he rigid beat day schedule for commercial 
powerboats would affect lhe ability to reach particular destinations without booking well In advance or 
travelling to a different portal tor an available launch date or destinaUon, but not as difficult as wlld river 
destinations as a result of a greater number of boat days available in the scenic river. There would be 
problems associated with \he ability to supply boats to support large groups. The oullil\er based at Hells 
Canyon Creek would be limited In area of operation yearround, limiting the ability to expand trips Into the 
scenic rtver In the secondary season. The lack of support trips to exclusively transport cargo to supply 
Copper Creek would reduce the availab~ity of this site for OV9rnlght use by the outfitted public. 

ALTERNATIVE C 

In Alternative C, permits would be managed to provide a variety of services for commercial motorized and 
co mm ercial non-motorized customers. 
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During the primary season, commercial powerboat use would be assigned as boat days on a flexible 
launch schedule. The lypes of trips offered would provide a variety of opportunities, primarily focused on 
one day tours. The abilny to serve walk-in, short notice transient tourists would be easy to accommodate, 
based on the ability of each oullitter lo have the flexibility to move boat days within specific blocks of time. 
Marketing of trips would not be as dependent on pre-scheduling of trips by visitors, except for ovemlght 
trips which Is not a depanure lrom the norm. These trips could be scheduled on a customized basis for 
visitors to coincide with prime fishing seasons or 10 meet oostomers' schedules Within the outfitter's 
allocatlon of boat days. OUlfitters could easlly accommodate pre-scheduled, large groups due to ftexiblllty 
to use the number of boats that will accommodate the size of the trip as long as an adequate number of 
boat days Within each outfitters' allocatk>n remain avallable within a specific block ol time. 

Powerboat outfitters originating at Plhsburg or Cache Creek would be able to utilize the entire scenic river 
year-round, and not limited in the scenic river by areas of operation. They would be limlted In trip duration 
(day use or overnight) depending on their historic use, but outfitters that were not allowed to camp 
overnight would have the option of obtaining overnight services at an outfitter lodge. Trip lengths would 
be limited by the need to use consecutive boat days on overnight trips. There would be an upper llmll on 
the length of commercial powerboats of 42 feet which would expand seating capacity on new boats as 
compared to Alternative B. Scheduling a trip on short notice would be dependent on avallability of a trip 
by a particular outfitter, and the total boat day allocatlon of the outfitter within a speclflc block of time 
(based on historic use levels). 

Outfitters could only operate out of multiple portals based upon historic use. 

The business at Hells Canyon Creek would not be llmited by area of operation during the secondary • 
season, allowing expansion of ltlps into the entire scenic and study river. 

Commercial powerboats would be able to launch lnl!atable watercraft, subject to the float party having a 
valid float permit, year-round. Jetbacl< and jetout service would be aval/able for fioaters, but the 
opportunity for this -type of service would be dependent on the number of powerboat outRtters who would 
choose to provide this service In lieu of, or In combination wlth conducting Jet boat tours. Overnight 
camping by commercial powerboats downstream from the mouth of the Salmon River would not be 
allowed. 

The opportunity for visitors to travel by commercial poweJboat to Cache Creek Ranch as the entry portal 
would be unlimited for trips originating downstream from Cache Creel<. 

The temporary use commercial powerboat pennit authorizing use in the scenic river only, would not be 
renewed upon expiration of the pennlt at lhe end of the 1996 season. The types of servloes proVided by 
this outfitter would be available through other powerboat outfitters. 

Each oommerclal float trip, regardless of point of origin, would be limited to a maximum of 24 people and 
8 boats per party year-round. During the seconda,y season there would ba no limll on numbers of 
launches entering the scenic river, regardless ot point of origin. Commercial floaters could use kickers on 
rafts In the scenic river year-round. 

The resort at Copper Creek would be allocated a maximum ol 16 cargo boat days per primary season 
(one per week) to support lhe overnight operations at this locatlon. These boat days would not count 
against the cap on commerclal passenger boat days, and would result in the ootfitter being able to utilize 
the full allocation of boat days associated with the commercial powerboat permit to provide lhe 
opportunity for the outlitted pUblic to use this location for overnight lodging in association with outlllled 
trips. 

Total commercial powerboat launches (boat days) per portal lhat could enter the scenic river: 

Hells Canyon Creek - 114 boat days • limited to travel downstream to Pittsburg Landing only (one 
lr[p per day maximum on motorized days only in the wild river). This would result In travelllng in 
only 1.4 mlles of the scenic river. 

Piusbutg Landing •· 80 boat days 

Cache Creek---- 904 boat days 
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SCENIC RIVER TOTAL m 1,098 boat days - a maximum ol 9.8 boats/day. However, 114 boat 
days are wnfined to operating in only 1.4 miles of the scenic river upstream Imm Pittsburg 
Landing, This would be a maximum of 8.8 boats per day downstream from Pittsbuig. 

This altematlve would have a high capability of providing a diverse outfitted experience by offering a 
variety of outfltted services. The flexible boat day schedule for commercial powerboats would Improve 
the opportunity for visitors to reach particular destinations without advance bookings or the need to travel 
to a different portal lor an available launch date or destination. Only one .outfitter would be limited to an 
area ol operation in the scenic ri11er during the primary season, blII allowed lo expand operations In the 
secondary season. Cargo launches in support of Copper Creek would allow oomplete use of the 
commercial powerboat allocation associated with the cesort lo provide ovemighl lodging for visitors as a 
component of an oulfltted Ill>• 

Table 111-1 - Capability to Achieve Desired Recreation Experience 

Alternative A 

Analysis Category Wild Scenic 

Desired Recreation Experience L L 

Visitor Management L L 

Campsite Competition H • 

Diversity of OIJ\1\tter Services M L 

H • High l)OCenllal lar aohlovlng objective as discus$t!d In Cnep1ec In 

M • Moder.Ile potentlal for acllieving ob)11Cllve as diSCIJSled in Chapler Ill 

L • low polenUal lo_r acllleving oblectiva as discussed In Chapter Ill 

• Acceptable ftw Al1emalives B and C. Unaa:el)lal.:e fer AllatnatiYe A. 
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TOTAL LAUNCHES/BOAT DAYS BY PORTAL 

Primary Season 
Commercial Power Boat 
Days/Ponal 

Hells Canyon Creek 

Pittsburg 

Cache Creek 

TOTAL 

Primary Season 
Commercial Float 
Launches/Ponal 

Hells Canyon Creek 

Pittsburg 

Cache Creek 

1988-92 
(Base Period) 

Avg. Actual Use 
Alternative A 

387 

57 

939• 

1,283 

1988·92 
(Base Period) 

Avg. Actual Use 
Alternative A 

179 

1 

NA 

Allocatlon 
Altematlve B 

224 

62 (+88 .. ) 

834 

1,208 

Allocation 
Alternative B 

216 

0 

NA 

• Includes Mainstream Outdoor Adventures, Inc., temporary use 

Allocatlpn 
Alternative C 

397 

80 

904 

1,381 

Allocation 
Alternative C 

216 

0 

NA 

1993-94 
Average 

Actual.Use 

405 

105 

814 

1,324 

1993-94 
Average 

Actual Use 

150 

0 

NA 

•• 88 •speclar boat days llmlted by area of operations to Pittsburg Landing-Kirkwood segment of river 

ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

INTRODUCTION 

This section displays poten1lal economic effects to oommercial powerboat and float outfitters Operating on 
the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area section of the Snake River due to Implementing the 
alternatives described in Chapter II. The alternatives affect the mix and intensity of recreation 
opportunities in the river corridor. The altematlves result in changes to the amount of access to different 
segments of the river ror commercial powerboat and lloatboat permlttees. Businesses which supply 
goods and seivices for commercial outfitters and river recreallonlsts are also affected. The potential 
economic effects to communities in the Impact area due to changes in commercial outfitter purchases 
and the associated recreation expenditures are also discussed. 

The economic effects of the opera1lonal limitation decisions in each alternative are assessed for the 
powecboat and floatboat outfitters. See Chapter I tor a list of these decisions. The key indicators used to 
assess the effects are: 

- Total allocation of use (boat days for powerboats and launches for Roatcralt) 
- Annual commercial permittee gross revenue 
- Scheduting flexiblllty 

Changes to these key Indicators are measured in comparison to Alternative A (No-Actlon) which 
represents the average use and gross revenue that oocurred during the base period of analysis (1988-
92). Additional effects to communities in the impact area are described In terms of changes to jobs and 
Income. 
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Dollar values dlsplayed in lhls section are only estimates of the comparative impacts of the altematives 
and are not necessarily precise predictors of aclual impacts which may occur with the Implementation of. 
any alternative. All dollar values are described In terms of 1996 dollars. 

For addi1lonal Information on methods and assumptions used to determine the economic effects, refer to 
the FEIS for the Snake River Plan, Ch. Ill - 22 to 31, Ch. IV - 105 to 107, and Snake River Outfitter EA 
economic analysis files. lnfonnatlon used to determine effects was developed from actual use reports 
submitted by each outfitter. 

The powerboat businesses are discussed in the llrst part of this chapter followed by the floatboats 
businesses. 

DESCRIPTION OF COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT OUTFITTERS 

CurrenUy, there are 19 powerboat .outfitters (18 priority use and t temporary use) permitted to operate on 
the HCNRA portion of the Snake River. In order to help describe the outfitters, they are grouped by three 
portals of operation to Identify where they primarily access the river; Hells Canyon Creek, Pittsburg 
Land!ng, and Cache Creek. These groups, unless otherwise, noted are further defined by size of 
business (fn terms or amount of boat days used), and primary type or business (scenic tours or fishing). 
Koch is grouped due to like ownership. 

Hens Canyon Creek (scenic tours and fishing) 

- Hells Canyon Adventures (Armacost} 

Cache Creek 1 (more than 1 launch per day, primarily scenlc tours) 

- Heller Bar Excursions (Koch HBE) 
- Idaho Rlve,s Navigation (Koch IRN) 
- Rivers Navigation (Koch RN) 
- Snake River Adventures (Luther} 

Cache Creek 2 (approximately 1 launch every other day and primarily seen lo tours) 

- Snake Dancer Exairslons (Alboueq) 
- River Quest Excursions (Odegaard) 

Snake River Outfitters (Riddle) (primarily fishing, but one launch every 2-3 days) 
- Cougar Country Lodge {Ta}'!or) 

Cache Creek 3 (approximately 10 laum;hes or less per primary season (except Lamm) and primarily 
fishing) 

- Anderson River Adventures (Anderson) 
- lntermountain Excursions (Bentz) 
• S&S Oulfitters (Bream) 
• High Roller Excursions (Eddins) 
- Mainstream Outdoor Adventures, Inc. ( Lamm) 
• Three River Outfitters (Maxwell) 
- Z&S Outfitters. Inc. (Zapffe) 

Pjttsburg Lending (7-30 launches per primary season, primarily fishing and scenic tours) 

- Hells Canyon Ashing Charters (Cook) 
- River Adventures Umited (Whitten) 
- Red Woods Outfitter (Woods) 

Each outfitter offers a specific range of services which are not shown above. For detailed Information by 
outfitter, refer to "Outfitter Narratives• In the analysts Ille and the historical summary or outfitter 
businesses In Appendix A. 

The rol!owlng discussion of effects uses the outfitter's last name instead of lhe ragistered business name 
tor clarity. 
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RECENT TRENDS IN COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT BUSINESSES 

Several /actors are evaluated to determine recent trends In Individual business and overall Industry 
operations since the .base period, rater to Table 111-2. Comparisons are made betw.een the base period 
1988 to 1992 and 1993to 1994. Dlsplayed In Table 111-2 ls the most recent complete Information. 
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Table 111-2 
Primary Season Gross Revenue, Boat Day, and Service Day Trends 

(Base Period Average 1988-92 Compared to Two-year Average 1993-94) 
(Commerclal Powerboat Outfitters) 

Outfitter Turnover Changern Change In Change In Changefn Change In Change rn Rate from Revenue boat days service svd$/btday $/boat day $/service 
first SUP days day 

Hells 
Canyon 
Creek: 
Armaoost 2 66% 5% 73% 65% 59% -4% 

Cache 
Creek#1: 
Koch HBE 2 -4% -2% -17% -15% ·2% 15% 
Koch IRN 2 101% 121% 115% ·2% -9% ·7% 
Koch RN 2 87% ·70"1. ·27% 147% 531% 155% 
Luther 0 59% ·4% 62% 69¾ 65% -2% 

Cache 
Creek#2: 
Alboucq 2 28% 15% 18% 3% 11% 8% 
Odegaard 3 5% -16% -13% 4% 25% 20% 
Rlddle 0 18% 8% -3% ·10% 9% 22% 
Taylor 2 -14% ·19% ·10% 11% 6% -4% 

Plltsburg 
Landing: 
Cook 3 -15% 113% 84% -13% -60% ·54% 
Whitten 0 27"/4 42% 76% 24% -10% ·28% 
Woods 0 120% 171% 164% -3% -19% -17% 

Cache 
Creek#3: 
Anderson 1 -67% -50% ·59% ·17% -34% -20% 
Bentz 0 106% 0% 7% 7% 106% 92% 
Bream 0 -52% 100% 91% -5% -76% -75% 
Eddins 3 34% 60% 92% 20% -16% -30"/a 
Lamm 1 ·76% ·71% -46% 88% -17% -56% 
Maxwell 1 -54% 0% -40% -40% ·54% -24% 
Zapfle 0 133% 513% 474% -6% ·62% -59% 
TOTALS 24 35% 3% 32% 28% 32% 3% 

Several commerclal powerboat businesses have changed ownership since their fl,s1 speclal use pennit 
was Issued in 1970. Seven outfitters have operated contlnually since their first pennits were issued. 
During the base period, outfitter businesses changed ownership eighl times. Alter 1992, oullltter 
businesses changed ownership nine times. 
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Changes in overall revenue are due .lo a combination of factors including changes in number of trips, lrip 
lengths, passengers, prices, discounts, services supplied, marketing elfons, weather. size of boats, river 
conditions, and numerous other elements. Over half of the outfitters (12) have experienced an increase 
In total revenue ranging from 5% to 133% since the base period. Decreases range from -4% to -76%. 
The average Increase across all owners is 35%. 

Ten of the 19 outfitters have Increased the number of boat days used ranging from 5% to 513% since lhe 
base period, Decreases range from -2% to -71%. Overall, boat days have increased 3%, Twelve 
outfitters h!=lve increased the number of service days (one person per day or pan of the day on the river) 
ranging from 7% to 474% since the base period. Decreases range from -<l¾ to -59%. The industry 
average is an Increase of 32"/o 

Cha_nges In ownership, type of trips, duration of trips, services provided, prices, boat sizes, etc., are 
variable between outfitters. However, the amount of revenue earned per service day provides a 
reasonable measure for comparing each business's performance to the base period. Six of 1he 
businesses have Increased their revenue per service day since the base period ranging from 8% to 155%. 
The remaining businesses have decreased the amount of revenue earned per service day ranging from • 
25 to -75%. The average change across all owners is an increase of 3%, 

Over the entire lndust,y group, primary season revenue and primary season service days have increased 
by 35% and 32%, respectively. Boat days and revenue per service day have remained relatively stable, 
increasing by 3%. Secondary season revenue and service days over the same period have increased 
25% and 69%, respectively. Boat days have increased 82% from the base period average. 

EFFECTS OF AL TEANATIVES TO POWERBOAT OUTFITTERS 

Refer to Chapter II for a detailed description of the operational limits for Altemative A (no action) and 
Allernatlves B and C (action allernatlves). The following seclions describe direct and indirecl effects to 
commercial powerboat outfitters. 

Launch Locations (or Commercial Powerboats 

Altemative A allows all powerboat outfitters to launch from the portal during the base period except Hells 
Canyon Creek which is limited to a maximum of two outfitters. Refer to Table 111-3 below for a description 
of effects from limiting launch point locations for each outfitter. Altemative A In Table 111--3 represents 
where the outfitter primarily lauriched during the base period. 

Altemauves Band C limit outlitters to one portal for access, except Riddle, Who hlstorically launched from 
both Cache Creek and Pittsburg Landing portals. Outfitters can no longer launch their boats from 
different portals, but they can stlil pick up passengers from different locations on the river with the 
exception that outfitters originating trips from the scenic river section could not pick up passengers 
upstream of Wild Sheep Rapids. 

Limiting launch point locallons does not directly reduce boat days for powerboat outntters because they 
can continue to operate from the portal they primarily use. Establishlng a single launch point limits 
ftexibility for leunchlng boats from a different portal, but no economic Impacts to outfitter's gross revenue 
are expected compared to Alternative A because all outfitters can launch from their usual launch point. 
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Table 111-3 
}\ Launch Locations 

Outfitter Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 
Hells Canyon Creek: 
Annacost Hells Canyon Creek No change No change 
Cache Creek 1: 
KochHBE Cache Creek No change No change KochlRN Cache Creek No change No change. Koch RN Cache Creek No change No change Lother Cache Creek No change No change 
Cache Creek 2: 
Albouai CacheCraek No change No change Odegaard Cache Creek No change Nochanga Rlddle Cache Creek/Pittsburg No change No change Taylor Cache Creek No change No change 
Cache Creek 3: 
Anderson Cache Creek No change No change Bentz Cache Creek No change No change Bream Cache Creek No change No change Eddins Pittsburg Landing Cache Creek Cache Creek 

acoommodates currem accommodates currant 
owner owner Lamm Cache Creek No permit No permit Maxwell Cache Creek No change •No change • Zaptte CacheC,eek No change Nochahge 

Pittsburg Landing: 
Cook· Pittsburg Landing No change No change Whitten Pittsburg Landing No change No change Woods Pittsburg Landing No change No change 

Areas of Operatioo 

Al!ernatlve A allows powerboat outfitters to operate In the any section of the river. Refer to Table 111-4 
below for a description of effects from llmhlng ar&as of operation for each outfitter by alternative, 
Altematlve A in Table 111-4 represents the farlhest point each outfitter traveled on at least one tnp during 
the base period. Effects are displayed fn terms of the percent ot total boat days from the base period 
affected by limitlng areas ol operation. 

Alternative B limlts outfitters to a spectnc area on the river year-round reducing the flexibility ot 
conducting a trip anywhere on the river lor lhB entire year. Appro~imately 2% or less of annual boat 
days used by Annacost. Koch HBE, Anderson, MaKWell, end Zapfle are moved from their historic area of 
use. Eddins, Cook, and Woods have approXimately 8%, 13%, and 14%, respectively, of their annual boat 
days moved from their historic area of operatkln, 

Alternative C liml1s outfitters to a specific area on the river during the primary season reducing the 
llexlblltty of conducting a trip anywhere on lhe river, but less than Afternative B because outfitters can . 
continue to operate anywhere on the river In the secondary season. Approximately 2% or less of annual 
boat days used by Armacost, Koch HBE, Maxwell, and 3% of annual boat days used by Woods are 
moved from their historic area of operation. 
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Economic impacts to gross revenue from movlng boat days due to llmitatlons on areas of operation for 
Altematives Band Care displayed in the gross revenue summary ol elfects and Table 111-9 later in this 
chapter. 

Table 111-4 
Areas of Ooeratlon 

OuHltter AlternaUve A Alternative B Alternatlve C 

Hells Canyon Creek: 
Armacost Below Pittsbuig Landing Limit to Pittsburg, alfects Limit to Pittsburg, affects 

2% of base period use 2% ol base period use 

Cache Creek 1: 
KochHBE Hells Canyon Dam Limit to Rush Creek, Limit to Rush Creek, 

affects .:: 1 % of base alfects.:: 1% of base 
period use period use 

Koch IRN Rush Creek No change No change 
Koch RN Rushcreek No change No change 
Luther Hells canyon Dam No change No change 

cache Creek 2: 
Alboucq Rush Creek No change No change 
Odegaard Hells Canyon Dam • No change No change 
Riddle Hells Canyon Dam No change No change 
Taylor Hells Canyon Dam No change No change 

Cache Creek 3: 
Anderson Hells Canyon Dam Umlt to Rush creek, No change 

affects 2% of base 
period use 

Bentz Hells Canyon Dam No change No change 
Bream Granite No change No change 
Eddins Hells Canyon Dam Limit to Granite, alfects No change 

Lamm Pittsburg Landing 
8% of base period use 

No permit No permit 
Maxwell Hells canyon Dam Umlt to Rush Creek, Limit to Rush Creek, 

affects.:: 1% of base affects s 1% of base 
period use period use 

Zaplfe Hells Canyon Dam Limit to Granite, alfects No changes 
2"k of base period use 

Pittsburg Landing: 
Cook Hells Canyon Dam Limit to Granite, alfects No change 

14% of base period use 
Whitten Granite No change No change 
Woods Hells Canyon Dam Umlt to Grantte, affects Limit to Granite, alfects 

13% of base Deriod use 3% of base Deriod use 

Maximum and Minimum Numbers of Commercial Powerboat Outfitters at Specific Portals 

Altematlve A does not change the numbe< ol permits by portal from the base period (19 total). Refer to 
Table 111·5 lor a description of elfects from establishing minimum and maximum numbers of permits by 
portal by alternative. 

Alternatives B·and C maintain the overall maximum number of potential permits at 19. The alternatiYes 
allow voluntary splitting of one business at Hells Canyon Creek (Armacost), and issuing a second priority 
use permit, and by eliminating the temporary use permit from the cache Creek poJtal (Lamm). Minimum 
numbers of permits are established at Hells Canyon Creek (21, Pittsburg Landing (31, and Cache Creek 
(6) to maintain services ottered to the pUblic at each portal. Establishing minimum and maximum 
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numbers of permits by portal have no effect on outfitter's boat days, gross revenue, or flexiblltY (except 
Lamm) because no change to the outfitters portals where they launch trips from Is required. Lamm can no 
longer operate which eliminates all boat days and associated gross revenue. Reier 10 Chapter II and 
Appenalx B and C tor ratlonale and specific operating guidellnes tor maximum and minimum number of 
permits by portal. 

Tablefll-5 
Maximum Number of Outfitters 

Portal AhematlveA Alternative B Altematlve C 
Hells Canyon Creek 1 2· 2· cache Creek 15 13 13 Pittsburg Landing 3 4 4 TOTAL 19 19" 19• 

• Total of 19 permits due to voluntary splittlng of business at Hells Canyon Creek, adding one permit at 
Pit1sburg Landing as a result of movement of one business from Cache Creek to Pittsburg, and 
eliminating lhe tempor8(JI use pennlt from the Cache Creek portal. If a Cache Creek permit relocated to 
Pittsburg Landing, the maximum at Cache Creek would drop from 14 to 13. 

Aflm;atjon of use (l<>tal boat d;m) 

Alternative A does not restrict outflttern number of boat days or destinations on the river. Commerclel 
powerboat outliUers can increase their business commensurate with customer demand. Commerclal 
powerboat use has increased an average ol 6% annually from 1982 to 1992 and is expected to continue 
in the luture (FEIS IV-114). During the base period, actual primary season use averaged. 1,283 boat 
days. Based on outfitter actual use reports, over70% (912 boat days} of the primary season boat days 
had destinations primarily to the wfld river section between Kirkwood and Wild Sheep rapids. 
Approximately 17% (215 boat days) had destinations primarily in the scenic section between Cache 
Creek and Pittsburg Landing. The remaining 11% (136 boat days) had destinations prlmarjly between . 
Hells Canyon Dam and WIid Sheep, and 2% (20 boat days) had destinations primarily between Pittsburg 
Landing and Kirkwood. 

Refer to Table 111-6 for a description of boat days by section of the river for each outtfHer and by portal 
groups. Reier to Table 111-7 for a description of the change In boat days by section of the river for each 
outlit1er. The Cache Creek to Pillsbu,g Landing (Scenic) section of the river Is in the scenic river portion, 
and the Pittsburg landing to Kirkwood (Kirkwood), and Kirkwood to Wild Sheep (Wild) sections of the 
rive, are In the wild river portion (see Figure 1-1 In Chapter I). 

Alternative B llmits primary season use to 1,208 boat days, a 6% reduction from the base period (1,283 
boat days). ·Refer to Chapter II and Appendix B for explanallon_ of the allocation of total boat days. 
Allocatlng 1,208 boat days to all oullitters changes the total number of boat days by section of the river 
compared to lhe base period. Approximately 36% of the primary season boat days (440 boat days} are 
allowed In the wild river section between Kirkwood and Wild Sheep, a 52% reduction trom the base 
period. Approximately 37% of the boat days can reach destinations in the scenic section (448 boat days}. 
The remaining 15% (184 boat days) and 11% (136 boat days) are available for deslinations in lhe 
Pittsburg Landing to Kirkwood section and the Hells Canyon Dam to Wild Sheep section, respectively. 
No change to the amount of use from Hells Canyon Dam to W~d Sheep occurs compared to the base 
period. 

Distributing 1,20B boat days changes the total number of boat days for each oulfttter compared to the 
base period. All ouUltters except Alboucq (-3%), Annacost (·42"!.), and Lamm (·100%) receive a greater 
number of primary season boat days than lhey used during the base period. Increases in boat days 
range from 5% tor Riddle lo 100%, (an Increase from two to four boat days) for Maxwell. Lamm•s wlll not 
be reissued upon expiration in 1996. Lamm will no longer incur the financial revenues and cos1s 
necessary to build and operate the business, Lamm will no longer provide rrver transportation for 
commercial recreation users to commercial lodging tacmtles on private land at Galla Creek. 
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Dislribuling 1,208 boat days changes the destinations of primary season boat days for each outlltter 
compared to the base period. All outfiUers (except Armacost) receive a greater number of primary 
season boat days in the Cache Creek to Pittsburg Landing, and Pittsburg Landing to Kirkwood sections 
of the river. An additional increase (88 primary season boat days) occurs In the Pittsburg Landing to 
Kirkwood secUon for Pittsburg Landing portal outliners only. Boat days for eight outflners in the Kirkwood 
to Wild Sheep section are reduced by over 50% compared to the base period. Armacost receives the 
largest reduction (65%), followed by Luther (59%), Alboucq and Taylor (58% each), Odegaard (57"/a), 
Koch RN (54%), and Riddle and Woods (50"/a each). Two oulfiners, Bream and Maxwell gain one and two 
days, respecll11ely. Seven outfitters (Koch HBE, Koch IRN, Anderson, Bentz, Eddins, Cook, and Whitten) 
experience reductions In the boat days ranging from -11% to -34%. Zapffe malntelns the same number of 
boat days in this section of the river compared to the base period. 

Alternative B requires Koch RN and Luther to make supply trips lo the COpper Creek Resort and Sheep 
Creek Cablo within their allocated boat days. Since these trips cannot carry passengers, this reduces 
their total boat days by 16 days for Koch RN and 4 days for Luther. 

Alternative C limlts primary season use to 1,381 boat days, an 8% Increase over the base period (1,283 
boat days). Refer to Chapter II and Appendix C for explanation of the allocatlon of total boats days. 
Allocating 1,381 boat days changes the Iota! number of boat days by section of the river compared to the 
base period. Approximately 37% of the primary season boat days (513 boat days) are allowed in the wlld 
river section between Kirkwood and Wild Sheep. Approximately 42% of the boat days can reach 
destinations up to Kirkwood (585 boat days). The remaining 20"/o (283 boat days) are allowed for 
destinations in the Hells Canyon Dam to Wild Sheep section, an increase of 107% compared to the base 
period use. 

Distributing 1,381 boat days changes the total number of boat days for each outfitter compared to the 
base period. All outfitters except Koch HBE (-2%} and Lamm, whose temporary use permit is not 
reissued, receive a greater number of primary season boat days than they used during the base period. 
Increases range from 3% for Armacost lo 100% (Increase from two 10 lour boat days) for Maxwell. The 
eltects lo Lamm are the same as described for Alternative B above. 

Distributing 1,381 boat days cha11ges the destinations of primary season boat days for each outfitter 
compared to the base period. All outfitters (except Armacost) receive a greater number of primary 
season boat days in the Cache Creek lo Kirkwood section of the river. Primary season boat days with 
destinations allowed in the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep wild river section are reduced by over 50"/4, for six 
outfitters compared to tile base period. Riddle receives the largest reduction (65%), followed by Alboucq 
(56%), Armacost (54%}, Koch RN and Taylor (51% each), and Woods (50%). Two oulfiners, Bream and 
Maxwell, gain one and two days, respectively. Nine outfitters (Koch HBE, Koch IRN, Luther, Odegaard, 
Anderson, Eddins, and Whitten) experience reductions in the boat days with destinations allowed in this 
section ranging from •19% 10 •46%. Bentz and Zapffe maintain the same number of boat days in this 
section of the river compared to the base period. 

Additional boat days are allocated to Koch RN (16 boat days) for weekday use only, and Luther (4 boat 
days) for cargo trips to supply the Copper Creek Resort and the Sheep Creek Cabin, respectively. The 
number at boat days for cargo trips was based on input provided by these outfitters. These boat days are 
not Included irl the elfects described above nor in Table 111-6 and Table 111•7. 

Up 10 a maximum of 25 ot the Sheep Creek Granger-Thye pennit holder's Kirkwood-only boat days would 
be converted to Wild river launches above Kirkwood for {he period that the permillee holds the pennit in 
order lo assure continued benefits of historic site protection. If the permittee drops or loses the permit, 
those boat days would revert back 10 Kirkwood-only status. II a permlttee that successfully bfds on the 
permit is allocated less than 25 Kirkwood-only boat days, then only the amount the permittee Is allocated 
coufd be temporarily converted to Wild river launches above Kirkwood and only for the time period that 
the pennittee holds the Sheep Creek Granger-Thye Permit. This redistributes the economic benefit of the 
access Into the Kirkwood to WIid Sheep section to the new permit holder, but still within the total 
allocation of 1,381 boat days. Over all outfitters, the total effect is the same as described for Alternative C 
slnoe no new boat days would be added. The 25 boat days from Kirkwood to Wild Sheep are Included In 
the totals described above and in the Tables 111-6 and Table 111-7 for Luther. 
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Under all alternatives, seoondary season boa\ days are not limited and wm not attecl outfitter's ability 
lo grow and would not alfect gross revenue from \he secondaiy season. Potenllal shills of use into the 
secondary season could result for Alternallve A from oontinued Increasing use In the primary season 
and for Alternatives B and C from limiting use In the primary season providing an additlooal souroe of 
revenue lo outfitters. Limiting boat days In Allema\lves B and C does not reduce Koch AN's boat days, 
gross nivenue, and flexibility to deliver the mail once a week, because they are allocated 120 boat days In 
Allernatlve B and 118 boat days ln Alternative C and need 32 boat days {one day upriver and one day 0 
downriver) to deliver \he mail. The nonmotorized period (Monday through Wednesday} does not affect the 
boat days or gross revenue tor their contract because they travel upriver on Wednesday, stay overnight at 
Copper Creek Resort (below Klrkwood), and deliver man above Kirkwood on Thursday which is open for n 
motorized craft. Refer to the summary of gross revenue and Table 112-9 in a section later in this chapter U 
for a description of the effects to gross revenue from the allocation of total boat days. 
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A. ~ation or Use , 
Primary Season 
.(BoatD~ 

ALTERNATIVE A ALT£RNATIVE 8 ALTERNATIVE C 93.94 
ACl\181 

Use 
Avg. 

Ou1fitter Total 5122.- 6130 7/1 , w,o Total 5/22 • 6130 7/! • 9110 Total 5/22 • 6130 711 • 9/10 Total 
Scenic Kill<• WIid Soenrc KIii<• Wild Soenfc Kirk• Wild Scenic Kill(• Wild Kirk- Wild KIii<· Wild wood wood wood wood wood wood Hells 

Canyon 
C,~ek: 
Armacost 387 . . 63 188 224 . 40 . 48 397 . 40 74 405 (34)" (102)" (40)" (96)" (99)" (184)' 
C•ehe 
Creek I: 
K0<:hli8E 228 St 38 71 1 87 222 39 . 40 72 24 47 224 45 34 86 59 224 Kocl'IIRN 62 3 . • 14 9 . 3& 78 9 10 30 6 23 85 19 13 33 20 137 K0<:h RN 111 3 I 29 6 1 71 120 21 . 21 39 14 25 118 2$ 17 44 32 33 LU1her 131 1 38 2 90 139 25 . 26 44 18 26 139 19 29 37 $4 126 
Cache 
CNek2: 
Albo~cq 75 1 . 18 2 1 53 73 12 12 25 6 18 85 19 12 35 19 87 Odegaard 50 . l 12 3 34 58 10 9 19 9 11 85 22 9 38 16 42 Rid<tle 37 . 1 2 34 39 7 . 9 12 3 8 43 7 24 12 40 Taylor 64 2 . 16 5 . 41 8S 10 11 22 9 13 85 20 11 37 17 52 
Cache 
Creek 3: 
Anderson 4 1 . 3 6 1 1 2 . 2 6 1 I 2 2 2 Bentt 6 I . 2 2 . 3 11 2 . 2 4 I 2 11 2 2 4 s 8 
a,esm 6 1 3 . 2 7 2 . 1 2 2 7 I I 3 2 '2 Eddins 5 2 1 2 6 3 3 . . 6 I I 2 2 8 
Lamm 52 23 . 29 . . . . . . 

16 Maxwell 2 . . . 1 . I 4 1 . 1 l 1 4 . . 2 2 2 
Zaptfe 4 1 . 2 . . 1 6 I . 1 2 2 8 1 f 2 2 25 Plltsburg: 
Cook 20 4 . 4 6 I 5 24 6 . 4 6 4 4 31 7 4 14 6 43 
Whitt811 30 1 2 4 4 7 12 31 2 . 3 13 2 11 40 9 4 18 9 43 Woods 7 1 1 5 7 3 3 1 . . 9 2 I 4 2 19 TOTALS: 1283 72 4 278 !43 16 770 1120 154 . 237 294 96 339 1,381 200 279 385 517 1,324 (34) (102) (•88 (40) (96} (99) {184) "Spec." 

: t,2_0_8) 
-

Arm.aoo11 dsy"s: from Hdh Cenyol\ Dam ro Witd Sheep arc included in totaf:s ror -Wild" cotumn in parcnthC.Sls. Other '"Wikl .. days C3n ~o l ()f ittsburg landing. ~ss Spcc:fat Launches·· undec A.ftema1ive B wou1d be seitit emong the three Pittsburg outfine,s. 
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Oulfotter 

Hells 
Canyon 
Creek: 
Armacost 

Cache 
Cre<1k I: 
Kocl\HBE 
Koch IRN 
Koch RN 
Luther 

each& 
Creek 2: 

Aloouoq 
Odegaard 
Riddfe 
Taylot 

Cache 
Creek 3: 
Anderson 
Benn: 
Bream 
Eddins 
Lamm 
Maxwell 
Zapffe 

Plitab11r9: 
1Cook 
1Whi1ten 
1Woods 

1 
.2 

Total 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(+/. Boat Days from Base Period) 

Table 111•7 
Allocation of Use 

(Change In Primary Season Boat Days) 
Compared to Base Period 

ALTERNATIVE 8 
(+/. Boat Da)'lf from Alternative A) 

5122 • 6/30 711 • 9/fO Total 5122-6/30 711 • 9/10 

Scenic Kirk• Wild s~nrc Klil<• Wild Scenic Kiri<• Wild Scenic Kirk• 
wood wood wo"" worxJ 

0 0 0 0 0 0 ·163 . . -23 . . 
' (SJ 

0 0 0 0 0 0 -G 8 . 2 1 23 
0 0 0 0 0 0 16 8 . .4 21 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 18 . ·8 33 1S 
0 0 0 0 0 0 B 24 . ·12 42 18 

0 0 0 0 0 0 ·2 11 . ·6 23 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 8 10 •1 -3 19 ·8 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 . . 9 II 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 a . .5 17 9 

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 I . . 2 . 
0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 . . 2 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 . 1 -1 . 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 . 1 ·1 . 
0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . 
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 ·1 . 1 . . 
0 0 0 D 0 0 2· . . •! :2 . 
0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

. 
. 2 . . . 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 -2 ·1 !I ·5 0 o __ 0 0 0 • 0 . (l . 2 . . 

ALTERNATIVE C 
(+/• Boat Days from Alternatlve A) 

Totel 5122 • 9/10 7/1 • 9/10 

WIid Kiil<• Wild Kirk• Wifd 
wood wood 

·140 10 . ·.23 . •114 
(·$) (65) (82) 

-40 -4 14 -4 14 ·28 
·13 23 16 •1 24 ·16 
·46 7 21 -12 37 -39 
·64 a 18 ·9 35 -36 

.35 10 18 -6 32 ·34 
·23 35 21 -3 35 ·18 
·26 8 7 . 21 ·22 
·2B 21 18 -5 32 -24 

·I 2 1 . 2 ·1 
• I 3 I . 2 . . 1 . 1 . . 
·2 1 1 ·1 1 . . . . . . . . 2 . . 1 1 
1 2 . ·1 2 1 

·I 11 3 7 1 
·I 10 8 . 7 ·3 
·5 2 2 . 3 -3 0oes nol il>Clude 88 "Spe<:1111" launches alfoealed to Pittsbu1g 1)()11al . 

Armacost days from J.lells canyon Dam lo Wild She"!) are lnefoded in lotals for 'Wild' oofumn In paren1hesis. O1Mr 'Wild" days can go 10 Pittsbvrg Landing. 

93.94 
Acrual 

Use 
Avg. 

Total 

18 

-4 
75 
78 
.5 

12 
•8 
3 

•12 

·2 . 
6 
3 

-36 . 
21 

23 
13 
12 

~ CJ c:::J c:::J CJ CJ c=J CJ c:-. c:,. 'l2 c:J c:J CJ . CJ c::l c:::::i c:::::i .- c::;:J c:::::J 
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1 ,ming ang uura11on ot Nonmolorized Period 

Altemative A (no-action) does not have a nonmotorized period. This alternative does not result in 
restrictions to existing outfitter's businesses. No effects to gross revenue are projected, however, 
potential economic effects to float outfitters are discussed In a section on effects to float outfitters later In 
this chapter. 

Refer to Table 111-6 for a description of boat days by section of the river for each oulfltter and by portal 
groups. Refer to Table 111-7 for a description of the change In boat days by section of the river for each 
outfitter and by portal group compared to the base period. The Cache Creek to Pittsburg Landing (Scenic) 
section of the river Is In the scenic river portion, and the Pittsburg Landing to Kirkwood (Kiricwood), and 
Kirkwood to Wild Sheep (Wild) sections of the river are In the wild river portion. 

Alternative 8 limits boat days that occur on a nonmotorized day as a result of the launch calender with 
destinations allowed In the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep section to destinations downriver of Kirkwood for the 
Pittsburg Landing and Cache Creek portal outfitters and upriver of Wild Sheep rapids for the Hells 
Canyon Creek oultitter. This change in boat days destlnallons has been Incorporated in the change to 
destinations desaibed In the previous section on the allocation or use. The nonmotorized period In 
Altematlve B affects all eight weeks In July and August, lhe months that receive the highest use In the 
primary season. This eliminates outffner's flexibility to schedule trips to destlnalions between Kirkwood 
and Wild Sheep for approximately 39% (24 days out ol 62 days) or the busiest time of the year. 

Alternative C allocates boat days on a monthly basis, rather than specific days of lhe month as required 
under Altemative B. Oultitters have greater llexibiflty to schedule trips around lhe nonmotorized period 
because they could schedule all or their boat days around the nonmotorlzed period. All boat days with 
destinations allowed In the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep section could occur In this section except on a 
nonmotorlzed day. The nonmotorized period In Altematlve C affects four to five weeks out of 
approximately eight weeks In July and August depending on the year, the months that receive the 
highest use In the prlmaiy season. This eliminates outlltter's flexlblliiy to schedule trips to destinations 
between Kirkwood and Wild Sheep for approximalelY 22% (Monday - Wednesday) of the busiest time of 
the year. Outfitters need to schedule trips around the nonmotorized period, but still have the flexibility to 
schedule trips In this section of the wild river (14 days out ol 62 days). 

Refer to the summary of gross revenue and Table 111-9 In a section later In this chapter for a description of 
the effects to gross i:evenue from the allocation of total boat days and by section of the river. 

Launch Schedule 

Attematlve A (no-action) allows oommerclal powerboat outfitters to schedule boat trips throughout the 
year with complete flexibility because there Is no launch calender. In Iha base period, 72% of the boat 
days oocurred from July to September, and .28% occurred during May and June. All outfitters used more 
than 50% of their primary season use during July to September. 

Refer to Table 111-8 for a description of primaiy season boat days by May to June and July to September 
timeframes for each outfitter and by portal groups. Reier to Table 111• 7 for a description of the change In 
primary season boat days by May to June and July to September tlmeframes tor each outfitter and by 
portal group compared to the base period. The Cache Creek to Pittsburg landing (Scenic) section of the 
river Is In Iha scenic rl\ler portion, and the Pittsburg Landing 10 Kirkwood (Kirkwood), and Kirkwood to Wild 
Sheep (Wild} sections of the river are In the wild river portion. 

Alternative B assigns specific boat days to each outlltter with a launch calender prior to the beginning of 
the primary season. The dally launch calendar changes the proportion of boat days to 3So/4 in May to 
June and 64% in July to September, a 22% Increase in the early part of the primary season and a 16% 
reduction In the latter part of the season compared to the base period. Refer to Appendix B for specific 
operating guideDnes for the daily launch calender. 

Nine outfitters increase or mainlain their number of days in the July to September period. Increases 
range from Koch RN (3%) to Maxwell and Zaplfe (100%). Other outfitters Increase boat days in July to 
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··- ,·-··,·--··-mamta1ns tne same number of boat days In the July lo September peri~d compared 10 the base period. 

Ten outlltters deClllase their number ot boat days in the July 10 September period. The largest decrease• 
occurs to Eddins (·11)0%) followed by Woods (·83%), Armacost (·50%), Riddle (-38%), Bream (-20%), 
Albaucq (·11%), Koch HBE (·10%), Taylor (--4%), and Luther (·2%). Lamm's temporary use pennlt would 
be eliminated, a 100% reduction In boat days and gross revenue. 

Altemadve C assigns eleven oulfitters a number of boat days by month and seven outfitters a number ot 
boat days for the primary season prior to the beginning ot the prlmaiy season rather than on a daily 
basis as in Alternative B. The monthly launch calendar changes the proportion ot boat days to 34% In 
May to June and 66% In July to September, a 34% increase in the early part of the primary season and a 
3% reduction In the latter part of the season compared to the base period. Rater to Appendi)( C tor 
specific operating guidelines tor lhe monthly launch calender. 

Fourteen outfitters Increase or maintain their number of days In the July to September period. Increases 
range from Luther (+1 %) to Maxwell ( .. 300o/o), Olher outfitters increase beat days In July to September by 
Koch IRN (18%), Odegaard (42%}, Taylor (17%), Anderson and Eddins each (33%}, Cook (67%), and 
Whilten (23%). Koch RN, Bentz, Bream, and Woods maintain the same number of boat days In the July 
to September period compared to the base period. 

Ave outfitters decraased lheir number of boat days In the July to September period. The largest decrease 
occurs to Armacost (· 11 %) followed by Koch HBE (·9%), Alboucq (·2%), and Riddle (-3%), Lamm's 
temporary use pennit would be eliminated, a 100% reduction In boat days and gross revenue. 

Under Altematlve A, each outfitter has 100-/a flexibility to market a trip on any day of the primary season 
and Is able to use as many boats as necessary to accommodate user demands. The fixed daily launch 
schedule in Alternative B provides the outfitter with no flexibility to shift launch dates within the primary 
season boat day allocation to accommodate trip demands, walk-in traflic, large groups, and specially 
arranged trips unless they trade dates with another powerboat outfitter. Alternative C provil1e's 100% 
flexibility to schedule trips on all days In the primary season, except tor trips between Kirkwood and WIid 
Sheep on the 24 nan-motorized days. Flexfbillty In scheduling Is greater than Alternative B, although the 
specific number of days allocated by month or season long use limit tlexiblllty compared to Alternative A. 
Reier 10 Table 111-6 lor boat day allocations by outfitter. 

Partv Sl;i;es For Commercial Users 

Alternatlve A allows all outfitters day use and alfows eleven outfitters overnight use at campsites on the 
river. Overnight pa11y size Is limited to 30. Day use party size is limijed as a result of Coast Guard 
restrictions on individual boat capacities. During the entire base period, only Taylor had mare than 24 • 
people (41) on an overnight trip. Outfitters authorized for overnight use with their existing permit can 
continue to conduct trips with up to 30 peopfe. 

Altematives Band C reduce the party size to 24 year-round tor ovemlght use compared to Altemati11e A. 
Day use continues to be limited by Coast Guam restrictions on Individual boat capacities. No change to 
boat days, gross revenue, or tlexlbility is expected because all of the outlltters except Taylor can continue 
to operate as they did during the base period. The effects on flexibility to Taylor are minima! because one 
trip does not demonstrate a major ponlon of this operation, and he can continue to offer overnight trips on 
the river and can accommodate party sizes larger than 24 at his private lodge on the lower Snake River. 
No change to boat days or gross revenue are projected. 

Trip Duration 

Altematl\le A allows all outfitters day use and allows eleven outlltters ovemlght use at campsites on the 
riller. All outfitters will continue to operate with day use and overnight use as authorized by their eKlstlng 
permit. Reier to Table 111·9 for a description of trfp duradon during the entire year In the base period tor 
each outfitter and by portal groups, and a description ol the effects ot the action alternatives. 

Alternatives B and C will not allow three oulfftters who used river campsites during the base period to use 
campsites overnight. This affects 3% of Alboucq's total boat days, 9% of Bentz's total boat days, and 5% 
of Bream's total boat days compared to how they operated during the base period. Bentz and Bream can 
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Alboucq does not have a private lodge, but can still otter overnight trips through other private lodge 
owners on the river. 

Alternatives Band C also ellmlnate overnight camping during lhe primary season for commercial 
powerboaters In the sections of the river from Hells Canyon Dam to Wild Sheep and Kirkwood to Pittsburg 
Landing. Altematlve B also elimlnates camping from the confluence ol the Salmon to the nonh boundary 
of the HCNRA. AIi outfitters that can have overnight camps primarily camp between Granite Rapids and 
Kirkwood. Limited commercial powerboat camping in the section from Kirkwood to Pittsburg Landing has 
been observed and reported because the sites are either inaccessible lo powerboals, or within one mile 
of Pittsburg Landing ( approximately six miles from Kirkwood). Only one overnight powerboat trip 
oocurred In the section below the confluence during the base period. Based on the use that oocurs in 
these sections, boat days, gross revenue, and scheduling flexlbillty Will not be reduced by this limitation. 

Ch31lles to gross revenue are projected In the summary ol gross revenue elfects as a result of the 
allocatlon of boat days later in this section. Refer to Table 111-9. Outfitter's flexibllity to otter day use or 
overnight use will not change for 15 outfitters In Alternatives A and B because they do not have to change 
the duration of lhelr trip compared to how they operated in the base period. The three outfitters (Albouoq, 
BenlZ, and Bream) would lose all Rexibillty to otter overnight trips In river campsites on the river. They 
maintain 100% llexlbllity to offer overnight trips in private lodges alorg lhe Snake Alver and Salmon River. 
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Table 111·8 

Outfitter 
Trif> Duration 

Alternallve A Alternative B 
Hells Canyon Creek: 
Armacost Day use only No change 
Cache Creek 1: 
Koch HBE Day use only, overnight No change 

at Copper Creek Resort 
KochlRN Day use only, overnight No change 

at Copper Creek Resort 
Koch RN Day use only, overnight No change 

at Copper Creek Resort 
Luther Day use only, overnight No change 

at Sheep Creek Cabin 

Cache Creek 2: 
Alboucq 6 overnight trips Day use only 
Odegaard Day & overnight use No change 
Riddle -Day use, overnight at No change 

private lodge at Kirby 
Creek on Snake River 

Taylor Day a overnight use on Nochenge 
river and at private lodge 

on lower Snake River 

Cache Creek 3: 
Anderson Day & overnight use No change 
Bentz Day use & 6 overnight Day use, overnight at 

trips private lodge 
Bream Day use & 1 overnight Day use, overnight at 

trip, overnight at private private lodge 
lodge 

Eddins Day & overnight use No change 
Lamm Day and overnight use No permit 
Maxwell Day use only, overnight No change 

at lodge on Salmon 
River 

Zaplfe Day use, overnight at No change 
private lodge on lower 

Snake Riller 

Pittsburg Landing: 
Cook Day use & overnight use No change 
Whitten Day & overnight use Nochanga 
Woods Day & overnight use No change 
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Alternative C 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

Day use only 
No change 
No change 

No change 

' 

No change 
Day use, overnight at 

private lodge · 
Day use, can 'still 

overnight at private 
lodge 

No change 
Na permit 
No change 

No change 

No change 
No change 
No change 
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Under Alternative A (no action), powerboat lengths Is restricted by Coast Guard requirements lor 
passenger safety, capacity, etc. Two oulfitters (Koch and Luther) have used boats longer than 39.6 leet. 
Luther currently has a 40 h. boat In service and a 42 h. boat under construction that will be certificated by 
the Coast Guard. Koch has a two 42 ft. boats in service and a 55 h. boat under construction that will be 
certificated by the Coast Guard Outfitters will be able to build larger boats than they currently operate to 
Increase the number of passengers per trip potentially Increasing gross revenues. 

Alternatlve B restricts powerboat length to 39.6 feet and does not affect boats currently owned by 
outDtters. Any powerboat currenUy In operation longer than 39.6 feet lncluang the new boats under 
construction by Koch and Luther could continue to operate until the boats needed to be replaced. At that 
time, they would have to replace them with a 39.6 h. boat which potentlally reduces seating capacity. 
Loss of seating capacity also potentially reduces gross revenue. 

Altematlve C restrfcts powerboat length to 42 leet and does not affect boats currently owned by outfitters. 
This lnereases some outlitter's seating capacity compared to !heir current boat sizes (less than 39.6 
feet). Koch would have to replace their new 55 h. boat under construction with a boat 42 ft. or less 
reducing seating capacity, but slightly less than compared to Altemati11e B. Loss of seating capacity also 
potenllally reduces gross revenue. 

Launching pl Inflatable Watercraft from Commen;lal Powerboats 

In Alternatlve A (no actlon) all outfitters can continue to use Inflatables as a service to floaters in 
conjunctlon With their powerboat operations. Durfng the base period, lour (Koch, Luther, Odegaard, and 
Anderson) outfitters reported use associated with launching inflatables. Koch launched rafts from their 
powerboats In conjunction with their special use float pennit. Typlcally, Koch dropped off passengers and 
rafts at Rush Creek for a one-day float trip downriver to Copper Creek Resort. Luther launched 
passengers In rafts at Granite Creek where they floated downriver to Sheep Creek or Pittsburg. Odegaard 
launched inflatables on one trip In the five years of the base period. Anderson reponed use, although the 
extent is unknown. This altematlve allows for growth In this activity limited only by demand from float 
customers with valid float pennits. 

Under Alternative B, Luther's temporary float permit is eliminated. Koch's ffexlbl8ty to start their float trips 
either multi-day or one-day from anywhere between Hells Canyon Creek and Pinsburg Landing is 
eliminated. They still maintain the opportunity to do one-day and multi-day float trips, but have to originate 
all trips at Hells Canyon Creek. They cannot use powerboats In conjunctlon with the ffoat business on 24 
nonmotorized days in the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep river section. Roat launches are not reduced, but 
reductions in gross _revenue may occur lrom ha'Jing to schewla trips around the nonmotorized period. 
Powerboats can stJII pick up passenge,s at the end of Iha day below Kirkwood if neoessary to reach 
Copper Creek Resort that night. Float lrlps have to be aiordlnated with allocated powerboat days under 
a daily schedJla. Koch (!RN and RN) have enough boat days allocated under this alternative 10 
accommodate powerboat support lor the float buslriess. Refer to Table 111-6 for boat day aUocatlons. The 
effect to Odegaard of efimlnating their ability to launch inflatables is less than one percent of the base 
period use. The effect to Anderson is undetermined because the amount of use associated witll launclllng 
inflatables tor Anderson is unknown. 

Under Alternative C, Koch and Luther continue to operate raft trips in conjunction with their powerboat 
businesses as occurred during the base period, exoapl on nonmotorized days. The nonmotorized period 
alternates every other week in June, July, and AulJlst of the primary season rather than eight weeks In 
July and August as occurs in Alternative Band has a lesser effect on allocated float launch dates that 
occur on nonmotorized days. Float trips have to be coordinated with boat days allocated under a tlexlble 
monthly allocation rather than a dally allocatlon as under Altemative B. Koch (IRN and RN) have enough 
boat days alocated under this alternatlve 10 accommodate powerboat support for the float business. 
Refer to Table 111-6 tor boat days allocated. The eHect to Odegaard ot elfminating their ability to lauooh 
lnllatables is less than one percent ot the base period use. The eflect ta Anderson is undetermined 
~cause the amount of use associated with launching inllatables for Anderson is unk11own. 
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Gross Revenue Effects 

During the base period, average annual gross revenue totalled $1,721,955 for all powerboat outlitlers. All 
dollar values are displayed in 1996 dollars. Based on gross revenues reported by each outfitter for the 
entire year, lrom 1988 to 1995 total revenue ranged from a high of $2,219,720 In 1993 to a row of 
$1,238,809 in 1988. Average revenue for the period 1993-95 totalled $2,026,301. The highest year of 
revenue for twelve outflttert; (Armacost, Koch HBE, Koch IRN, Luther, Albouoq, Odegaard, Riddle, 
Whitten, Woods, Bentz, Eddins, and Zapffe) was reported in the period 1993·95. The other seven (Koch 
RN, Taylor, Cook, Anderson, Bream, Lamm, and Maxwell} reported the highest revenue during the base 
period, 

Six outfitters (Armacost, Koch IRN, Luther, Albouoq, Odegaard, and Bentz) reported their highest year of 
revenue In 1995. Individual gross revenues ranged from a low of $2,358 (Bream) to a high of $527,955 
(Koch HBE) during the base period, and a low of $525 (Maxwell) to a high of $588,643 (Koch HBE) trom 
1993 to 1995. Gross revenues In Alternative A (neraction), will continue to lluctuate as a result of a 
variety ol factors Including business turnover, customer demands, marketing, weather conditions, river 
conditions, prices, indlvldual owner's busin9SS ability, etc. 

Gross revenue associated with each section of the river was determined from the amount of service days 
reported to destinations and price dlflerenoes charge for trips to different destinations within the Cache 
Creek to Pittsburg, Pittsburg to Kirkwood, Kirkwood to WIid Sheep, and Wild Sheep to Hells Canyon Dam 
portions, 

Based on outfitter brochures for the base period, the outfitters charged 25% more for a trip in the 
Kirkwood to Wild Sheep section than the Cache Creek to Pittsburg Landing, the scenic section (generally 
downriver of Dug Bar) section. Since Kirkwood lias an interpretive facility (historical museum and 
buildings), and is within the wild river section, an assumption was made that trips to this destination 
would be 15% less than a trip above Kirkwood. Armacost's revenue was adjusted in a simllar manner for 
the Hells Canyon Dam to Wild Sheep and WIid Sheep to Kirkwood destinations considering that trip 
prices differed by 50-60% between these two sections of the river. No differences in advertised prices 
were discemlble to a,djust for revenue differences between the May✓une and July-September periods of 
the primary season. Refer to the "Calculation of Average Gross Revenue• spreadsheets in the analysis 
file for each outfitter tor a description of average gross revenue (1988-92) for the prima,y and secon,dary 
seasons by section ol the river by May-June and July-September time periods, ' 

The resulting relationshlp between service days per boat day and revenue per service day was used to 
detennine total gl'llSS revenue for AlternatiVes Band C boat day allocations. Refer to Table 111·9 for a 
description of annual gross revenue during the base period, 1993-95, for each outfitter, and by allemative. 
Alternative A represents the average gross revenue during the base period. The gross revenue effects 
account for pn·mary season boat days allocated, allowed destinations ol the boat days (lncludlng effects 
from the nonmotorized period), time period of allocated boat days during the primary season, and 
secondary season boat days used during the base period. Comparing the total gross revenue under the 
alternatives to the 1988-92 and the 1993-95 average gross revenue provides a relative indication of the 
magnitude of change. However, the comparisons are based on averages and may not represent the 
highest or lowest point ol the potential change In gross revenue. Also, the 1993-95 average gross 
revenue represents a different distribution of rBvenue by section of the river than examined for the base 
period primarily due to changes in how many trips outfitters took to each section ol the river, the number 
of passengers and days per trip, and the prioes they charged. The two points of comparison provide a 
range of potential effects to Individual outfilters. 

Attemetlve B decreases annual gross revenue 11% compared to the 1988-92 average to $1,536,106. Six 
outfitters potentially experience a greater than 10% decrease in annual gross revenue. Lamm's gross 
revenue decreases the mDSt (· 100%) with the ellmlnetion of his perm~. followed by Armacost (·35%); 
Alboucq (·16%), Koch RN (•15%), Woods (·13%), and Koch IRN (·10%), Four outfitters decrease gross 
revenue by 7% or less (Luther), followed by Riddle (-5%), Odegaard (·4%), and Koch HBE {·1%). Nine 
outfilters potentially experience a gain In gross revenue; Bentz (15%), Whitten (8%), Cook and Bream 
(7% each), Maxwell (6"/4), Anderson and Taylor (5% each), Zapffe (4%), and Eddins (1%). 

Compared to the 1993-95 average gross revenue, Alternative B decreases annual gross revenue by 32%. 
Twelve out1itte1s potentially experience a decrease in annual gross revenue. Lamm's gross revenue 
decreases the most (·100%) with the elimination of his permit, followed by Armacost (·64%); Woods(· 
61%), Koch IRN (·59%), Zapffe (·55%), Odegaard (·51%), Bentz (-48%), Luther (-46%), Alboucq (·38%), 
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Maxwell (228%), Anderson (218%), Bream (123%), Koch AN (45%), Taylor (40%), Cook (20%}, and Koch 
HBE {11%). 

Alternative C decreases annual gross revenue 5% compared to the 1988-92 average to $1,635,253. Four 
outfitters potentially experience a greater than 1 Oo/o decrease in annual gross revenue. Lamm·s gross 
revenue decreases the most (-100%) with the ellmination of his permit, lollowed by Armacost and Koch 
AN (-12% each); and Woods (-11 %). Three outfitters potentially decrease gross revenue by 7% or less 
(Koch IRN), f?llowed by Koch HBE (-2%), and Alboucq (-1%). 

Twellle outfitiers potentially experience a gain In gross revenue; Odegaard (37%), Whitten (19%,), Cook 
(17%), Bentz (16%), Taylor (9%), Bream and Anderson (7% each), Maxwell and Alddle (6% each), 
Anderson Bild Taylor (5% each), Zapffe (4%), and Eddins (3"/4). Luther maintain their 1988-92 average 
gross revenue. 

Compared to the 1993-95 average gross revenue, Alternative C decreases annual gross revenue by 
24%. Twelve outfitters potentially experience a decrease in annual gross revenue. Lamm·s gross 
revenue decreases the most (-100%) with the elimlnatlon of his perm~. followed by Woods (·60%); Koch 
IAN (-58%), Zapffe (-55%), Armacost (-51 %), Bentz (-47%), Luther (-42%), Odegaard (-30%), Alboucq (· 
27%), Riddle (-10%), Whitten (•7%), and Eddins (·6%). Seven outfitters potentially experience a gain in 
gross revenue; Maxwell (228%), Anderson (223%), Bream (123%), Koch RN (49%), Taylor (44%), Cook 
(31 %), and Koch HBE (10%). 

The changes In gross revenue described from comparing Alternatives B and C gross revenue to the 
1993-95 average gross revenue are probably overstated due to trends displayed In Table 11-2. For 
example, considering the change in prices and trip destinations that have occurred for Armacost since the 
base period, Altematlve B reduces gross revenue by 31% when oompared to the 1993-95 average 
(Instead of 64% shown for the base period analysis). Alternative C reduces gross revenue by 6o/o when 
compared to the 1993-95 average (Instead of the 51% shown for the base period analysis). 

The gross revenue effects described for Allematives Band C assume all primary season boat days 
allocated are used based on the average yearly Increase In commercial powerboat use of 6.1 % from 1982 
to 1992 (FEIS IV-114). The effects assume secondary season boat days remains constant w~h the level 
achieved during the base period. Secondary season use has actually Increased an average of 22% yearly 
In lhe six years since 1988. Actual boat levels used depend on a variety of tactors, including consumer 
preferences and disposable lnoame levels, outtitter marketing ability, weather, and water flow levels. 

The gross revenue effects between the alternatives and the base period differ p<imarily from the 
reductions In lhe allocated boat days in the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep section, and rrom Increases or 
decreases in the total amount of allocated use for each outfitter. Reier to the previous section on the 
allocation of boat days eHects and Table 111-6. 

In Alternative B, assuming none of the outfitters sold any allocated boat days In the Cache Creek to 
Pittsburg Landing river section) or to Kirkwood above the number they historically used in the scenic 
sectlon, but sold all of the boat days above Kirkwood, aI1nual gross revenue totals $1,258,486, a 27% 
decrease from the base period and a 61 % decrease from the 1993-95 period. Effects to indlvldual 
outfitters range from a high or -48% to Alboucq to a Increase of 7% for Bream. Compared to 1993-95, 
individual effects coold range lrom a high of -71 % to Odegaard to an Increase ol 224% for Maxwell. In 
Alternatl\/8 C, the decreases in potential gross revenue could be less since any allocated boat day from a 
scenic river portal can continue into the wild river to Kirkwood, and since all outfitters get more wild boat 
days than under Alternative B except Rlddle and Whitten, who get five boat days and one boat day less, 
respectlvely. 

Additional gross revenue eflects to individual lodge owners beyond those accounted for by restricting boat 
days are not anticipated In the near tuture and unknown in the long-term. In the short-term, lodge owners 
maintain the capability to market their services to other outfitters and private users. In the long-term, 
limiting future growth In boat days for outlillers has Iha potential to reduoe future growth for lodge owners. 

Reier to Table 111·9 lor a description of annual gross revenue during the base period, 1993-95, for each 
outfitter, and alternative. Alternative A represents the average gross revenue duri"'J the base period. 
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Portal Outl!tter 

HELLS CANYON DAIii 
Armacosl 
CACHE CREeK II 
Koch HSE 
KochJRN 
Koch RN 
Luther 

Total: 

CACHE CREEK 112 
Alboucq 
Odegaard 
Ricldl~ 
Tayfor 
Total: 

CACHE CREEi< 113 
Anderson 
Bent,: 
Br~am 
Eddins 
Lamm 
Maxwell 
Zaplle 
Total: 

PITTSBURG LANDING 
CQQ~ 
Whitten 
Woods 
Total: 

TOTAL: 

Base 
Period 

Alternative 
A 

Table m-9 
Summary of Annual Gross Revenue Effects (1996$) 

(Commercial Powerboats) 

Average Alternallvi Percent Percent Alternatlve Percent Percent 
Gross B Change change C Change Change Revenue from from from from 1993-95 Base 1993-95 Base 1993--

Period Period 1995 

No New 
Market 
Oppor-
tunltles 

I $144.961 J $260,018 $93_._509 I -35'°/e -64% I $128,059 J. ·12% I ·51% $93,509 I 

$-134,595 $386,642 $428,952 -1% 11% $425,960 ·2% 10%, $393.~96 
$159.787 $350.ns $143,128 ·10% ·59% $148.177 •7% ·58% $117,490 
$224,482 $131,957 $191,220 -1S% 45% $197,181 ·12% 49¾ $160.914 
$172,961 $295,084 $160,330 ~7% -46% $172.430 Oo/a -42% $92.181 
$991,825 $1.164.460 $923,630 -?¾ ·26% $943,748 ·5% ·23% $763.881 

$76,879 $104.263 $64,617 ·16% -36% $75,864 ·1% ·27% $40,?.32 
$31,819 $62,019 $30,422 -4¾ -51% $43,473 37% -30% $17.816 
$66,817 $78,582 $8a,190 ·$% ·20% $70,758 6% --10% $45,798 
$166,983 $125.881 $176,031 5% 40% $181,875 9% 44% $124,211 
$342,498 $370 745 $334,:!eO ·2¾ ·11% $371,985 fl% 0% $228.052 . 
$10,t04 $3,342 $10,623 5% 218% $10,793 7% 223% $9,349 
$9,700 $21,450 $11,123 15% ·48% $11,262 16% -47¾ $8,850 
$4.034 $1.938 $4,330 7% 123% $4,330 7% 123% $4.$30 $7,121 $7,830 $7,170 1% -8% $7.346 3% -6% $6,583 

$67,882 $12,872 $0 •100¾ ·100% $0 ·100% ·100¾ $0 
$42,341 $13,675 $44,826 6% 228% $44,902 6% 228% $44,253 
$41,868 $96,482 $43,515 4% ·55% $43,653 4% -55% $42,455 $t82,550 $157,589 $121.584 ~33% ·30% $122.286 -33% .29¾ $115,8.20 

$25,202 $22,4,44 $26,841 7% 20% $29,479 17% 31% $24,579 $28,435 $36,614 $30,613 8% ·16¾ $33.948 19% ~7% $27,269 $6,484 $14.43/ $5.669 ·)3% ·61%. • $5,748 ·11% ·60% $5,376 
$60,121 $73.489 $63.123 5% ·16% $69,175 15% ·6% $57,224 

$t,721,955 $2,026.301 $1,536.106 ·11% -32% St,635,253 -5% -24% $1.258,486 

Percent Percent 
Change Change 

from from 
Base 1993-

Period 1995 

•SS% I "'64o/. 

-10% 2% 
·25% -67% 
·28% 22% 
•47% -69% 
·23¾ ·52% 

-48% -61% 
-44% ·. •71¾ 
"31¾ -42% 
·.26% ... 1% 
-33¾ -63% 

.7"/4 180¾ 
-9% -59% 
7% 123% 
·8% ·16% 

·100% ·100% 
5% 224% 
1% -56% 

•37% ·36% 

·2% 10% 
--401o -26% 

·17% ·63% 
·5% ·28% 

•27% -61% 

t. •No new marf<el oppo11uni1f me.ans oullitter woufcl nol sell new scenic lrips I tom boat days that were moved (tom the wild soolon to lhe scenic se<:lion un<ler Allemalive e. 
2. lndiVldual oU1fitter figures are from •ca1ou1a1ion 01 Gross Revenue• spreadsheets for each powerboat outr.ne,. 

c:::J c:::J c=J r=J c::J c:, CJ c:::J OIi r::::J '> e::J c=J c:) c::::i c:::J c::) c::i . c::J c:::) '-·- - - . 
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ASSESSMEITT OF POWERBOAT BUSINESSES CAPABILITY TO ADAPT TO CHANGE 

Revenue Impacts short-term and long-term business health. In the short-term, a decrease in revenue can 
place a business at risk if the business cannot mitigate or weather these losses. The longer-term effect 
may be a decrease in capability to adapt to future change. For these reasons, it is important to assess 
the capacity of individual outfitters to adapt to decreases in gross revenue due to changes in operations 
described in lhe alternatives. It is also important to understand that a rigorous determination of individual 
bosiness vlablllty is not possible due to the private nature of each businesses financial records. Primary 
season gross revenue per service day is therefore used as a proxy to assess lhe polenlial of each 
outfitter to adjust to changes in gross revenue. 

This proxy is based on the assumption that outfitters who earn a higher ratio of revenue to se,vlce day 
compared to other outfitters have less ability mitigate loss of revenue by increasing prices due to 
competition. Their business health is al more risk since they may have less capability to adapt to 
changes relative lo the other outfitters. 

The 19 outfitters are grouped according to the primary type of sel\lice offered, scenic tours or fishing for 
analysls and display purposes. The scenic group consists of ten businesses; Alboucq, Armacost. Cook, 
Koch HBE, Koch IRN, Koch RN, Luther, Odegaard, Taylor, and Whitten, Anmicost is induded In this 
group, however, they are not truly comparable to the rest of the outfitters since they operate from Hells 
Canyon Dam downriver. The fishing group consists of nine businesses; Anderson, Bentz, Bream, Eddins, 
Lamm, Maxwell, RldcJle, Woods, and Zapffe. 

The revenue per service day is analyzed for each outfitter for the base period and for Iha 1993·94 period. 
The combined average of the two time periods is considered to reduce the variability in ownership, use, 
revenue, weather factors, river conditions, etc. occurring over the years. 

Based on the index of revenue lo service days, outfitters with higher ratios potentlally have less capability 
to mitigate the decreased revenue effects of the alternatives. The outfitters with low ra1Ios appear able 10 
increase prices and remain compelirive. The alternatives are then analyzed to determine potential short 
and longer-term impacts to the oulfltter's capabilities to adapt to changes In their revenue p1;1r service day. 
Figures 111-1 (Fishing Group Revenue Per Service Day) 10 111-2 (Scenic Group Revenue for Service Days) 
display the results of this analysis. 
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Figure 111-2 Fishing Group Revenue Per Seivice Day 
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1 !1!14. Alternative A dlsplays the revenue per service day derived from the base period ol 1988 10 1992 . . 
Differences in the 1988 to 1994 average and Alternative A reveal the changes in revenue per service day 
reaHzed during the 1993 to 1994 period. Compared to the 1988 to 1994 average. a shorter Allematlve A 
bar means that either a lower price per service day or more service days were achieved during 1993 and 
1994. A taller bar for Alternative A means the opposite. Afternatlve B and C are compared to Alternative 
A. Differences in bar heights are the result of changing the number of boat days combined with shifts in 
destinations on the river as a result of the action alternatives. 

Compared to Alternative A, Alternatives B and C reduce revenue per service day tor all outfitters except 
for a slight Increase in Alternative C for Maxwell. The decreases for Alternative B range between 0% and 
17% and the decreases under Alternative B are generally less that 10% except for Armacost who has a 
decrease of 20%. ' 

Within the scenic group for the years 1988 to 1994, Whitten, Luther, Taylor, and Koch RN have generated 
the highe!>I revenue per seJVlce day. Using this Index as a proxy for adaptability to decreases In 
revenue, these businesses are least capable of mitigating alternative changes by raising price. In 
Alternative B, Luther and Taylor have a the seaind largest decreases (14%) in revenue per service day in 
this group. In Alternative C, Luther, Taylor, and Koch RN show decreases of 6%, 8%, and 6%, 
respectively. Cook, under all alternatives could be ainsidered less capable of adapting to change, 
however, this company inairs the least decreases in revenue per service day under the action 
alternatives. It should be noted that use reporting fluctuates between the three Koch businesses which 
creates varied resutts for their average revenue per service day . 

The fishing group for the years 1988 to 1994 has Anderson, ZapHe, Maxwell, and Riddle generating the 
highest revenue per service day. These businesses are least capable of m~igatlng alternative changes 
by raising price. In Alternative B, Anderson and Rlddle have the largest decreases (17% and 12%, 
respactivaly) in revenue per service day in this· group. In Alternative C, Anderson and Riddle also have 
the largest decreases in the fishing group (13% and 10%, respectively), Note that Lamm's temporary 
permit has been tenninated under the action altamatrves. 

In the longer-tenn, those businesses that generally have higher revenue per servioe day ratios do npt • 
change their relative position with respect to the other oullltters. The outliners that are least capable to 
adapt presently will remain so into the foreseeable future. What is not known Is the relationship of 
business health to continued growth in boat days into the future. The businesses that are heavily 
dependent on expansion, with respect to boat days, may find it very difficuh to adapt to the limits Imposed 
under Alternatives B and C. 

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

Refer to Table 111-13 at the end of this Chapter for a summary of changes to boat days, total gross 
revenue, and scheduling flexibllity by outfitter for each alternative. 
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There are 16 lloalboat outfitters (14 priority use and 2 temporary use) permitted by the Forest Service to 
operate on the HCNRA portion of the Snake River. In addition, there are 35 float outfitters permitted by 
the BLM to operate on the Lower Salmon River and the lower portion of the Snake River below the 
confluence of the Snake and the Salmon rivers. 

The outfitters permitted by the Forest Service are grouped below by mulli-<1ay and one-day float trips as 
follows: 

Multl-Day One-Day 
Oars-Dories (Wendt) Hells Canyon Adventures (Armacost) 
Davis Whitewater Expeditions (Davis) Snake River Adventures (Luther) 
River Odysseys West (ROW) (Grubb) 
Canyon Outfitters, Inc. (Hauptman) 
Idaho Afloat (Howard) 
Hughes River Expeditions. Inc. (Hughes) 
Heller Bar Excursions (Koch B&F) 
Nonhwest Voyageurs (Peavey} 
Peer's Snake River Rafting (Peer) 
Oregon Trail Adventures (Porfily) 
Hells Canyon Adventures Raft (Randle} 
Freewater (Steele} 
Steen·s Wilderness Adventures (Steen} 
Holiday River Expedition of Idaho (Stewart) 

• 

All trips except Koch's and Luther's originate at Halls Canyon Creek. During the base period, Koch and 
Luther started many of their trips in the wild river in conjunction with their jetboat opera~ons. 

Each outfitter offers a specilic range of services. For detailed Information by outfitter, refer to the 
historical summary of Hoat businesses In Appendix A and the "Outfitter Narratives• oontatned in the 
analysis Ille. 

The following discussion of effects uses the outfitter's last name instead of the registered business name 
for ctar~y. 

RECENT TRENDS IN COMMERCIAL FLOAT BUSINESSES 

Several factors were evaluated to determine trends in Individual business and overall Industry operations 
since the base period (See Table 111-10). The two-year average of 1993 and 1994 use and revenue is 
used as a reference point since this is the most complete recent Information. Much of the data used in 
this analysts Is estimated from the relationship between total gross revenue and primary season use 
figures. Since information on launches, passengers, and craft numbers is available onty for the primary 
season, and gross revenue Is avattable only for the total season, the actual ratios are overstated by the 
proportion of revenue received in the secofldary season. However, the trends are valid. 
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Table 111-10 
Primary Season Gross Revenue, Float Launch, and Passenger Trends 

(Base Period Average 1988-92 Compared to Two-Vear Average 1993·94) 
Commercial Float Outfitters) 

Oulfitt~r Launches Revenue Revenue/ Passengers Revenue/ CralVlaunch Trip Days Ownership 
Percent Percent Launch Percent Passenger Percent Percent 
Change Change Percent Change Percent Change Change 

Channe Channe 

Multl-day Tdps: 
-37% ·65% 14% ·3% -17% Wendt -35% ·60% 

28% 14% Davis ·13% 19% 36% 0% 19% 
Grubb 18% 41% 19% 30% 8% 28% ·11% 

89% 0% Hauptman -6% -87% ·2% 22% -25% 
·1% -{37% 58% •17% ·14¾ Howard 0% ·1% 

72% 0% Hughes 18% 54% 31% 57% -2% 
-43% 83% -44% 2% 540% 0% KochB&F ·69% 

0% Peavey ·33% 18% 76% 0% 18% 36% 
-38% -74% 496% -90% 58% ·50% Peer 140% 

Portlly 17% -13% -25% 1% -14% 12% -33% 
148% -39% 53% 1467% -20% Randle -63% ·7% 

0% -9% Steele -50% -44% 11% ·48% 6% 
55% 0% Steen 33% 78% 33% 65% 7% 

Stewart 7% 79% 67% 56'¼ 15"/o 22% 5% 

One-day Trips: 
Armacost 1-day 27% 105% 62% 71% 20% 10% 0% 
Luther 1-dav ·63% -89% -70% -91% 20% -11% 0% 

TOTALS -12% 15% 30% 13% 1% 61% -13% 

Eight outfitters have Increased or maintained the number of launclles used ranging from 7°/. to 140% 
since the base period. Oecreases in the number of launches used range from -13% to ·69%. Across all 
owners, launches have deaeased by 12% .. This decrease in launches should be considered in light ol 
the overall 13% Increase in passengers. Ten outfitter have increased or maintained the number of 
passengers ranging from 1 % to 496% since the base period. De«eases in the number of passengers 
range from -37% to •91 %. 

Seven out of sixteen outfitters have experienced an increase In total gross revenue ra~lng from 18% to 
105% since the base period. Decreases In total gross revenue range from -1% to -89%. Changes in 
overall revenue may be due to a combination of factors including changes In number of trips, trip lengths, 
passengers, prices, discounts, services supplied, markedng efforts, weather, size of boats, river 
conditions, and numerous other elements. 

Changes in ownership, type and duration of trips, sefVlces provided, prices, boat sizes, etc., is extremely 
variable between outfitters. However, the amount of revenue earned per passenger day (one person per 
day or part of the day on the river) provides a reasonable measure for comparing each business's 
performance to the base period. Twelve of the businesses have increased their revenue per passenger 
day since the base period ranging from 2% to 58%. The remaining four businesses have decreased the 
amount of revenue earned per service day ranging from -2% to -90%. 

Over the entl<e commercial lloat Industry groop, tolal gross revenue and primary season passengers have 
lncreas£d by 15% and 13%, respectively, resulting In a 16% increase In revenue per passenger day 
compared to the base period. As noted above, float launches have actually decreased over the same 
period by-12%. 

Four of the float outfitters have operated continually since the early 1980's. During the base period, float 
outfitter businesses changed ownership live times. More recently, outfitter businesses have changed 
ownership another live times. 
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EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES TO FLOAT OUTFITTERS 

Reier to Chapter II for a detailed description of the operational limlts for Alternative A (no action) and 
Allematives Band C (action alternatives). The following sections describe direct and indirect effects to 
commercial float 0111fit1ers. 

Launch Locations tor Commercial floatcraft and Areas of Operaljon 

Alternative A allows all float oolfitters to launch from Hells Canyon Creek, Pittsburg Landing, and Dug Bar 
during the primary and secondary seasons. All float outfitters launched from Hells Canyon Creek during 
the base period except Koch B&F and Luther \'ftio launched one-day float trips between Wild Sheep and 
Kirkwood in coniunelion wllh their powerboat operations and overnight stays at Copper Creek Resort and 
Sheep Creek Cabin, respectively. Steele's business launched one float !rip from Pittsburg Landing. 

Allematlve B llmits launch locations to Hells Canyon Creek in the primary season, but does not limil 
localions in the secondary season. Establishing a single launch location limits outfitter's flexlbility for 
launching trips from a different portal, but no economic Impacts to outfitter's gross revenue are expected 
compared to Altemative A because all outfitters (except Koch B&F, Armacost, and Luther) can launch 
from their usual launch polnL Koch B&F Will need to move the origin of their trips from the area of Rush 
Creek upriver to Hells Canyon Creek. This does not eliminate any float launches or associated gross 
revenue because they can still use the same number of launches from the dam. It does limlt their 
flexibility to launch below Hells Canyon Dam lo accommodate one-day trips and reach Copper Creek 
Resort in the same d;/j. Lulher and Armacost wlll not have a permit, elimlnating their float launches and 
associated gross revenue. The effect to Steele is minimal since the only trip OCQJrred during the base 
period. 

Allernatlve Callows all outfitters Including Koch, Armacost, and Luther to launch float trips from anywhere 
upstream from Pittsburg Landing In lhe primary season with no restrietions in the seoondaiy season. 
Designating launch locations does not reduce outfitters float launches or areas of operation or gross 
revenue because all commercial float outfltters can continue to launch from the location they primarily use 
(upriver of Pittsburg Landing). 

Refer to the previous section on effects of launching Inflatable watercraft from commercial powerboats for 
further discussion of effects from limiting launch locations to f.(och B&F, Armacost, and Luther. Refer to 
the following section on the effects of the nonmotorlzed period to ouUltters Who operate in conjunction 
wilh their commercial powerboat perm~. 

Maximum and Minimum Numbers of Commero1a1 Float Quttjtters a, Spec1i;c Portals 

Alternative A allows for 16 commercial float permits which are all currently filled including two temporary 
use permits. Alternative B eflmlnates the two temporary use permits (Armacost and Luther), efiminating 
their total launches and gross revenue associated with these operations. The maximum number of 
pennlts total 14. Armaoosrs float launches and gross revenue will be ellminated from the Hells Canyon 
Creek portal. Lulhel's float launches and gross revenue wm be eliminated from their float 1rips !hat 
operate in oonjunction with their powerboat operations which originates passengers from the Cache 
Creek portal. Alternative C maintains all float permits (16} Including the two temporary permits. No 
changes to float launches, gross n,venue, or scheduling flexlbilfly Will occur from establishing minimum 
and maximum numbers of permits because outfitters can continue to launch from lhe portal they primarily 
lauoch from compared to Alternative A. 

Alloca!jon of Use lltoat launches) 

In Alternative A (no-action), outfitters can continue to operate multi-day trips within their Initial allocation of 
two launches per day w~h a specffic launch ca/ender tor 224 total commercial launches during the 
primary season. The one vacant permit will continue to provide 14 additional launches to the commercial 
pool dates for scheduling flexibility, During the base period, actual primary season launches averaged 
217, Two 01Jtfitters averaged more launches than they were allocated (Randle and Koch B&F), The extra 
launches occurred when unused launches in the pool were picked up or lrips were conducted 
downstream of Rush Creek where reservations were not required (Koch). Randie's use occurred during 
the base period by another ow11er (Armacost) whose permit was used primarily to conduct one-day lrlps. 
The one-day floal oulfillers can continue to operate. 
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Alternatives B and C coritinue to limit commercial launches at the same level as Allemative A. The 
vacant permit wlll be splil between private users (8 launches) and commercial users (6 launches) based 
on historical allocatlons of use between the two user groups. lndlvldual outfitters can continue to operate 
within their allocated launches with the exception of Armacost and Luther whose one-day permits are 
eliminated. Reier to Chapter II and Appendix B and Appendix C for description of launch allocations for 
each outfitter. Randie's. current use is not reduced compared to his allocation. Koch B&F has 10 rely on 
the unused commercial and private launches In the pool for two additional launches lhey used in the base 
period (16). Splitting the vacant permit reduces the total number of dates in the commercial ponion of the 
pool for flexibility to schedule trips. The effect on float launches, gross revenue, and llexibllity is minimal 
considering that 20% ol commercial float launches were unused In 1992 and 27% were unused in 1995 
providing on average three to lour additional vacant launches per week. In the 1993·94 period, all 
outfitters were operating at or below their allocated launches. 

Timing and Duration of Nonmotorized Period 

Alternative A (no-action) does not have a nonmotorized period. Float ouUitters wlll not have the flexibility 
to market a trip for a nonmotorlzed experierice on the Snake River. 

Alternative Band C allow for a three-day nonmotorized period providing float outfitters the opportunity to 
market this type of trip experience on the Snake River. This may or may not affect the number of trips, 
passengers, days on the river, and subsequent gross revenue depending on a variety of factors Including 
each ouUitter's marketing ability, business Investment, debt load, weather, and river ftows. 

The nonmotorized period eliminates float outfitters ability to use Jetback services to Hells Canyon Creek if 
they end their trip on a nonmotorized day. Nine outfitters reported using jetbacks to the dam for the 
majority or at least some of their trips during the base period. Average trip lengths for multi-day outfitters 
varies from 2-6 days. Outlitters may have to shorten or lengthen their trips to coincide with a motorized 
day for letbacks to the dam. Outf~ters will have to arrange ground transportation for shuttling customers 
back to Hells Canyon Dam or bring their gear and vehicles to the take•oot point for trips ending on a 
nonmotorized day. Based on the number of days and launches in the primary season and the total 
number of nonmotonzed days, a maximum of 22o/o of the float launches may be affected. Changes to 
gross revenue due to expenses for ground transportation and loss of Jetback services and flexibility will 
occur for both float and powerboat outfitters to accommodate trips around the nonmotorized period. 

Flexibility for both float and powerboat outfitters to schedule jetbacks around lhe nonmotorized period will 
be less in Allernative B than In Alternative C because powerboat outfitters will have to schedule Jetbacks 
on specific days allocated to them rather than have flexibility to accommodate jetbacks with a certain 
number of days per month as needed by float outfitters. Alternative C also allocates more boat days than 
Altemative B provldlng greater flexlblllty for scheduling jetbacks. Powerboat outfitters who provide jetouts 
to locations downriver of Kirkwood wlll be affected sinoe all float trips end below Kirkwood (the end of the 
nonmotorlzed section). Reier to the previous section on effects ta commercial powerboat outfitters from 
limiting launching of Inflatable watercraft tor a lurther discussion of the effects on float outfitters who use 
their powerboat permit in conjunction with their float trips. 

In Alternative C, the one-day float outfitters (Artnacost and Luther) lose the flexibility to launch float trips 
every other day from Monday through Wednesday (nonmotorized period). However, they gain flexibility 
to schedule trips every other day Thursday through Sunday on non motorized weeks as long as there are 
unused launches on those dates from the pool. Between the two outfitters, one launch per week is 
eliminated during the nonmotorized weeks. During the motorized weeks, they can launch seven days a 
week if use is available. Launches and gross revenue will be further reduced and eventually elimlnated 
when all launches are used by commercial multl-day and private floaters and no excess capacity exists in 
the pool. Refer to the previous discussion on allocation of float launches tor description of unused float 
launches. 

Launch Schedule 

All float outfitters continue to operate under a limited daily use schedule as occurred in the base period In 
all alternatives. The two temporary use permils (Lu1her and Armacost) are eliminated under Alternative B 
eliminated associated float launches and gross revenue. Alternative C allows Luther and Armacost to 
operate with unused launches from Iha pool on four days of the week during lhe nonmotorized weeks and 
seven days per week on motorized weeks as compared lo live days during the base period. Each 
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vv, .... u, .. ~~ ,.,., uc~,u,111y 1u ,111:111a~!! me numoer 01I1oat laundies and gross revenue compared lo their 
actual use during the base period, Although the number of available launches from the pool varies daily, 
the lowes1 year of unused launches was 1992 with 112 (20% of tolal private and commercial). 
Approxlmalely 27% of commercial float launches were unused in 1995. 

Party Size for Commercial Users 

Alternative A (no-action) allows float outfitters to operate trips with up to 30 passengers. Aclual use 
reports for ten outfitters {Wendt, Grubb, Hauptman, Howard, HUghes, Peavey, Porfily, Randle, Steen, and 
Stewart) showed 1rips wkh between 24 to 35 passengers during the base period. 

Alternative Band C reduce party size to 24 people including guides. Gross revenue is potentially reduced 
from reducing the number of passengers for the ten Individual outfitters who had large groups during the 
base period. Gross revenue effects from the loss of passengers ranges from -1% to •7% oompared to the 
base period. Llmilatlons to party size potentially reduce gross revenue by S-7% tor Wendt, Howard, 
Peavey, and Porfily and by 1-4% for Grubb, Hauptman, Hughes, Randle, Steen, and Stewart. Refer to 
the summary of gross revenue effects later In this chapter for more discussion, 

Maximum Number of Commercial floatcraft per Party 

Alternatlve A (no-action) allows float outfitters to operate trips With up to 30 craft of any valid type (raft, 
drift, kayak, Inflatable, canoe, etc.). Actual use reports for six outfitlers (Wendt, Davis, Hauptman, 
Howard, Hl!Qhes, and Porlily) showed trips wnh between 1 Oto 17 craft during the base period. All c.aft 
type on trips with mom than eight craft in a party were one-person Inflatables except for Porlily who had 
an average of 11 rafts on some trips under a previous owner who specialized in row-your-own kayak trips. 

Allematives Band C reduce the maximum number of craft ta eight per party. Gross revenue is potentially 
reduced from reducing lhe number of craft for the six individual outfitters who had large groups during the 
base period. Gross revenue effects from the loss of craft range from-1% to-13"/a compared to lhe base 
period. Porfily has the greatest potential effect to gross revenue (-13%) because his craft over the eight 
were rafts and held more passengers. HClwever, the effect to Porfily Is overestimated because Porfily 
does primarily offers multi-day raft trips compared to the previous owner who did primarily row,your-own 
trips that required several craft during the base period, The other live outfitters have a potential gros.s · 
revenue effect of less lhan three percent because the inflatables only held one person on average.' 

Use or Kickers on Commercial Floatcraft In the WiJd River 

Alternative A (no-action) allows float outfitters to use kickers (outboard motors) in any section of the river 
to help propel rafts downriver in slack water or against headwinds. Five outfitters reported using kickers 
on their cargo rafts and tor emergency evacuation pu,poses when necessary. Three of lhe outfitters 
(Randle, Hughes, and Howard) have used them in the wild section of the river. 

Altemalives Band C eliminate kickers and prevent the three outfitters from using kickers In the wlld river 
section year-round. All outfitters can continue to use kickers In the scenic section year-round. The three 
outfitters have to potentially buy smaller ar lower proflle rafts to aocommodate their cargo and still lloat to 
Pittsburg Landing in relatively the same amount of time. The· size and cost of rafts varies depending on 
the equipment already available ta the oulfttter, the numbers of passengers on the trip. and the conditions 
such as high winds and emergency needs that required the use of kickers. 

Management and QoordlnaIion of Commercial Salmon River Floaters 

Alternative A (no-action) allows lower Salmon River commercial floaters with party sizes up to 30 
passengers end crew to continue to camp anywhere below th~ confluence of lhe Snake and Salmon 
Rivers. Any trip can Include more than eight craft per party. , , 

Alternatves Band C require commerclal float trips entering the Snake River from the Lower Salmon River 
with more than 24 people to camp within the first mile beloW the confluence. Olher options to camping 
exist such as obtaining a /etout to Heller Bar to complete the trip in the same day, or using kickers to 
reach Bear Bar 12 miles downriver (first camp location off the HCNRA). This takes several hours from 
the confluence, 
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per party limit. Over the last three years (1993·95), eight to ten companies out of 35 Lower Salmon River 
outfitters had an average party size between 18-24 (including guides). Two of these companies had 
years with an average party size of 26, and one company had an average pany size of 30 in one year. 
Average number of passengers per party (Including guides) tor all Salmon River outfitters permitted to 
operate on the Snake River has been 15 for the last three years. The average numbers of craft are not 
avallable for these outfitters . 

Assuming the average number of craft per trip for the Snake River outfitters is comparable to the Salmon 
Rlver outfitters, and the average number of people per craft (3), these outfitters may have had some trips 
with 9-10 total craft. Limiting craft per party to eight prlmarily affects outfitters that accommodate groups 
larger than 24 people and outfitters that do row-ycur-own kayak trips if they continue onto the Snake 
River. Row-your-own trips generally have one person per Inflatable kayak or 1 ·2 people per raft and 
require addltlonal gutdes In kayaks or rafts for assistance through rapids as a safety precaution. 

These companies may have to reconfigure their trips to meet the craft limit of eight. Some oulfftters 
currently use larger rafts to accommodate the same number of people In the groups, tie rafts together or 
into pod formations upon reaching the confluence and motor out with a kicker. oomplete the trip at the 
confluence, take a Jetout to Heller Bar oft the HCNAA or upriver to Plttsburg Landing, If the row-your-own 
kayak companies wanted to continue their trip on the Snake River, they have to buy 2-3 additional rafts 
(approxlmatel}t $3,000 - $6,500 each) possibly an outboard motor to carry the deflated kayaks and extra 
passengers who ware in the rafts from the confluence downriver. This requires hiring 2-3 additional 
guides at a cost of approxlmetely $100/day per guide for an average four day trip. 

Snake River powerboat outfitters have historicall}t provided Jetout services to Heller Bar and jetback 
seivlces to Pittsburg Landing for the Lower Salmon outfitters. This service can continue within allocated 
boat days for each outfitter. Additional schedulU{I and coordination may be required with the powerboat 
outfitters to ffnd one that can accommodate their trip dates within their allocation. Whether powerboat 
outfitters continue this seivic:e due to timilatlons on their boat days is unknown, The allocated boat days 
Pfovide 8 commercial powerboat launches per day under Aftemative B and 8.8 commercial powerboat 
launches per day in Alt~rnative C in this section of the river providing the opportunity for all of the 
powerboat outfitters except Annacost to accommodate jetouts. Float outfitters can also continue to float 
to the HCNRA boundary and have unlimited access to jetouts at that point. 

Gross Reyenue Effects 

During the base period, average annual gross revenue totalled $884,634 for all tloat outfitters. Total 
revenue ranged from a high of $1,194,994 in 1995 to a low of $759,758 in 1988. Average revenue for the 
period 1993-95 totalled $1,069,578. The highest year of revenue for eight outfitters (Davis, Grubb, 
Hughes, Peavey, Peer, Steen, Stewart, and Armacost) was repcrted in the period 1993-95. The other 
eight (Wendt, Hauptman, Howard, Koch B&F, PO!fily, Randle, Steele, and Luther) reponed the highest 
revenue during the base period. 

Five outfitters (Davis, Grubb, Hughes, Peavey, and Porflly) reponed their highest year of revenue in 1995. 
Individual gross revenues ranged from a low of $1,031 (Luther) to a high of $185,201 (Hughes) during the 
base period, and a low of $458 (Luther) to a high of $284,901 (Hughes) from 1993 to 1995. Under 
Alternative A (no-action), gross revenues will continue to fluctuate as a result of a variety of factors 
including business tu mover, customer demands, ma.rl<eting, weather conditions, river conditions, prices, 
individual owner's business ability, etc. 

Gross revenues were reported for the entire year by each outfitter. Assuming the greater proportion of 
passengers and days spent on the river occurred in the primary season, gross revenue associated with 
each primary season launch, passenger, and passenger day was determined for each outfitter. 
Approximatel}t 16 launches was recorded per year in the secondary season during the base period. 

The resulllng relationshlp between revenue per launch, revenue per passenger, and revenue per craft 
was used to determine total gross revenue for Alternatives Band C. Refer to Table 111-11 for a description 
of annual gross revenue during the base period, 1993-95, tor each outfitter, and alternative. Alternative A 
represents average gross revenue during the base period. The gross revenue effects account for primary 
season launches used hlstorically, the total launches allocated, the effects of limiting par1y sizes to 24, 
and the effects of limiting the number of craft lo eight. Comparing the lolal gross revenue under the 
alternatives lo the 1988-92 and the 1993-95 average gross revenue provides a relative indication of the 
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111y11es1 or 1owes1 point of tile potential change in gross revenue. Also."llie 1993-95 average gross 
revenue represents a diHerent relationship between revenue, launches, passengers, and craft numbers 
than examined for the base period primarily due to changes in how many trips outfitters took 10 each 
section of the river, the number ol passengers and days per trip, and the prices they charged. The IWo • 
points of comparison provide a range of potential effects to Individual outfitters. 

Alternatives B and C annual gross revenue totals $812,972 and $844,288, an 8% and 5% decrease from 
the base period, respectively. All sixteen outfitters potentially experience a decrease in annual gross 
revenue. Armacost's and Luther's gross revenue decreases the most (-100%) with the elimination of their 
one•day permhs under Alternative B. Other decreases potentially occur as follows: Porlily (·20%), Wendt 
Hl%), Hughes {•7%), Howard (·6%), Hauptman and Peavey {·5%), Steen (-4%), Randle (-3%), Grubb (· 
2%), Davis and Stewart (·1%). Koch B&F, Peer, and Steele maintain the same level of gross revenue. 

Compared to the 1993-95 average gross revenue, under Alternatives Band C, annual gross revenue 
decreases by 24% and 21 %, respectlvely. Eleven oUlfitte,s potentially experience a decrease in annual 
gross reveooe. Annacost and Luther's gross revenue decreases the most (· 100%) with the elimlnatlon of 
their permits under Altematlve B, followed by Steen (-49%), Hughes (-43%), Grubb (·43%), Stewart(· 
38%), Peavey (·34%), Davis (·28%), Hauptman (•7%), Porfily (·6%), and Howard ("3%). 

The gross revenue effects described for Alternatives B and C assume the average primary season float 
launches actually used during the base period (1988-92) will continue to be used. However, all outfitters 
have decreased or Increased the number of launches they've used compared to 1993-94 as described 
prevlously In the trend analys!s. The gross revenue effects assume secondary season launches remain 
constant with the level achieved during the base period. Oeta is unavailable on secondary season use to 
determine any trend. Actual noat launches used depends on a varle!y of factor.., including consumer 
prelerances and disposable Inoa me levels, outfitter marketing ability, weather, and water flow levels. · 

In Alternatives Band C, assuming all of the outfitters could sell every allocated float launch at the 1993-94 
average revenue per launch, the annual gross revenue would total $1,285,756, a 45% Increase from the 
base perfod and a 20% inaease from the 1993-95 period. Elfee1s to Individual outfitters could range from 
a high of 138% to Davis to a decrease of 27% for P~r compared to the base period. Compared to 1993-
95, individual effects could range from a high of 273% to Koch B&F to a decrease ol 11 % tor Grubb. The 
gross revenue effects do not include any launches potentially gained from the commercial pool which 
tends to narrow the range of effects described. Some outfitters show a decrease In gross revenue if they 
used all of their launches because they earned less revenue per launch in the 1993·94 period as • 
compared to the base period. ' • 

The economic analysis file contains further detatls and descriptions of economic effects and assumptions 
for each outfitter. 
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Outfitter Base Average 
Period Gross 

Average Revenue 
Alt. A 1993-95 

Mufti-day Trips: 
Cnanq $91,574 $S1,1l08 
Oa\l\i $23,309 $32249 
G111bb $81,822 $1se.m 
Hauplman $125,-189 $129,105 
H<>wan:I $68,688 $64,924 
Huqh .. $156,283 $255,368 
K0(:)18~F $27,211 $11,716 
Peavey $49,934 $71,625 
P~er $21,433 $14,655 
Po~i~/ $18,590 $15,905 
Raodle $57,502 $39,176 
Steela $32,059 $17,859 
Stee• $31,371 $59,119 
Stewart $89,854 $112 033 
One-day Trips: 

Armacost I dy $27,244 ~3,575 
Lu1her 1 dv $4,072 $458 

TOTALS: $884,$34 $1,069,573 

-
Table 111-11 

Summary of Annual Gross Revenue Effects {1996$) 
(Commercial Float Outfitters) 

Percent Percent Gross Percent Percent Gross Percent Percent 
change change Revenue change change Revenue change change 

ft<lm from Alt,B rrom from Alt.C from from 
Base 1993-95 Base 1993-95 Base 1993-95 

Period (1) Period Period 
(1) 

03/, .4311, $84,113 -8% 82o/, $84,113 -8% 62¼ 
0% 38¼ ffl.lOG ·1"'/• -28% $23,108 ·1% ·28% 
0% 7f% $80,003 ·2% -43o/, $80,00S -2¾ -43% 
0% S¾ $119,625 -5% -71', $119,625 -5% -7¾ 
0% -3% $62,974 •IW<> --$¾ $62,874 -6% ~% 
0% 631', $145,452 -7% •43% $145,452 -7% -43o/. 
0% -57¾ $27,211 O¾ 132% $27,211 0., ,. 132% 
OIi, 43% $47,437 ·5% -34¾ $47,437 -5% ·34% 
0% •3;2¾ $21,433 0% 46% $21,433 O¾ 46% 
0% ·WI. $14,909 -20%, --6% $14,909 ·20°1. ·6% 
O'J. -32¾ $55,617 '3% 42% $55,617 ~¾ 42% 
o,, -44% $$2,059 O¾ 80¾ $32,059 o,o 80¾ 
0% llS¼ $30,063 •4% -49% $30,063 -4% -49% 
0% 60% t68.970 ·19.4 .. ~o/. $68 970 -1% ·38% 

0% 91'/4 $0 ·1003/, -100% $27,244 Oo/, -49¼ 
0% .89% .,.. -100o/6 •100% 44,072 0% 709% 
0% 2114 $812,972 -e..:. -24% $844,288 -$¾ -21,;, 

1. Based on 1988-92 average revenuo per launch and average number ol laun(:ha& "'"° during tho base period. 
2. Baied on 1993-94 aver.ige revenuo pet launch and total "4Jmber ol laun<lhe$ allocate<I. 

l H.q 

~ 

Gross Percent Percent 
Reven11e change change 
All, A If from from 

AU Base 1993-95 
Launches Period 

Used 
(2) 

$72,964 ·20% 41% 
$55,407 138% 72% 

$123,870 51% -11% 
$151,697 21% 17% 
$84,1$0 26¼ 30% 

$2$2,$31 G2¾ ... n·. 
$43,684 61% 273% 

$102,694 1()6¾ 43% 
$15,580 -27% 6% 
$32,510 75% 104% 
$62,391 9% 59% 
$50,005 56% 180% 
$64,973 107% 10% 

$116,783 67% 4% 

$55,948 105% 4o/, 
$458 -89% -0% 

$1,28S,756 45% 20'.4 



><'>'>1:-Ml:.NI ut-\;UMMl:HCIAL FLOAT OPERATOR CAPABILITY TO ADAPT TO CHANGE 

The aflemative's impacts on the shorl-lerm and long-term business health of the commercial ftoatboal 0 
industry can be assessed by looking at the ability ol the lnduslry to maintain or expand exis~ng revenues 
given the imposed !Imitations. This 3/lalysls looks at the effects or the alternatives on each outfitter and n 
the available capacity In unused launch dates. Table 111-12 ldentiries the percent changes in passengers, U 
number of craft, and decreases In launches by outfitter. The available capacity for additional tloat trips to 
mttlgate the effeCIS of the alternaUves Is also displayed by comparing the number of launches available to 
actual use In the base period and the 1993 to 1994 average. □ 

TABLEill~l2 
IMPACTS OF ACTION ALTERNATIVES ON FLOAT OUIFII I'ERS 

AIIB&C AltB&C ' Alr. B&C AltB<fiC ' All.BOnly Base-Period 1993-94 
Passengers Floatcraft Launch Unused Unused 

Outfitter Cbanoe Chaoee Chan•e Caoadhl Caoaclty 
Multi-day Trips 
Wendt -7% -1% 21¾ SO% 
Davis -1% 43% SO% 
Grubb -2% 21% 7% 
Hauptman -2'Yo -3% 19% 24% 
Howard -5% -1% 21% 21% 
Hughes -4% -3% 19% .S¾ 
KocbB&.F -14% 64% 
Peavey -S% 14% 43% 
Peer 64% 14% 
Porf,Jy -7% -13% S7% 50% 
Randle -3% 29% 14% 
Steele 29% 64% 
Steen -4% 36% 

' 14% 
Stewan -1% 0% -7% 

One-day Trips 
Annacost -100% 21% 0% 
Luther -100% 79% 92% 

The alternatives appear to offer most multi-day outfitters the capabllity to add launches within presenl 
capacity limits In order to mitigate redu~ons due to llmits on the number of float craft end party slze. It 
also appears that most have the abltity to experfenca growth Into the foreseeable future. The exception to 
lhls group are Hughes and Stewart. If the changes tor Hughes are cumulative, then the unused capacity 
of the 1993 ta 1994 period will be completely filled. This business could incur actual reductions In grass 
revenue and have no capacity for growth. Stewart Is apeta1ing at the launch limtt so that reductlol'IS In 
gross revenue are lile!y and growth within this business Is not possible. Note that negative numbers In 
capacity retlect where outfitters have picked up unused launches from the pool in addition to their 
allocation (Stewart) or ran trips below Rush Creek where float launches were nor limited (Koch). 

Armaoost and Luther. under Alternawe Blose the temporary permits and al business associaled with the 
permtts. AltemaUve C effects vary and are dependent 011 capacity not used by olher commercial and 
private parties. For Armacost the best result Is llmiled growth and the worst rerult is that all avallable 
launch dates are used by other commercial and private par,les. Armacost loses this business activity. 
Luther has the capacily to eMpand the business under the most positive outcome. and like Armacost, lose 
all one•day lloat trips under the worst outcome. It is likely that Armaoost will see this business actiVity 
erode over tlme. Luther can expand In the near fulure and then lose this business actiVlty later. Based 
on float launch ulillzalion trends , It Is likely that there will be some level or temporary one-day Uoat trips 
that will continue in the short-term (refer to Table 111·10). 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

These potenllal Impacts 011 Luther, Annacost, and Koch can be addttive to the lossas In revenue from the 
powerboat business activity, The analysis for Luther and Koch showed reduced capabaity to adapt to 
changes to the power boat llmitatlons; however, the float business only generates about 2% of Luther's 
total gross revenue and 3% of Koch's total gross revenue. WhRe the analysis showed Armacost was 
better In adapting lo change, the loss of the Roatboat activity combined wtlh the losses In powerboat gross 
revenues apProaches a 50% loss In average gross revenue compared to the base period under 
Allematlve B, and a 25% loss over lime under AltemaUve c. · 

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

Reier to Table 111-13 below for a summa,y of changes to boat days and launches, total gross revenue, 
and scheduling•Hexibllfty by outfitter for each allemative. 
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Table 111-13 0 Summary of Economic Elfects 
Changes to Boat Days/Launches, Gross Revenue, and Scheduling FlexlblRty 

Outfitter Alternallve A Altematlve B Alternative c 
Commercial A~raoe Averago Sclledutlng Cllongoln Chango In Scheduling Chlnll't In Change In •Pawerboat Bo.at Daysi Groti fl81lblllty Boat Doyal Gross Fle.Jl>illy Boat Day.ti Gross Launches Revenues Leunchas ReYenuas Launches Rovenues 
Annaoost 387 $f.14,961 H •t63 ·35¾ l 10 -12,.. 
l<ochHBE 228 $4$4,595 H -$ ... 1% L -4 ·2'Y, 
KochlRN 62 $159,787 H 16 ·10% L Z3 ·7% 
Koch RN 111 $224,482 H 9 •15o/, L 7 ·12'Y, 
Ltllher 131 $172,961 H 8 .. ,../4, L 8 0% 
lllt>ovcq 15 $7&,879 H ·2 •Ill% L 10 ... 1.,.. 
Odooaa,d so $31,619 H e -4% L 3S 37% 
Rfddle a7 $66,817 H 2 ·5% L 6 &14 
Taylor 64 $166,883 H 1 5% L 21 9% 
Mdel$Cn 4 $10,104 H 2 5% L 2 7% 
Bentt a $$,7DO H 3 15% L 3 16% 
Sre.am 6 $4,034 H I 7% L , 7% 
Eddins s $7,121 H 1 1% L 1 3% 
Lamm 52 $87,382. H •52 ·100% . ·52 •100"/. 
Maxwllll 2 $42.341 H 2 6% L 2 &¾ 
Zaplla 4 $41,868 H 2 4¼ L 2 4% 
Cook 20 $2&,21)2 H 4 7% l 11 17% 
Whitten 30 $28,435 H I 8% L 10 18% 

' Woods 7 Sll,484 H . ·13% L 2 ·11% 
T<>lals: 17'!..'< SI 721 ,95$ H -75 •t\% L 98 -5% 
COmmerclal float 
Wendt ti $91,S74 H . -41¾ L . '8% 
Dal/ls 8 $23,309 H . ·1% L . ·1% 
Grubb 11 $81,822 H . ·2% L . ·2% 
Htuptman 17 $125,489 H . ·S'K. L . ·5% 
Howard 11 $6$,888 H . ~ l. . ·S-/4 
Hughes 17 $15$.283 H . -7% L . .:,-e/4 
Koeh8&F 16 $27,211 H . . L . .. 
Pe.avay 12 $49,934 H . -5¾ L . .So/, 
P8Qr 5 $21,433 H . . L . . 
Po<lily 6 $18,580 H . ·20% L . ·20% 
Randle S2 $57,502 H . ·3% L . -:m 
Steele 10 $32,059 H . . L . . 
Steen 9 $$1,371 H . -4% L . -4% 
S1ewaz1 14 $611,854 H . -1% L . .. 1C(. 
A1111aCOS1 30 $27.244 H ,llO •100% . . . 
l.1.rill<lt 8 $4,072 H .g •100o/. . . . 
To1a1s: 217 $884634 H ·38 -e•;. L . •5% 

(I) AJ1cmatf\l~ B 1n4C&tt compared 10 Aha-oatiYc A (Ela.se Pmod) to dc!:mniM changet iQ boll days or fh:iot J1oocli:est S,ffl rcvc:nuie-. and 
saieduling nc:)(ibility 

(2) Scl>edulin1 Fluibility: H=Hw,;M•Mt<llu,n; L= l.o<v 
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ALIC.HNAIIVt: 1:l-fECTS ON JOBS AND INCOME IN PORTAL COMMUNITIES 

The changes in revenue earned by the commercial powerboat outfitters and the changing numbers of 
recreationists resutting lrorn implementation of the action alternatives also impact jobs and income, 
Commercial ou1filters provide jobs and Income directly, as well as indirecUy, through their purchases of 
equipment and supplies. Recreationlsts spend money, other than outfitter guide fees, primarily on 
lodging, food, gas, and 0Iher retail and services purchases. The alternative effects relating to tobs and 
lnoome, and on key industries are disclosed on a muWple county basis in the FEIS. A recent study 
funded by the Idaho State Legislature, A Study of /he Eflee1s of Changing Federal Timber Policies on 
Rurel Communities in No1111Gentral Idaho (Robinson, et. al .. 1996), provides economic Impact assessment 
models useful for determining the effects of changes in outfitter and recreationist expenditures on the 
Lewiston~larkston and Riggins portal communities. There ls no community level model for the Oxbow 
area, however, the Riggins model can be used to identify the relative magnitude o/ Impacts on that area. 

The Riggins community lncklt:les the changes to Cook, Whitten, and Woods; the Lewiston-Clarkston 
communities include changes lo all of the Cache Creek portal outfitters; and the Oxbow community 
includes changes to Armacost. 

The alternative Impacts are assessed using the differences in revenue and services cpmpared to the 
1993-94 averages. The differences in outfitter gross revenue are considered tflanges in oulffller 
spending In the local communities. Recreation related etfecJs are based on a recent sUNey funded by the 
Lola National Forest tor the Salmon River that Identities spending patterns wtthin 40 miles of ponals. 
Changes In service days were converted into spending changes in the local portal communitles. These 
changes are then oompared 10 the Income and employment base for each portal community Iha! occurred 
In 1994. Table 111-14 and 111-15 identify the Jobs and Income etfe<:ts of the action alternatives on Riggins 
and Lewiston-Clarkston, respeclively. 

A note of caution against comparing the allernattve changes In employment to the 1994 levels for the 
outfitter guide industry. This lndust,y was modified In the community models based on information 
contained In the Idaho Oulf'Jtter and Guides Economic Contribution to the ldallO E<;cnomy, 1993 (Leldner, 
et. al., 1995). The modiftcation was done to more accurately portray changes 10 the river-based oullitter 
guide segment of lhe broader amusement and recreation industry. The 1994 levels contain the broader 
average. 

Table 111·14 
Riggins Income and Employment Effects By Allernatlve 

(Income Is In thou.sands of 1994 dollar$- Employment Is In Jobs,) 

Income Employment Industry 1994 AltB AIIC 1994 AltB AltC Agricutture & ¾) Services 774 . • . • 72 . . . • Mining 1,079 .• .• 25 . • . • 
Construction 674 . • .• 38 -• . • Manulacturtng 753 0 0 ,e 0 0 Transportation & 330 -· .• 17 . • -• Communications 
Retall & Wholesale Trade 886 ·1 ·1 69 .• . • 
Finanoa, Ins, & Real Estate 11 . • . • 11 . . . . 
Motels & Eallng•Drlnklng 1,209 ·6 -5 127 -1 . • 
Places 
Outfitter Guides 480 -2 ·I 44 ·1 . . 
Services 278 . . . . 23 . • . • 
Government 3407 . . . • 144 . • 
Total 9,881 •11 -7 588 ·2 ·1 

• e less than $1,000 
Individual entries may not sum to totals due to rounding. 

The alternative Impacts to the Riggins community are small with less than 1 % total change in income and 
1n jobs for lhe short-term. The largeSl impact Is a ·2% change to oullitter guide employment under 
Alternative B. The primary effect ol lhe alternatives is a llmit lo growth in the lourism industries related 10 
oommercial outfillers. Support businesses that are making capijal investments lo accommodate future 
_growth in the commerclal powerboat business will be more severely affected. 
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Table 111-15 
Lewiston-Clarkston Income and Employment Effects By Al!ernaUve 
(Income Is in thousands of 1994 dollars. Employment Is In jobs.) 

Income Employment 
Industry 1994 Alt B Alt C 1994 Alt B Agriculture & Ag Services 11,335 -1 ·1 642 . • 
Mining 1,584 . • . • 57 . . 
Construction 28,195 ·11 ·10 918 . • 
Manufacturing 128,020 -5 -4 3,148 . • 
Transportation & 26,433 -7 -6 906 . . 
Communications 
Retall & Wholesal& Trade 55,871 ·24 ·21 3,564 ·2 
Finance, Ins, & Real Estate 22,014 ·14 ·12 1,174 ·1 
Motels & Eating•Drlnklng 12,268 ·42 -34 t,262 ·4 Places 
Outfitter Guides 1,296 ·156 -140 125 .49 
SelVices 88,052 -41 -36 4,124 -2 
Government 54,196 -6 -6 2,304 . • 
Total 429,264 -307 •270 18,226 .59 

• "less than $1,000. 
lndMdUal entries may not sum to tolals due to rounding. 

AIIC . . 
• . 

-· . . 
. • 
·2 ., 
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The alternative impacts to the Lewiston-Clarkston communities are small with less than 1 % charige In 
lnoome and in jobs for the short-tenn. The industry that incurs large Impacts is the outfitter gvide Industry 
where income Is teduce by 12% under Altematlve B, end 11% under Alternative C. The effects onjt:ibs in 
the outfitter Industry show decreases of 49 and 44 jobs In Alternative Band Alternatlve C, respecllvely. An 
additional effect of the alternatives Is limits to growth in the tourism industries related to commercial 
outfitters. Similar to Riggins, support businesses that are making capita! investments to _acoommodate 
Mure growth in the commercial powerboat business will be more severely alfected. 

Altho1.1gh a oommunity model for the Oxbow area ls not available, the Riggins model Is used to slmulate 
potential Impacts. Actual Impacts should generally be less since the tourism and support industry.levels 
of development compared to Riggins are gene1ally less. Given the changes in Annacost gross revenue 
and service days for the commercial powerboat business, changes in oulflner guide income is $52,000 
less under Alternative 8 and $40,000 less under Altema~ve C. Outfitter jobs decrease by 14 and 1 O In 
Alternaiives 8 and C, respectively. Community-wide there is a potential dec1ease or $190,000 in in<:ome 
under Alternative Band $122,000 under Altematlve C. Job losses are 25 and 17 for Alternatives Band 
C, respectively. Given lhe ellmlnatlon of Luther's and Armaoost's permits under Alternative B, the job and 
income effects could be higher than displayed In Table 1!1· 14 and Table 111-15. 

The Oxbow area (Including Halfway) Is likely to have additional negative Impacts do to potential 
reduc1ions In the floatboat business In the future as unused float launch days baoome less avallable to 
Armacost and Luther. These losses and the llmlts on future river-based outfitter guide eCllvltY affect 
related tourism and support industries. Due to excess capacity in floal launches as displayed In Tabla 111-
10, no additional impacts to communities are portrayed !01 the remaining float outfitters. 
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

In the reasonably foreseeable fulure, potential effects may occur from restrictions on outfitters from 
management planning on the Salmon River, although the effects are not known at this time. 

Resource dependent communities are already experiencing reductions In their economies due to 
reductions In timber supplies. 

Decisions resulting from this EA could lessen economic growth In tourism associated industries (e.g. 
lodging on Salmon River). 

Placing use restricdons and allocatlons on lhe Snake River may displace recreadon use to other regional 
trv&IS, 

No addttlonal cumulative effects associated with this action have been iden1ilied. 

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH PLANS AND POLICIES OF OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

There would be no conflicts with plans and pollcies of· other jurisdictions which have not already been 
Identified in the FEIS for the Forest Plan or lhe Wild and Soenlc Snake River Plan FEIS (see pages IV-
1S9 and 140) associated with the Implementation of any alternative analyzed In this EA. Alternatives 
desc~bed in !his EA were reviewed for consistency wilh other plans and policies. All alternatives were 
determined to be consistent with the 1990 Resource Planning Ad and the Oregon and Idaho 
Departments of Environmental Quality. 

PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMEITTAL EFFECTS niAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

There would be no adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided which have not already been 
Identified in the FEIS for !he Forest Plan or the Wifd·and Scenic Snake River Plan FEIS {see page IV-
141} associated with the implementaticn ol any allematlve analyzed In this EA. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

There would be no short-tenn uses adversely affecting long.term site productiVlty which have not already 
been identified in Iha FEIS for the Forest Plan or the Wild and Scenic Snake River Plan. FEIS {see page 
IV•141) associated with the implementation of any alternative analyzed In lhls EA. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

There would be no lrreverslble or irretrlevaable commitment of resources 'M!ich have not already been 
Identified In the FEIS for the Forest Plan or the Wild and Scenic Snake River Plan FEIS (see page IV-
142) associated with the implementation ol any alternative analyzed in this EA. 

SPECIFICALLY.REQUIRED DISCLOSURES 

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND CRITICAL 
HABITAT 

There would be no adverse effects on threatened or endangered species or their crWcal habitat (see Wild 
and Scenic Snake River Plan FEIS page IV-143} associated with the implementation of any alternative 
analyzed in this EA. 

EFFECTS OFAL TERNATIVES ON PRIME FARM LAND, RANGE I.ANO, AND FOREST LAND 
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.... -··-· .. - ... -- -•- "' nee"" 'II wm 1 1111< 1mem or ~ecretary DI Agrlculture Memorandum 1827 {reference 
analysis file} for protection of prime farm land, rangeland, and forest land. Regardless of the alternative, 
1he wlld and scenic river corridor will be managed with a sensitivi!y to the effects which their management 
may have on prime lands, whether the prime lands lie within private or public ownership. · 

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

There would be no unusual energy requirements which have not already been Identified In the FEIS for 
the FoA!st Plan or the Wild and Soenlc Snake River Plan FEIS (see page IV-143) associated with the 
Implementation of any alternative analyzed in I.his EA. 

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON TREATY OR OTHER RESERVED RIGHTS OF INDIAN TRIBES 
AND INDIVIDUALS 

There would be no adverse environmental effects on treaty rights of Native American Tribes which have 
not already been Identified In the FEIS for the Forest Plan or the Wild and Scenic Snake River Plan FEIS 
(see page IV-143) associated with the Implementation of any altema"ve analyz.ed in this EA. 

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON CIVIL RIGHTS, WOMEN, AND MINORITIES 

There would be no adverse environmental effects on cMI lights, women and minorities which have not 
already been lde11tifled in the FEIS for the Forest Plan or the Wld and Scenic Snake River Plan FEIS 
(see page IV-144) associated with the implementation of any alternative analyzed In !his EA. 

EFFECTS OF AlTERNATIVES ON WETLANDS ANO FLOODPLAINS 

There would be no adverse envlronmental effects on wetlands and flood plains 'MIich have not already 
been Identified In the FEis tor the Forest Plan or the Wild and Scenic Snake River Plan F.EIS (see page 
IV-14.5) associated with the implementation or any altemallve analyzed in this EA. 
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CHAPTER IV 
LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONSULTANTS 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

lnterdlsclpllnary Team 

Elaine Bamam 
Mike Cole 
Chris Kelsey 

Forest Economist 
River Manager, HCNRA 
Plannlng Team l.&ader 

Resource Consultants to ID Team 

Kevin Martin Wallowa Valley RD WIidiife Bfologist 
Woody Fine HCNRA Deputy Area Ranger 
Pat Werle HCNRA Resource Clerk 
Willlam L. Hill HCNRA Visitor Information Specialist 
Myrna Evans Writer/Ed~or 
Carol Tocco Pubfic Affairs 
Richard Phillips R·6 Economist 
Dave Iverson R-4 Economist 
Fred Stewart R·1 Economist 
Terry Porter Forest Financial Manager 

Management end Review 

Bill Gast Oepu1y Forest Supervisor 
Robert Richmond Forest supervisor 
John Denne Forest Public Atfairs Officer 
Gay Ernst Forest Recreation Program Manager 
Ed Cole HCNRA Area Ranger 
Kurt Wiedenmann Forest Planning Staff Otflcer 
Woody Fine HCNRA Deputy Area Ranger 

Administrative Support 

Paula McBroom Word Processing Specialist 
Kathy Hottle Word Processing Specialist 
Tanis Hester Support Services 
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APPENDIX A 

COM~CIAL OUTFITTING HISTORY ON THE SNAKE RIVER 

Introduction 

HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF COMMERCIALLY PERMITTED 
FLOAT BUSINESSES ON THE SNAKE RIVER 

(Information current as of 6/6/96) 

by Michael L Cole 
River Manager 

With the completion cl Hals Canyon Dam and road in 1967, access to the southern end of the Snake River 
betow the dam became concentrated at a sjngle location. Recreational use of the Snake River started to 
increase and commerdal use of National Forest lands and waters downstream tom the dam was taking place 
that raquirad managemar1 and authorizadon. The most logical localion that could easily administer this usa 
was from the Pine Ranger District office In Halfway, Oregon. The Forest SeMce identified the need to is.sue 
Special Use Permits for commercial oufittJng that Involved use of National Forest lands for launching trips 
and ovemigS. camping. and issued the first pennils (for commercial po.ve,t,oating between Hells Canyon 
Dam and Wild Sheep Rapid) in 1970 as a method of datermining 1ha demand for commercial recreational 
services in the area 

In the spring of 1973, ~ float outfitters, Including some which were already licensed by the State 
of Idaho to operate on the Snake River, sponsored a float trip to meat wflh Forest Service officials to discuss 
appropriale commerdal float use levels. This was an outgrowth of lmitalions on commercial use that had 
been imposed ear11er b'f the Forest Service on the Middle Fork and Main Salmon Rivers. The trip was 
organized b'f Jin Campbel, a commercial float <Ufitter. 

Earfier in the year. the Fcnst Servfce had made a decision to accept appMcalions for Special Use Permits 
fot con■nercial flOating uriil June 1, 1973. Following the June 1, 1973 deadUne for app,icatiOns, the Forest 
SupeMSOIS of the Wallowa-Whilman, Payette and Nez Perce Nalional Forasas, placed a moratorium on 
issuance of any addilk>nal outfitter-guide float permils on the river until completion of a Snake River Manage­
ment Plan. 

By the end of 1973, al commercial float businesses who had met the June 1 deadline (18) were pJaced under 
Special Use Permit. administered l'.J'f the Pine Ranger District of the WaBowa-Whitman National Forest (one 
of these oudlltars, Riddle, was actually placed under permit In 1972 due to the need to aulhorize campsite 
developmentS • Oregon Hole that he used for con.nerdaJ powerboat and float use). 

During 1973 the Forest SeMce stationed personnel at the launch sle bek,w Hells Canyon Dam to monitor 
river use and issue trip pannits to al no.ers, mcluda1g non-limiting permits to private noatars. Commercial 
noaers launched accoedll ,g to a coordll iaaed lnear. launch calendar where no more than 5 commercial 
laooches per da'f were alowed during the summer season. 

Effecwe with the 1975 float season. each outfitter was required to make a minimum of three (3) commercial 
trips per year to validate thei1" Special Use Pennil In order to quality for a SUP In the following year. Also in 
1975, oullters were assigned to a launch calendar in groups set up on an eight day turnaround, effectively 
limiting the ma>dmum daily number d commercial ftoal trips on the river. 



On December 31,.1~7~. the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area~ was passed. 

On 7 tans, a ~ ··titled An Interim Recreation Management Plan for the Wild and Scanic River Corridor. 
Hells Canyon of thi'-Snake River was approved by the Forest Supervisors of the Nez Perce. Payette and 
Wallowa-Whitman National Forests. The ~ incJuded the following guideines: 

a) If a pennitted outfitter goes out of business his use wil not be allocated, i.e., permitted use wiN be 
radl iced by one ~n a meeting with Snake River ouffitters In McCaa. Idaho on April 13, 1 gn. PN 
0isUict Ranger Denny Holthus infomled them that. under the Interim Management Plan, if an action 
resulted in forfeiture of a permit, he would treat this the same as going out of business). 

b) No more than 18 commercial floaters wiU be permitted during the interim period. A list of commer. 
ciaJ OUlfltters ira ~ with the 1978 revised Interim Managamert Plan listed 17 commercial float 
outfilters. One of the original 18 had already fodeitad his Special Use Pennit in 1977 as a resujt 

d non-use in 1976. Denial of his appication was in process fl the spring of 1977 following 
guidelines in the origins, Interim Management Plan. 

c) ColtinuatJon of the 55%-45% ratio r1 private/commercial launches with s launches per day maxi­
mum (the s launches per day were based on ramp capacity at Hells Canyon Creek and numbers 
of campsites ~ the first day's float from the ramp). The launch ratio was based on a total of 
18 ~ with three outfltters each assigned to groups 1 and 2 and two outfitters each assigned 
to groups 3 ttvough 8 on an eight daf tum aromd. On the first two days there were 3 commercial, 
2 private taunches. 1his changed to 3 private and 2 commercial on days 6 through 8 of the eight 
day turnaround. l1le percentage was determined on the total available private/commercial launch­
es <Ner an a day period (22 priVme launches/18 commercial launches = 40 launches ors per day). 

(The target leYet for commercial use was 16 permits. provi(f;ng a 60:40 private/commerciaf ratio. 
This came to roughly a 50:50 split in terms of numbers al people beca.158 ot the larger commercial 
party sizes. The 8 day tum-around was based on most trips going to Heier Bar in 6 days. This gave 
outfitters 2 days to re-supp,y and rest before the start al a new trip. It alSo spread the staning days 
so that an outfitter never launched on the same day c:1 the week. In the 1970's few trips took out 
at Ptnsburg, particularly due to poor road conditions. With the trend in shorter trips. improvements 
to the PiltSburg Road in the 1990's and the availability of jetback service, this pattern of use has 
changed dramatically.) 

d) Beg.-. a non-<XXnmercial reservation system in December, 1976 with applications accepted on a 
first come baSis beginning on December 1 each year. 

In 19n, a reservation system for both private and commercial river users was inpanented during the control 
period (May 21st through September 91h). A maximum al five launChes per day for all floaters (commercial 
and private) was impkffnented from HeHs Canyon Creek. (A 1978 Visitor Use Report prepared by Forest 
Service river staff stationed at Hels Canyon Creek indicates Iha the reservaion system may not have actually 
been implemented untH August 1, 1977. The exact date the l'8S8Mltion system was impemented is uncJear 
from the record). 

In August, 19n, additional Interim Management Guiderines (Plan) for HCNRA were finalized. This plan was 
revised on April 14, 1978 and documenled as the Interim Management Plan fOr the HeMs Canyon NRA. with 
revisions appr0Y8d by the three Forest Super,isors in June, 1978. The REHised Interim Management Plan 
retained the direction from the 7/8/76 Plan and inckJded the following which had been in effect since 1975: 

a) Continued the 1975 requirement al a minimum of three trips per year for commerciat ftoaters to 
retain their special use permit. 



In 1979 the float allpc.aJion changed to a 60%-40% ratio ot private/commerca as a rasu11 a, a mci IC'tion n 
the number of ~ fk>al permits doNn to 16 ttvough attrition f0llowiog g~ i'I the 1mnn 
Management P~ change was offlciaJJy displayed on the 1980 launch 9Chedule which was ~ 0t.1 a, 
618/79 (launch SChedules were sent out the year prior in order for oudittars to know' which dates they 'W0Ud 
have for booking purposes). No more than 2 commercial launches per day on an eight day tl.snaround were 
necessary In order to accommodate atl remaining outfitter& 

On May 23, 1981, the Record of Decision for the FEIS for Hails Ganyon National Recreatk,n Area Con~~ 
sive Management Plan was signed by the Chief of the Fores& Ser.lice, FL Max Pebrson. Onc::tir.)j I f'O(' 

commercial float use was to issue a maximum of 16 special use pennits for commercial floatboat ope, atiot is 

and a maxunum of two special use permits for one-day float trips. 1his direction wa. not changed by Croweil's 
1983 decision which affimled the 60%--40% aJlocatiOn split between private/commercial users.. 

At the timed Petemon's 1981 decls;on there were onJy 15 commarcial float outfitters in business. The i6ttl 
commercial float opportunity. which had been fotfeited for failure of the parmil h06det to rut three commercial 
trips in 1980, was no1 filled. On June 1, 1981 these launches became ava;iable for use b'j other outfitters on 
a first-eome, first served basLs. 

The Chief's 4/'JIJ/82 decisk>n stated that •Regulations for ftoatboat use will continue in accord wlth require­
ments adopted in 1978. • One of those interim management decisions in 1978 was that use would no< be 
aJlocated if an outfitter went out of business. His decision further stated that -commerciaJ permit reduction 
from the 1981 lava is expected to occur through normaf permit relinquisNnent and cancella1ion due to 
noncompHance or nonuse. • CroweB's decision in 1983 dk1 not modify this part of the Chief's decisk>n, 
therefore allowing reductions of commercial pennits to occur without a requirement for their reissuance. 

As a result, the launch dates from the vacant pennit sJot were included In a commercial pool system beginning 
in 1982 following discussions with Snake River outfitters in order to provide more flexibility fof" the outfitters 
to book trips. 

In 1989, a bid prospectus was issued offering two temporary UH commercial float permits for one-<tay float 
trips and these opportunities were subsequently filled. One of these permits began operations in 1990, the 
other in 1991. 

In 1994, the business associated with one of the float permits was sold to two existing Snake River float 
outfitters. with the launches ailocatad to the pennit divided equally between the two blJsmesses. effectively 
retiring the permit and reducing the total number d float permits to 14, while increasing the number of 
allocated launches to each of the purchasers by 50%. 

INDMDUAL FLOAT BUSINESS HISTORY 

OUTFITTER - BRET ARMACOST 
BUSINESS - HEUS CANYON ADVENTURES II, INC. (temporary use permit, limited to 00&-day trips onty) 

Surnma,y: The first Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued on 6/21 /91 to Gary 
Armacost who operated as Hells Canyon Adventures, Inc., an Idaho corporation fonned 
in 1983. On November 21, 1989, Canyon Outfitters, Inc. was selected as a sa iccessful 
applicant on a bid prospectus for a temporary Special use Permit to conduct commercial 
00&-day float trips between Hetls Canyon Darn and Pittsburg Landing. The company 
subsequently withdrew their proposal on January 2. 1991 as a resull of their anticipated 
purchase of Idaho Aflo8I #2 for business expansion purposes.. The one-day float Special 
Use Permit was subsequently awarded to Hells Canyon Adventures, Inc. whtch ran trips 
from 1991 through the 1992 season. Gary Armacost sotd the business to his son, Bret 
Armacost. in 1993. 



:._-~ part of the conditions identified in the original prospedl IS, the use 1.151:> :iaed ~ this 
=-'\.$peciai Use Permit has always been issued wilh temporary use ontv on a Yeatt' ~ 
-~:A change in this status is dependent upon a finai deciaion n the WIid and Scenic Snake 

Rivet Outfitter Environmenral Auessmer1I concerning whether or not this ~ ri 
continue to be an authorized use on the Snake River. 

OUTFITTER - JIM CAMPBBJ. 
BUSINESS - WILDERNESS RANCHES, INC./ SHEPP RANCH (closed fUe) 

Summary: The first Special Use Pennit associated with this business was issued on 6121 /73 to Jim 
Campbell Toe business operated under the name Wlidemesa Ranches. Inc., i~ pora1-
ed in Idaho on 4/25173 and was associated wti1 operat;on of the Shepp Ranch on the 
Smrnon River. Special Use Pennb were Issued to this co,poraUon or an associated 
busines8 from 1973 through 1978. 

On 5/7/76. Wlldemess Ranches. Inc .. abSorbed anott\er business operaled by Campbell 
known as Wilderness Encounters, Inc., incorporated n Idaho on 3/9/70. Also on 5"7/76, 
immedal~ following the merger of these two corporations. an amendmen1 to the 
Articlea of Incorporation of Wildamess Ranches. Inc. changed the corporate name back 
to WIiderness Encourrers. Inc. Howwer, even though Wlldemass Encounters, Inc. • 
ready held a Special Use Penni fOr commerdal floaliig. the Forest SeMce de!ennined 
that a separate commarcial float pennl could sail be issued to~ Ranch since there 
were Slil two separate business operations assodated with 1he corporation (Shepp 
Ranch operations and river business operations) and Campbel was stiN invotved with 
both operations. As a result, at the request of Campbell, a Special Use Permit was issued 
to Shepp Ranch on 6/7m for the business formerly pennitled as WiJdemess Ranches. 
Inc. 

A Special Use Permit dated 5/Z3/78 was Issued to Campbel. and inadvertently listed 
Wilderness Ranches, lnc./Shepp Ranch due to a clerical error. On 11/7f18 the Forest 
Sefvice met with Campbel concerning the change In ownership to Carl Russell. A letter 
from Campbers attorney dated 12/5/78 stated that Iha corporation was sold to Carf 
Russel of Okemos. Michigan on 12/30/77. HoMMw, the Forest Service wa, not informed 
of the sale of business resultlng In the 1978 permit being issued to Campbell. 

On 5/7(79, Campbel conveyed all permiltee rights bade to the Forest Service pending 
issuance of a SpeciaJ Use Permit to Russell Toer8 ls no recom of a Special Use Permit 
issued to Russel for 1his business. How8Y8f', Russell is named in Forest Service records 
listing pe,milled Snake River OuUittrn for 1979, 1980 and 1981 under the name of 
Wlldemass Encountets. Inc. Since Russel purchased al the assas ot Wilderness En­
coumn. Inc.. il irldltded the opetations associated Mtl lhis permit. As a result, Russell 
was reissllBd one pennir under Wlldemess Encoururs. klc. to conduct al float business 
on the Snake River. This pemll was then retired since it could not be re isse red due to 
1he moracorun 1n effect and the dlrecdon In the Interim Management Plan tor Hens 
Canyon. 

OUTFITTER - L YlE DAVIS 
BUSINESS - DAVIS WHITEWATER EXPEDffiONS 

Summary: Toe first Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued oo 05/31 m to 
ECHO, The WildemesS Company, tnc. which was operated by Dick Linford. The corpora-
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: ~!iQn was fonned in Caiitomia on October 29, 1971. ECHO operated from 1973 through 
~\_the 1985 season In 1986 the business was sold to Lyle Davis. 

OUTFITTER - PETER H. GRUBB 
BUSINESS • ROW (RIVER ODYSSEYS WEST) 

Summary: The first Special Use Permit associated with this business WM issued on 10/5/73 tD 8don 
Handy who operated the busloesa as Saimon River Expeditions, Inc. In a leaer to the 
Forest ServiCe dated 4/11/73. Handy stated that he had a float • ... license from the State 
ot Idaho for 3 years to operate in the Hells Canyon area.• An ~ is !hat tNSe 
3 years were prior to 1973. Handy sold the business to W&Ji/ and Myrna Beamer on 
March 1, 19n. The Beamers operated float trips uncwthe name Beamer's HeMer ear 
Excursk>ns from 19n through the 1979 season. The bulinea was sad on 11/8179 to 
Salmon River Challenge, a pannership a Gerald Koovers and St~ Cannichael 
Kooyers operated the business from 1980 through the 1985 season. ihe business was 
sold to Peter Grubb on December 20, 1985. 

OUTFITTER - GEORGE and LYNETTE HAUPTMAN 
BUSINESS - CANYON OUTFITTERS, INC. 

Summary: The first Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued on 7/10/73 to 
Vladimir KaYalik of Pacific Grove, Caifomia who operated the business as Wilderness 
Wor1d, Inc. Kovall'k operated the business from 1973 ttvough the 1 gn season akhough 
Forest SeMce records indicate that Kovalik did not run 8fff trips in 1973. In 1978 me 
business was sokt to Rocky Mountain River Tc:us, Inc., an Idaho oorporalion operated 
by David Mils. MIils operated the business frOm 1978 through the 1980 season at which 
time he sold the business to Dan Simmons and George Hauptman who operated under 
the name Oregon River Ouditt8fS. Inc., an Oregon corporation formed on 11/20/80. 
Hauptman had started guiding in Oregon on the North Oregon coastal rivers, Rogue 
River and Deschutes River in 1976. Prior to the 1963 season, the corpocaoon purchased 
Hauptman's interest in the business and Sbnmons operated the business independentty. 
On March 'Zl, 1984, Hauptman purchased the business from Simmons and began 
operations under the name Canyon Outfitters, Inc., an Oregon corporation formed on 
4/25/84. • 

On November 21. 1989, Canyon Outfitters, Inc. wm selected as a Sliccessfut applicant 
on a bid prospecblS for another Speciat Use Penni for commerciaA one-day 1loal trips 
between Hefls Canyon Dam and Pittsburg Lanmlg. However, the Idaho Outfitters and 
Guides Licensing Board selected Heb Canyon Advenluras. Inc. for the one day float 
license to go with the Forest Service penrut. The one-day float Special Use Pem,it was 
subsequenlt, awarded to Hells Canyon AdvenU'es. Inc. Hauplman subsequent1y pur­
chased Idaho Moat #2 for business expansion. 

On NOll8f11ber 22. 1994, with approval d the Forest Semce, Hauptman sold 50% of a 
separate business which he owned (known as Canyon OUtfitte,s, Inc. #2 Vfhich was the 
fooner Idaho Aftoat #2 business) to Hughes River Expeditions, Inc. and absori:>ed the 
remaining SO% into Canyon Outfitters, Inc. This effectively increased the launch allocation 
for Canyon Ouditters, Inc. by 50%. 
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OUTFITTER - GEeaGE ANO LYNETTE HAUPTMAN 
BUSINESS • ~ OUTFfTTERS, INC. #2 (closed ffle) 

Summa,y: The first Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued on 8/1/73 to James 
Kaaz dba Katz RiverTows. Al the request of Katt. the name of the business~ chaoQed 
to James Hen,y River Joumays when the Special Use Permit was rais1N ,ect n 1974 and 
was rafened to by this laltar name In al use documentation for 19TJ. The busness was 
sold to Scat Faskan dba Idaho Anoat on 11/15187. Since Fasken alreadv ~ a 
separa1e business under the name Idaho Anoar. lhis busi18ss became known as Idaho 
Afloat #2 In order to distlngui.1h the two permils apart. 

Fasken sold the business to George and Lynette Hauplman on April 4, 1991. Sn:s the 
Haupunans also owned anoltw business (Canyon O\dtters, Inc.}, this business be­
came known as canyon Outfitlals. Inc. #2 in order to distinguish the two busNsses 
separateiy. On November 22. 1994, wilh approval d the F0fB9t SeMce, HauplJ,wl sold 
50% d this business to Hughes River Expeditions, Inc. and absorbed the remaining 50% 
into the Canyon Outfitters. Inc. Special Use Permit. As a result. this Special Use Permit 
was permanently retired. 

OUTFITTER - BRUCE and JEANNE HOWARD 
BUSINESS • I0AHO AFLOAT 

Summary: Tllis business was originally started by Dr. Omer Dru,y and records indicate that it may 
be the oklest commerciaA ftOa business In HeUs canyon. Drury operated a commefcial 
flOat business known as Drury Family on the Snake River prior to the requirement for 
Forest Service Speciai Use Permits. A letter from Drury to the Fo,est Service dated 
4/11/80 stated that • ... we started floaling in 1960 ... • using a • ... power boat as an auxiliary 
in 001wl8Ctioll with our float trips.• Available records Indicate that Drury ran two commer­
cial trips on the Snake River in 1971. 

Theftrst Special Use Permit associaaed with this business was issued to Drury on 6/'ZB/73 
and he condnued to operate the business until selling to Scott Fasken on May s. 1986. 
Pendll IQ &a approval d the sale and transfer d licenses and permits. Drury operated 
the business until the Special Use Permit was issued to Fasken on August 28, 1986. 
Faskan operated the business as Idaho Afloat through the 1992 season. Due to Fasken's 
purchased an additional float business in 1987. this business was also refened to as 
Idaho Afloat #1. The business was purchased b'f the Howards on June 15, 1993. 

OUTFITTER • JEMY HUGHES 
BUSINESS - HUGHES RIVER EXPEOfTIONS, INC. 

Summary: The first Special Use Perrr.- ac;sociated wllh this business was issued on 9/Zl/73 to 
Elv«x>d Ma90rl8f' dba Whitewater Adwntues. This business appears to be one ot the 
older float businesses in Hels Canyon. A latter dated May 30. 1973 from Masoner to the 
Forest Servica stated that he had • .. .20years ftoaling 8XpalNN IC8 on Idaho rivers" and that 
he was llcansed by the State ~ Idaho for Hells Canyon. However, Masoner was in 
non-use stall.ls In 1973 and 1974. reporting tta he did not run any trips due to bad 
weather. As a resul of several outfitters failing to use their Special Use Pennils. a letter 
to al floal OOlfitters dated February 21. 1975 ~ed a policy requiring a minimum 
~ three commercial ftoal trips per seasor-. begiming in 1975 to valkiale each outfitter's 
Special Use Permit. 
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-, :·.Masoner validated his Special Use Permit in 1975 and 1976 by running ~ requi"ed tr¢ 
:.":..During the time that Elwood Masoner h8'd the permit. l appears tna he tra tSten ed 
---=.:ownership ot the business to his son. Kenny Masoner. On 2/3/T7. ~ Maser« sdd 

the Hells Canyon business to Jeny Hughes. The presera business was inc:ofpof ai ed in 
the State ot Idaho on Oecamber 31, 1987. 

On November 22. 1994, with approval of the Forest SeMce, Hughes ptxehased ~ C'A 
a business owned by George and Lyneas Hauptman known as CanyQ'1 Outfll:tan. Inc. 
#2. This purchase effectively meased the launch aJloc;aCiQll for Hughes Ri-.-al' ~ 
tiOns, Inc. by ~ The remaining 50% of the business waa retained ~ the ~ 
and absofbed into a separaa business which they owned. reeutinQ n the parn a ier-. 
retirement a the Speeia use Pennit issued to Canyon OUtfltters, Inc. #2. 

OUTFITTER - JIU. KOCH 
BUSINESS - HELLER BAR BOAT & FLOAT 

Summary: The first Special Use Permit associated with this busi~ as issued on 6/20/73 to Or. We 
Jerstad who operated under the name of Lute Jerstad Adventures, Inc. Jer.stad operated 
the business·from 1973 through 1987. On May 2.3. 1988 he sold the business to Wa!ty 
and Myrna Beamer who operated the business as Beamer's Heller Bar Boat and Fk>at 
from 1988 through the 1993 float season. The business was sold to Jill Koch on Septem­
ber 30, 1993. 

OUTFITTER - JODEE LUTHER 
BUSINESS -ADVENTURES AFLOAT 0nactive temporary use permit-one-day float trips only) 

Summary: The first Special Use Permit associated with lhiS busaness was issued on 11121 /89 (tor 
the 1990 season) to Jodee Luther, the Designated Agent for Adventures Aftoal Toe 
business was a partnership balween ~ and Jodee Lulhar and Scott F~en. In 1989, 
the pamersrnp was selected as a successful applicant on a bid prospectus f0r a Special 
Use Permit to conduct commercial one-day float trips between Hells Canyon Dam and 
Pittstug Landing. In 1991, LlJlhers acquired the partnership interest a Fasken. Luther 
continUed to operate the business through the 1993 float season. 

Luther cid not apply for a permit in 1994 or 1995, suspending their one-<iay float opera­
tions. The business questioned the feasibllty of pualng.., additional investment in time 
or ~ in the business due to upcoming changes In river management. The 1994 
FEIS for 1h8 Snake River Indicated that parmils for one-day ftoat businesses would not 
be renewed. 

This position of the Forest Service rest !led in Luther's appeal of the Record ot Decision 
for the Snake River Recreadon Management Plan. Although a stay of the decision that 
was granled on 2/14/95 stated that implementation would not lake place until 9/15195, 
a final decisk>n on their appea did not OCCU" urd 712D/96. The nnai decision required 
addilional economic anaJysjs fer all O1.dner-Guide Special Use Penna bef0f8 making 
a new decision. Since this is not their primary Outfitter-Guide business oo the river, this 
lalesi decision still dOes not assure them thal it is a financialtv sound decision to make 
addmonal time and financial investment in the btsness. 

As part of the conditions identified in the original prospectus. the use associated with this 
Special Use Permit has always been issued wilh tempora,y use onty on a yearly basis. 
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_:,.._~A. mange In this status is dependant upon a final decision In the Wild and Scene Snake 
:.,~ Outfitter Environmental Assessrnln concerning whettw or not this ~ ri 
• -::-£0ntinue to be an authorized use on the Snake River. 

OllTFITTEfl • STANTON Mill.ER 
BUSINESS • PRIMmvE AREA FLOAT TRIPS (closed file) 

Summary: Records lndlcala that this outfitter claimed to have operated convnerciallV en 1tle rivet in 
1972. The firs& Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued on 6/2B/TJ, 
hOW8\l8r Miller did not run arr, trips in 1973. As a result cf NY8r'8' outfiltn failing to uss 
their Spacial Use Permits in 1973 and 1974', a letter to al float OUlfitte,s dated Fetwa,y 
21, 1975 Implemented a policy requiring a minimum cf three commercial ftoat trips per 
season beginning in 1975 to vaJldate each outfiber's Spedal U8e Permit MIiier failed to 
run wr, trips in 1976 and the Special Use Permit was forf8ited. 

OUlF1TTER - JEFF PEAVEY 
BUSINESS - NORTHWEST VOYAGEURS 

Summa,y: . The &st Special Use Permit associated with this business was Issued on 7/16173 to Joe 
Tcnmeire who operated as Wlldemess River O\ftars. The business was ilcorpor.ited 
in Idaho on 3/7/74 under the name Wlktemess River <Mfitt"8 and Trail Expeditjol15, Inc. 
Toa busineSs was sold to Bill Bender on 5/Zl/83 who operated under the name of 
Northwest Voyageurs. LTD., Incorporated in Idaho on 1/19181. Bender operated from 
1983 through the 1986 season. HesokJ to Jeff Peavey on 10/31/86. As a resuJt of the saie, 
the business changed from a corporadon to a SOie proprielofship while retaining the 
businesS name recognition. 

Otm=rrrER - DARRYL PEER 
BUSINESS - PEER'S SNAKE RIVER RAFllNG 

This buSiness was started bV Hank Miller in 1973 fOllowing his three year partnership 
(1970-1972) with Jim Campbel In Wilderness Encourhrs, Inc. The first Speciat Use 
Permit associated with this business was issued on 6/12/73 to Hank Miller operating as 
Idaho Advenlures, Inc. The buslneSs was ~ Incorporated In Idaho as Wilderness 
Wil.fJltWalJS, Inc. on 1/30/73. A Certificate cf Amandmanl to the Articles of Incorporation 
was filed Mh the State on 3/5173. changjng the corporate name to Idaho Ad\<entures. 
Inc. The business operated on the river from 1973 through the 1988 float season. 

On October 20. 1 • the stockholders of the corporadon YOted to lquidate 1he corpora­
tion and have the BSHIS transferred to the panne,shlp of Hank Miller and Ga,y Moser 
dba Idaho Advenlures. This partnership managed the business through the 1989 sea­
son. In 1990. Gary and Paula Moser pwchased the assets and Interest of the majoriSy 
pa,mer. Hank Millar, and formed Mose(s Idaho ~ River Trips. They operated 
this business In 1990 and 1991 before selling the bunla■1 to Darryl Peer on April 13, 
1992. 
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OU1FII IEA -1...ENAAD PORFILY and JOHN HAARIS 
BUSINESS - OREG()N TIWL AOVEN'T\JRES, INC 

Summary: 

- - -

The first Special Use Permit associated with this bosinasa was issued on 6/8/73 to Ma 
car8'f dba Whitewater Guide Trips of Penland. Oregon. A lettardaled 3(.3073 tran Ccw8I/ 
to the Forest Service alluded that C.8'f had op8Glt8d c:ommercia1 ftoa trips il Heis 
Canyon prior to 1973 mentiOning that. at that time. he was the NorttMiest AegO'l8I 
Director of the Oregon Guides and Packers. Carey had non-use in 1974'. As a ~ c:i 
this problem among several outfitters in 1973 and 197<4. a llaar daled Hlbruary 21, 1975 
was sent to al float OU1fitters implementjng a poUcy raquimg a minim&.m c:i ttYee ccmmer• 
cial ll0al trips per season beginning In 1975 to Yaldala each OlAfitt.er's Specia Use 
Permit. 

Carey sold the businesS to Ken Warren of Penland. Oregon on Apri 1 o. 1979 who 
ope,atsd the buSineSS as Ken Warran Outdoors. The business was incolporated in 
Oregon on 8/4180 and became Ken Warren Outdoots, LTD. On November 12. 1980, 
Minute Maid Distributors of Oregon, Inc. pwchas8d the business and became the sole 
shareholders of the common stock In Ken Warren OUldocxs. LTD. Ken Warren wori<ed 
as an emplOyee in the operation of the permitted business. On 6/1/82. Ken and Jan 
Warran pwctVISed back all the common stock of the Kan Warren Outdoors, L m. from 
Minute Maid Oistnbutors of Oregon. Inc. On July 18, 1 lMl9 the business was sold to 
Lsnatd Podtf and John Harris of LaGrande, Oregon. The business currentJy operates as 

· Oregon Trail Adventures. Inc .. an Oregon corporafon formed on 8/16189. 

OlJTFITTER - GEOFF RANDLE 
BUSINESS - HCA RAFT 

Summa,y: The first Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued in 1973 to James 
Zanell who operated as Hells canyon Navigation Comparr,, Inc. Forest Service docu· 
ments indicate that ZaneUI ran float trips prior to the raquiremant for Special Use Pennits 
for float trips. W'idl 5 c:ommercial float trips '8COrded in 1971. Records prOYided for 1970 
state-nne outfitters are lic8ns8d from the Oregon side to pn:Mde charter bips down the 
rivers as far as Wld Sheep Rapids for fishing and sightseeing. One of the outfitters is 
equipped to run the river on a large raft as a five.day float trip to Grande Ronde 
roacMlnd ... • Additional documentation identifies one o1 the three outfitters that were 
permitted in 1970 as ~Ii who was the largest Oldtter at the sile. Hells Canyon Dam 
and Iha road to the launch site were compleled in 1967. 80lh Zanetlrs float and power­
boat operation from that site probably started somelime balween 1968 and 1970. 

The business was purchased from the ZaneW Estate in 1983 by Gary Armacost who 
operated as Hells Canycn Adventures, tnc., an Idaho corporation formed on April 20, 
1983. Gary Armacost operated the float busnss from 1983 lhrough ihe 1992 season. 
In 1993, Ga,y Armacost sokj the lloat business to the partnership of his son, Kurt 
AmlaC06t, and Geoff Randle whO operated the business as Hels Canyon Adventures, 
Raft (HCA RAFT) in 1993. On May 17, 1994. Randle purchased the partnership interest 
ol Kw! Armacost and became a sole proprietorship operating under the same business 
name. 
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OlJTF~ - C~ ~USSEU. 
BUSINESS - Wll.D~ESS ENCOUNTERS, INC. {dosed file} 

Summa,y: 

- --

The first Special Use Permit associafed with this business was issued on 6/14/73 to Jm 
campbellwho operated as Wilderness Encour:,ters, Inc., nco,pa,ated in ldano a,~ 
Hank Miller, whO later started Idaho Adverw,as. Inc., waa a co-ownar Wit\ ~ In 
a letter dated 9/4/73 from Miner to the Forest Service. MilJer indicated thal the busi"lesS 
had been operating in Hells canyon starting in 1970 before Special Use Pari:s -....t 
required fo, commerciaf floating. Forest Service records Indicate ~ the bus01ss ~ 
ducted 7 commercial float trips in 1971 and it is listed as a Snake River t:lt.zsnss en R:nst 
Service use raportS from 1973 ttYough 1980. Special Use Penna were issued to me 
business from 1973 through 1978. 

On Sfln&. the bus;ness was absoit>ed by Wl&demesa Ranches. Inc., i ICOlpOiaied 11 
Idaho on 4/2S/73. Also on 5/7n6. mnecHately foMowing the merger alU..two CDpora­
tions. an amendment to the Alticles of Incorporation of Wilderness Ranches, Inc. 
changed the corporate name back to Wddamess Encounters. Inc. 

A Special Use Pennit dated S/'Z3178 was issued to Campbell operadng as Wildemess 
Encounters. Inc. On 11nna lhe Forest Setvice met with Campbell concerning the 
change in ownership to ca,1 RusseU. A letter from CampbeN's attorney dated 12/5/78 
states that the corporaljcn was sold to Cari Russell of Okemos. Midligan on 12/30/TT. 
HOMYer, the Forest Service was not infonned al the sale of business resulling in the 1978 
pennit being issued to Campbell 

On 5/7n9, Campbea conveyed alJ permittee rights back to the Forest Service pending 
issuance of a Special Use Pennil to Russell who continued to do business as WIiderness 
Encounters, Inc. There is no record of the Special Use Permits that were issued to 
Russel~ although their issuance was confirmed by An Seamans, the Assistant Area 
Ranger for HCNRA in 1980-81. Russell is fisted as a permitted Snake River Outfitter in 
Forest Service records for 1979 and 1980 and there is documentation of use by Wilder­
ness Encounters, Inc. ttvough the 1980 float season The documentaUon of Russell's use 
in 1980 shows only 2 bips. According to Seamans. Russell forfeited the Special Use 
Permit in 1981 by failing to vaidate the permit by running a minimum d 3 commercial trips 
in 1980. 

OUTFITTER • DAVID STEELE 
BUSINESS - FREEWATER 

Summa,y: The first Special Use Pennit associated with this business was issued on 7/11/73 to Jim 
Walker of e..erprise, Oregon who operated under the name Snake River Packers and 
Outfitters. WaDcer operaled the business from 1973 through 1986. On 2/5/87, Wal<er soki 
the business to Bob Anderson of Milton-Freewater, Oregon who operated under the 
named Anderson River Adventures trom.1987 through 1995. Anderson so6d the busi­
ness to David Steete on 8/Z3/95. 

OUTFITTER • SHAWN STEEN 
BUSINESS - STEEN'S WILDERNESS ADVENTURES 

Summary: Til8 fim Special Use Permit associated with this business was issued on 6/14/73 to Jai/ 
and Bob SfNy who operated as 5'Ny Brothers Guide SeMce, Inc., an Idaho corporation 
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., ~ on 2/20/73. On 1/31J/78. the co,poralion amended the nan,e to &Ny Gude 
·--'<~Inc.The business operated from 1973 through 1982. On J3RJaly 25, 1983. !he 
_-_-:t,usiness was sokf to Jim Steen dba Steen's WIid River Tours. The name ol the busrl8SS 
• • ·was changed to Steen's Wlldemesa .Adventures in 1989. Shawn Steen was named as 

Designated Agent for his fa1her's business In 1995. 

OUTFITTER • FROGG STEWART 
BUSINESS - HOLIDAY RIVER EXPEDmONS ·OF IOAHO, INC. 

Summary: lhe first SpeciaJ Use Permit auociated with this business was issued to Noonan Rlddle 
dba Snake River Outfitters on 7/11/72, one year beto,e al float ourfittars were required 
to obtain Special Use Permb. Norman Riddle operated the business fr0m 1972 lhn:>ugh 
1980. In 1981 he sok:I the businesa to his son, Many Riddle Who raained the name ot 
Snake River Outfitters and operated from 1981 through 1986. Many Riddle sold !he 
business to Frogg Stewart on 4/3/87 and tne business is currentty operated as Holiday 
River Expeditions of Idaho, Inc., incorporated In Utah on ~/Bll. 

OU I Fl f 1 ER - GEORGE WENDT . 
BUSINESS - OARS-DORIES. INC. 

Summary: The first Special Use Pennlt associated with this business was issued on 06/12/73 to 
Manin Utton who operated under the name of Grand canyon 0orias, Inc. The corporatiOn 
was formed In California on May 10, 1971. The name otthe corporation was changed in 
1988 to Manin Utton's Great River JOW118'tS. The business was sold in the fall of 1988 
to CurtiS Chang who had been Litton's manager of Northwest operations since 1972. 
Chang operated the business ooderthe name Northwest Dories. Inc. from 1989 thrOugt, 
1992. In February of 1993 the stock ot Northwest Dories. Inc. was sold to George Wendt. 
The name of the co,poration was changed in 1994 to OARS-DORIES, Inc. and Chang 
re,najned with the business as Manager and Managing Agent. 
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Introduction 

HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF COMMERCIALLY PERMITTED 
=-\.:POWERBOAT BUSINESSES ON THE SNAKE RIVER 
·- • Information current as of 6/6/96 

Documentation at SpeciaJ Use Permits involving convnerclal powerboating in Hells Canyon indic:ates that 
several approaches were used to place activiues associated with these businesses under pem'\it CNet lhe 
years. 

In the 1960's. Special Use Permits were initial!'f issued for use c:A land asc.ociated with cwemigt't camps used 
by commarcial pa.verboal businesses or for fuel storage for pow8fboats oooar Class D road pemm rather 
than the actum transpOfting at customers on the river. Forest Service recordS indicate that this melhod a 
adminisb atioo was in process b-f 1963 flt may have started on the Snake River as early as 1958). and 
continued into the early 1970's prior to passage at the HCNRA Act. 

With the completion al Hells Canyon Dam in 1967. access to the southern end a the river became concentrat­
ed at a single locadon below the ~. the locatk>n could be most easily administered from tne Pine Ranger 
District office at Halway and commercial use of National Forest lands and waters was obYiousty taking p4ace 
that required management and authorization. 

In 1970, the Wallowa-Whitman Natlonal Forest iSSued the filst outfitter-guide permits specific to commercial 
use of the river by jet boat. These three permits were issued as Forest Supervisor pennits and onl-j addressed 
commercial jet boat use at the river between Hells Canyon Dam and Wiki Sheep Rapn The pufl)OSe in 
issuing these permits was to determine the level of demand for col'Ml8f'Ciat reaeatklnal services in that 
section c:l the river. 

During 1973 the Forest Service stationed personnel at the launch site beb# HeUs Canyon Dam. Also in 1972 
or 1973, the Forest Service purchased its first welded aluminum jetbOat and had a jet boat patrol operating 
from the northern boundary c:A the Wallowa-Whitman National Foresl to Granite Creek Rapid (emplOyed by 
the Chesnimnus Ranger District), mar1<ing the beginning ct a regular presence on the river that could ideotify 
active commercial powerboat businesses on the river bekJw Granite Creek Rapid. This boat was used to 
conduct a campsite inYentory in 1974. 

On August 11, 1975, the~ sale c:A a commercial jet boat businesS that was under Forest SeMce Special 
Use Permit took pmce (PAGE-GARRIGUS). On December 31. 1975 the HCNRA Aa was passed. 

In 19n, the first full.time RMW Ranger (Stan Kiser) was hired for the HCNRA. Prior to this date, ltle Watlowa­
Whitman National Forest had employees who did periodiC river patrols by powerboat. but no one specificaJly 
assigned whose major duies were specific to admnstaring river operations. Kisel', wori<ing out d the 
Pittswg Landing area, sae Creek Ranger District. Nez Perce National Forest, began identifying the 
businesses th.- were originating commercial jet boat services on the river bek>w Wild Sheep Rapid. 

On Ma'f 23, 1979, the Pine Di.strict Ranger was notified by the Slate Creek District Ranger of the known 
commercial jetbOat businesses on the river. At. that time, all Special Use PermitS for outfitting and guiding on 
the Snake River were issued by the Pine Ranger District The Pine District Ranger began notifying lhe 
identified powerboat businesses that annuaJ Special Use Permu would be required and started placing all 
commerciaf powerboat businesses undef' permit The rationale up to that time ~ that permits were not 
needed fer use ct the navigable river if the outfitter did not 011emighl camp or otherwise using National Fores:t 
landS. ln 1979, the landmark decision by the 9th Cilcuit Cowt of Appeals in United Stales v. Lindsey 
determined that the Forest SeMce had the authority to regulate the area and activities within Hells Canyon. 



Following the CO;Uf't'& ruling on the Lindsey case, applicants who could furnish evidenca a conducting 
commercial opet~ prior to 1979 were given preterence for Special Use Penna.~ thal time. ~ use 
Permits were issued from the North Boundaly DI the HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids orly for OUZfaers 
operating from scenic river portals and downstream. A few commercial powe,t,oat outfitters wer11 actua1y 
running the srretch al river between Granite Creek Rapid and Wild Sheep Rapid at that time. but in violation 
of the temlS al their pe,mits. 1979 marl<s the first year that outfitter-guide Special Use Permits we,e issued 
that were specific to commercial use ot the river by jet boats below Granite Creek Rapkt. 

The Pine Ranger District continued to issue. Special Use Permits uni 1981 when the HCNRA's Lewiston, 
Idaho office opened and assumed that role. The HCNRA also replaced the existing jetboat With two new 
jetboalS in 1981 as it expanded its IMlt management '°'8. .AISo In 1981, a second decision by the 91h Circuit 
Court al Appeals in the case ot United States v. H8'1s canyon Guide SeMca, Inc., prOYided further guidance 
from the couns concerning the ragutatory authority ot the Forest Savice in Hells canyon. 

Oiredion in the 1981 ComprahensNe Management Plan (CMP) specified that. In addition to the two special 
use permits with a rnmdmum al 3 boats that would be authorized to operate from Hells Canyon Oam. • ... during 
the regulated season and beginning in 1982. penni 7 commercial power boas under a maximum of seven 
special-,ise parmb to operate between Ptttstug Landing and the base ot Rush Creek Rapid. ConsKier 
iSsuing addldonal permitS to operaze on the entire wid and scenic river section during the unregulated season 
and on the Scenic River year-roood.. This decision would have dosed the sacdOn DI river rrom Wild Sheep 
Rapid to Granite Creek for the entire conb'0t season. but the decision was ptaced in abeyance on appeal to 
the Chief of the Forest Service. 

On April 29, 1982, Chief ot the Forest Service R. Max Petarson's decision on appems changed the direction 
in the CMP to proyide that "The number cA commercial powerboat permits (1981), allocadons and conditions 
will genera,ty be continued until better information about capacity, use trends and salfiCy is developed.• The 
Chief's appeal decision did Nfl/ with the mocorized dosula between Wild Sheep and Granite, but limited 
commercial powerboats to 50 commercial powerboat days per week from Pittsburg to Rush Creek, and 3 
commercial powe,t>oat days per week above Rush Creek. 

On April 21, 1983, Undersecretary of Agriculture John Crowell's decision on the appeal of the Comprehensive 
Managemet'l Plan (CMP) for the HCNRA prtMded that no llmils would be p&acad on the number of daily trips 
by powerboalS. However, Crowel specifically statedlhal-nlisdecision does not change or affect the number, 
issuance, or terms cA special use pennis for commercial power and float boadng operations. By the time of 
Crowers decision. 18 commercial powerboal SpaciaA Use Pennfls had alreadv been issued and a 19th permit 
was issued two months after his decision. Crowel's decision also requirad assignment c:A campsites upstream 
from Plllsburg LandWlQ, placing ade-tacto limit on overnight use. howeverthis dNectlon was neYer Implement­
ed due to lack cA funding. 

1n 1984, al 19Special use Penna for comrnerciai )el boalfligware changed to alow use from the Northern 
Boundary d the HCNRA to Hells canyon Dam In compliance wilh the statemenl In Crowell's decision that 
no limils would be paced on the number DI daily 1rlp8 by powerboalS. The maximum number ot Special Use 
Permits issued for comrnerciai powert>oating on the Snake Ri"8f bacame dep8ndBnl upon the maximum 
number of licenses mued by the State of Idaho OIAfitters and-Guides Ucansing Board. a licanse which was 
required 1D q.J8Jily for a Spedaf Use Permil 

In 1986, one commercial powerboat permit and associated Idaho oud'iUing llcenSe was not reissued as a 
result al non-use, reducing the number of commercial powerboats to 1 a 

In 1990, an additional special use permit was issued to alow ccmmercial powerboat use in the scenic river 
only, increasing the number of commercial powerooat permits to 19. 
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. • HISTORY OF SPECIFIC POWERBOAT SPECIAL USE PERMITS 

The following is a history m powerboat t>us;nessas that have been issued pen1lits by the Foras: Se,vice to 
operate commercially in Hells Canyon. There were many other businesses which operased comrnerc:sauy o,,es­
the years In Hells canyon before Forest Ser,ice permits were required such as Mc:Fartanci. Kyle McGrady and 
Blue Moose Johnson. Information on these busHlesses was not available In Forest 58fvice Special Use Permit 
records. The name listed as •outfitt~ is the name a the current owner of the business. 

OUTFITTER • GREG ALBOUCQ 
BUSINESS - SNAKE DANCER EXCURSIONS {Current) 

Summary: This business was originally owned by FLOYD HELD who began conduc:ting powefboat 
excursion trips under the name ot HELD'S CANYON TOURS from Clat1(szm. Washr,gloc I 
to Rush Creek in 1970. HELD was issued a SUP to operate from the Noman, 6oLndary 
cl the HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids on 09/13/79. HELD SOid the business to GARY 
and Ell.EN WATSON In 1985. The WATSONS continued to operate the business as 
HELO'$ CANYON TOURS tor several years before changing the name to SNAKE DANC­
ER EXCURSIONS. They sold the business to ALBOUCO in 1994. The pennit has never 

~-

OUTFITTER - BOB ANDERSON 
BUSINESS - ANDERSON RIVER ADVENTURES (Current) 

Summary: The business was originally owned by JIM WAU<ER and has never lapsed. Records 
Indicate that WALKER was approved for a special use pennit on 07/~8/74 under the 
business name m SNAKE RIVER PACKERS & OUTFITTERS. The purpose of the pennit 
was to .,-ranspon People.• Toe permit specifies that it superseded a pem,it issued in 
1973. The permit indicated that commercial powert>oal use was aulhorized In support of 
access to permitted fall hunting camps as far upstream as Rush Creek. This rationale was 
supported by WALKER'S 1974 Oregon Guide License which specified that pan of his 
operation would be conducted with jetboats. An EnvironmentaJ Analysis Repcxt was 
appr0ll9d on 9/25/78 which specified that the permittee would use a jet boat for 5 trips. 

OUTFITTER - BRET ARMACOST 
BUSINESS - HEUS CANYON ADVENTURES II, INC. (Current) 

Summary: The business was originatly a.vned by JIM ZANEW who was issued a special use permit 
in 1970 for conducdng outfitter-guide powerboat serviCeS belween HeUs Canyon Dam 
and Wild Sheep Rapid. This permit has never lapsed but a saparae permit was issued 
on 08/31 (19 that a,cpanded tne operatiOn to auow powerboat use from the Northem 
booodary of the HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids. The business was pu,chased by GARY 
ARMACOST (HELLS CANYON ADVENTURES. INC.) in 1983 who sold the business to his 
son, BRET ARMACOST, in 1993. 

OUTFITTER - DAAEU. BENlZ 
BUSINESS - INTERMOUNTAIN EXCURSIONS (current) 

Summary: According to RUSTY and DARELL BENTZ. this business was started by their father, 
ROSS BENTZ who began operating commercially in the early 1970's. Most ol his trips 

A - 14 



·;_ 'were 2-3 day camping trips that originated at Pittsburg Landing and ~•ad upstr ea n 
- as tar as Granite Creek. This business aJso has historical des to tne E\IEMETT SP AULD­

ING operation. 

SPAULDING began commercial operations in the 1950's and ma, haYe receMK1 one ot 
the Original licenses issued by the Idaho OUlfibars and Guides Licensng Boa-t:1 whet'I ii 
was first formed By the mid 1960's (approximately 1964) SPAULDING was operaa,g 
commercial overnight trips from Lewiston to Riggins in conjunction wm, SUMMERVlU.E 
who ran the OYemlght/restaurart operation on the Riggna and of the trip. SPAUL.DlNG 
also owned a 1odge and acreage approximalety one mile upstream from the mcutn al 
Deer Creek on the Lower Salmon River. SPAULDING'$ use of the SnaKe ANel' a00\'8 the 
SaJmon Conlluence is unknown allhough records indicata th&l he was semn seen 
aboYe PittSburg Landing. 

In 1978. DAREU. BENTZ took rNet his father's commernial opaatior'.. built a twn angs,e. 
C8ftificaled }etboal and ran commercial trlpS as far upstream as Hefls Canyon Dam. In 
1981, DARELL BENTZ RUSTY BENTZ and DAVE BREAM purdlased SPAULDING'S 
businas8 including the lodge and adioining 1'40 acres of property on the Lower Salmon 
River from $pAULDING'S estate. They subSequantly divided the prope,ty, with BREAM 
acquiring the outfitter business. lodge and 20 acres of tne property and the BENTZ'S 
acquiring the remaining 120 acres. DARELL BENTZ first requested an application for a 
permit frOm the Forest Service in the tall of 1980. 

OUTFITTER - DAVE BREAM 
BUSINESS • S & S OUTFITTERS (cooent) 

Summary: This business was originaltf part of the EVERETT SPAUU)lNG operation. SPAULDING 
began commen:ial operalions in the 1950's and may have mc8Ned one ot the original 
lic8nSas Issued by the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board when it was first 
formed. By the mid 1960's (approx;mately 1964) SPAULDING was operating commercial 
OY8ffl91l trips fmm Lewiston to Riggns in~ wilh SUMMERV1LlE whO ran me 
overnight/restaurant operalion on the Riggins end of the q>. SPAULDING also owned 
a lodge and acreage appra,cimalely one mile upstream from the mouth of Deer Creek on 
the Lower Salmon River. SPAULDING'S use of the Snake River above the Salmon 
Conlluance is unknown although records indicate thal ha was seldom seen above 
Pillstug Landing. 

In 1981, DARELL BEN'TZ RUS1Y BENTZ and DAVE BREAM purdlased SPAULOiNG'S 
business n:Judir1g the lodge and adjoining 1'40 acres d property on the Lower Sa!mon 
River from SPAULDING'$ estate. They subsequentty dMdad the prope,ty, with BREAM 
acquiring the ouditter busi'lass, lodge and 20 acres d the property and the BENTZS 
acqusfng the remaining 120 acres. BREAM first requested an apptication for a pennit 
from the Forest Service in 1he 1al d 1980. 

O\JTFITTER • ED BREHMER 
BUSINESS • NAME UNKNOWN (dosed file) 

Summary: This business was ptaced under SUP in 1970 and BREHMER was authorized to operate 
commerciaJ powerboat trips from Hals Canyon Dam 10 Wid Sheep Rapids. Information 
on this business is sketchy and l is nol known I a SUP permiC ~ is.sued in 3rt'f toilowing 
years. The document that described BREHMER'S operation indicated that. as a the time 
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- - - the document was prepared, BREHMER had not secured a SUP for 1971. SRcHMER 
: operated charter trips on weekends only. This appears to have been a sr.c::w1 tenn 

operation in this section of riv•. 

OUTFITTER - RJCH COOK & JIM SPICKELMIRE 
BUSINESS - HEU.S CANYON FISHING CHARTERS (currant) 

Summary: This businesS was originally owned by JIM POWEU.. who operated the buu'8SS as 
IDAHO GUIDE SERVICE. INC. POWELL ccntactad Iha Foralt Service 11 hi ta1 ci 1979 
and indicated that he was a pan time cornmercial Jet boa OUlfilter'Mho had been nrtWl9 
3 or -1 trips pet year for ~ 3 VZ years. He later lndcat8d that ha had been ope ati ~ 
profassionajly on the riv8f since about 1969. POwaL WM issued a SUP to operate 
between the Northern Boundary of the HCNRA and Granite Creek R8')id en 02'1&'81. He 
lalar soki the business to OUN GARONER and the pemw was in non-use sa.tus 11 1987 
leading to permit termination in 1988. The Stale of Idaho~ lbseq, ierttty issued an outfitter 
license to TIM JEWETT In 1988 and a new SUP was issued to JEWETT l.J'ldtw' the name 
al HB.1.S CANYON Ol.1TFTTTERS. JEWETT soki the business to COOK and SPICKElM­
IRE In 1990. 

OUTFITTER - l£E EDDINS 
BUSINESS - HIGH ROUER EXCURSIONS (Current) 

Summary: The business was originally owned by GARY SWIFT who was issued a pennit on 09/04(79 

to operate commerclall'f between the Northern Boundary of the HCNRA and Granite 
Creek Rapids. SWIFT operated the business under the name SWIFTS DAM TRIPS. 
SWIFT had been operating a cornmercial business for S8Y8l'ai years prior to obtaining a 
pam,i. and was one at the first outfitters that ran trips th8I tr.wetled through the larger 
rapids on the river (Granite Creek and WIid Sheep). SWIFT so6d the busMl8ss to OlCK 
BITTlCK AND HAL JULIAN in 1985 and they operated the business as TI-IE DAM 
BOAT:HELLS CANYON TOURS until 1989 when they sold out to B & B ENTERPRISES, 
INC. of Riggins, Idaho. B & B operated the business as THE DAM BOAT until 1993 when 
the business was sold to EDDINS. 

OUlFI l I EA - GUS GAARJGUS 
BUSINESS - HEU.S CANYON GUIDE SERVICE (closed file) 

Summary: This business was originally owned by RALPH PAGE who may have first operated 
conunercially from Homestead. Oregon with an associalad <MWnight camp at Stud 
Creek. lhe camp at Stud Creek was placed under a temporary guide camp permit on 
Jul't 16. 1963 by the Wallowa-Whilman National Forest. AddilioM structures W8!'8 ~ 
proved by SUP in 1967. In 1970, PAGE'S"q>eratlon was placed under SUP specific tor 
power1>oating between H8'1s canyon Dam and Wild Sheep Rapids. Records indicate that 
PAGE was localed at Lime Point. 12 miles above Heels Canyon Dam ak>ng the reservoir 
at that time. On August 11, 1975 the businesS was~ by FOAAEST 0. (Gus) 
GARRIGUS, JR. GARRIGUS operated commercially trom Hells Canyon Dam to Wild 
Sheep Rapids in 1976. No SUP was authorized for GARRIGUS 10 operate aftef the eod 
of the 1976 season. 

In 1980 an attempt was made to re-issue this pennit via a bid prospeaus. However, the 
bids submitted were noc handled according to Forest Service procedures, nullifying each 
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btd that was submitted. ThiS effort was subsequently dropped and no ne-. soic :ta:ion 
was offered by the Forest Service. 

OlJTFITTER • FLOYD HARVEY 
BUSINESS - HBl.S CANYON EXCURSIONS (closed file) 

Summary: Records on this business were not nNldily .waiiable According to Asnworth's booi( on 
Hells Canyon, HARVEY began operating a ccmmarcia powert>oat business in He(ls 

Canyon in 1960. In 1963 one ovemigtt camp in Hals Canyon used bf a com-nee cial 
powerooater was under SUP on the Naz Perce Namonal Forast. It is assuned ttw this 
was HARVEYS operado,, at Wilow Creek. Other doCtmenls cmii,m a canp aw.ow 
Ctaelc under SUP in 1964 and that I was ~ ood8r pennit to Hels c.n,on 
Excursions in 1968. On January 31, 1974, HARVEY'S lodge a WIiow er.. was de­
stroyed by fire. With the destrucd0n of the lodge, HARVEY operated b' ab0u ai ICdW 
year out of Willow Creek using tents before his commercial operation ended. The lodge 
was under SUP issued bf the Nez Perea National Forest at the time of the fira witt'1 an 
expiration dale of 12131ns. 

OUTFITTER - HAROLD HEDRICK 
BUSINESS - HAL'S CANYON TOURS (closed file) 

Summary: lhis business was owned by HAROLD HEDRICK who may have started operating com­
mercialy about 1978. His 1979 application Indicated that he was licensed by the Coast 
Guard to operate botween Granite Creek Dam (La.ver Granite) and Johnson Bar on 
05/2:T/76. HEDRICK w~ issued a SUP to operate between the Northern Boundary °' tt,e 
HCNRA and Granite Creek Rapid on 11/20/79 and again on 02/26/80. On 05/15/81 he 
was issued a third pennit but he requestsd cancellation of the permit on 08/0i/81, 
indicating that he would not be operaling during the 1981 season. In a t~e 
conversation on 06129/81, HEDRICK indJcatad that he might be interested in operating 
tours belOw Pittsburg Landing in the future bli he subsequently was never issued a SUP. 

OUTFITTER • PERRY HEINECKE 
BUSINESS - HEllS CANYON TOURS (closed file) 

Summary: Forest Service records lndicala that HEINECKE attended a meedng of Snake River 
Outfittn in McCall, Idaho on April 13. 1977 (prior to the requirement 1or powerboat 
Special USe Permits), signing the attandance 1st as lapf8S8nling HEU.$ CANYON 
TOURS. HEJNEO<E is n:11 lded oo the list of Forest SeMce permilted outfitter in 1979, 
howevs there Is no record of a Forest Service Special Use folder. II appears that 
HEINECKE either went out of business after the 1979 season ot so6d the business to BUD 
ROGERS '" the latter OCClJl'l'ed. the current owner is OOEGMAD). The record Is not 
clear. 

OVTFITTER - F. JAMES KOCH 
BUSINESS - BEAMERS LANDING, INC. dba BEAMER'S HEU.ER BAR EXCURSK)NS (current) 

Summary: This business was originally started i7f HOWS OAKES who operated under the name 
HELLER BAR EXCURSIONS. HOWS OAl<ES operated commercially on the Snake and 
had a cabin on the Lower Salmon River about 1967, w mere is no documentation on 
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When OAKES ~ began opera1ing the business. In 1974 OAKES sold lhe l::'lush9ss 
to WAil Y and MYRNA BEAMER who operaed the businasa • BEAMER'S HEU.ER BAR 
EXCURSIONS. In 1978 they~ ttl8ir restaunn and iet boat ecnion business to MIKE 
SNAN Who continued toto operare the business under Iha original name olHEU.ER BAR 
EXCUFaONS. During thiS time 18C01ds Indicate that SWAN mav hlMI allo pttth s Ed 
anclhar commarcial powerboat businasa owned by DICK MERRILL Recc,dl lndic.ata 
that BEAMER'S applied for and were issued a 8peciat UN permit tor pow~ tg in 
1979 when the Forest SeNice first required Special V.. Pama for canrnacial pc,wer­
boati o. Baamar's may have done thil to protect their lrUI• in die bulinaa and lodge 
they had sold to SWAH who was also Isled• a pennilled cuftll« in 1970 and 1980. By 
1981, racordS indicate that sw~·s businesa had rlMlrt8d back to the BEAMER'S 
ownership as Fcrest Service records llllthe businwonce again as SEAMER'S HEUSl 
BAR EXCURSIONS and SWAN ii no longer lated• a permltad outfitl«. HoMMw, as 
a pcbable result of this businasS transaction, the BEAMER'S were iaued ~ cne 
Spacial Uee Permit far their tclal usa. They sold #le buul8u to KOCH in 199.1. 

OUTFl 11 ER - F. JAMES KOCH and FRANK KOCH 
BOONES$ • BEAMERS LANDING, INC. dba DAHO RIVERS NAVIGATION (Cumtnt) 

Summary: The business was origNUy owned by ERNIE DUCKWORTH who was issued a permil in 
1979 but who had preyiously been operadng cornmarcialy In Hels Canyon for abot.4 5 
years. OUCKWORTI-t's applicalion fer a SUP was daniad rt 1985 but a pe,mit was issued 
to A & E lrweslnaa. Inc. in 1986, a businaall owned by DUCKWORTH. MYRNA B. 
RANCHES. INC. owned by WAilY and MYRNA BEAMER, bought the business in 1988 
but let the permit lapse lrto non-use stalUS before apptying for and being issued a new 
SUP in August. 1990. The business was sokf to the KOCH'S in 1993. 

-
OlJTFITTER - F. JAMES KOCH and JILL KOCH 
BUSINESS - BEAMERS LANDING, INC. dba RIVERS NAVIGATION (Currant) 

Summary: This is the mal boat business and is the oldest conunerci8' powert>oat business on the 
river. The operaf:lon of the business also Includes the ra80ft at Copper Creek that is 
issued under a separate Special Use Pennlt. DICK RIVERS began opetadllQ a commer­
cial camp on Forest Service land at Copper Creek on J~ 1, 1958. Records indicate that 
RIVERS' operaf:lon on Forest SeMce land at Copper Creek was under SUP by 1963 if not 
before. 1lliB permit has never lapsed and RIVERS was issued a permit specilcally for jet 
boat use tram the Northern Boundary dthe HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids on Septem­
ber 9. 19'19. RIVERS sold the business to WAU.Y and MYRNA BEAMER In 1982 who 
1atained U1e business name of RIVERS NAVIGATION. The KOCH'S ~ the busi­
ness from BEAMERS In 1993. 

OUTFITTER • GERALD KOOYERS 
BUSINESS • SALMON RIVER CHAU.ENGE (closed file) 

Summary: This business was pt.VChased from BRUCE OAl<ES rt 1979 prior to the issuance of 
pennis bf the Forest SeNice. The first SUP was issued to the HAVLAH GROUP d which 
KOOVERS was apartnet. A SUP was Issued tolhe HAVLAH GROUP on 11/09/79. In 1980 
the name was changed to SALMON RIVER CHAU.ENGE. lhe pennit was rt non-use 
status in 1983. 1984 and 1985 and the business was no longer permitted 10 operate on 
the HCNRA as d 04/1.-/86. 



OUlFII IER-AlAN LAMM 
BUSINESS - MAINSTREAM OUTDOOR ADVENTURES. INC. (curnn) 

Summary: nus business was originaJtt owned by RON MOORE who was 1ssued a SUP ll1der me 
name of R-M OUTFITTERS on 08/17/'JA MOORE had obtained a vaca-t Idaho Outfia:ar's 
Ucanse In 1988 and had operated dOwnriver of the HCNRA bouncay several years 
before he applied fOr a SUP. The SUP pen1'it was issued for 3llf'kJai use ooty pencir1Q a 
1inal decisk>n on river use as pan of Snake River ptanning .rort.. The Jdaho license and 
SUP were valid from the Northern Boundary of the HCNRA to Pitsburg Landing ~ - He 
subsequenlt, sad the business to RJCK and GAYLE DOYLE on 08128190. The busne:S:S 
was incorporated in September, 1991 •whlchtlmeALAN LAMM became a stodcholder 
In the corpotatJon. LAMM became the sole stoclchoka In the co,parai0n In i993. 

Out Fl I IER - MIKE AND JODEE LUTHER 
BUSINESS - SNAKE RIVER ADVENTURES (current) 

Summary: lllis business was started by the LUTHER'S as MIKE'S CANYON TOURS in 1980. 
LUTHER was issUed a SUP on '11/08/81 to opera&e from the NOf1ham 8oundary ct the 
HCNRA to Gramte Creek Rapid. In 1983 the LIJTHERS IIICJWtd to Alaska .vx1 let the klaho 
llcans8 and 1hair SUP lapse. In 1984-1985 lhay moved back to the area and MIKE 
WTHER WOfked for Olhet oudilbn. In 1985, the WTHERS pU'Chased an Idaho Outfitters 
Ucense that was in non-use stalUS (BOB SMrT'H) a,d were issued a SUP in 1986 under 
the name of SNAKE RIVER ADVENTURES whk:h has not lapsed. No recttd of outfitting 
prier to 1979. 

OUTFITTER - JAMES MAXWELL and ROBERT PAYNE. JR 
BUSINESS - THREE RIVERS Ouffi I I ERS (currenc) 

Summary: The original owner of thi.s business. BOB GREGG. was first issued a SUP on 10/02/79 
to operate from the Northern Boundary of the HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids. GREGG 

. Indicated that he had commercially operated a jet boat on the Snake River tor 11 years 
prier to 1979 and had a lodge • the mouth d Dear Creek on the Lower Salmon River. 
GREGG operated the business as a partnership wlh MARVIN lWILEGAR beginning in 
1987 and they sold the business to MAXWELL. (sa ll>jfK:t to ADA Public Law 101-336 as 
disabled) and PAYNE as patnas In 1994. 

OUlH I I EH • ALAN (Butch) and DEBRA ODEGAARD 
BUSINESS - RIVER QUEST EXCURSIONS (CU'1"81't) 

Summary: This business was orignly srartad by LOREN ROGERS as BUD'S CANYON TOURS but 
operated as ERNtE'S CANYON TOURS (ERNIE OUCKWOATH) beginnng in 1979. ROG­
ERS was Issued a SUP on 02/10/80 to operate between 1he Northam Boundary ot the 
HCNAA and Granite Creek Rapids. ROGERS larar sold lhe business to CHARLES 
McOANIELS who operated dle business undet SUP as HELLS CANYON CHAU.ENGE. 
McOANE.S later sold Iha business and 1he company ilac:orporated under the name a 
HEUS CANYON CHAU.ENGE. INC., owned by DAN SWORD, GAP.Y ARMACOST and 
STEVE ZANEUJ. In 1993 the business was sold to lhe OOEGAARDS. 
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OUTFITTER - NORMAN and EDIE RIDDLE 
BUSINESS -s~ RIVER OUTFITTERS (current) 

Summa,y: This business Is one of the oAdest operations on the river and is ae so a,td ~ a lodge 
on pr1vare land • Kirby Claak. The ftrst record al a SUP being issued to NORMAN 
RIDDLE. SNAJ<E RIVER OUTI=ITTERS, was for manaining a 1.250 galen boar fum 
storage site under a Class D Road permit along the edge of 1ha Snake RNw a Pastug 
Landing that was issued on 06/05/73. A SUP specific tD powarboating was iaued to 
RIDDLE on 08/31/79 and has not lapled. Riddle began fishing and baaD 9 the k:,wef' 
Snake River in 1ha eany 1950's and powerboaled to h ~ al Rulh Cleek Rlpd tar 
the ftnlt time In 196a He ftrst waked commerdaUy on Iha river as a prof s' ma guide 
for FLOYD HARVEY. He stan8d his own outfitting busin1a in 1970 tcbwlg acqlisitien 
of the property at Klrbt/ Creek. ln 1978. Riddle consuucied the firs Wlc'ed auniun 
jetboal In the canyon that had an onbOard tDilet room. 

OUTFITTER - REED TAYLOR 
BUSINESS - lWO RIVER TOURS, INC. dba COUGAR COUNTRY LODGE (current) 

Summary: This business was orig1nat, owned by STEVE WIEBER who began operating commercial 
powerboat trips about 1975 as THE HAPPY HOOKER. WIEBER was issued a SUP on 
01/15/81 to operate from the N0nh8m Boundary of the HCNRA to Granite Creek Rapids. 
WIEBER lalar changed 1he name to HAPPY HOOKER EXCURSIONS and. when the 
business subBaqU8ndy changed from a sole propriat0fship to a ~ the name 
changed to COUGAR COUNTRY LODGE. INC. TAYLOR~ the corporation in 
1994. The permit has not lapsed 

OUl Fl I IE~ - SAM WHrrT'EN 
BUSINESS - RIVER ADVENTURES, LTD. (currant) 

Summary: lhis business was ortginal't owned by MARK HINKLEY ANO SAM WHITTEN. The busl­
ness was issued a SUP to operate belween the Northern Boundary of the HCNRA and 
Granile Creek Rapids on 06/10/83. There is no Forest Service record of prier outfittJng 
on the river. HINl<LEY is no longer lr'M>lvad In the business. The permit has neYer lapsed. 

OUTFITTER - NOLAN F. WOOOS 
BUSINESS - RED WOODS ou-1 F'""'l ... 11-.ER'"' (current) 

Summary: This busk1ess was originally owned by WOODS who was issued a SUP to operate 
b8lW8efl the Nathem BoLmary al the HCNRA and Granite Cn,ek Rapids on 01/18183. 
No record of prior 0tdling on the river. AllhOugh a permit was issued and valid for 1985, 
Woods raportad no use for that year, and therefore, the permit was in non-use saatus in 
1985. 

OUTFITTER - CARL R. (SklP) ZAPFFE & MUCE SMITH 
BUSINESS - Z & S OU'Tfl I I ERS 

Summary: This business was originally owned by SKJP ZAPPFE who began 0p8I ming commerciany 
as WHITEWATER FISHING TRIPS on the Snake River, possit>tv as early as 1961. On April 
26, 1977, ZAPFFE received a letter (not a SUP) from the Forest Service giving him 
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NAME 

Garrigus 
Harvey 
Page 
Riddle 
Rivers 
Walker 
ZanelN 

-- permission to conduct power boat fishing trips from private property ab:Mt the Grande 
~onde Rive, on the Idaho s;de cl the Snake River. On 04/08180 a permil was INued to 

-: • -the business to operate between the Northern Boundary ot the HCNRA and Granite 
Creek Rapids. In 1991 the business was incorporated as Z & S 0v I Fl I I ERS. The pennit 
has never lapsed. 

Powerboat Outfitters Requiring Permit Administration in 197> 76 

1975 1976 1st SUP• TYPE use TRPS--

YES YES 1975 O/G -· NA 
YES NO 1~ Camp ... NA 
YES NO 1963- 0/G *** NA 
YES YES 1963** Fuel NA NA 
YES YES 1963 Camp ••• NA 
YES YES 1973 Camp ••• NA 
YES YES 1970 O/G -· NA 

NA - Not available 

• The year listed is the year in which there is some type ~ record or document available that indicates 
a Spacim Use Pennit was iss&ied. There is a possibility that permits could have been iSsued In eanier 
years for Harley (1960) and FUvars (1958) based on the year they began commerciaJ operations in 
Hells Canyon and the fact that their operations were land based (camps). lnformalion is based on 
records at the Clartcston Office of the HCNRA. 

•• 1963 combined use for Page, Haivey and Rivers was 750 people, 3,000visitor days. This accounted 
for the largest single user group (commercial powerboat) in the canyon. Source: Htgh Mountain Sheep 
Impact Report. March 1965. 

••• Garrigus 1975 - 206 people, 286 service days 
1976- NA 

Paga 1963-1969 - NA 
1970- NA 
1971 - NA 
1972 • NA 
1973 • NA 
1974 -NA 
1975 - 48 people. 108 service days 

1963-1969 - NA 
1970- NA 
1971 - NA 
1972 - NA 
1973 - 612 people, 1379 service days 
1974 • 577 people. 1214 sefVice dayS 
1975 - 728 people. 1551 service days 
1976 - 706 people, 1545 servtee days 
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Walker __ egwe,boat use was in support ot fall hunting camps as follows: 
1973 - 15 peopie, 114 service days 

-: ·J974 - 45 people, 98 S8MC8 days 
1975 - 39 ~. 90 service days 
1976 - 49 people, 156 S8MCe days 

Zanellf 1970 • NA but documentation indicates that Zanetll had the largest 't'0llme ot business 
at Hells canyon Creek cl the 3 originaJ powerboat outfitter permittees lVtlen the pa,,a 
were ftrst tssued there in 1970. 

1971 - 605 people. 605 S8Nice days 
1972 • 885 people. 885 service day 
1973 - 808 people, 808 S8fVice days 
1974 - 873 people. 873 S8fVice days 
1975 - 993 people. 993 S8fVic8 days 
1976 - 1389 people. 1389 S8t'Vice days 

(Scenic tours only - 5115/71 to 09/(),4/71) 
(Scenic tours orv, - 5/2N72. tD 10/2S/'1"ZJ 
(Scenic tours onty - 5/22173 tD 1~) 
(Scenic tounl onty - 511~· to 09t'30(7,4) 

(Scenic tot.I'S ont, - S/13/75 to 10/17f7S) 
(Includes al uses - 1 /25/76 to 12J28/7f5) 

In addldon to Scenic Tours, Zaneffi conducted fishing trips. transpOned backpackers to 
the tralll8ad on the Idaho side at the river, pn:Mded drop camp service, ate. As a rasui, 
the total use figures for Zanelli are low for 1971 through 1975 since they only inciude his 
Scenic Tours and do not include the entire calendar years. A more detailed r8Yiew of use 
records would be neces.sa,y to determine additional use that should be included for 
those years. 

Trip information is Not Available. Number of individual powerboat trips were_ not required to be 
reported during these yea,s. Numbers of boalS per outfitter and passenger capacity varied with each 
outfitter. 

Commercial Powerboat Use Reported by the Chesnimnus R.0. ln 1975. 

The following use is based on reponed observations cl permitted and non-permitted commercial powert>oat-
8fS bf the Chesrwnnus Ranger District Boat Operator from May 15, 1975 to October 24, 1975. Use was 
calcuated in man use days at that time. 

Ot.m=ITTER MAN USE DAYS STATUS 

Beamer 2000 no permit 
Hekj 853 no permit 
Riddle 785 tuef pennit 
Rivers 2093 camp pennit 
Spaulding 900 no permit 
Tippet 98 nopelfflit 
Walker 360 camp pennk 
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APPENDIX B 

 

ALTERNATIVE B 

 

OUTFITTER AND GUIDE OPERATING GUIDELINES 

 

These guidelines establish the method of managing river outfitter-guide 

operations within the entire Snake River corridor. 

 

COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT ALLOCATION 

 

The allocation of commercial powerboat use was analyzed based upon the following 

common elements: 

 

1. Determination of a level of access that would address both historic use, recent 
use based upon the average daily numbers of commercial powerboat entries into 

the river corridor and additional launches into the scenic river to mitigate 

loss of opportunity in the wild river. 

 

2. Existing priority use assignments (which is a level of use assigned to an 
outfitter) based upon guidelines developed by the Forest Service in cooperation 

with national outfitter organizations (including the Idaho Outfitters and 

Guides Association and the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board) and 

other federal land management agencies. This number (currently expressed as 

service days) reflects the order of priority in determining which outfitters 

will retain their use of a limited resource in the event reductions in use are 

necessary. It is related to the level of past business activity. 

 

3. The average of the highest two out of five years (1988-1992) of total 
commercial powerboat boat days for each outfitter (priority use guidelines 

applied to launches). 

 

4. The five-year average of use for each outfitter during the years 1988-1992. 
 

5. The number of existing commercial powerboat permits (19). 
 

6. The number of commercial powerboat businesses operating from each portal. 
 

7. Historic records of use for each outfitter's business during the years 1988-
1992 comparing the following: 

 

a. Primary type of business (day or overnight). This element would reflect 
total trip length and identify any dependence on overnight camping. 

 

b. Season of use (primary, secondary or both). This would indicate the 
level of dependence on use of the area of operation to conduct 

business during a particular time of year. 

 
c. Primary areas of operation within the river corridor and base of 

operations used by each outfitter or the outfitter from whom the 
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Business was purchased if a change of ownership occurred between 1988 

and 1992. 

 

d. Number of boats used per trip. 
 

8. Availability of lodging on the Snake River for overnight use in lieu of camping 
overnight. The investment in lodging is considered to be a business decision 

that will benefit the outfitter and becomes a major component in marketing 

overnight trips. This is not an available option for all outfitters, especially 

those with smaller operations. For this reason, the opportunity for outfitters 

to lodge overnight guests in lieu of camping would be viewed as having a 

positive environmental effect on the river resources by reducing impacts at 

campsites and reducing competition for campsites. As a result, outfitters with 

commercial lodging available as part of their operation generally would not be 

considered for allocation of overnight camping within the river corridor. This 

would include outfitters who have Granger-Thye Permits allowing overnight use 

of government owned buildings. An exception would be made if an outfitter's use 

records reflected a substantial amount of their business between 1988 and 1992 

was dependent upon use of campsites for overnight trips and their lodging 

facilities were on private land located outside of the NRA boundary. 

 

The objectives of these guidelines would be to manage commercial powerboat outfitters 

within their primary areas of operation, trip length and allocate use in the primary 

season based upon their historic operations. There would also be a need to assure 

commercial outfitter services operating on National Forest served the purpose of 

providing a public service available at all portals. Development of a launch calendar 

for commercial powerboats would assure the number of boats entering the river on a 

daily basis did not exceed guidelines established in the Recreation Plan. 

 

Benefits of these objectives would result in the ability to reduce on-river 

encounters with other users and reduce competition for overnight camping with a 

subsequent reduction in impacts to campsites. Outfitters would continue to provide a 

public service to visitors. This would maintain the viability of the commercial 

outfitting industry in Hells Canyon with the least disruption as possible to 

outfitters while protecting and enhancing ORV's within the river corridor. 

 

Areas of Operation 

 

The first objective of managing commercial powerboat use would be to limit commercial 

powerboat operations for each outfitter to their primary area of operation. The 

Recreation Plan limits the maximum number of commercial powerboat permits on the 

Snake River to 19. Areas of operation would be applicable on a year round basis. 

Periodically, a portion of the area of operation will not be available for motorized 

use as a result of the non-motorized periods in the wild river. Based upon analysis 

of areas of operation, commercial powerboat permits would be changed as follows in 

regard to authorized areas of operation; 
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Dam down river to Pittsburg  

Armacost #l (1) 

 

Northern Boundary of HCNRA up river to Hells Canyon Dam 

Bentz 

Luther 

Riddle 

Odegaard 

Taylor (2) 

 

Northern Boundary of HCNRA up river to the Bottom of Granite Creek Rapid 

Bream 

Cook 

Eddins 

Whitten 

Woods 

Zapffe 

 

Northe Boundary of HCNRA up river to the bottom of Rush Creek Rapid Alboucq 

Anderson 

Koch - Heller Bar Excursions 

Koch - Idaho Rivers Navigation 

Koch - Rivers Navigation 

Maxwell 

 

(1) The existing single permit allowing use of two boats would be split into 

two, one-boat permits at the option of the permit holder. Refer to the 

section Powerboat Operations Based at Hells Canyon Creek for more 

information concerning this option. 

(2) This business changed ownership between the FEIS and the EA. In the FEIS 

this business was listed as Wieber. 

(3) This business changed ownership between the FEIS and the EA. In the FEIS 

this business was listed as Watson. 

 

Trip Duration 

 

The second objective of these guidelines would be to manage commercial powerboat 

outfitters' trip duration, primarily determined on two factors: their historic record 

of overnight camping activity and whether or not they have other overnight lodging 

facilities available for their customers. Outfitters who met all of the following 

criteria would be assigned an allocation for overnight camping  in the river 

corridor: 

 

 Those who have historically offered a substantial number of overnight camping 

trips with guide services to clients.  

 Those who do not have lodging facilities under permit from the Forest Service. 
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 Those who do not have lodging facilities on private land in the following 

areas: 

On the Snake River within the HCNRA 

 

On the Lower Salmon River and primarily accessed from the Snake River 

 

Outfitters who may purchase existing businesses in the future or outfitters whose 

opportunity for overnight lodging was no longer available due to sale of business, 

loss of overnight lodging opportunity, sale of private land, etc. would be considered 

for an overnight camping allocation only if the business had a prior history of 

offering overnight camping or overnight lodging accommodations on the Snake River. 

 

Overnight camping by commercial powerboat outfitters would not be allowed below 

the mouth of the Salmon during the primary season except at sites which may become 

available through issuance of a Granger-Thye Permit.  All river-based outfitters 

would be eligible to bid on any future prospectus for Granger-Thye Permits. This 

type of fee permit would allow an outfitter to use government owned buildings for 

overnight lodging of guests. This would also allow outfitters with day use only 

allocations an opportunity to offer overnight trips. 

 

All overnight trips on the Snake River require the use of consecutive boat days, 

regardless of whether the overnight trip is at a lodge or river campsite for all days 

that a boat stays with the trip. 

 

Drop camps would remain a business opportunity for all outfitters year round and would 

be subject to the management requirements pertaining to drop camps as described in the 

Recreation Management Plan. 

 

Based on an analysis of these factors, commercial powerboat permits would be changed 

as follows: 

 

Day-Use Only Permits Day-Use and Overnight Camping(7) 

Alboucq (1) Anderson 

Armacost Eddins 

Bentz (2) Cook 

Bream (2) Odegaard 

Koch-Heller Bar (3)  Taylor 

Koch-Idaho Rivers Nav (3)  Whitten 

Koch-Rivers Nav (3) Woods 

Luther (4)  

Maxwell (2)  

Riddle (5)  

Zapffe (6)  

 

 
  

(1) Could overnight at another outfitter's lodge within the canyon. 

(2) Could overnight on their private land on the Lower Salmon River. 

(3) Could overnight at Copper Creek (under  Forest Service Permit). 
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(4) The outfitter that held the Forest Service Permit for Sheep Creek could 

overnight at that location. The permit is currently held by Luther. 

(5) Could overnight on their private inholding on the Snake River. 

(6) Could overnight on their private land downstream from the HCNRA boundary. 

(7) Overnight trips require the use of consecutive boat days. Some of these 

outfitters also have access to lodges on private land downstream from the 

HCNRA boundary where they could overnight. 

 

 

Assignment of Use 

 

A third objective would be to determine the amount of use that should be assigned to 

each outfitter. 

 

Based on an analysis of historic use, a method was developed to establish the number 

and frequency of daily boat trips to be allocated to each outfitter operating from 

scenic river portals during the primary season. Allocation of boat days were 

determined in consideration of the following: 

 

Maximum length of the primary season at time of plan implementation (May 22 through 

September 10) 

 

 A maximum of 8 commercial launches per day originating in the scenic river 

(Pittsburg Landing and downstream). An additional 88 boat days identified as 

part of the use cap in the FEIS involve a separate allocation and will be 

discussed later in this document. 

 

 Boat days based upon priority use 

 

 Boat days based upon a five year boat day average 

 

 Credit for historic trip length 

 

 Credit for  number of  boats used per trip 

 

The years used to determine the priority for assigning boat days to each 

outfitter were 1988-1992, the primary years of growth in passenger capacity. The 

order of priority was based on historic boat day activity of each outfitter 

during the primary season only. The unit of measure for the allocation would be 

in boat days where one commercial powerboat entering the HCNRA would equate to 

one boat day for each day of the trip. Outfitters who had not developed 

substantial use prior to the end of the 1992 primary season would have limited 

opportunity for primary season access. The following is a description of how the 

commercial powerboat boat days were calculated: 

 

The maximum primary season at the time of plan implementation was used to 

determine the total number of days available to distribute use. Based upon the 

maximum primary season from May 22 thru September 10, this was equal to 112 

days. 

 

A total of 8 boats per day originating in the Scenic River (Cache Creek, Dug 

  



B- 6 

 

 

 

Bar or Pittsburg) X 112 days provides the opportunity for 896 boat days 

throughout the primary season. Of these 8 boat days, 4 (one half) would be 

authorized to also operate in the Wild River each day. (The other two wild river 

boat days would be allocated to Hells Canyon Creek for travel in the Wild River. 

In addition, there would be a special allocation of one commercial powerboat 

launch per day between Pittsburg Landing and Kirkwood. Allocation and management 

of these launches is discussed later in this document). 

 

Initial allocations of use were based upon boat days. Boat days were considered to be 

the most accurate representation of past use since consideration is made for both the 

total number of boats used during a trip and the total duration of a trip (i.e., 

overnight trips) as reported by outfitters on annual use reports. As a result, 

use for each outfitter was calculated based upon boat days. As a general rule, boat 

day allocations reflect actual use of the river for outfitters who operate more than 

one boat per day or those who run overnight trips. Boat days credit each outfitter 

with the maximum possible number of boats that they operated each year. Identifying 

maximum historic use based upon boat days then allows direct correlation of boat days 

to launches (i.e., 1 boat day- 1 launch). 

 

In order for qualified outfitters to be able to offer overnight trips, outfitter 

boat days were assigned to the maximum practical extent in 3 day blocks of time. 

This would allow for overnight trips up to three days in length as well as one or 

two day trips and would provide outfitters who qualified for overnight trips to 

have some discretion in planning the length of a trip, i.e., 1, 2 or 3 day trip. 

Overnight use would create      no cumulative increase in total use in the river 

corridor since each block of time was assigned per boat per outfitter. 

 

Two factors were reviewed to determine how to distribute the total number of 8 

daily scenic river boat days among the existing outfitters. The final allocation 

of boat days was a combined average of each outfitter's priority use and their 5 

year average, using 1988-1992 as the base years for boat day analysis. This 

provided equal weight and consideration of both factors as follows: 

 

5 year average -  credit for consistent performance over time which 

demonstrates how well a business is providing continual service 

to the public.  

Priority Use -  meets the obligation of the agency to the outfitting 

industry by considering Forest Service guidelines that were 

developed with industry involvement. 

 

The average number of boat days determined through this process was then reduced by 1% 

to account for the difference in the average length of the regulated season for each 

year from 1988-1992 under the existing CMP (114 days) with the new initial 

maximum primary season length in the FEIS (112 days). This provided a preliminary 

assignment of boat days to each outfitter that totaled 972  boat days , requiring 

an allocation reduction of 7.8% for each outfitter. This is not a reduction in 

actual use but a reduction in the inflated use level created by the application 

of the priority use factor. The reduction allowed distribution of total outfitter 
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use to meet the maximum allocation of 896 boat days in a 112 day primary season, 

which is still greater than actual average use levels for the base period. 

 

Since only 4 of the 8  boats per day would be authorized to continue a trip into 

the Wild River, boat days allocated per outfitter were divided to distribute use 

equally. This would allow all outfitters an equal opportunity for access, with 

1/2 of their use assigned for operation in both the wild and scenic river on a 

single trip and 1/2 of their use assigned to use in the Scenic River only. 

 

Boat day access for Armacost was based on the maximum use of 2 boats in the water 

at Hells Canyon Creek and one trip for each boat for each day of the 112 day 

primary season. 

 

The following is the final allocation of outfitter use based upon this boat day 

distribution in order of outfitter priority and, with the exception of Armacost, 

includes any changes to the each outfitter's boat day allocation as a result of 

verification of each outfitter's use per the Regional Forester's appeal decision: 

 

OUTFITTER TOTAL BOAT DAY 

ALLOCATION 

LAUNCH SUBGROUP 

WILD AND SCENIC 

LAUNCH SUBGROUP 

SCENIC ONLY 

ARMACOST 224 224 (1) 0 

KOCH-HBE 222 111 111 

LUTHER 139 70 69 

KOCH-RN 120 60 60 

KOCK-IRN 78 39 39 

ALBOUCQ 73 37 36 

TAYLOR 65 33 32 

ODEGAARD 58 29 29 

RIDDLE 39 19 20 

WHITTEN 31 16 15 

COOK 24 12 12 

BENTZ 11 5 6 

WOODS 7 3 4 

BREAM 7 3 4 

ANDERSON 6 3 3 

EDDINS 6 3 3 

ZAPFFE 6 3 3 

MAXWELL 4 2 2 

SPECIAL (2) 88 88 0 

TOTAL 1,208 760 448 

 

 

(1) Limited to 88 for the entire wild and scenic river within area of of 

operation, and 136 from Hells Canyon Dam to the top of Wild Sheep only 

to account for the 24 non-motorized days per season. 

 

(2) The following outfitters would have a special allocation (total of 

88 boat days) of one confirmed launch every three days for day use only 

on a revolving basis for access from Pittsburg to Kirkwood Historic 

Ranch only during the primary season to address economic impacts to 

Idaho County: 
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Whitten 

Cook 

Woods 

 

These special launches are in addition to any other launches assigned to each 

outfitter and are not available on days when the non-motorized period is in 

effect upstream from Kirkwood (Monday through Wednesday from the second Monday 

in July through the Wednesday prior to Labor Day). 

 

 

Daily Allocation of Commercial Powerboat Launches 

A fifth objective would be to implement a daily launch calendar for commercial 

powerboaters. 

 

The method for allocating daily launches for commercial powerboaters would be managed 

under a system similar to that used for commercial floaters which has operated 

successfully for many years. Under this type of launch allocation system, 

outfitters are assigned to specific launch groups with a specific number of assigned 

launch dates that can be used for advertising and scheduling trips in advance. In 

addition, outfitters have the ability to trade dates with other outfitters.  The 

calendar would be managed by the Forest Service to assure compliance with the daily 

use allocations for powerboaters in different sections of the river. All available 

boat days allocated to outfitters would be assigned to specific dates. 

 

The daily launch allocation for outfitters originating trips in the scenic river 

(Cache Creek and Pittsburg Landing) was developed as follows: 

 

Outfitters were assigned to 4 launch groups, with each group containing 224 

launches. Within each launch group, each outfitter's allocation was assigned to 2 

subgroups of 112 launches each, with one subgroup authorizing travel in both the 

wild and scenic river and the other subgroup authorizing travel in the scenic 

river only. 

 

Each outfitter was then assigned a specific number of 3 day blocks of launches 

in each subgroup based upon their individual use allocation. 

 

The 112 day primary season was split in half between July 16 and July 17. 

Outfitter use was assigned proportionately between the first and second halves of 

the season. Use was also assigned in order of priority based upon each 

outfitter's volume of use, i.e., largest outfitters use assigned first, and 

smallest outfitters last. This approach reflects the significant service to the 

public provided by the larger outfitters and the limited amount of service to the 

public provided by the smaller outfitters. Use was assigned outwards from July 

16th forward to May 22 and from July 17th out to September 10. Use was assigned in 

3 day blocks of time for each outfitter, with any leftover days not divisible by 3 

being assigned on the fringes of the season in blocks of 1 or 2 days. 

 

Minor adjustments were made only if use could not be distributed in a 

consistent pattern of 3 day blocks of launches for an outfitter, if an 

adjustment was to the benefit of a larger outfitter, or if an adjustment 
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allowed an outfitter with a smaller allocation to have launches on consecutive 

days. If the primary season is extended, the same pattern for commercial power 

groups will continue on the Commercial Powerboat Launch Calendar for all dates 

between May 1 and October 1, inclusive. 

 

The following is the final launch schedule assignment for outfitters on the Snake 

River who originate their trips from scenic river portals: 

 

COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT LAUNCH CALENDAR A 

All Scenic River Portals 

Launch Groups 1 and 2 

 

224 Days 

Launch Group 1 

224 Days 

Launch Group 2 

Koch-He11er Bar  

Koch-Rivers Nav 

 

Koch- Rivers Nav 

Koch-Id Riv Nav 

Cook-HC Fish Ch 

Anderson-AR Adv 

 

 224 DAYS 

LAUNCH GROUP 1 

224 DAYS 

LAUNCH GROUP 2 

MONTH & DAY 112 DAYS 

W&S LAUNCH 

112 DAYS 

SCENIC ONLY 

112 DAYS 

W&S LAUNCH 

112 DAYS 

SCENIC ONLY 

MAY 22 Koch-RN Koch-RN Koch-RN Koch-RN 

23 Koch-HB Koch-HB RN RN 

24 Thru Thru Koch-IRN Koch-RN 

25 9/10 9/10 IRN RN 

26 | | IRN RN 

27 | | RN IRN 

28 V V RN IRN 

20   RN IRN 

30   IRN RN 

31   IRN RN 

JUNE 1   IRN RN 

2   RN Cook 

3   RN Cook 

4   RN Cook 

5   IRN RN 

6   IRN RN 

7   IRN RN 

8   RN IRN 

8   RN IRN 

10   RN IRN 

 

  



B- 10 

 

JUNE 11   IRN RN 

12   IRN RN 

13   IRN RN 

14   RN IRN 

15   RN IRN 

16   RN IRN 

17   Cook RN 

18   Cook RN 

19   Cook RN 

20   RN Anderson 

21   RN Anderson 

22 Koch-HB Koch-HB RN Anderson 

23 Thru Thru IRN RN 

24 9/10 9/10 IRN RN 

25 | | IRN RN 

26 | | RN Cook 

27 V V RN Cook 

28   RN Cook 

29   IRN RN 

30   IRN RN 

JULY 1   IRN RN 

2   RN IRN 

3   RN IRN 

4   RN IRN 

5   IRN RN 

6   IRN RN 

* 7   IRN RN 

* 8   RN IRN 

*9   RN IRN 

10   RN IRN 

11   Cook RN 

12   Cook RN 

13   Cook RN 

*14   RN IRN 

*15   RN IRN 

*16   RN IRN 

17   RN IRN 

18   RN IRN 

19   RN IRN 

20   IRN RN 

*21   IRN RN 

*22   IRN RN 

*23   RN Cook 

24   RN Cook 

25   RN Cook 

26   IRN RN 

27   IRN RN 

*28   IRN RN 

*29   RN IRN 

*30   RN IRN 

31   RN IRN 
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AUGUST 1   Cook RN 

2   Cook RN 

3   Cook RN 

*4   RN IRN 

*5   RN IRN 

*6   RN IRN 

7   IRN RN 

8   IRN RN 

9   IRN RN 

10   RN IRN 

*11   RN IRN 

*12   RN IRN 

*13   Anderson RN 

14   Anderson RN 

15 Koch-HB Koch-HB Anderson RN 

16 Thru Thru RN Cook 

17 9/10 9/10 RN Cook 

*18 | | RN Cook 

*19 | | IRN RN 

*20 V V IRN RN 

21   IRN RN 

22   RN IRN 

23   RN IRN 

24   RN IRN 

*25   Cook RN 

*26   Cook RN 

*27   Cook RN 

28   IRN RN 

29   IRN RN 

30   IRN RN 

31   RN IRN 

SEPTEMBER 1   RN IRN 

2   RN IRN 

3   IRN RN 

4   IRN RN 

5   IRN RN 

6   RN IRN 

7   RN IRN 

8   RN IRN 

9 Koch- HB Koch-HB RN RN 

10 Koch-HB Koch-HB RN RN 

 

 

* 1997   NON-MOTORIZED DATES.  

USE IS NOT AUTHORIZED 

UPSTREAM FROM KIRKWOOD HISTORIC 

RANCH ON NON-MOTORIZED DATES. 
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COMMERCIAL POYERBOAT LAUNCH CALENDAR 

All Scenic River Portals 

Launch Groups 3 and 4 

 

224 Days 

Launch Group 3 

224 Days 

Launch Group 4 

Luther-SR Adven 

Alboucq-S Dancer 

Maxwell-3 Rivers 

Koch-River Nav . 

Taylor-Cougar Ctry 

Whitten-R. Adven. 

Riddle-SR Outftrs. 

Bentz-Intermtn. 

Eddins-High Roller 

 

Taylor-Cougar Ctry 

Odegaard-River Quest 

Riddle-SR Outftrs 

Whitten-R Adven.  

Bentz-Intermtn.  

Zapffe-Z&S Outfitter 

Woods-RY Outfitter 

Bream-S&S Outfitters 

Eddins-High Roller 

Maxwell-3 Rivers 

  

224 DAYS 

LAUNCH GROUP 3 

224 DAYS 

LAUNCH GROUP 4 

 

 

 

MONTH & DAY 112 DAYS 

W&S LAUNCH 

112 DAYS 

SCENIC ONLY 

112 DAYS 

W&S LAUNCH 

112 DAYS 

SCENIC ONLY 

MAY 22 Alboucq Luther Eddins Odegaard 

23 Whitten Luther Eddins Odegaard 

24 Luther Whitten Riddle Bream 

25 Luther Riddle Riddle Bream 

26 Luther Bentz Riddle Bream 

27 Luther Luther Riddle Bentz 

28 Luther Luther Taylor Bentz 

29 Luther Luther Taylor Eddins 

30 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Eddins 

31 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Eddins 

JUNE 1 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Riddle 

2 Luther Alboucq Woods Riddle 

3 Luther Alboucq Woods Riddle 

4 Luther Alboucq Woods Riddle 

5 Alboucq Luther Whitten Odegaard 

6 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

7 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

8 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

9 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

10 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

11 Luther Alboucq Riddle Taylor 

12 Luther Alboucq Riddle Whitten 

13 Luther Alboucq Riddle Whitten 
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JUNE 14 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

15 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

16 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

17 Luther Luther Whitten Taylor 

18 Luther Luther Whitten Taylor 

19 Luther Luther Whitten Taylor 

20 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

21 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

22 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

23 Alboucq Luther Taylor Woods 

24 Alboucq Luther Taylor Woods 

25 Alboucq Luther Taylor Woods 

26 Luther Luther Bentz Taylor 

27 Luther Luther Bentz Taylor 

28 Luther Koch-RN Maxwell Taylor 

29 Maxwell Luther Riddle Odegaard 

30 Luther Alboucq Riddle Odegaard 

JULY 1 Luther Alboucq Riddle Odegaard 

2 Alboucq Luther Taylor Whitten 

3 Alboucq Luther Taylor Whitten 

4 Alboucq Luther Taylor Whitten 

5 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

6 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*7 Luther Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*8 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

*9 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

10 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

11 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

12 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

13 Alboucq Luther Taylor Odegaard 

*14 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Taylor 

*15 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Taylor 

*16 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Taylor 

17 Alboucq Luther Riddle Whitten 

18 Alboucq Luther Riddle Whitten 

19 Alboucq Luther Riddle Whitten 

20 Luther Alboucq Taylor Odegaard 

*21 Luther Alboucq Taylor Odegaard 

*22 Luther Alboucq Taylor Odegaard 

*23 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

24 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

25 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

26 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

27 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

*28 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

*29 Luther Luther Taylor Zapffe 

*30 Luther Luther Taylor Zapffe 

31 Luther Luther Taylor Zapffe 
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AUGUST 1 Alboucq Luther Bentz Taylor 

2 Alboucq Luther Bentz Taylor 

3 Koch-RN Luther Bentz Taylor 

*4 Luther Alboucq Riddle Odegaard 

*5 Luther Alboucq Riddle Odegaard 

*6 Luther Alboucq Riddle Odegaard 

7 Luther Luther Taylor Whitten 

8 Luther Maxwell Taylor Whitten 

9 Luther Maxwell Taylor Whitten 

10 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*11 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*12 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*13 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

14 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

15 Luther Alboucq Whitten Riddle 

16 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

17 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

*18 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

*19 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

*20 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

21 Alboucq Luther Odegaard Taylor 

22 Luther Alboucq Riddle Whitten 

23 Luther Alboucq Riddle Whitten 

24 Luther Alboucq Riddle Whitten 

*25 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

*26 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

*27 Luther Luther Taylor Odegaard 

28 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

29 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

30 Alboucq Luther Whitten Taylor 

31 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

SEPTEMBER 1 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

2 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Riddle 

3 Luther Luther Zapffe Bentz 

4 Luther Luther Zapffe Bentz 

5 Luther Luther Zapffe Bentz 

6 Alboucq Luther Bream Odegaard 

7 Eddins Luther Bream Odegaard 

8 Taylor Luther Bream Odegaard 

9 Luther Taylor Odegaard Woods 

10 Luther Alboucq Odegaard Bream 

 

 

 

* 1997   NON-MOTORIZED DATES. 

USE IS NOT AUTHORIZED 

UPSTREAM FROM KIRKWOOD HISTORIC 

RANCH ON NON-MOTORIZED DATES. 
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COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT LAUNCH CALENDAR B 

Pittsburg Landing - Special Allocation 

Launch Group 5 

 

The special allocation of launches at Pittsburg Landing would be identified as Launch 

Group 5 and assigned in order of priority based on historic use with the initial 

allocation of one boat per day beginning with Whitten on May 22nd, Cook on May 23rd, 

Woods on May 24th, Whitten on May 25th, Cook on May 26th, Woods on May 27th, etc. 

Launches would not be available on Mondays, Tuesdays and Wednesdays when the non-

motorized periods were in effect in the wild river. During these periods, the same 

launch rotation would continue in order to provide consistency in the schedule 

throughout the season but launches would not be allowed on those days. 

 

112 Days 

Launch Group 5 

 

Whitten - R Adventures 

Cook - HC Fish Ch 

Woods - RW Outfitter 

 

MONTH & DAY PITTSBURG TO 

KIRKWOOD ONLY 

MONTH & DAY PITTSBURG TO 

KIRKWOOD ONLY 

MAY 22 Whitten  JUNE 19 Cook 

23 Cook 20 Woods 

24 Woods 21 Whitten  

25 Whitten  22 Cook 

26 Cook 23 Woods 

27 Woods 24 Whitten  

28 Whitten  25 Cook 

29 Cook 26 Woods 

30 Woods 27 Whitten  

31 Whitten  28 Cook 

JUNE 1 Cook 29 Woods 

2 Woods 30 Whitten  

3 Whitten  JULY 1 Cook 

4 Cook 2 Woods 

5 Woods 3 Whitten  

6 Whitten  4 Cook 

7 Cook 5 Woods 

8 Woods 6 Whitten  

9 Whitten  *7 Cook 

10 Cook *8 Woods 

11 Woods *9 Whitten  

12 Whitten  10 Cook 

13 Cook 11 Woods 

14 Woods 12 Whitten  

15 Whitten  13 Cook 

16 Cook *14 Woods 

17 Woods *15 Whitten  

18 Whitten *16 Cook 
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MONTH & DAY PITTSBURG TO 

KIRKWOOD ONLY 

MONTH & DAY PITTSBURG TO 

KIRKWOOD ONLY 

JULY 17 Woods SEPTEMBER 1 Whitten 

18 Whitten 2 Cook  

19 Cook  3 Woods 

20 Woods 4 Whitten 

*21 Whitten 5 Cook  

*22 Cook  6 Woods 

*23 Woods 7 Whitten 

24 Whitten 8 Cook  

25 Cook  9 Woods 

26 Woods 10 Whitten 

27 Whitten   

*28 Cook    

*29 Woods   

*30 Whitten * 1997 NON-MORTORIZED DATES 

LAUNCHES ARE NOT AUTHROIZED 

ON NON-MOTORIZED DATES 

31 Cook  

AUGUST 1 Woods 

2 Whitten   

3 Cook    

*4 Woods   

*5 Whitten   

*6 Cook    

7 Woods   

8 Whitten   

9 Cook    

10 Woods   

*11 Whitten   

*12 Cook    

*13 Woods   

14 Whitten   

15 Cook    

16 Woods   

17 Whitten   

*18 Cook    

*19 Woods   

*20 Whitten   

21 Cook    

22 Woods   

23 Whitten   

24 Cook    

*25 Woods   

*26 Whitten   

*27 Cook    

28 Woods   

29 Whitten   

30 Cook    

31 Woods   
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COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT LAUNCH CALENDAR C 

Hells Canyon Creek Portal 

Launch Groups 6  and 7 

 

The commercial powerboat launches at Hells Canyon Creek would be identified as 

Launch Groups 6 and 7, allowing one boat per day in each launch group. Boat days 

would not be assigned to Launch Group 7 unless the outfitter in Launch Group 6 

chose to exercise the option of selling 50% of the business, at which time, 50% 

of the boat day allocation would be assigned to Launch Group 7. In the interim, 

Launch Group 6 would allow two boat trips per day, with one trip to the top of 

Wild Sheep Rapid and one trip to Pittsburg Landing except on non-motorized days. 

 

 112 DAYS (1) 

LAUNCH GROUP 6 

 112 DAYS 

LAUNCH GROUP 7 

MONTH & DAY HELLS CANYON DAM TO: 

TOP OF WLD SHEEP 

PITTSBURG LANDING 

  

MAY 22 Armacost   

23 Armacost   

24 Armacost   

25 Armacost   

26 Armacost   

27 Armacost   

28 Armacost   

29 Armacost   

30 Armacost   

31 Armacost   

JUNE 1 Armacost   

2 Armacost   

3 Armacost   

4 Armacost   

5 Armacost   

6 Armacost   

7 Armacost   

8 Armacost   

9 Armacost   

10 Armacost   

11 Armacost   

12 Armacost   

13 Armacost   

14 Armacost   

15 Armacost   

16 Armacost   

17 Armacost   

18 Armacost   

19 Armacost   

20 Armacost   

21 Armacost   

22 Armacost   

23 Armacost   

24 Armacost   

25 Armacost   
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JUNE 26 Armacost 

27 Armacost 

28 Armacost 

29 Armacost 

30 Armacost 

JULY 1 Armacost 

2 Armacost 

3 Armacost 

4 Armacost 

5 Armacost 

6 Armacost 

*7 Armacost 

*8 Armacost 

*9 Armacost 

10 Armacost 

11 Armacost 

12 Armacost 

13 Armacost 

*14 Armacost 

*15 Armacost 

*16 Armacost 

17 Armacost 

18 Armacost 

19 Armacost 

20 Armacost 

*21 Armacost 

*22 Armacost 

*23 Armacost 

24 Armacost 

25 Armacost 

26 Armacost 

27 Armacost 

*28 Armacost 

*29 Armacost 

*30 Armacost 

AUGUST  1 Armacost 

2 Armacost 

3 Armacost 

*4 Armacost 

*5 Armacost 

*6 Armacost 

7 Armacost 

8 Armacost 

9 Armacost 

10 Armacost 

*11 Armacost 

*12 Armacost 

*13 Armacost 

14 Armacost 
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AUGUST  15 Armacost 

16 Armacost 

17 Armacost 

*18 Armacost 

*19 Armacost 

*20 Armacost 

21 Armacost 

22 Armacost 

23 Armacost 

24 Armacost 

*25 Armacost 

*26 Armacost 

*27 Armacost 

28 Armacost 

29 Armacost 

30 Armacost 

31 Armacost 

SEPTEMBER  1 Armacost 

2 Armacost 

3 Armacost 

4 Armacost 

5 Armacost 

6 Armacost 

7 Armacost 

8 Armacost 

9 Armacost 

10 Armacost 

 

* 1997 non-motorized dates. Use is only authorized between Hells Canyon Dam and 

the top of Wild Sheep Rapid on non-motorized dates. 

 

(1) 224  boat days for the permit unless permit holder exercises option to sell 

50% of the business. 
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Changes to Launch Calendars 

 

The commercial powerboat calendars could be adjusted in order to improve the 

calendars for use by outfitters. Implementation of any changes to a powerboat 

calendar would take place upon consensus by the commercial powerboat permittees in 

the launch groups affected by the adjustments and concurrence by the Forest Service 

that the change was manageable and met guidelines of .the River Management Plan. The 

primary limitation on changes to any calendar would be the requirement that any 

change could not affect the maximum daily allocation of  boats on the river as 

identified in the Recreation Plan. 

 

Trading of Launches 

 

Trading of dates would require signed agreements between the outfitters involved and 

would need to meet the same requirements as trades between commercial floaters 

including submitting the trade agreement to the Forest Service in advance of the 

trip. Trades made on weekends or at other times when the Forest Service office 

was closed would have to be in writing, signed by each outfitter involved and 

hand delivered to a Forest Service officer at the portal prior to entry. A FAX 

copy of this agreement with signatures would be acceptable providing the 

original signature of the owner of the commercial boat entering the river that 

day was on the FAX document. A trade could not increase an outfitter's area of 

operation, i.e., the trade only allows access on a specific date, not access into 

an unauthorized section of river. 

 

Outfitters in Launch Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4 (Calendar A) could trade launch dates among 

themselves. A trade would not change the status of a launch that authorized use only 

in the scenic river, i.e., a scenic river only launch could not authorize use in the 

wild river. A trade would also not change the status of a permit, i.e., a day use 

only permittee could not offer overnight trips by trading a date with a permittee who 

was authorized to conduct overnight trips. 

 

The special allocation of launches at Pittsburg (Launch Group 5, Calendar B) would 

not be available for use by outfitters based at other locations. These launches could 

only be traded among the Pittsburg-based outfitters and would' only be available for 

day use only. 

 

The launches at Hells Canyon Creek (Launch Groups 6 and 7, Calendar C) would not 

be available for use by outfitters based at other locations. These launches 

could only be traded among the outfitters based at Hells Canyon Creek for day 

use only. 

 

Cross-Over 

 

In order to assure optimum availability of launches assigned for private 

powerboaters, there would be no cross-over system between private and commercial 

powerboaters to utilize vacant launches between groups. 
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Pool 

 

Since all available commercial powerboat launch dates would be assigned, there would 

be no pool of vacant launch dates. 

 

Number of Boats 

 

Each outfitter is allowed boat access based on Launch Calendars A, B and C. Each 

entry of an outfitter's name on the calendar(s) authorizes the outfitter to be 

on the specified section of river with one boat on that date. 

 

Additional boats above the daily allocation must be acquired through trade with 

another powerboat outfitter. Each trade would allow one additional boat per day per 

permit. Additional launches acquired using these methods could not be used as a basis 

for establishing an increase in priority use. 

 

Total commercial boat trips per day could not exceed the maximum number of trips 

allowed per day as described in the Recreation Plan. 

 

Overnight Trips 

 

During the primary season, overnight camping trips within the river corridor (whether 

at a river campsite or at a lodge within the HCNRA or on the Lower Salmon) would 

require consecutive boat days since all commercial powerboat use would be managed by 

the number of daily entries into sections of the river. The maximum campsite stay 

length would be three days and two nights in the wild river and four days and three 

nights in the scenic river per campsite during the primary season for outfitters 

who camped. Outfitters who used commercial lodging could have stay lengths of 

greater duration as long as all overnight use occurred at the outfitter's facilities 

and the outfitter used the required number of boat days to cover each day of the trip 

that utilized jetboat travel. 

 

 

Penalties 

 

Commercial powerboaters often have a short window of opportunity for booking trips 

because of the volume of day use trips they charter. It is not uncommon for a 

business to book passengers the day prior to, or even the morning of a trip. As a 

result, there would be no penalty to outfitters if they did not use an allocated boat 

day. 

 

Outfitters who exhibited a distinct pattern of non-use of allocated boat days would 

have their allocation reduced based upon the guidelines established for reduction of 

priority use. These guidelines would provide that outfitters who used less than 70% 

of their assigned launches in at least two out of five years would have their 

assigned launches reduced unless there were mitigating circumstances that were 

considered to be generally outside the control of the outfitter. This could include, 

but not be limited to adverse weather conditions, river flows or fire activity. Any 

launches that became available as a result of this type of action would be re-

allocated to other outfitters. 
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Location of Powerboat Business Opportunities 

 

A fifth objective of managing commercial powerboat use would be to provide for public 

access to outfitter services at all portals except Dug Bar, and to provide options in 

services for the public by assuring business competition through issuance of multiple 

commercial permits. 

 

The following guidelines would help assure quality service to visitors by encouraging 

business competition for prices and services offered by outfitters, opportunities for 

the public to obtain commercial services at a variety of river locations, and 

sustained commercial viability of outfitting businesses. 

 

Minimum and Maximum Number of Powerboat Outfitters 

Location Minimum (1) Maximum Number of 

Businesses that 

could move to 

another portal 

Hells Canyon Cr 2 2 [1 existing](2)  0 

Pittsburg 3 4 [3 existing] 0 

Dug Bar (3) 0 0 [0 existing] 0 

Cache Cr 6 14 [14 existing] (4) 1 (5) 

Total  10 (6) 19 (6) 1 

 

(1) Minimum numbers of outfitters are established at each site to assure 

continuation of services and to reduce the potential for monopolies. 

Numbers are based on access to the area, potential for on-site 

congestion, population base related to historic tourism potential and to 

provide business competition which will encourage quality service and 

options for both services and prices for customers. Once minimum permit 

numbers were reached at a specific location, the terms of those permits 

would require their operations to base at that location in order for the 

business to be authorized to operate within HCNRA. This would require 

the buyer of one of these businesses to continue to operate from the same 

portal as part of the terms of the permit.  

 

(2) At the option of the permit holder, the existing single permit authorizing 

use of two boats could be terminated and two new permits would be issued 

with an equal division of the allocated boat days and one boat per permit 

allowed. Issuance of the existing single permit and the proposed 

additional permit would require basing operations at that site only for 

access into the HCNRA. See Powerboat Operations Based at Hells Canyon Creek 

for detailed information on this use.  

 

(3) Since no powerboat business has ever been solely based at Dug Bar, and in 

conformance with the Draft Hells Canyon National Recreation Area 

Comprehensive Management Plan (1996), moving to this location for a base of 

operations would not be an option. However, all outfitters could pick up and 

drop off passengers at this location in compliance with their individual 

areas of operation. 
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(4) The 14 existing permits for Cache Creek reflect the number of existing 

outfitters operating from this site that hold priority use permits. If the 

option was exercised in footnote 5 below, the maximum number of permits at 

this portal would change to 13 and the minimum number of permits at the 

Pittsburg portal would change to 4. 

 

(5) There is an option for one priority use business to move from Cache Creek to 

Pittsburg Landing as a base of operations. 

 

(6) These figures would be dependent upon voluntary combining or splitting of 

businesses associated with existing permits, and sale of businesses.  The 

total of 19 maximum permits includes the existing priority use permits and 

the outfitter exercising the option described in footnote 2 above. If the 

options in footnotes 2 and 5 were exercised, the minimum total would change 

to 12. 

 

 

Powerboat Operations Based at Hells Canyon Creek 

 

The single commercial powerboat business at Hells Canyon Creek-which authorizes the 

use of two boats (currently held by Armacost) would be terminated. It would be 

replaced with two special use permits that authorize the use of one boat per permit. 

The historic volume of business associated with the single permit was recognized as 

the equivalent of an allocation of two boat trips per day throughout the primary 

season. The creation of two permits, with an allocation of one boat trip per day, 

would not increase the total use allocation or provide the existing outfitter with 

use that did not already exist at the site. Issuance of two special use permits for 

this use allocation would provide the following: 

 

1. An opportunity for the existing owner to sell one business to reduce any 
economic impacts to his business structure as a result of the Recreation Plan.  

Issuance of a single permit would not allow for a portion of the above business 

to be sold. 

 

2. An opportunity to eliminate the present on-site monopoly by one commercial 
powerboat business and to provide the possibility of a competitive business 

atmosphere at the launch site in the future, with a corresponding choice in 

services for the benefit of all visitors. This would be the result of the 

existing outfitter having the ability to sell one of the businesses. 

 

3. An opportunity to manage commercial powerboat use at the site based upon the 
number of daily boat trips rather than assigning the number of boats allowed to 

be used in conducting the business. 

 

4. Provide a minimum number of outfitters on site (2) without increasing the 
historic number of boats authorized to operate from that site. 

 

5. Address economic concerns from Baker County, Oregon and Adams County, Idaho by 
assuring a continuation of a variety of public services from Hells Canyon 

Creek on a year-round basis. 

 

 

Each permit would authorize use as follows: 
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1. Each permit would have an allocation of 50% of the total original boat days 
allocated in the Recreation Management Plan (56 boat days for each permit 

authorizing use from Hells Canyon Dam to Pittsburg and 56 boat days for each 

permit authorizing use from Hells Canyon Dam to the top of Wild Sheep Rapid). 

This would provide each permit holder the ability to advertise a minimum of one 

trip per day throughout the primary season. Allocations would be authorized on 

a launch calendar for Launch Groups 6 and 7, and distributed equally between 

the 2 outfitters on an every other day basis. 

 

2. Areas of operation and conditions of use would be identical for both 
permits as follows: 

 

a. Year round Area of Operations - Dam to Pittsburg. The daily trip 
would be based on the boat day allocations and associated schedules 

for each permit and could be used for a variety of trip options, i.e., 

private or commercial jetback, all day tour, all day tour combined with 

a jetback, scenic tour to the top of Wild Sheep, drop camps, etc. 

 

b. During the non-motorized periods downstream from Wild Sheep Rapids, all 
trips would be limited to operations between the Dam and the top of Wild 

Sheep Rapids only. This would result in the conversion of 12 boat days 

for each outfitter, resulting in a maximum of 44 boat days for each 

outfitter that could travel from Hells Canyon Dam to Pittsburg during the 

primary season. 

 
c. Passengers could be originated from any location between Hells Canyon Dam 

and Pittsburg Landing, inclusive year round. 

 
d. All operations would limited to day use only, year round. 

 

Special permit management conditions that would apply to both of these permits would 

include the following: 

 

1. The existing owner of the business, upon being issued two permits, would 
not be required to sell one or both businesses associated with the permits. 

However, a condition for issuance of all future special use permits issued 

for that site would require that when one or both businesses were sold, 

both businesses could not be sold to the same business entity, an entity 

who would have a financial interest in both businesses at the same time as 

a result of the sale, or an immediate family member of the seller or 

purchaser. This would eliminate any future potential for a monopoly 

 

2. The ability _to trade boat days would only be implemented when there were 2 separate 

businesses operating from the site. Trading dates with outfitter operating 

from other portals would not be authorized. 
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3. The base of operations for both permits would be limited to Hells Canyon Creek 

only. Only the permits based at Hells Canyon Creek could originate passengers 

from locations upstream of Wild Sheep Rapid. A condition for re-issuance of 

permits associated with sales of businesses at this site would require the 

businesses to continue to operate out of Hells Canyon Creek. 

 

 

Origination of Passengers 

 

Outfitters operating out of the Scenic River can originate commercial passengers at 

any location downstream from Wild Sheep Rapid. The outfitter(s) based at Hells Canyon 

Creek is/are the only outfitter(s) authorized to originate passengers above Wild 

Sheep Rapid. 
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Summary of Outfitter Allocations During the Primary Season 

 

Outfitter Area of Operation Day Use Overnight 

Use 

Amount of Use 

Alboucq Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes No Moderate 

Anderson Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes Yes Low 

Armacost Hells Canyon Dam to 

Pittsburg Landing 

Yes No High 

Bentz Boundary to Dam Yes No Low 

Bream Boundary to Granite Yes No Low 

Cook Boundary to Granite Yes Yes Moderate 

Eddins Boundary to Granite Yes Yes Low 

Koch-HBE Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes No High 

Koch-IRN Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes No Moderate 

Koch-RN Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes No High 

Luther Boundary to Dam Yes No High 

Maxwell Boundary to Rush 

Creek 

Yes No Low 

Odegaard Boundary to Dam Yes Yes Moderate 

Riddle Boundary to Dam Yes No Moderate 

Taylor Boundary to Dam Yes Yes Moderate 

Whitten Boundary to Granite Yes Yes Moderate 

Woods Boundary to Granite Yes Yes Low 

Zapffe Boundary to Granite Yes No Low 

 

 

Changes in Primary Season 

 

If monitoring the levels of use in the river corridor indicated the dates of the 

primary season needed to be expanded, the allocation system and method for 

assigning launch dates would remain the same as long as the primary season dates 

did not exceed the period between May 1 and October 1. If it became necessary to 

expand the primary season outside of these dates, a new formula would be 

developed to determine allocations to outfitters based upon traditional uses that 

normally occurred during that time period. For example, some outfitters with a 

low allocation of use during the primary season could have a greater number of 

assigned boat days after October 1 if their level of 
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historic use was higher during the fall because their business was primarily 

based upon fall steelhead fishing or chukar hunting. In contrast, outfitters with 

a large boat day allocation in the primary season could have a smaller allocation 

after October 1 if their business was primarily based on one day trips during the 

summer months. 

 

The determination of commercial use allocations prior to May 1 or after October 1 

would be based upon a formula using monthly analysis of the percentage of days per 

month each outfitter launched a trip into the river corridor. This monthly boat day 

analysis would be based on an average of secondary season use per month for the most 

recent 5 year period of time for which commercial use data was available in order to 

prioritize commercial use by outfitter. However, any use allocation formula for this 

time period could not exceed the limits on commercial power boat days per day 

established for the primary season. 

 

COMMERCIAL FLOAT ALLOCATION 

 

The objective of these guidelines would be to maintain the existing allocation system 

for commercial floaters but with adjustments in levels of use and operating 

guidelines. 

 

The existing initial allocation of two commercial launches per day would be 

maintained during the primary season and the existing float reservation system 

would remain unchanged. The following conditions, identified in the Recreation 

Plan would affect commercial float outfitters: 

 

Snake River Float Outfitters 

 

1. Maximum party size would be 24 people including guides year-round. 
 

2. Maximum number of boats per party would be eight year-round. 
 

3. Kickers (outboard engines) on float craft could not be used in the wild 
river year-round but would be allowed in the scenic river. They could be 

transported in the wild river if they were stored out of sight as cargo 

(in a duffel or closed container) where they were not readily accessible 

for use. They could not be mounted while being transported in the wild 

river, even if they were not in use. 

 

4. During the primary season commercial float trips would originate from the Hells 
Canyon Creek only. 

 

5. No special use permits would be issued specifically for conducting one­ day 
float trips. One-day floats could still be run as part of the multi-day float 

allocation subject to the availability of jetbacks or ground transportation. 

 

6. The vacant commercial float launch would be permanently retired and the 
launches made available would be divided between private and commercial 

floaters on a 60/40 split. The outfitter portion of these launches would remain 

available as pool dates. 
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7. A minimum number of ten float outfitters with priority use permits would be 
established on the river. This would assure adequate competition for services 

offered to the public, allow for some businesses to expand by purchase and 

consolidation of businesses. This would increase the potential for a 

business to conduct more trips on the river but within the total allocation, 

thereby providing more consistent employment opportunities for outfitter 

staff. 

 

8. The maximum number of fourteen float outfitters with priority use permits would 
be allowed on the river, which would accommodate the existing situation. 

This number would be reduced to 10 through attrition and associated 

retirement of special use permits if businesses were bought by existing 

float outfitters on the river for business expansion purposes. 

 

9. A non-motorized period would be available for float trips on Monday through 
Wednesday from the 2nd Monday of July through the Wednesday prior to Labor 

Day each year. The non-motorized area would be between Wild Sheep Rapid 

and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. Launches on Sunday through Wednesday would 

all offer a significant component of a non-motorized experience during 

the course of the trip. The commercial float launch schedule would provide 

all outfitters with an equal level of access to this non-motorized 

opportunity within this maximum eight week period (24 days maximum), each 

outfitter would have four allocated launches, one on Sunday, one on Monday, 

one on Tuesday and one on Wednesday. Due to total river miles involved 

between Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood Historic Ranch, the minimum opportunity 

for a non-motorized experience would be a Wednesday afternoon launch and the 

maximum opportunity would be a Sunday afternoon launch during this time 

period. 

r

 

The following is the current list of commercial float outfitters authorized to 

operate on the Snake River under these guidelines: 

 

Steele (1)
 
 Peavey 

Davis Peer 

Grubb Porfily 

Hauptman (2) Randle 

Howard Steen 

Hughes Stewart  

Koch Wendt 

 

(1) This business changed ownership between the FEIS and the EA. In the 

FEIS this business was listed as ANDERSON. 

(2) This business changed between the FEIS and the EA. The FEIS 

identified this business as the holder of two special use permits. 

The business associated with the second permit was sold and the 

permit was permanently retired as a result of a 50/50 sale of the 

business between Hauptman's other corporation and Hughes. Launches 

associated with this business were evenly distributed between 

Hauptman's remaining permit and Hughes, and added to their previous launch 

allocations. 
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The launch reservation system for commercial floaters would operate under similar 

guidelines as the present allocation system with assignment of each outfitter to a 

commercial float group. The following is the float group assignment: 

 

COMMERCIAL FLOAT GROUPS 

 

Group 1 

Hells Canyon Adventures, RAFT (Geoff Randle) 

ROW Inc. (River Odysseys West, Inc.) (Peter Grubb) 

 

Group 2 

Heller Bar Excursions (Jim and Jill Koch) 

Canyon Outfitters, Inc. & Hughes River Expeditions 

(Hauptman)       (Hughes) 

 

Group 3  

Freewater (Dave Steele) 

Oregon Trail Adventures (Leonard Porfily) 

 

Group 4 

Peer's Snake River Rafting (Darryl Peer)  

Northwest Voyageurs (Jeff Peavey) 

 

Group 5 

Davis Whitewater Expeditions (Lyle Davis)  

OARS - DORIES, Inc. (George Wendt) 

 

Group 6 

Canyon Outfitters, Inc. #l (George Hauptman)  

Idaho Afloat (Bruce Howard) 

 

Group 7 

Holiday River Expeditions of Idaho, Inc. (Frogg Stewart)  

A Limited Number of Commercial Pool Launches 

 

Group 8 

Steen's Wilderness Adventures (Jim Steen)  

Hughes River Expeditions, Inc. (Jerry Hughes) 
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Each launch group would operate within a standardized commercial float launch 

calendar where each outfitter was assigned to a particular launch date as follows: 

 

COMMERCIAL FLOAT LAUNCH CALENDAR 

Launch Groups in Parentheses (*) 

 

MONTH & 

DAY 

LAUNCH 

GROUP 

MONTH & 

DAY 

LAUNCH 

GROUP 

MONTH & DAY LAUNCH 

GROUP 

MAY 22 2 JULY 6 7 AUGUST 20 4 

23 3 7 8 21 5 

24 4 8 1 22 6 

25 5 9 2 23 7 

26 6 10 3 24 8 

27 7 11 4 25 1 

28 8 12 5 26 2 

29 1 13 6 27 3 

30 2 14 7 28 4 

31 3 15 8 29 5 

JUNE 1 4 16 1 30 6 

2 5 17 2 31 7 

3 6 18 3 SEPTEMBER 1 8 

4 7 19 4 2 1 

5 8 20 5 3 2 

6 1 21 6 4 3 

7 2 22 7 5 4 

8 3 23 8 6 5 

9 4 24 1 7 6 

10 5 25 2 8 7 

11 6 26 3 9 8 

12 7 27 4 10 1 

13 8 28 5 ALLOCATION IF  11     2 

14 1 29 6 PRIMARY   12 3 

15 2 30 7 SEASON EXPANDS 13 4 

16 3 31 8 14 5 

17 4 AUGUST 1 1 15 6 

18 5 2 2 16 7 

19 6 3 3 17 8 

20 7 4 4 18 1 

21 8 5 5 19 2 

22 1 6 6 20 3 

23 2 7 7 21 4 

24 3 8 8 22 5 

25 4 9 1 23 6 

26 5 10 2 24 7 

27 6 11 3 25 8 

28 7 12 4 26 1 

29 8 13 5 27 2 

30 1 14 6 28 3 

JULY 1 2 15 7 29 4 

2 3 16 8 30 5 

3 4 17 1 OCTOBER 1 6 

4 5 18 2   

5 6 19 3   
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If the primary season is expanded to the entire month of May, the same pattern 

for commercial float groups will continue on the Commercial Float Calendar the 

expansion of the primary season to October 1 is shown for comparison). 

 

In addition, all commercial float outfitters would continue to be able to trade 

dates, obtain pool dates, cross-over between private and commercial, etc. An 

outfitter could also change launch groups on a yearly basis by trading with 

another outfitter. For example, an outfitter in Group 1 could trade for all 

positions on the launch calendar with an outfitter in Group 6 if both outfitters 

agreed to the change. 

 

Use trend over the years indicate shorter trips have gradually reduced commercial 

and private float use that originates from Hells Canyon Creek and travels below 

Pittsburg into the scenic river (reference analysis file for use data). Currently 

75% of the float trip takeouts (including split trips) leave the river at 

Pittsburg Landing or above (by use of commercial jetback). Twenty-five percent of 

the float use takeouts for trips originating at Hells Canyon Creek occurs in the 

scenic river or below (Heller Bar). This use in the scenic river will be Monitored 

on a yearly basis. If the number of commercial and private float trip takeouts for 

trips originating at Hells Canyon Creek exceeds 25% of total Takeouts for two out 

of three consecutive years, this level of use will be capped. The maximum 

allocation for continuation of trips below Pittsburg will be set at 25% of 

available launches from Hells Canyon Creek as a means of managing on-river 

encounters and campsite competition in the scenic river. This is in consideration 

of the additional float use that enters the Snake River via the Lower Salmon 

River. 

 

Lower Salmon Float Outfitters Entering the Snake River 

Conditions of use on operating plans for all Lower Salmon River commercial float 

outfitters would be changed to meet the intent of Snake River management goals in 

the Recreation Plan. Through the memorandum of understanding between the 

Forest Service and the BLM, necessary changes would be made in the operating plans 

for Lower Salmon commercial floaters who travel on the Snake River. The following 

conditions in the Recreation Plan would affect Lower Salmon commercial float 

outfitters: 

 

Party Size 

The maximum party size for Salmon River boaters is 30 persons. The maximum party size 

for Salmon River boaters who chose to camp along the Snake River within the HCNRA 

would be 24 persons with the following exception: Groups of up to 30 people, 

originating on the Salmon River could camp along the Snake River between the 

confluence with the Salmon River and Salmon Bar, approximately one mile 

downstream of the confluence. 

 

Maximum Number of Boats Per Party 

Groups originating on the Salmon River would be required to conform with the Snake 

River's eight boats per party limit. Prior to entering the Snake River, groups with 

more than eight boats would be required to use one or more of the following techniques 

to achiev the eight boats per party limit: 

 

1. Boats could "raft up" or tie together. Each group of "rafted up" boats would 
count as a single craft. 
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2. Boats could be deflated and stowed, or simply lifted out of the water and 
'tied on top of a larger boat. For example, a kayak out of the water and 

tied on top of the gear on a raft would not count towards the eight boats 

per party maximum. 

 

3. For a transition period of one year (1997), groups of more than eight boats 
originating on the Salmon River could break up into sub-gr ups of eight or less. 

Sub-groups would be required to travel separately from each other and be of 

sufficient distance so as to remain out of sight from each other. Sub-groups 

could only regroup by having the first group pull in to shore. Craft would be 

considered pulled into shore if they were tied to shore or pulled onto the shore 

and unoccupied. In 1998 this transition strategy would no longer be available to 

parties with more than eight boats. This transition period only applies to float 

groups originating their trips on the Lower Salmon River. 

 

 

OBJECTIVES COMMON TO ALL COMMERCIAL OUTFITTERS 

 

Private Trips by Commercial Outfitters 

The first objective of guidelines common to both commercial powerboaters and 

floaters is to manage private use of the river corridor by commercial outfitters. 

Whenever any individual identified as a commercial outfitter or their employees/guides 

are on private trips, or their boats used in their commercial operations are used for 

private, non-commercial trips within the river corridor, each entry would require them 

to obtain a permit under the same guidelines for access that apply to private river 

users on a year-round basis. Private trips will not be reported on actual use 

reports submitted at the end of each year. 

 

If boats normally used to conduct commercial outfitting services are bei g used 

on private trips, or if owners or employees of commercial outfitting businesses 

are { entering the river corridor for private trips, a manifest would be 

required that included the name, address, telephone number and signature of the 

trip leader and all passengers verifying the trip was not commercial. 

 

Commercial Manifest 

A second objective of guidelines common to both commercial powerboaters and floaters 

would be to coordinate with other State and Federal agencies to assure that outfitters 

were meeting licensing requirements for guides and equipment. In order to accomplish this 

objective, a condition of each outfitter special use permit would require a 

manifest for each trip into the river corridor. Each manifest would list the zip code 

of each passenger to verify total passengers per trip and be signed by all 

commercial guides/employees on the trip, verifying they had the appropriate state 

or Coast Guard licenses to conduct guided operations. A manifest would be completed 

prior to the beginning of each trip year-round and presented at the portal upon 

entry into the river corridor.  

 

Lower Salmon commercial float outfitters would not be required to complete a manifest 

for each trip. 

 

These manifests would be used for the following purposes: 

 

1. To verify documentation of passengers and revenues reported by 
outfitters at the end of the year when conducting audits of commercial 

businesses as required by 

the terms of special use permits. The manifest would not require documentation 
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of revenues or the names and addresses of passengers, only zip code or country 

of residence for each passenger. 

 

2. To gather demographic information (zip code or country of residence) for future 
economic analysis. 

 

3. To cooperate with other State and Federal agencies which license outfitters on 
the Snake River to assure compliance with rules and regulations pertaining to 

safety of passengers in regard to licensing of guides and meeting passenger 

capacities of commercial jetboats. 

 

Validation of Use 

A third objective of guidelines common to both commercial powerboaters and floaters 

would be to assure a public service was being provided. All outfitters would be 

required to run a minimum of three commercial trips with paying customers during the 

year to validate their use. Failure to run a minimum of three commercial trips per 

year would be addressed through the annual performance rating. 

 

This requirement would assure a public service was being provided and also address the 

need to provide a fair opportunity for access by the public within the guidelines of 

the Recreation Plan. 

 

Priority Use 

A fourth objective of guidelines common to both commercial powerboaters and floaters 

would be to resolve the issue of priority use and how it would be assigned to all 

outfitters. 

 

Priority use would be based on service days and calculated for the five year period of 

time ending on December 31, 1989 (reference analysis file for letter to 

outfitters from Area Ranger). This priority use would be honored and included on each 

outfitter's permit. For the two permits at Hells Canyon Creek, the priority use 

would be split evenly between the two permits. In accordance with FSH 2709.11, ID 

2709.11-95-11, 41.53h 2, issuance of Priority Use is assigned at the discretion 

of the authorized officer (Area Ranger) and is dependent upon whether or not use 

capacity is available. No additional assignment of priority use based on service 

days would occur on the Snake River to provide for maximum flexibility in 

managing overall use. The number of launches (floaters) and boat days 

(powerboaters) assigned to each outfitter would be included on the face of their 

special use permit, but launches and boat days would not be assigned as priority use. 

 

Since the Recreation Plan would place limitations on use for all commercial 

outfitting, priority use assignments for service days could only increase through 

purchase of an existing business and transfer of the priority use assigned to the 

special use permit being sold to the purchaser. The number of launches or boats 

available for use by each outfitter during the year accommodates existing levels of 

priority use currently assigned as service days for each outfitter. Any future 

assignments of priority use would be based upon launches (floaters) and boat days 

(powerboaters) at the discretion of the Area Ranger. 

 

For any individual powerboat business, future priority use in the primary season would 

be limited to a maximum number of boat days into specific sections of the river 

based upon the yearly commercial powerboat launch calendar. Any additional use could 



B- 34 

 

be issued as temporary use only. 

 

For commercial floaters, future priority use in the primary season would be 

limited to a maximum number of launches allowed to enter the HCNRA per season 

based upon the yearly commercial float launch calendar and the total number of 

launches per group to which each outfitter was assigned. All additional use, such 

as launches obtained from the pool, would be applied for and issued as temporary use 

only. 

 

Priority use in the secondary season could be assigned to outfitters who specialized 

in outfitting during that time period only. 

 

Business Ownership 

A fifth objective of guidelines common to both types of commercial users 

would be to manage the number of commercial permits to assure the 

continuation of business competition on the river, access to outfitter 

services at all portals, and address consolidation of activities of 

outfitters for effective administration of permits in order to assure 

public service was being provided rather than permits held for 

speculation. 

 

In order to assure quality service and distinct choices for customers, 

special use permits would not be issued to individuals or stockholders 

that owned an interest in another powerboat or float businesses operating 

within the Snake River corridor. Nor could individuals who owned 

businesses on the Snake River buy into another existing Snake River 

business either as a shareholder or a partner without absorbing the 

business being purchased, resulting in the permanent absorption of the 

business activities and retirement of the purchased permit. The only 

exception would be that a permittee could own (sole proprietorship or 

partnership) or purchase corporate stock in another business up to a 

maximum of two businesses on the river if the businesses were based at 

different portals. Business arrangements made prior to 1996 would be 

exempt from this requirement. 

 

Existing Businesses with Multiple Permits 

A single Special Use Permit could be issued to businesses holding 

multiple float and/or power permits at the option of the permit holders. 

The single permit would authorize all operations that were previously 

authorized by the multiple permits. A separate operating plan may be 

required for each business and the commercial float and power boat day 

schedules would include all launches and boat days authorized for all of 

the operations. In the event of a sale of one of the businesses, the 

amount of use associated with that business could be separated from the 

permit to allow re-issuance of a permit to the new owner. Some permits 

would be issued as combination float/power permits on the river, 

emphasizing the relationship and validity of both motorized and non-

motorized uses on the river and be used as one method of addressing 

conflicting uses between motorized and non-motorized commercial users on 

the river. 

 

Management of Outfitter Facilities on Forest Service Land as a Result of Sale of 

Business 

 

Copper Creek 

Copper Creek would continue to be managed under a resort special use permit issued
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for a maximum of ten years per issuance. The buildings would continue to be owned by 

the permittee and the permit would be issued for occupancy of the land. The 

following conditions would apply in regard to sale of facilities: 

 

1. The outfitter business, including the buildings associated with the resort, 
could only be sold to another Snake River outfitter because access to the 

resort requires river access associated with an existing outfitter business. 

The permit  for occupancy of the land could be reissued to the new owner, but 

there would be no guarantee of reissuance as the result of a sale of business. 

 

2. If the permittee decided to go out of business, the buildings would be removed 
at the expense of the permittee and the site would be naturalized. 

 

3. The buildings could be sold to a new outfitter if they were included as part of 
a sale of an associated outfitting business. A permit for occupancy of the land 

could be reissued to the new owner, but there would be no guarantee of 

reissuance _ as the result of a sale of business. 

 

Sheep Creek Cabin 

Sheep Creek Cabin could continue to be managed under authority of a Granger-Thye 

permit for a maximum term of five years. The - permit for use of the buildings would 

require the holder to maintain a valid outfitter-guide permit to remain eligible to 

hold the permit for Sheep Creek. Loss or termination of the outfitter permit would 

result in termination of the permit to occupy the buildings at Sheep Creek. 

 

The primary purpose for issuance of this permit would be to assure maintenance of the 

historic structures on site as a component ot protection of the cultural 

Outstandingly Remarkable Value in the wild river corridor. At the discretion of the 

Forest Service, and at the end of each five year period, a prospectus would be issued 

and bids would be accepted from existing Snake River power and float outfitters who 

were licensed to conduct outfitting and guiding services in Idaho. If a sale of 

business occurred during the term of the permit, the following options would be 

available: 

 

1. Terminate the permit and re-advertise the opportunity through issuance of a 
prospectus to all interested Snake River Outfitters including the new owner of 

the outfitting business that had been associated with the permit. 

 

2. Terminate the permit and do not re-advertise in association with an outfitting 
business. 

 

The Forest Service would not be obligated to reissue the prospectus at the end of a 

expired 5 year term. 

 

Growth as a Result of Purchase for Business Expansion 

The purchase of an existing business would become the main method of business 

expansion beyond growth made possible by filling all available seats, or acquiring 

larger capacity powerboats or rafts. A condition for issuance of a special use 

permit would require that the business purchased be absorbed into the business of the 

buyer. A portion of the business could not be sold at a future time. When a Snake 

River business was sold, the entire operation would be sold (See specific rules for 

operations at Hells Canyon Creek). 
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This method of managing sales of businesses to other Snake River outfitters would 

become effective for all sales of businesses occurring on o+ after January 1, 

1996. An outfitter(s) would have the option of requesting this method of 

consolidation prior to this date. 

 

When the above occurred, it would be viewed as a consolidation of activities and 

the business of the seller would be absorbed into the business the buyer, with the 

seller's permit being retired. The number of boats, priority use, area of 

operation, launch allocation, and any other conditions associated with the permit 

would be added to the permitted activities of the outfitter as part of the 

consolidation. If the purchased business allowed use in a larger area of 

operation, only those launches which were associated with the purchased business 

could utilize that area of operation. Consolidation of use would not provide for 

an increase in area of operation for the entire business. 

 

Two or more Snake River outfitters could purchase a single business as long as a 

bona fide sale would occur, i.e., personal property changed ownership as part of 

the sales agreement. In this situation, the entire Snake River business would be 

required to be sold and the special use permit associated with that business 

permanently retired. Any use associated with the business being sold would be 

absorbed into the businesses of the buyers. The controlling factors in validating 

this type of sale are (1) the entire business being sold must cease to exist as a 

separate entity and the special use permit for the business being sold must be 

permanently retired upon fulfillment of the financial obligations of the 

purchaser as documented in the sales agreement. The permit for the business being 

sold would be placed in an inactive status until the financial obligations of the 

sale were met, at which time it would be permanently retired. 

 

The overall effect could result in net attrition in priority use powerboat businesses 

from 19 down to a minimum of 10 and priority use float businesses from 14 down to 

minimum of 10. These minimum numbers of businesses would assure that outfitter 

services would continue to be located at all portals. This could or could not result 

in larger businesses operating on the Snake River but it would provide for business 

diversification, adding stability to the industry. Float/Power combination permits 

would also add to diversification and could further reduce the total number of 

businesses operating on the river to a minimum of 11. 

 

Permits, or distinctly different portions of combination permits, i.e., 

float/power operations, in non-use status would have priority use reduced or the 

type of operations in non-use status would be terminated in accordance with 

Forest Service guidelines. If termination resulted, any use associated with the 

permit would be re-distributed proportionately among the remaining outfitters. 

Proportionate re-distribution would be implemented consistent with the allocation 

decisions found elsewhere in this document. Upon termination, the permit would not 

be reissued unless the minimum number of commercial permits would not be met at 

each portal on the river for powerboat and floatboat operations. If this 

occurred, a prospectus would be issued to advertise the vacant business 

opportunity only after appropriate environmental analysis was completed. 

 

Specific Conditions of Sales Required for Permit Issuance 

 

Sale of Business (General) 

Portions of a business could not be sold but portions of a business could be 

distributed among multiple purchasers if the purchasers were also Snake River 

outfitters. Sale of business would include all operations conducted under 

authority 
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of the special use permit with the exception of the special launch allocation for 

Pittsburg based outfitters as described below. 

 

Sale of Powerboat Business 

If a business were sold to another Snake River powerboat outfitter(s), the business 

would be absorbed by the purchaser(s) and the boat day allocation combined with the 

use authorized in the special use permit(s) held by the purchaser(s). In all other 

sales transactions, the boat day allocation assigned to the seller would be 

reassigned to the buyer. 

 

Sale of Float Business 

If a business were sold to another Snake River float outfitter(s), the business 

would be absorbed by the purchaser(s) and combined with the use authorized in the 

special use permit(s) held by the purchaser(s), including assignment to an 

additional launch group as appropriate. In all other sales transactions, the 

launch allocation of the seller would be assigned to the buyer. 

 

Sale of Hells Canyon Creek Based Powerboat Business 

At the option of the permit holder, if two permits were issued for all use associated 

with the powerboat business based at Hells Canyon Creek, and the business associated 

with one of these permits was sold, the permits at this location could not be 

combined under joint ownership again. Under these conditions, the two businesses 

would have to exhibit complete operational and financial separation from each other 

as a condition of permit issuance and continuing operation. Both permits would be 

limited to operating from this location only and no other outfitter could move their 

operation to this location. 

 

Sale of Pittsburg Landing Based Powerboat Business 

Since the specific purpose of the special allocation of launches from Pittsburg 

to Kirkwood was to offset economic impacts to Idaho County, the objective would 

be to make certain these launches remained based at Pittsburg Landing in the 

event of sale of business. To meet this objective, the following conditions would 

apply: 

 

 The launches in the special allocation would only be authorized for use which 

originated from Pittsburg Landing for trips between Pittsburg Landing and 

Kirkwood Historic Ranch. 

 

 If one of the three existing Pittsburg based businesses were to be purchased by 

another Pittsburg-based outfitter, the purchaser could double their boat 

launches in the special allocation, running a trip two out of every three days 

to Kirkwood. 

 

 The special allocation of launches would not be re-issued to a new business if 

the sale of business involved moving the base of operations away from Pittsburg 

Landing. In this situation, these launches would be reallocated to the 

remaining two Pittsburg-based outfitters, allowing them to each run a trip 

every other day. 

 

 The special allocation of boat days at Pittsburg would be a separate system of 

launches and could only be traded among the Pittsburg-based outfitters. 

 

The following are other conditions of sales of businesses that would apply to 
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Pittsburg Landing-based outfitters. Issuance of a Forest Service permit would be 

contingent upon meeting these conditions: 

 

 A maximum of one Pittsburg-based business could be sold to another Pittsburg 

based business only. The remaining two businesses would be required by the 

terms of their permits to operate from Pittsburg Landing only. 

 

 If there were a minimum of two Pittsburg-based outfitters, no other outfitters 

would be allowed to move their operation to that location. However, Pittsburg-

based outfitters could purchase and absorb businesses based downstream from 

Cache Creek in order to increase their guaranteed number of boat days into 

different sections of the river. 
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OUTFITTER AND GUIDE OPERATING GUIDELINES 

ll'lese guidelines establish the machod at managing rtvar OUlfitter-guk:18 operations within the entire WIid 
and Scenic Snake River corridor. It Is an appendix to the WIid and Scenic Snake River Outfitter and Guide 
Environmental Asaessment (EA) which la tiar8d to the Wld and Scenic Snake River Recreation Manage­
ment Plan (Snake River Plan) and its accompanying final anvlronmerul impact statement (FEIS) and 
record of decision (ROD). 

COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT ALLOCATION 

The aHocalion of commercial powerboat use was analyzed and alloeated based upon the following 
common elementS: 

1. Determination of a level of access that woukt addresa historic and recent use. use levela are based 
upon the average dally n001bers d commercial powerboat entries into the river corridor and addition­

al launches into the scenic river Including acceu to Kirkwood Historic Ranch to miltgata reduCBd 
access opportunlttes In the wild river upstream from Kirkwood. 

2. Existing prfortty use assignments (which Is a 181181 of use assigned to an outfitter) based upon 
guidelines developed by the Forest Service in cooperation wtth natJonal outfitter organizations 
(Including the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Al8oclallon and the Idaho Ouditters and Guides Ucensklg 
Board) and other federal land management agencies. This number (currently expressed as service 
days) reffec1B the Of'dar d priority In determining which OlAfittn will retain their use of a llmled 
resource In the event reducttona In use are necessary. It Is related to the lsvel d past business activity. 

3. The averaged the highest two of five years' (1988-1992) total commercial powerboat boat days for 
each outfitter (priority use guidellne8 applied to launches). 

4. The five.year average of use for each outfitter during the years 1988-1992. 

s. TI1a number d existing COfMIEN'cial powerboat permlls (19). 

6. The number of commercial powerboat businessal opaiatif IQ from each portal. 

7. HiStoric r8COf'ds of uae for each outfitter's buaine8a during the yaars 1~1992 comparing the 
following: 

a. Primary type d business (day or ovemighl). 1lll8 elemenl refleda tout trip length and ldertifie8 
8fTf dep8ndenca on OY8fflight camping. 

b. Season al uae (prtma,y, secondary, 01 both). This Indicates the leYel of dependence on use of 
the area ol operations to conduct busJness durfng a particular time ol year. 

c. Primary areas of operations within the rtver corridor and based operations used by each OIAftltar 
or the OUlfttter from whom the businesa waa purchaled if a change d ownership occurred 
between 1988 and 1992. 
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d. Number of boats used per trip. 

8. AvailablRty of lodging on the Snake River or the contiguous Salmon River for overnight use k1 lieu of 
camping overnight. The Investment In lodging 18 considered to be a buskless decision that will benefit 
the outfitter and becoma8 a fflalor component In markallng 0Y8ffligt1 trips. This 18 not an available 
option for all outfitters, especialt, those with smaler operations. For this raaaon, the opportunity for 
outfltter8 to lodge OY8fflight guests In lieu of camping Is viewed as having a positive erwtronmental 
effect on the river reaourcas by reducing Impacts at campailaa and reducing competition for camp­
sfles. Aa a ,_., outfitters with commercial lodging 8Y8ilabkt as part of their operation .,. generally 
not considered for aNocalion of overnight camping within the river corridor. Thi& includes outfitters 
who have Grangar-Thye permits allowing overnight use of government-owned buildings. An excep­
tion Is made If an outfitter's use records reflect a subatanlim amount of their business between 1988 
and 1992 wu d8pandent upon use of campaitea for OY8fflight tripe and their lodging facllilles are on 
private land localed outside of the HCNRA boundary. 

9. Adjustments responsive to Issues raised dwing previous appeals to the FEIS/ROO and comments 
received on the WHd and Scene Snake River Outfitter Environmental Assessmerf (EA) Including the 
following: 

Historic use of the secdon of the wild river between Klrkwood Historic Ranch and Wild Sheep Rapid 
for each outfitter's buainesa during 19M-1995. 

These guidelfnel have bean deveklped to manage commercial powerboat 0Ulfilters willw1 their area of 
operationa and trip langtha, and to allocatAa use In the primary awon baaed UJ)Qfl their hiltoe1c oparalion8. 
There Is also a need to assure that commercial OUlftlter services operating on National Forest areas serve 
the purpose of providing a ~le service avallable at all portals. Use for each commercial powerboat 
business wHI be BBSfQned in blocks of boat days within specific periods of time during the primary season. 
Tois wiH 8S8lft ft&ldbHky In seUlng and scheduling trips. service to the public thl'ough(U the seaaon, and 
distribute powerboat use throughout the season to assure that total powerboat use on the river ii managed 
to avoid the potential for peak use days. 

Toe objectives were designed to help reduce on-rMN" encounters wlh otha' US8l'B and reduce competitian 
for overnight camping with a s lt>sequent reduction In Impacts to campsilas. Outftttenl wll continue to 
provide a public sarvice to visitors. Toe availability of a vanety ol outfllted servtcas In HeUs Canyon will be 
maintained wti1 the least disruption possible to OUlfitters while protecting and enhancing ORVs wflhln the 
river corridor. 

Area of Operations 

The first objective of managing commerciat powerboat use la to limit commercial powerboat operations for 
each outfitter to their area d operations during the primary season only. All OUlftlters can opa,ate through­
out the length ol the river corrtdor In the secondary season. It the prima,y season expanded based on 
monitoring, each Oldlter's primary season area of operations wil apply to the new dat• 

The Snake River Plan Hmb the maximum number of commarclal powerooat pennil8 on the Snake River 
to 19. Periodlcalty, a portion of each outfitter's area ol operations wll not be avaltable for motortzed use 
as a result of the non-motorized periods In the wild river. Based upon anatpm of area ol operations. 
commercial powerboat permits will be changed aa follows In regard to authorized area ol operatlona during 
the primary season: 
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Prlma,y S.aeon Ar• of Operatlona 

Dam dcwmrtver to Plnsburg 
Armacost 1 

Northam boy1dary of HCNRA upriver to Halla Canvon Dan 
Bentz 
Luther 
Rldcl8 
Odegaard 
Taytor2 

Northern boundaly of HCNRA upriver to the bottom of Granle Creek Rapid 
Bream 
Cook 
Eddlna 
Whitten 
Woods 
Zapffe 

Northam bw1dary of HCNRA upriver to the bOttom of Rush Creek Rapid 
Alboucq a 
Tumidge4 
Koch - Heller Bar Excurllona 
Koch - Idaho RIYers Navtgadorl 
Koch - Rfvara Navlgallon 
Maxwell 

lha adldng alr,gll permit alowtng use of two bo8IS can be spit Into two, one-boll permb at 
the optJon of the perm4I holder. Refer to the section POW4ll'bolll OperatlOna BaHd lit Hella 
c.,.. Creek for more trlomladon concemng ttw option. 

2 Thi8 businees ctw,ged ownership balween the FEIS and the EA. In the FEIS this business was 
lllledaaWleber. 

a Thi8 businea8 changed ownership between the FEIS and the EA. In the FEIS this bualness was 
liat8d • Walaon. 

4 This bushess changed ownefShlp prior to the decision notice for the EA. In the FEJS and the 
EA thl8 bu8inesa waa listed 88 Anderson. 

Secondary Se1aon ArN of Operatlone 

Northern boundary to Hell Canyon Dam 
M pennlted oudiltere 

Trip Duration 

The second objective 18 to manage commercim powerboat outfttt&fS' trip duration, prfmarly dal8rmined by 
two factota: their historic record d ovemfght camping actlvtly, and whether they have other overnight 
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lodging facllltlea available for their customers. Outfitters who meet all of tha followlng criteria wiH be 
assigned an allocation for overnight campiog in the river corridor. 

Those who have historically offered a substanttal number of ovemigti camping trips within the 
HCNRA with guide sarvices to clients. 

Tho8e who do not have lodging facilltlea Ulder permit from the Forest Service. 

1ho8e who do not have lodgfng facllties on private land In the following areas: 

On the Snake River within the HCNRA 

On the Lower Salmon Riva' and ~ accessed from the Snake Rivar 

Outfitters who purchase exlatlng buskles8e8 may be consldarad for an overnight camping allocalion it the 
business they purchase had a prior history rl offering overnight camping or overnight lodging accommo­
dation8 on the Snake RIYer. The purcha8ing OUlfttter will need to ba an OUlfittar whose opportunity for 
overnight lodging Is no longer available due to sale of t>umness, loss of overnight lodging opportunity, sale 
of private land, etc. 

Overnight camping on publlc lands by commarclal powerboat outfitters wiU not be abved in the fcllowing 
sections of the river during the primary season except at sites whk:h may become available through 
Issuance of a Granger-Thye permit: 

1) Downstream from the mouth of the Salmon (to OregorvWashlnglon border) 
2) Between Pittsburg Landing and Kirkwood Historic Ranch, inclUSNe. 
3) Between Hells Canyon Dam and the top of Wld Sheep Rapid. 

All river-based ouflterll will ba aiglble to bid on 81:'i future prospectua for Grangar-Thye parmlta. This type 
d fee perm1 would allow an outftlter to use govemmant-ownad bulklngs far overnight lodging d guesta 
This would also allow outfitters with day use only allocations an opportunky to offer overnight trips. 

AD overmgt« trips on the Snake River require the use of consecutive boat days, regardless d whalher the 
overnight trip Is at a lodge or river campsite, for aH days that a boat stays with the trip. 

Drop camps wl remain a business opportunity for all outfilters, yea-round, and wiH be subl&ct to the 
management requirements pertaining to drop camps as described in the Snake River Plan. 

Based on an analyaill d these tactora, comnwclal powerboat permilS wll be changed as follows: 

Oav-Uae Only Permb 

Armaco8l1 
Bantz2 
Bream2 
Koch-Heller ear­
Koch-Idaho RNers Nava 
Koch-Rtvers Nava 
l.uther4 
MaxwalP 
Riddle' 
Alboucqt 
Zapff8' 

Dav..LJse and Overnight Carnplng7 

Tumldge 
Eddins 
Cook 
Odegaard 
Taylor 
Whitten 
Woods 
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Can OYemlght • another outfitter's lodge within the canyon. 
Al outfitters wll have this option. 

2 Can OY8t'J1ight on their private land on the Lower Salmon River. 

3 Can overnight at Copper Creek (under Forest SaNice parmll). 

4 The outfitter that holdl the Forest Service permit for Sheep Creek can overnight at that location. 
The permit II CU11N1lly had by ldhar. 

a can ovamlght on thelr private Inholding on the Snake River. 

• Can overnight on their prMlf8 land down8tr8am from thl HCNRA boundary. 

7 Overnight • raquirM the Ul8 of consewiv9 boat ... Some of theae outfittars also have 
aoc:111 to lodges on prtvale land acceeslble t,v rtver from the HCNRA boundary where they can 
overnlglt 

Assignment of Use 

A third obf8Ctlve Is to determine the amount of use that should be assigned to each outfitter. 

Based on an analysis of hiatoric use, a methOd was developed to establish the nunber and frequency of 
dally boal tripa to be aHocated to each outfitter duing the primary season. Allocation of boat days were 
delennlned in consideration of the following: 

Maximwn length of the prtmary season (112 days) • time ot plan implementalk>n (May 22 through 
September 10). 

An average lav8I of use baNd on a maximum of 8 00IMl8rCial boals per day originating In the scenic 
rtvw (Pittsburg Landing and downstream). An addHionaf 88 bOat days ldantffled • part of the use 
cap In the FEIS lnv<>Mt a separate aUocatlon and wll be dlaCI •eed later In this documar«. 

Boat day9 based upon pr1ol1ly use. 

Boat c»/9 baaed upon a~ year boat day average. 

Credit for historic trip length. 

Credit for the percentage of each outfttter's hlstortc uae of the wfld liver upstream from Kirkwood 
Hlstonc Ranch and downltream from Wtkf Sheep Rapid batW88n 1988 and 1995 for determining 
each oudftter's b08I dav allocation fOr this section of river, • conatralnad by thN' actual bae period 
oparadona. 

Credit for number ot boall used per trip. 

The years used to determine the priorly for assigning boat days to each OUlfiHer were 1988-1992, the 
primary yeBrll of growth In pasaenger capacly. The order of priority waa based on histOf1c boat day activity 
of each outfitter during the primary S8alOl1 only. The uni ot measure for the allocation would be in boat 
days where one commercial powerboat entering the HCNRA equal88 to one bOat day for each day of the 
trip. Outflttara who had not deYekJped substantial use p,tor to the end of the 1992 primary season have 
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limited opportunity for primary season access. The following Is a description c:A how the commarclaJ 
powerboat boat days were calcl llaled: 

The maximum primary season at the time of plan lrnplemerution was used to determine the total 
number m days avaHabla to distribute use. Based upon the maximum primary saason from May 22 
lhru September 1 o, thi8 9CI' salad 112 days. 

An average c:A eight boats par day originating In the scenic river (Cache Creek or Pittsburg) multiplied 
by 112 days provides the opportunity for 896 boat days tlYoughout the primary seaaan. Of the8e 8 
boat days, 4 (one hal) are authorized to operate batwaen the northern boundary of the HCNRA and 
into the wld river as far upstream as Kirkwood Historic Rancfa on a daily basis; the olhar 4 (one hal) 
are aulhorized to operate upstream from Kirkwood Historic flanch in the wild river on a dai~ bas& 
A sepann allocadon of 387 boat days was aaaignecl to Halla canyon Creak for trava tn the wild rtvw. 
In addldon, the special allocalion of 88 commercial power boat days, originally ldantifled In the FEIS 
and part d the total powerboll use cap. would allow ace a• belween the northern boundary of the 
HCNRA and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. Allocarlon per oudlter and managament of these boat days 
la discU888d later In this document 

Initial allocatkw • of use were basad upon boat days. Boat days were considerad to be the most 
accurate represencat1on d past use since consideration is made for bolh the tOlal number of boal8 
used during a trip and the total duration of a trip (i.e., ovamigtt tripa) aa reported bV 0Ulftttefs on 
annual use reports. As a result. use for eech OUlfitter wae calculated based upon boat days. As a 
general n.da, boat day allocations reflect actual use d the river for outfitters who operate more than 
one boat per day or those who run ovemigt1 trips. Boat days credil each outfitter with the maximum 
poaslble number of boats that they operated each year. Identifying maximum historic use based upon 
boat days than allows direct correlation of boat days to launches o.e., 1 boat day == 1 launch). 

In order for quallfted 0Ulfltters to be abkt to offer overnight tripe, OUlfitter boat days wan, assigned 
in bkJcks of boat days wilhkl specific tlme periods during the primary season. This will alow ffadMllly 
for outfitters to offer overnight trips on a cuatornaed schedule, avoid non-motorized parlOd8, and have 
some diacr8tlon In planning the length of a trip, I.e., one, two. or ttvee day trips. Ovemigtf use createa 
no cumulative increase In total use In the river CQllldor since the use of consecutlva boat days Is 
required for all overnight trips. 

Two factors were reviewed to detBm'line how to distribute the total runber of eight boat days 
launched from scenic rivW portals among the existing oudltlers. The ftnal alloc8liOn of boat days was 
a combined average of each outfitter's priority use and their five-year average, using 1 ~ 1992 as 
the base yaars for boat day analysis. This provided equal weight and consideralb1 c:A both factors 
asfollowa: 

Five-year 
Average 

Priorily Use 

- Credit for consistent parformance CNer time which 
demonstrates how wel a bualna8a 18 providing continua service to the 
public. 

- Maas the obllgalion of the agency to the outfitting industry bV' consider­
Ing Forest Service guJdelfnes that were d8Veloped with Industry invotve­
ment. 

The average number of boat days delermined through lhi8 process was then reduced bV' 1 % to 
account for the difference In the average length of the regulated S8a80f1 for each year from 1988-1992 
under the existing CMP (114 days) with the new Initial maxJmum primary season length In the FE'8 
(112 days). Thia provided a Prellmlnary AUlgnment of boat days to each OUlfilter that totaled 972 
boat days, requiring an alJocatlon reduction of 7.8% for each outfitter. This la not a reduction In actual 
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use but a reduction In the Inflated use level created by the applcallon of the priority use factor. The 
reduction allcMed diatribudon of total cuntter use to maac Iha maximum allocadon of 8Q8 boll days 
In a 112 day primary season. which is stil greater than actual avarage use leYell for the bale period. 

Since orltf four of the eigt1t boals per day would be autholtzed to condnue a trtp up8lr8am from 
Kirkwood Historic Rand\ bolt -- allocaled per Oldtter _,. ..., dialribuled eq:r.,. 1l1II 
inltiall'f allocaled .. OUlflterl an equal opportunity for a0CBII, with half of their use astlgned fOr 
operation In Iha entire scenic river and upstream as far • kllkwood In the wild river on a 8ingja trip 
and hll al lh8i' UN aalgnad to the entire wtld and 9C'8f1lc rtver wldw'I their primary S88IOn area of 
operadonL In the tablas and narradves to folOw, whictl deacd>ethe Slepe III Allocallon, thltsecdonl 
of river whar8 boat dav U18 la aHocatad II deaeribed •: 

AOW: Area of Oparallona Md River. thia refarence lnclldN ~ Wild Ind sane NCdorw al 
tha rtver wllhlr1 each oulftlter's area of operadol• and Is appUcable to al powerboat 
0ldlt8nl. 

WSW: WIid Sheap WIid River. This referanca is applcabl8 to Amll008t ~ and,.,_. to the 
section of river from Hells Canyon Dam to the top of Wild Sheep Rapid 

KW: Kirkwood WIid River. l1lla rafef9nce lncludae 1he rtver con1dor from tha Ofegon­
Washlngton border to Kltkwood Historic Ranch and II applcable to all oufttera except 
.Armacoat. 
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Steps In Allocation 

The following is the Initial aUocatlon of outfitter use based upon this distribution In order of~ priorly 
and includes any changes to each outfitter's boat day allocation as a result of verification of each OUlfilt_.s 
use per the Regional Forester's appeal decision: 

Step 1 - lnltlal Boat Day AUocatlon 

Outfitter 
Total Boat Day launch Subgroup Launch Subgroup 

Allocltlon AOWlld Kirkwood WIid 

Koch-HBE 222 111 111 
Luthe, 139 70 69 
Koch-RN 120 60 60 
Koch--lRN 78 39 39 
Alboucq 73 :r, 38 
Taylor 65 33 32 
Odegaard 58 29 29 
Riddle 39 19 20 
Whlttem 31 16 15 
Cook - 24 12 12 
Bentz 11 5 8 
Woods 7 3 .. 
Bream 7 3 4 
Anderson 6 3 3 
Eddlna 8 3 3 
Zaplfe 6 3 3 
Maxwell 4 2 2 

TOTAL 896 448 448 

Annacosl 397 179 17r 

TOTAL 1,293 6Z1 626 

* Wild Sheep Wild (WSW) boat days 

Adjustments to lnltiiM Boat Dav Allocation 

Allocation cl the 88 Special Boat Days and 
Supply Launches to Lodges under Forest Service Permt 

In reviewing the use allocations for all outfltte,s. there are apparent dlfferencas in the relative slz• of 
oudltter businesses. The followlng Is an analysis of these outfitting buslneasas In relation to size, portal of 
operatlonS. and the radonale for distributing the 88 special boat days that are within the use cap. The 88 
special boat days were identified as a component of the use cap In the FEIS and were ~ assigned 
to Pittsburg-based oudltters for use between Pittsburg Landing and Kirkwood. The EA distributed these 
launches In a different configuration and with a different use panem, allowing travel between the northern 
boundary r1 the HCNRA and Klrt<wood. 
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The overall objective la to distribute the 88 boat days to those outfitters, and at those portals, that will 
provide the greatest benefit to the pubGc on a continual, daily basis. A secondary objective Is to support 
mid-size businesses In order to assure a Wide range of services for visitors by maintaining large, medium, 
and smaU businesses aod their associated specialized services. A third objective is to provide some type 
of support for each OUlfitter's business, regardtess of the size of the business. 

Outfitter Group 1 

These outfitters Include thOSe businesses which have historically operated one or more boat days on a 
daily basis during the base years of 1988-1992. The number of boat days already allocated to these 
OUlfttters provides the potential of seven-day-per-weak service to the public from the two major portaAs 
(Cache Creek and Heas Canyon Creek) which continues the historic use patterns tor visitor services. The 
allocaUon8 assigned to these bualnesses exceed one boat per day, proykting the abWty to advertisa one 
or more trfps on a dally basis, contract for speciallzad services such as cruise ships and tow buses, or 
continua to operate specialized O¥emlght trips In conjunction wtil lodges under special use permit. These 
buslneaes wHI not recetve an Increase In allocation from the 88 boal days. In order to address aconomlc 
l8auae relallve to these bualneaaee. ftmdbilily In use allocations was a primary concam. Thant Is a need 
to provide opportunities for these boslnesses to run multlple boats to meet contractual commitments, 
provide additional boat days for transpOfting supplies to lodges. and acknowledge adjustments necessary 
to the boat day cap as a result of the review of use per the Ragk>nal Forester's appeal decision. As a result, 
the following changes wHI be made to provide additional business support and flexlbillty: 

Arrnacoat: All d the 88 boat days ware originally Intended for use downstream from l<Jrkwood. As 
a result, these boat days will not be used to address obfectives for Armacost's use In the wild river 
since Armacoat bases at Helle Canyon Creak. Howevw, as a result d the review of use par the 
Regional Fore&Ulr's appeal decision, a substantial adjU8tn'lef'l ha8 been made to his original 
allocation, raauJIJng In an Increase of 173 boat days. Due to the unique situation d being the only 
busmess operalingfrom HeUa C8nyon Creek, Armacoac will conli'lul to be the only oudlller who can 
originate paasengars above WIid Sheep Rapid. The dMsk>n of his total boat day allocation Is 
dlsa 1888d later In ltlla document. 

Koch-HBE: Two boat days will be permanendy transferred from Riv8r8 Navigation to provide this 
business with a full complimant d two boats per day (222 + 2 = 224 boat days per 112 day season). 

Lulher: A total of four boat days will be assigned to the Sheep Creek Granger-Thye pennlt for supply 
trips to Sheep Creek, allocated based on providing an average of one boat day In each of Iha 
months of June, Jwy, August and September. These will be non-pasaenger-canylng boal8 and, as 
a reault, wll not court In the commercial use cap. These bolt days wll transfer with the permk to 
the outfitter who Is Issued the Grangar-Thye permit (currandy issuad to~-

Koch-RN: Thill buaine88 wtll be provided a maximum or 16 boat _. for supply t11p11 to Copper 
Creek, allocated based on providing an average of one boat day per week during the primary 
season These boat days will become part at the Copper Creek Resort permit (currandy Issued to 
Koch-RN) and will not count In the commercial use cap sklce ~ are non-passenger-carrying trips. 

Outfitter Group 2 

This group of outfitters lnaudethose who havetradltlonally operated one-day and/or overnight fishing tripe 
at a l8v8f bek1# one boat per day during the prtma,y season In the base years but at a level that rapJHanlB 
a minimum or one-third at the daya In the primary season. Thill group also lnell.ldaa the Pittsburg Landing­
based OIAfitters agg,egated as a goop. With the axception at Woods, lhese otdltenl have a level at use 
that is distinctly different from the outfitters in groups 1 and 3 during the base yeara d 1988-1&m. Pl'OYldlng 
additional allocalions of boat days to this group as a whole has the polentlal to pnwide the greateat benefl 
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to visitors by assuring the continued avaDabOtty of reasonably priced, one.day tours for the spontaneous 
market supported by transient tourists, and the continuation of overnight fishing trips. The followlng are 
the obfectlvas In alk>cating adcffllonal boat days to the mid-sized outfitters: 

The objective for the four largest of these mid-sized outftltera 18 to allocate additional boat days from 
the 88 launches In order of size of the oulfttter from higha8I to lowa8t to provide equal boat dav 
accea for Cache Creek portal entries. Thia wll provide a minimum level of service to the public • 
an average of five boal days per week per Otafltter. The majority of thi8 use has histortcaly been. 
tied to uanaient tourists inv<>Ned In one-day tours. 

The objective for the Pittsburg Landing portal outfllters Is to allocate additional launches to them aa 
a group to provide a minimum level d S8IVlce to the pubic at a level of an average of five boat days 
per week ttvoughout the primary season (comparable will each of the mid-sized outftltars at ~ 
Cache Creek portal). The majority of thle use has historically been tied to a variely of S8fVice8 tor 
the public. Including ~ tours. overnight fl8hlng trtpa. and jatback8 from the moulh of the 
Salmon River to Pittsburg. Their portion of the 88 boat days t<Jlals an addlional _allocation of 18 boat 
days, and 18 allocaled among the three outfitters proportlOnately ba88d on their hiatortc use from 
1988-1992. 

The objactive for Riddle ii to recognize his alocalion as a component cl use at both Cache Creek 
and Pittsburg Landing, and allocate additional lawlches to specfficaJly addraas the need for addi­
tional boat days to accommodate three-day fishing trfp8 with one or more days of each trip spent 
In the wild river above KJrkwood. Riddle 18 the only Snake River powerbOat outfitter that wHI be 
~ to operate from both Cache Creek and Pittsburg (launch boats for commercial trips). 

Addlllonal adjUStm8nt8 were made to Riddle's allocaUon to meal hi8 request tor~ of boat 
days In July, August, and September thm would allow him to offer three-day fishing trtpa every 
waekand du(lng tt)o8e monlhL_ Thill requ8lt doaaly raflacta the~ period of hill historic primary 
season oonwne(dai use. In order to acccxnmodale thll request. a portJon of Riddle's lncreaB8d 
allocation (derived from the 88 boat days and CNer and above hi8 historic use level) th8I would have 
been assigned In May and June was transfarrad to the mid-sized OUlfltters at the Cache Creek portal 
asfolloWs: 

Month AOWlld Kirkwood WIid Tolal 

May 1 Koch-lRN =1 
May 1 Koch-lRN =1 
May 1 1 Alboucq =.! 
TOTAL 1 + 2 -3 . 
June 1 Alboucq =1 
June 1 Taylor --1 
June 1 Odegaard =1 
June 1 Taylor = 1 
June ! Odegaard =.1 
TOTAL 3 2 =5 

j 

GRANO TOTAL 4 + 4 =8 
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As a 1'8SUlt, the following outfitters wil have an increase in their allocation as a result of re-allocating use 
derived from a portion of the 88 boat days previOualy astMgn8d to Riddle • followa: 

Koch-lRN: +2 
Alboucq: +2 
Taykr. +2 
Odegaard: +g 

TOTAL +8 

Riddle: -8 (4 AO WIid, 4 Kirkwood Wild) 

Using thaee guidelnes, the lnllal assignment of the 88 boat daya wtl be a followa: 

Cache Creek Portal: 

88 FROM 
ORIG AU.OC RIDDLE 

KoctHRN: 18 + 5 + 2 = 
Alboucq: 73 + 10 + 2 = 
Taylor: 65 + 18 + 2 -
Odegaard: 58 + 25 + 2 ... 

Cache Creek/Pittsburg Landing Portals: 

88 

NEW 
85 
85 
85 
85 

ORIG ALLOC ADJUST NEW 
Riddle: 39 + 12 - 8 ""' 43 

Plltaburq Landing Penal: 

Whitten: 
Cook: 
Wood&: 

TOTAL 

ORIG 
31 + 
24 + 
7 + 

88 
ALLOC NEW 
9 = 40 
7 = 31 
2 - .! 

ao• 

• Since a portJon of Riddle's use originates at Pittsburg Landing, the total for the Pfttslug Landing 
portal la coneidarad to be the~ of each of the mid-sized outfltter8' allocalion at Cache 
Creek. Rlddle la the only outlilter authorized to conduct commercial oparadons from bolh Cache 
Creek and Pfttsburg. 

Outfitter Group 3 

These outfftta11 as a group (with the exoepdOn of WoodS, who Is Inell lded In the OUlftners • the Pittsburg 
Landing portal above) represent a total of 40 boat days or the equivalent of leel than thrae boat days par 
week In aggregate dlM'ing the prfmary season. Thia 18 lees than 3% of the total powerboat boat day 
allocation for the Snake River. The largeat of theae small otiflttera (Benlz) does not have enough boat days 
alocatad during the baN years to provide one boll dwf par week cuing the prtmary seaaon. Due to the 
size of~'~ there II no feasible option to lncreaae thar bOat day allocation within the use cap 
during the prlmaly season to provide an Increased level rA service to the pubAc unlas8 It ii al the expense 
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of mid-size outfllters (Group 2). The Group 2 outfitters have demonstrated their ablllty to provide a higher 
level of service to the public and, In general, their businesses have been actively marketed for growth over 
a number cl years. 

Historically, all of these businesses have had Umited primary season use, or have operated primarily In the 
secondary season. Their potential for growth In tha secondary aaaaon condnuas to be unlmltad. As a 
result, they wiR not recetve any additional allocarlon from the 88 special boat days. However, In order to 
effectlvett use their Umlted number cl primary season boat days, they wil have the advarage of being the 
only outfitters to be able to market their trips at any time during the primary season. Thia markadng option 
alsO inClt.Jdes WOOdS who WOUid otherwiSe be included In this group If his use was not Included with the 
Pittsburg Landing cutfttters In Group 2. 

Assignment or an allocation from tha 88 boat days 18 In addition to the Initial boat day allocadon assigned 
to each outftttar and each boat day that is assigned will Increase the outfitter's Kirkwood Wild allocalion. 

As a result cl these changes, the following boat day aHocadon adjustments were made: 

Step 2 - Prellmlnary AdJusted Boat Day Allocatlon 

Total Boat Day Launch Subgroup Launcll Subgroup 
Outfitter Allocation AO WIid Kirkwood WUd 

OLD ADJ NEW OLD ADJ NEW OLD ADJ NEW 
Koch-HBE 222 + 2 = 224 111 + 1 = 112 111 + 1 = 112 
Lulhar 139 + 0 - 139 70 + 0 = 70 69 + 0 = 69 
Koch-RN 120 - 2 = 118 60 - 1 = 58 80 - 1 = 59 
Koch-lRN 78 + 7 = 85 39 + 1 = 40 39 ·+ 8 = 45 
AlboUcq 73 + 12 = 85 :r, + 1 = 38 36 + 11 = 47 
Tay1or 65 + 20 = 85 33 + 1 = 34 32 + 19 = 51 
Odegaard 58 + 27 = 85 29 + 1 = 30 29 + 26 = 55 
Riddle 39 +(12..S) = 43 19 - 4 = 15 20 +(12-4) = 28 
Whitten 31 + 9 = 40 16 + 0 = 16 15 + 9 = 24 
Cook 24 + 7 = 31 12 + 0 = 12 12 + 7 = 19 
Bentz 11 + 0 = 11 5 + 0 = 5 6 + 0 ,. 6 
Woods 7 + 2 = 9 3 + 0 = 3 4 + 2 = 6 
Bream 7 + 0 = 7 3 + 0 = 3 4 + 0 = 4 
Turnidge 8 + 0 = 6 3 + 0 = 3 3 + 0 = 3 
Eddins 6 + 0 = 6 3 + 0 = 3 3 + 0 = 3 
Zapffe 6 + 0 = 6 3 + 0 = 3 3 + 0 = 3 
Maxwel 4 + 0 = 4 2 + 0 = 2 2 + 0 = 2 

Total 896 + 88 = 984 448 + 0 - 448 448 + 88 = 536 

Armacost 397 + 0 = 397 199 + 0 = 199 198 + 0 = 198* 
Total 1,293+ 88 = 1,381 847 + 0 = 847 148 + 88 - 734 

* WIid Sheep Wild r,,ISW) boat days 
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Allocating Boat Days To Provide Access Into the WIid River Baaed on 
Percentage of Historic Use 

A fourth objective II to allocala boat days in order for each outftUar to have an opponunly for access into 
the wNd rtvar up8tr9am from Kirkwood-based on their percentage of historic use of that section of the wild 
rtv« (downalream from Wild Sheep Rapid for Armacost only). 

The FEIS/ROO aulh0rlzed five commercial powerboaD per day to use the Kirkwood to Wild Sheep Rapid 
section of the wld rtver on rnotor1zad days to achieve ROS obiactiv88 consistent wtlh a sen-primitive 
motorized river. In addition to ROS conalderationl. wild river UN 1ava11 went baaed upon ttne oUw 
factors: 

a. commercial use patterns In the wld rtvw. 

b. the da8ir8 of the public to Urntt commercial use of the river corridor. 

c. The comparable levels of use between private and commarctal powerboalars Into this 
section of the river, with the Java of private powerboat access sat at six boars per day 
for the wild river by the FEIS/ROO, and afflrmad by the Raglonal Forester. 

The FEIS/AOD aulh0rlzed five commercial power bolll8 per day to use the Kirkwood to WIid Sheep Rapid 
sadlon of the wild river on matortzed days to achieve ROS oqectivea conai8ter1 wlh a aaml-prirnitN9 
motorizad river. With the change from a rfgfd launch achedule In the FEIS/ROD to a ftmdbl8 launch schedule 
In the EA. and a further change from an average of 24 non-matoriz8d parioda In 1he FEIS~ to 21 
non-motortzad daya In the EA. tha calculationa uaed to &rrMt at the formula for the five launchea par day 
has changed. The adjustment la primarily due to changes in tha number of days In the non-molorized 
period between the FEIS/ROO (24), the EA (average of 19) and the decision notice for the EA (21). Absent 
a rfgld launch schedule. and In conmderatlon of the ftndlngs ot 1he peak use anaysie, a maximum of 515 
commercial boa daya In the Kifkwood to WIid Sheep Rapid saction of the wld rlv8r will provide ., awrage 
of 5.67 boals par day and 81111 meet the ""9111 of use cx,ntemplalad t,, the FEIS/ROD. Uae leYel8 from Rush 
Creek to Granite Creek, and Grrie Creak to Wild Sheep Rapid will avwage aubatanllallv lower than 5.67 
boats par day due to limb on area of operatlon8 for al outfltlers, river flowa, and time pa1od llmltalions 
on allocations per outfitter as daacribed later in thla ~ 

Allocadon d tha 515 boat day8 wlll be based on each outfttt_.s historic percentage d the aggregate 
number of boat days use of the section of the river between ldrkwood and Wild Sheep Rapid from 
1988-1996. 

The aocwe changel to ml outfitters will result In a flnm adjustment to the boat day atlocation • folow8: 
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Step 3 - Flnal Boat Day Allocatlon . 

Tac.Boal Day LaunchS...-, Launcll .... l'Ollfl . ' 
Oulflllar Allocallon AO WIid Kirkwood WIid 

ADJ FINAL ADJ FINAL 
Koch-HBE 224 112 - 40 - 72 112 + 40 - 152 
Luth .. 139 70 + 0 - 70 69 - 0 - 69 
Koch-RN** 118 59 - 41 - 18 59 + 41 = 100 
Koch-lRN 85 40 - 5 - 35 45 + 5 = 50 
Alboucq 85 38 + 15 - 53 47 . 15 = 32 
Taylor 85 34 - 3 - 31 . 51 + 3 = 54 
Odegaa,d 85 30 - 7 i!i 23 56 + t - 82 
Riddle 43 15 + 10 = 25 28 . 10 = 18 
Whitten 40 18 - 1 - 15 24 + 1 - 25 
Cook 31 12 - 3 - g 19 + 3 = 22 
Bentz 11 5 - 2 - 3 6 + 2 = 8 
Woods 9 3 + 4 - 7 6 . 4 = 2 
Bream 7 3 - 2 - 1 4 + 2 = 8 
Turnidge 6 3 - 1 - 2 3 + 1 = 4 
Eddlnl 6 3 - 1 = 2 3 + 1 = 4 
Zapffe 6 3 . 2 - 1 3 + 2 - 5 
Maxwell 4 2 - 1 - 1 2 + 1 = 3 

Total 984 441 - 80 = 368 538 + 80 - 111 

Armacost*** 397 199 • 52 = 147 198 + 52 = 250 

Total 1,381 147- 132 • 515 734 + 132 = ... 
Scenic River Portal Boat Days.NDl'th Boundary to Kirkwood 

984 \ 112 = 8. 78 boals par day 

An addHional 147 boat days for Armacost could potentially travel lnlo this section of the river on motorized 
days as far downstream at Pittsburg Landing, changing the average to 10.4 boats par day between 
Pittsburg and Kirkwood. 

Hells Canyon Creek Portal Boa Days 
397 / 112 = 3. 54 boals per day 

Hells Canyon Dam to WIid Sheep Rapid for Armacoat only, lndudlng the 147 boat days that could tnwel 
further downstream. Additional boat days will be attributed to downstream outfitters with an area of 
operaliOnS to Hells Canyon Dam. The number of tripa wll va,y dependent on water IBv8IB, passenger 
bookings. fuel costs, trip duration, etc., but it 18 projecled to average no more than one per day on 
motorized days only, for an addltlonal 93 boat days, and will change the average to 4.4 boats par day 
between the darn and Wild Sheep Rapid. 
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** 

*** 

Luther wiR be authorized four non-passenger cargo boat days to She_ep Creek. 

Koch-RN will be authorized 16 non-passenger cargo boat days to support Copper Creek. 

The boat days shown In the Kirkwood Wild column represent Wild Sheep Wild ~W, boat days 
for Armacost only. 

Allocating Boat Days In Time Schedule Blocks 

A fifth objective Is to allocate boat days within speclftc time periods throughout the primary season. 

The method for mlocatlng boat days for commercim powerboats will ba managed under a flexible launch 
system, different from the system of ass,gned launch dates use for commercial floaters. Commercial 
powerboat businesses have developed dlfferendy than commercial float businesses over time. Specifically, 
the majority of commercJal powerboat trips are one day versus multi-day for commerc.lal float trips. As a 
result, there ls a greater need for flexlblllty In the availability of launches In order to se1i trips to a translem 
tourist population which has provided the bulk cl historic use. There is also a need to run multiple boats 
per outfitter on some days to accommodate contractual agreements with tour bus companies and cruise 
ships, and overnight fishing trips. This tourism base requires a different method or allocating use to meet 
customer demand, provide public service, and reduce economic effects on powerooat b~nesses. 

In order to provide a flexible launch schedule for commercial powerboats, boat days must be distributed 
throughout the season to manage the potential for peaks in commercial powerboat use, particularly among 
larger outfitte¥S. As a result, each outfrtter's boat day allocation was distributed throughout the 112 day 
primary season in blocks of time, with the length of the time periods dependent on the Size of the outfitter. 

Distributing boat days on staggered schedules will enhance the avaJlabllity of service to the public 
throughout each month of the primary season. The number of boat days allocated in the first block of time 
starting In May each year will vary based on the date of the Friday before Memorial Day, with the maximum 
allocation of boat days assigned to May 22 and appropriate reductions with a shorter primary season. For 
example, the shortest primary season Is 105 days with a May 28 start date. However, since May 22-27 will 
become secondary season dates for that year, outfitters will have complete flexibility to seU trips on those 
dates since there wil be no limits on use. 
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Outfitters will be allocated their use in blocks of boat days, with the use distributed on the following five 
schedules. 

Step 4 - Assignment of Outfitters to Time Schedule Blocks 

Group A OroupB Group C Group D GroupE 
Outflltera Oulfltlenl Outflttera Oulftttera Outfitters 

Armacosr Luther Riddle Whitten Bentz 
Koch--HBE Alboucq Cook Woods 
Koch-RN Taylor Bream 
Koch-lRN Odegaard Tumidge 

Eddins 
Zapffe 
Maxwell 

* If Armacost decided to divide this business, the second permit would be assigned to Group B. 

Group A Group B Groupe BroupD GroupE 
Block Bl-Weekly Staggered Monthly Staggered Seaaonal 

Bl-Weekly Monthly 

1 May 22 • June 4 May 22 • May 28 May 22 • May 31 May 22- Jun. 15 May 22 • Sept 10 
2 Juno 5 • June 18 May 29 • June 11 June 1 • Juno 30 Juno 16 - July 15 
3 June 19 - July 2 June 12 - June 25 July 1 • July 31 July 16 -Aug 15 
4 July 3 - July 16 June :18 - July 9 Aug 1 -Aug31 Aug 16 • Sept 10 
5 July 17 - July 30 July 10 • July 23 Sept 1 • Sept 10 
6 July 31 • Aug 13 July 24 • Aug 6 
7 Aug 14-Augf£1 Aug 7-Aug20 
8 Aug 28 • Sept 10 Aug 21 • Sept 3 
9 Sepl 4- Sept 10 
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Step & • Aaalgnment of Boat Days per Time Schedule Block 

Group A ~ Day SchedulN 
(Armacolt, K.och-HBE, Kc,ch.RN, Kocl'HRN) 

Nole: The_, dire tor the Block 1 time penod .wiel from one )iNf to the ,_depending on lhe ... d lhe Friday bttlore Memorlal Cly. In the table below. 
Block 1 18 the Friday "8tore Memorial Dll'/ through June 4. 

Blooke 1 

0.,,.lnBlook 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 

a.to. 1122 It'll WM ... .,. I/ff ... 
Annei;oet A.CNr 18 17 us 14 13 12 10 

Wfll(f'* 31 29 'Z1 25 22 20 18 

K.ooh-HBE AON 9 8 a 7 6 8 5 
t'YI*** 19 18 18 15 14 12 11 

Kooh-RN AON 2 2 2 2 1 , 1 
KW 12 11 10 10 9 8 7 

KoctHRN AON 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 
KW 6 6 5 15 4 4 3 

• 
•• ... AON ii hi en11.,. WIid and &oenlo ~ River lltnllld to NOh outffllw•.,.. of op,11.ilon. 

W9N la h top of WIid 8Mep AlpW ID Hel9 Canyon Dam~ olh ~ Rlwr. 
KW i.tt.. Kirkwood lo Caohe er- Neldon olh en.ke River. 
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14 14 14 14 14 14 14 

~- a,1~7/2 f~T/11 1111-1,- 7/11.e,11 lltM/rl .,....,.0 

18 11 18 19 18 11 18 
31 31 • 31 32 31 31 

9 • 9 I I 9 9 
19 19 11 19 11 19 19 

2 3 3 2 2 2 2 
13 12 12 13 13 13 12 

4 5 4 4 a 5 4 
6 8 7 7 • 8 • 



Group B Boat Day Schedulea 
(Luther, Alboucq, Taylor, Odegaard) 

Note: The start date for the Block 1 time period varies from one year to the next depending on the date of the Fridtrt before Memorial Day. In the table below, 
Block 1 is the Friday before Memorial Day through May 28. 

. 
Blooka 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Deya ln Block 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 7 

S.lto.te- 5/22 5123 SIM 11,'25 5/211 &/Z1 1'21 IJl»e/11 l/1M/2! 1/26-7/1 7/10-7/fl 7~ tn-8/20 t/21-1/3 9/4-9/10 

Luther AON 4 3 3 2 2 , , 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 4 
l(:N 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 9 8 9 9 9 9 8 4 

Alboucq AON 3 3 2 2 , 1 , 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 3 
l(:N 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 

Taylor AON 2 2 1 , 1 1 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 
l(:N 3 3 2 2 1 1 , 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 3 

Odegaard AON , 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 
~ 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 7 8 8 8 8 8 7 4 
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Group C Boat Day Schedules 
(Riddle, Cook) 

Note: The start date for the Block 1 time period varies from one year to the next depending on the dBte of the Friday 
before Memorial Day. In the table below, Block 1 is the Friday before Memorial Day through May 31. 

Bloc:b 

Daye In Block 10 g 

Start Date 5/22 5/23 

Riddle ACNI 1 1 
KW 0 0 

Cook ACNI 0 0 
KW 2 2 

1 

8 7 6 5 4 

5124 5/25 5/29 sm 5/28 

1 1 1 1 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
2 t 1 1 

Group D Boat Day Schedules 
(Whitten) 

1 
0 

0 
1 

2 s 4 5 

30 31 31 10 

June July Auguat 1/1-9/10 

4 7 7 2 
!5 7 7 3 

2 3 3 1 
6 6 6 2 

Note: The start date for the Block 1 time period varies from one year to the next depending on the date of the Friday 
before Memorial Day. In the table below, Block 1 is the Friday before Memorial Day through June 15. 

Blocka . 1 2 3 4 

Days In Block 25 24 23 22 2t 20 19 30 31 26 

Start Date 5/22 5/23 5/24 5/25 5/26 5/27 5/28 l/1~7/1111 7/11-1/15 8/11-9/10 

Whitten AON 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 4 4 4 
KW 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 7 7 8 
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Group E Boat Day Schedulee 
(*Bentz, Woods, Bream, Tumidge, Eddins, Zapffe, Maxwelij 

Note: The start date for the Block 1 time period varies from one year to the next depending on the date of 
the Friday before Memorisl Day. 

Block 1 

Days In Block 112 111 110 109 108 107 106 

Start Date 5/22. 5/23 5/24 5/25 5/2,6 5/27 5/28 

Bentz AOW 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
KW 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Woods AOW 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
KW 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Bream AOW 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
KW 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Tumidge AOW 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
KW 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Eddins AOW 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
KW 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Zapffe AOW 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
KW 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Maxwell AOW 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
KW 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

* These outfitters may use their boat days at th8lr discretion throughout the entire prima,y season 
within their assigned aJlocations with the exception that AOW boat days may not be used on 
non-motorized days upstream from Kirkwood. 

Location of Powerboat Business Opportunities and Minimum and Maxi­
mum Number of Powerboat Ouffltters 

A sixth objective of managing commercial powerboat use is to provide for public access to outfitter services 
originating at aJI portals except Dug Bar, and to provide options in services for the public by assuring 
business competition through issuance of multiple commercial pennits. 

The following guidelines will help assure quality se,vlce to visitors by encouraging business competition 
for prices and servtces offet8d by outfitters, opportunltes for the public to obtain commercial S8MC8S at 
a variety of rfver locations, and sustained commercial viabiliy of outfitting businesses. 
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Location Mlnlmum1 Maximum Number of Bualn ..... that Could 
Move to Another Portal 

Hells Canyon Cr 2 2 ( 1 existlng)2 0 
Pittsburg 3 4 (3 existing) 0 
Dug Bat3 0 0 (O existing) 0 
Cache Cr 6 14 {14 existing)• 1s 

Total 10' 198 1 

Minimum numbers of outfitters are established at each site to assure continuation of services and 
to reduce the potentJal for monopolies. Numbers are based on access to the area, potertial for 
on~site congestion, population base related to historic tourism potential and to provide bushleas 
competition which will encourage quality service and options for both services and prices for 
customers. Once minimum permit numbers are reached at a speclHc location, the terms of those 
permits will require their operations to base at that location in order for the business to be 
authorized to operate within HCNRA. This will require the buyer of one of these trus;nesses to 
continue to operate from the same portal as part of the terms of the pennit. 

2 At. the option of the permit holder, the existing single permit authorizing use of two boats could be 
terminated and two new permits would be Issued with an equal div~on of the allocated boat days 
and one boat per permit allowed. Issuance of the existing single permit and the proposed addition­
al permit would require bastng operations at that site only for access into the HCNRA. See 
Powerboat Operatlone Based at Hell& Canyon Creek for detailed information on this use. 

a Since no powerboat business has fN8r been solely based at Dug Bar. and in conformance with 
the draft Haus Canyon National Recreation Area Comprehensive Management Plan (1996), mov~ 
ing to this location for a base of operations wfll not be an option. However, all outfmers can pick 
up and drop off passengers at this location in compliance with their incflYidual area of operations. 

4 The 14 existing permits for Cache Creek reflect the number of exiSting outfitters operating from this 
site that hold priority use permits. ff the option was exercised in footnote 5 below, the maximum 
number ct pennits at this portal would change to 13 and the minimum number of permits at the 
Pittsburg portal would change to 4. 

11 There is an option for one priority use business to move from Cache Creek to Pittsburg Landing 
as a base of operations. 

o These figures wlll be dependent upon vO,untary combining or splitting of businesses associated 
with exiSting permits, and sale of businesses The tota of 19 maximum perrnls includes the 
existing priority use permits and the outfitter exercising ~ opdon deScribed in footnote 2 above. 
If the options In footnotes 2 and 5 were exercised, the minimum total would change to 12. 

Powerboat Operations Based at Hells Canyon Creek 

The single commercial poy,erboat business at Hells Canyon Creek which authorizes the use of two boats 
(currentt)' held by Armacost) can be terminated at the optk>n of the permit holder. It wOtJkj be replaced with 
two special use permits with an equal dMslon of the original boat day allocation and each permit would 
authorize the use of one boat. The creation of two permits, with an equal alVision of the bOat day aNocation, 
would not Increase the total use allocation. Issuance of two special use permits for this use aHocation would 
provide the followlng: 
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1. An opportunity for the permit holder to sell 50% of the bl.!siness to reduce any economic impacts 
to his business structure as a result of the Recreation Plan. (Issuance of a single permit does 
not allow for a portion of a business to be sold). 

2. An opportunity to eHminate the present on-site mon~ by one commercial powerboat busi­
ness and to provide the possibility of a competitive bUSiness atmosphere at the launch ~e In 
the future, with a corresponding choice fn services for the benefit of all visitors. This wouid be 
the result of the permit holder having the flexibility to sell 50% of the business. 

3. An opportunity to manage commercial powerboat use at the site based upon staggered 
tJ,-weekly schedules rather than assigning all boat days to a bf-weekly schedule. 

4. Achieve the target of a minimum number of outfitters on site (two) without Increasing the historic 
boat day allocation and maximum number of boats authorized to operate under the single 
permit (two). 

5. Address economic concerns from Baker County, Oregon and Adams County, Idaho by assuring 
a continuation of a variety of public services from Hells Canyon Creek on a year-round basis. 

Each permit would authorize use as follows: 

1. Each permit would have an allocation of 50% of the total original boat days allocated in the 
Snake River Plan (397 total, with 73 AOW and 125 WSW boat days for the new permit, and 74 
AOW and 125 WSW boats days assigned to the original pennlt). ThiS would provide each permit 
holder the ability to advertise a minimum of one trip per day throughout the primary season. 

2. Area of operations and conditions of use would be idemical for both permits as follows: 

a Primary Season Area of Operations - Dam to Pittsburg. The daily trip would be based on 
the boat day allocations and associated schedules for each permit and could be used for 
a variety of trip options, i.e., private or commerclaJ jetback, all day tour, all day tour 
combined wfth a jetback, scenic tour to the top of WIid Sheep Rapid, drop camps, etc. 
During the secondary season, there would be no limit on area of operations. 

b. During the non-motorized periods downstream from W~d Sheep Raptd, all trips would be 
limited to operations between the dam and the top of Wild Sheep Rapid. 

c. Passengers could be originated from any location between Hells Canyon Dam and Pitts­
burg Landing; inciusive, during the primary season and at all river locations during the 
secondary season. 

d. All operations would be limited to day-use only, year-round, within the boundaries of the 
HCNRA. 

Special permit managemem conditions that apply to both of these permits include the following: 

1. The existing owner of the business, upon being issued two permits, would not be required to 
sell one or both businesses associated with the permits. However, a condition for Issuance of 
all future spec:tal use permits issued for that site would require that when one or both businesses 
were sok:t, both businesses could not be sold to the same bWMness entity, an entity who would 
have a financial interest In both businesses at the same time as a result of the sale, or an 
immediate family member of the seller or purchaser. This wNI eliminate any future potential for 
a monopoly. 
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' 
2. The ablffty to trade boat days would only be Implemented when there were two separate 

bu~nesses operating from the site. Trading dates with outfitters operating from other portals 
would not be authorized. 

3. The~ of~ for both permits would "8 Ii~ to Hells Canyon Creek ant\'~~~ 
permits based • · Hells Canyon Creek could originate passengers from locations ~ c1 
WIid Sheep Rapid. A condition for r&-lssuance of permits associated with sales of bueiil8IIS88 
at this site will require the businesses to continua to pperate out of Hells Canyon Creek. 

Origination of Passengers 

Outfitters operating in the scenic river can originate commercial passengers at any locallon downstream 
from Wild Sheep Rapid. The outfttter(s) baSed at Hells Canyon Creek ls/are the only outfltter(s) authorfzed 
to originate passengers upstream from Wild Sheep Rapid. 
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Summary of Outfitter Allocatlona During the Primary Season 

Day Overnight Amount 
Outfitter Aru of Operatlona u.. Camping ~ 

Alboucq Boundary to Rush Creek Yes No MODERATE 

Armacost Hells Canyon Dam Yes No HIGH 
to Pittsburg Landing 

Bentz Boundary to Dam Yes No LOW 

Bream Boundary to Granite Yes No LOW 

Cook Boundary to Granite Yes Yes MODER4TE 

Eddins Boundary to Granite Yes Yes LOW 

Koch-HBE Boundary to Rush Creek Yes No HIGH 

Koch-lRN Boundary to Rush Creek Yes No MODERATE 

Koch-RN Boundary to Rush Creek Yes No HIGH 

Luther Boundary to Dam Yes No HIGH 

Maxwell Boundary to Rush Creek Yes No LOW 

Odegaard Boundary to Dam Yes Yes MODERATE 

Riddle Boundary to Dam Yes No MODERATE 

Taylor Boundary to Dam Yes Yes MODERATE 

Tumldge Boundary to Rush Creek Yes Yes LOW 

Whitten Boundary to Granite Yes Yes MODERATE 

Woods Boundary to Granite Yes Yes LOW 

Zapffe Boundary to Granite Yes No LOW 

Changes In Boat Day Schedules 

Two outfitters. If equivalent In size and operating from the same portal, may trade between Group A and 
Group B boat day schedule&, or between Group C and Group D schedules, if the trade is agreeable to 
both businesses. The primary limitation on changes of this type Is the requirement that any change does 
not affect the dally availability d service to the public throughout each month from all portals during the 
primary season. Outfitters in Groups A, B, C, and D may not change schedules with outfitters in Group E. 
However, an outfitter in Group E may request that their schedule be changed to A, B, C or D schedules. 
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Trading Boat Days Within the Same Time Schedule Group 

Trading of dates will require slgned agreements between the outfitters Involved and will need to meet the 
same requirements as trades between corrmerciat floaters incfuding submitting the trade agreement to 
the Forest Serviee in adVance of the trip. Trades made on weekends or at other times when the Forest 
Service office is closed will have to be in writing, signed by each outfitter Involved, and hand delivered to 
a Forest Service officer at the portal prior to entry. A fax copy of this agreement with signatures will be 
acceptable providing the original signature of the owner of the commercial boat entering the river that day 
was on the fa><ed document. A trade cannot be used to Increase an outfitter's area of operations or 
permanentJy increase the maximum number of boat days allowed in the outfitter's allocated block cl boat 
days. A trade will only be good for the purpose of exchanging an AOW boat day for a KW boat day or vice 
versa. 

Outfitters in atf five boat day schedules can trade launch dates among themselves. A trade will not change 
the status of a launch that authOrlzed use only in the KW section of the river, i.e., a Kirkwood wild launch 
can not authorize use In the wlfd river upstream from Kirkwood. A trade wHI not change the status of a 
permit, t.e., a day-use-only permittee can not offer overnight ~ping trips by trading a date with a 
permittee who is authorized to conduct overnight trips. Outfitters in Group C or O who trade boat days with 
outfitters in Groups A and B, will have to use the boat day wMin the ~ of time in which it was assigned 
to the original outfitter, I.e., a boat day must be used within the original dates (prior to trade) that it was 
scheduled for. Trades between outfitters in Group E wiN be good fo, any day In the primary season with 
the exception that AOW dates can not be used upstream from Kirkwood during non-motorized days. 

The boat days allocated to the outfitter at Hells Canyon Creek can not be traded to outfitters based at other 
locations. These boat days can only be traded among the outfitters based at Hells Canyon Creek for day 
use only if the outfitter based at that site chose to exercise the optm of being issued two permits and sofd 
50% of the busiless. 

Cross-Over 

In order to assure optimum availability of launches assigned tor private powerboaters, there win be no 
cross-over system between private and commercial powerboaters to utiHze ~scant launches between 
groups. 

Pool 

Since all available commercial power boat days have been assJgned, there will Initially be no poo, of vacant 
boat days. However, if powerboat outfitters decided at a later date to Implement a poof, each participating 
business coufd donate boat days for creation of a common commercial powerbOat pooC for use among 
alt outfitters who have contributed an equal percentage of boat days based upon the total boat day 
aJlocatJon of their bUS,ness. 

In addition, the use of boat days assigned to each outfitter wNf be monitored on an annual basis through 
use of manifests and actual use repons. Outfitters who exceed their allocated boat days per block <'I time 
will loSe the equivalent number of boat days per block of time in the following primary season. These boat 
days will be placed in a common pool and made available to all powerboat outfitters within the limits of 
thew area of operations and type of boat day (AOW or KW) Wih the exception that each outfitter who lost 
dates due to over use will not have access to the pool for the duration of the season. 
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Number of Boats 

Each outfitter Is alJowed one boat for river access for each boat day diSplayed on their assigned boat day 
schedule. Outfitters may use more than one boat day per day up to the maximum number assigned in each 
block of time. Each time a boat day is used, the total number of boat days in that block of time decreases 
until all boat ~shave ~ used. Boat days may be used on &n/ day within the block of time assigned 
with the ex~. ihatAOW boat days can not be used on non-motorized days for trips that travel betw~ 
Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood. Boat days that are not. used witrun the specified block of time caMOt be 
saved for transfer to another. block of time during the primary ~ason. 

Boat days obtained through trades or a common pool will not be used as a basis for ~lishlng an 
inCreaSe In area d operations, length of trip, or priority use for either AOW or tQN boat days. 

Overnight Trips 

During the primary season, overnight camping trips within the river corridor (whether at a river campsite 
or at a lodge within the HCNRA or on the Lower Salmon) well require consecutive boat days since all 
commercial powerooat use Is managed b'f the maximum number. of boat days assigned to each outfitter 
per block of time and the associated amount of daily commercial powerboat use within the river corridor. 
The maximum camps;te stay length will be three days and two nights in the wild river, and fOur days and 
three nights In the scenic river, per campsite during the primary season for outfitters who camp. Oudllters 
who use commercial lodging can have stay lengths of greater duration as long as all ovem91t use occurs 
at the outfitter's facilities and the outfitter is authorized to use the required number of boat days to cover 
each day of the trip that lMlized powerboat travel. The outfitter wilt be responsible for using the correct type 
of boat days (AOW or KW) for each day of the trip. 

Penalties 
, 

Commercial powert>oaters often have a short window of opportunity for booking tripe beau ise d the 
volume of day-use trips they charter. It is not uncommon for a buSiness to ~ passengers the day prior 
to, or even the morning of, a trip. As a result, there wiU be no penalty to outfitters if they did not use their 
fuH alrocatlon of boat days per block of time. 

However, outfitte,s who exhibited a distinct pattern d non-use of allocated boat dayS, either by block of 
time or by season, will have their allocation reduced based upon the guidelines established for reduction 
of priority use. Oulfltters who use less than 70% d their assigned boat ctavs In each of three consea.ive 
years wiU have their asslgnec,I boat days reduced unless there are mitigating circumstances considered 
to be generally oulBlde the control of the outfitter or non-use is approved In advance by the authorized 
Forest Officer. This could include, but is net be Umited to, adverse weather condltiona, river flows, or fire 
activfly. Ant boat days that become available as a resul of this type of actk>n will be placed in a common 
pool for use by all paNerboat outfitters or re-alocated according to the proportional formulas in this 
document. Outfitters who exceed their assigned number of boat days In any two consecutive years will 
permanently lose tl18 number or boat days equivalent to their maximum overage In eHher year. These boat 
days will be assigned to the commercial powerboat pool or re alocated according to the proportional 
formulas In this document 

Changes in Primary Season 

If monitoring the levels of use In the river corridor Indicate the dates of the primary season need to be 
expanded, the allocation system and method for assigning boat days wUI remain the same as long as the 
primary season dates do not exceed the period between May 1 and October 1. This means that maximum 
boat day allocatlons from September 1 through October 1 will be equal to each outfitter's allocation in 
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A_ugust, and the maximum boat day allocations from May 1 through May 31 will be equal to each outfitter's 
allocation in JunEt. 

If it becomes necessary to expand the primary season ~ of these dates, a new formula wift be 
developed to ~ine allocations to outfitters based UP<>f.l t~ uses that normal~ ~ed ~~ 
that tJme perloci For example, some outfitters with a low ~ ~ ~ during the pima,y season 
could have a gr88l8r nt.mber of ac;stgned boat days after Qctobef .1., their level of historic~ was higher 
during the fall ~use thetr business was primarily based ~pan~ steelhead fishing or ~ar huniing. 
In contrast, OUlfibrs with a large boat day allocatlon In the~ ..-o,1 could have a smiMer $1llocation 
after October 1 I their buiitiess was primarily based on ~ tiips during the summef fuonths. 

The determinadoi'I of commercial use allocations p~r to May 1 fi. after October 1 wPI ~ ~ u~ a 
formula using mqntllly analysis of the percentage~ days~~ each outfitter launchei a trip im the 
river corridor. This monthly boat day analysis will be~ on en average of secondaly_iiason lJ8' per 
month for the most recent ~year period of time for which ~cial use data Is ~ In order to 
prtorttlze commercial use by- outfitter. However, any use allocadoo iorinuia for this drfMj period can not 
exceed the limitS on commercial power boat days per month established for the primary season. 

COMMERCIAL FLOAT ALLOCATION 

The objective of these guidelines is to maintain the existing allocation system for commercial floaters but 
with adjustments in levels of use and operating guidelines. 

The exiStlng Initial allocation of two commercial launches per day will be maintained during the primary 
season and the existing float reservation system will remain unchanged. The following conditions. identi­
fied in the Snake River Plan will affect commercial float outfttters; 

Snake River· Float Outfitters 

1. Maximum party size is 24 people including guides, year-round. 

2. Ma>dmum number of boals per party is eight craft, year-round. 

3. Kickers (outboard motors) on floatcraft can not be used in the wild river, year-round, but will be 
allowed In the scenic river. They can be transported In the wild river If they are stored out of sight as 
cargo (ln a duffel or closed COftainer) where they a,e not readly accessible for use. They can not 
be mounted while being transported In the wild river, even If they are not in use. 

4. During the primary season conmercial float trips can originate from Hells Canyon Creek or can be 
launched from commercial powerboats at other locations In the wfld river as long as the float party 
Is in possession of the required permit 

s. . Two special use permits will be issued specifically for conducting one-day float trips. The allocation 
and management of this use IS described later In thil section. One-day float trips can also be part 
of the multi-day float allocation subfect to the availability of return transportation. 

6. The vacant commercial float permit will be permanently retired and the 14 taunches associated with 
the vacant permit wiU rema;n available as pool dates tor use by commercial floaters with priority use 
permits. 

7. A minimum number of ten float outfitters with priority use pennlts will be established fOf the rfv_er. This 
will assure adequate competition for servieee offered to the public, allOW for some businesses to 
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expand by purchase and consolidation of businesses. This will increase the potential for a business 
to conduct more trips on the river but within the total allocalk>n, thereby providing more consistent 
employment opportunities for outfitter Slaff. 

8. A maximum number of 14 float outfitters with priority use permits wlll be allowed on the river, which 
will accommodate the existing situation. This number will be reduced to 1 o through attrition and 
associated retirement of special use pennits If businesses are bought by existing float outfitters on 
the river for business expansion purposes. 

9. Non-motorized periods, scheduled in three day bklcks of time on Monday through Wednesday will 
be Implemented beginning on the first Monday in June, fN8ry other week, for a total of 21 days in 
the wlld river from WIid Sheep Rapid to Kirkwood. 

Launches on Sunday through Wednesday of these weeks wUI offer a significant component of a 
non-motorized experience during the course of the trip. The commercial ftOat launch schedule will 
provide float outfitters with an unequal schedule of ~ to this non-motorized opportunity since 
the number of non-motorized launches available to individual outfitters on an e.ght-day tumaround 
will vary from year to year. Due to total river miles involved between Wild Sheep Rapid·and Kirkwood, 
the minimum opportunity for a non-motorized experience will be a Wednesday afternoon launch and 
the maximum opportunity will be a Sunday afternoon launch during these noo-motorized periods. 

The following is the current list of commercial float outfitters holding priority use permits who are authorized 
to operate on the Snake River under these guidelines: 

Steele1 

Davis 
Grubb 
Hauptman2 
Howard 
Hughes 
Koch 

Peavey 
Peer 
Pomly 
Randle 
Steen 
Stewart 
Wendt 

1This business changed ownership between the FEIS and the EA. In the FEIS this business was listed as 
Anderson. 

2'fhls business changed between the FEIS and the EA. The FEIS identified this business as the holder of 
two speciaJ use permits. The business associated with the second permit was sold and the permit was 
permanently retired as a result of a 50/50 s8'e of the business to Hauptman's other corporation and 
Hughes. Launches MSOciated with this business were evenly diabibuted between Hauptman's remaining 
permit and Hughes, and added to their previous launch aUocations. 
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Launch Reservation System 

The launch reservation system tor commercial floaters will operate under sirrular guidelines as the present 
allocation system with assignment of each outfitter to a commercial float group. The following is the float 
group assignment: 

Commercllll Float Groups 

Group 1 

Helfs Canyon Adventures, RAFT (Geoff Randle) 
ROW Inc. (River Odysseys West., Inc.} (Peter Grubb) 

Group 2 

Heller Bar Excursions (Jim and Jill Koch) 
Canyon Outfitters, Inc. & Hughes River Expeditions 

(Hauptman) (HugheS) 

Group 3 

Freewater (Dave Steete) 
Oregon Trail Adventures {Leonard Porflly) 

Group 4 

Peer's Snake River Rafting (Darryl Peer) 
Northwest Voyageurs (Jeff Peavey) 

Group 5 

Davis Whitewater Expeditions (Lyle Davis) 
OARS • DORIES, Inc. (George Wendt) 

Group 6 

Canyon Outflttens, Inc. (George Hauptman) 
Idaho Afloat (Bruce Howard) 

Group7 

Holiday River Expeditions of Idaho, Inc. (Frogg Stewart) 
A Limited Number of Commercial Pool Launches 

Group 8 

Steen's Wilderness Adventures (Jim Steen) 
Hughes River Expeditions, Inc. (Jerry Hughes) 
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Float Launch Calendar 

Each launch group will operate within a standardized commercial float launch calendar where each outfitter 
was assigned to a partlcuJar launch date as follows: 

Commercial Float Launch Calendar 
Launch Grouos In Parentheses 

Launch Launch Launch 
Month & Day Group Month &Day Group Month & Day Group 

May 22 (2) July 6 (7) August 20 (4) 
23 (3) 7 (8) 21 (5) 
24 (4) 8 (1) 22 (6) 
25 (5) 9 (2) 23 (7) 
26 (6) 10 (3) 24 (8) 
27 (7) 11 (4) 25 (1) 
28 (8) 12 (5) 26 (2) 
29 (1) 13 (6) 27 (3) 
30 (2) 14 (7) 28 (4) 
31 (3) 15 (8) 29 (S) 

June 1 (4) 16 (1) 30 (6) 
2 (5) 17 (2) 31 (7) 
3 (6) 18 (3) September 1 (8) 
4 (7) 19 (4) 2 (1) 
5 (8) 20 (5) 3 (2) 
6 (1) 21 (6) 4 (3) 
7 (2) 22 (7) 5 (4) 
8 (3) 23 (8) 6 (5) 
9 (4) 24 (1) 7 (6) 
10 (5) 25 (2) 8 (7) 
11 (6) 26 (3) 9 (8) 
12 (7) 27 (4) 10 (1) 
13 (8) 28 (S) Alloca- 11 (?) 
14 (1) 29 (6) tions ff 12 (3) 
15 (2) 30 (7) primary 13 (4) 
16 (3) 31 (8) season 14 (5) 
17 (4) August 1 (1) expands 15 (8) 
18 (5) 2 (2) 16 (7) 
19 (6) 3 (3) 17 (8) 

·20 (7) 4 (4) 18 (1) 
21 (8) 5 (S) 19 (2) 
22 (1) 6 (6) 20 (3) 
23 (2) 7 (7) 21 (4) 
24 (3) 8 (8) 22 (5) 
25 (4) 9 (1) 23 (6) 
26 (5) 10 (2) 24 (7) 
27 (6) 11 (3) 25 (8) 
28 (7) 12 (4) 26 (1) 
29 (8) 13 (5) 27 (2) 
30 (1) 14 (6) 28 (3) 

July 1 (2) 15 (7) 29 (4) 

2 (3) 16 (8) 30 (5) 
3 (4) 17 (1) October 1 (6) 
4 (5) 18 (2) 
5 (6) 19 (3) 
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If the prima,y season expanded to May 1, the same pattern for commercial ffoat groups will continue on 
the commercial float calendar with May 21 assigned to Group 1, May 20th assigned to Group 8, etc. (Tue 
extension of the primary season to October 1 is shown for comparison). 

In addition, all commercial float outfitters will continue to be able to trade dates, obtain pool dates, 
cross-over between private and commercial, etc. An outfitter can a'8o change launch groups on a yearly 
basis by trading with another outfitter. For example, an outfitter in Group 1 could trade with an outfitter in 
Group 6 if both outfitters agreed to the change. 

Use trends over the years indicate shorter trips have gradually reduced commercial and private float use 
that originates from He1'8 Canyon Creek and trav8's below Pittsburg into the scenic river (reference analysis 
file for use data). CurrentJy, 70% to 75,.; of the float trip takeouts Qncluding split trips) leave the river at 
Pittsburg Landing or above (by use of commercial jetback). Twenty~five to thirty percent of the float uae 
takeouts for tripe ·originating at Hells Canyon Creek occur In the scenic river or below (Heller Ba,). 

This use in the scenie river will be monitored on a yearly basis. If the number of commercial and private 
fklat trip takeouts for trips originating at Hells Canyon Creek exceeds 30% of total takeouts for two of three 
consecutive years. this level of use will be capped. The maximum allocation for continuation of trips below 
Pittsburg Landing will be set at 30% of availat>,e launches from Hells Canyon Creek as a means Ci 
managing OIH'iver encounters and campsite competition in the scenic river. This is In consideration of the 
additional float use that enters the Snake River via the Lower Salmon River. 

One-Day Float Permits 

Two, one-day float permits wil be authorized with temporary use only from Hells Canyon Dam to Pittsburg 
Landing and issued to the existing permit holders (Armacost and Luther) under the following conditions: 

1. All float launches associated with this use must be within, not in addition to, the maxJmum of 
five float launches per day. As a result, they will only be issued to authorize temporary use since 
they can orny utlllze cancelled or unused dates represendng less than 1 ~ utilization of the 
total private and commercial launch calendar. 

2. AU launches are pre-assigned by date, but only authorized on an •as available' basis with a 
maximum of one launch per day (altematlng day assignment) and allocated according to the 
following guidelines: 

a. Launches will automatJcally be assigned 30 days prior to launch after an private and 
commercial waiting lists are exhausted. 

b. One-day trips can not launch on non-motorized dates. 

3. Assignment of launch dates is third priority behind filling the requests d priortly use flOat 
outfitters and private tkJaters. One-day float pennlts will not have access to waiting lists. 

4. Once launches are obtained, they can be traded with all other float outfitters. 

s. Maximum party sae of 24 f111cludlng guides) and maximum of two boats per launch. 

6. Valid seven days per week throughout• the primary season only, with the exception that 
one-day float trips can not launch on non-motorized days. 
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7. Permits for temporary use will only be ISSued to the existing permit holders and will not be 
reissued as the result of a sale of business or change In corporate stockholders or partners. 

8. This service to the public can be maintained as long as there is excess {under-utilized) capacity 
In the launch schedule. If and when the demand for private and priority use meets or~ 
the seasonaJ launch supply, the temporary, one-day float permits will not be reissued. 

9. Any jetback support services prOYided with this opportunity wlH count against the allocated 
powerbOat boat days for the powerboat outfitter providing the service. Jetboat sup~ setV· 
ices can not be provided in the wild portion of the river between Wild Sheep Rapid and 
Kir1<wood on a non-motorized day. 

10. Trip permits are required for all authorized launches. 



The following caJendar will be used to pre-assign launch dates to the one-day float outfitters: 

Month & Day 

May 22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

June 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

July 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

One-Day Commerclal Float Pre-Assignment Calendar 
Launch Groups in Parentheses 

Group A - Armacost 
Groun B - Luther 

Launch Launch 
Group Month & Day Group Month & Day 

(A) JULY 6 (B) August 20 
(B) 7 (A) 21 
(A} 8 (B) 22 
{B) 9 (A) 23 
(A) 10 (B) 24 
(B) 11 (A) 25 
(A) 12 (8) 26 
(B) 13 (A) 27 
(A) 14 (B) 28 
(B) 15 (A) 29 
(A) 16 (B) 30 
(B) 17 (A) 31 
(A) 18 (B) September 1 
(8) 19 (A) 2 
(A) 20 (B) 3 
(B) 21 (A) 4 
(A) 22 (B} 5 
(B) 23 (A) 6 
(A) 24 (B) 7 
(B) 25 (A) 8 
(A) 26 (B) 9 

(B) 27 (A) 10 
(A) 28 (B) Alloca- 11 
(B} 29 (A) tions if 12 
(A) 30 (B) primary 13 
(B) 31 (A) season 14 
(A) August 1 (B) expands 15 
(B) 2 (A) 16 
(A) 3 (B) 17 
(B) 4 (A) 18 
(A) 5 (B) 19 
(B) 6 (A) 20 
(A) 7 (B) 21 
(B) 8 (A) 22 
(A) 9 (B) 23 
(B} 10 (A) 24 
(A) 11 (B) 25 
(B) 12 (A) 26 
(A) 13 (8) 27 
(B) 14 (A) 28 
(A) 15 (8) 29 
(B) 16 (A) 30 
(A) 17 (8) October 1 
(B) 18 (A) 
(A) 19 (B} 
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Group 

(A} 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
{B) 
(A) 
{B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A} 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(8) 
(A} 
(B} 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 
(B) 
(A) 



If the primary season expanded to May 1, the same pattern for the launch groups will continue on the commercial 
float calendar with May 21- assigned to Group B, May 20th assigned to Group A, etc, (The extension ot the 
primary season to October 1 is shown for comparison). • 

Lower Salmon Float Outfitters Entering the Snake River 

Conditions of use on operating plans for all Lower Salmon River commercial float outfitters wilJ be changed 
to meet the intent of management goals in the Snake River Plan. Through the memorandum ot understand­
ing between the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Managemem, necessary changes wHI be made 
in the operating plans for Lower Salmon commercial floaters who travet on the Snake River. The following 
condltJons in the Snake River Plan will affect Lower Salmon commercial float outfitters: 

Party Size 

The maximum party size for Salmon River boaters is 30 persons. The maxJmum party size tor Salmon River 
boaters who chose to camp along the Snake River within the HCNRA will be 24 persons with the following 
exception: Groups of up to 30 people originating on the Salmon River can camp along the Snake River 
between the confluence with the Salmon River and Salmon Bar, approximately one mile downstream of 
the confluence. 

Maximum Number of Boats Per Party 

Groups originating on the Salmon River are required to conform with the Snake River's eight boats per 
party lhnlt. Prior to entering the Snake River, groups with more than eight boats Will be required to use one 
or more of the following techniques to achieve the eight boats per party limit: 

1. Boats could •raft up" or tie together. Each group of. •ratted up- boats would count as a single craft. 

2. Boats could be deflated and stowed, or simply lifted out of the water and tied on top ofa larger boat. 
For example, a kayak out of the water and tied on top of the gear on a raft would not count towards 
the eight boats per party maximum. 

3. For a transition period of one year (1997), groups of more than eight boats originating on the 8almon 
River can break up into sub-groups of eight or less. Sub-groups Will be required to travel separately 
from each other and be of sufficient distance so as to remain out of sight from each other. 
Sub-groups can only regroup by having the first group pull In to shore. Craft wll be conaldered 
pulled into shore If they are tied to shore or pulled onto the sh0f'8 and unoccupied. In 1998 this 
transition strategy will no longer be avaifable to parties with more than eight boats. This transition 
period only applies to float groups originating their trips on the Lower Salmon River. 

OBJECTIVES COMM()N TO ALL COMMERCIAL OUTFITTERS 

Private Trips by Commercial Outfitters 

The first objective of guidelines common to both commerclal powefboaters and floaters is to manage 
private use of the river corridor by commercial outfitters. Whenever any individual identified as a commer­
cial outfitter or their employees/gUides are on private trips, or their boats used in their commercial 
operations are used for private, non-commerciaj trips within the river corridor, each entry will reqwre them 
to obtain a permit under the same guidelines for access that apply to private river users on a year..round 
basis. Private trips will not be reported on actual use repons submitted at the end of each year. 
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If boats normally used to conduct commercial outfitting services are being used on private trips, or If owners 
or employees of commercial outfitting businesses are entering the river corridor for private trips, a manifest 
will be required that included the name, address, telephOne number and signature of the trip leader and 
all passengers verifying the trip was not commercial. 

Commercial Manifest 

A second objective of guideNnes common to both commercial powerboaters and floaters Is to coordinate 
with other State and Federal agencies to assure that outfltteri are meeting licensing r~ for 
guides and equipment. In order to accomplish thiS objectlvs, ~ condition of each outfitter special U88 permit 
will require a manifest for each trip into the river corridor. Each manifest will list the zJp ~ of aach 
passenger to verify total passengers per trip and be signed by d commercial guldes/emptoyees_ an the 
trip, verifying they had the appropriate state or Coast G~d ~ to conduct gu~ ~11, A 
manifest will be.completed prior to the beginning of each trip, year.:round, and presented at the portal \.l)Oll 
entry into the river corridor. 

Lower Salmon commercial float outfitters will not be required to complete a manifest for each trip. 

These manifests win be used for the following purposes: 

1. To verify documentation ot passengers and revenues reported by outfitters at the end of the 
year when conducting audits of commercial businesses as required by the terms of special 
use permits. The manifest will not require documentation of revenues or the names and 
addresses of passengers, only zip COde or country of residence for each passenger. 

2. To gather demographic Information (zip code or country of residence) for future economic 
analysis. 

3. To cooperate with other State and Federal agencies which license outfitters on the Snake River 
to assure compliance with rules and regulations pertaining to safety of passengers 1n regard 
to licensing of guides and meeting passenger capacities of commercial jetboals. 

Validation of Use 

A third otJieclive of guidelines conwnon to bolh commercial powerboalers and floaters iS to assure a public 
service is being provided. All outfitters will be required to run a minimum of three commercial trips with 
paying customers during the year to validate th€Nr use. Fmrure to run a minimum of three commercial trips 
per year wUf be addressed through the annual performance rating. 

Thia requirement will assure a public service is being provided and also address the need to provide a fajr 
opportunity for access by the public within the guidelines of the Snake River Plan. 

Priority Use 

A fourth objective of guidelines common to both commercial powerboalers and floaters is to resolve the 
Issue of prlo,tty use and .how It Is assigned to all outfitters. 

Priority use will be based on service days and calculated for the five-year period of time ending on 
December 31, 1989 (reference anafysm file for letter to outfitters from Area Ranger). This priority use will 
be honored and included on each outfitter's permit. If two permits are lsSued at Hells Canyon Creek in the 
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future, the priority use assigned to the single permit will be split evenly between the two permits. In 
accordance with FSH 2709. 11, ID 2709.11 -95--11, 41.53h 2, Issuance of priority use is assigned at the 
discretion of the authorized officer (Area Ranger) and is dependent upon whether or not use capacity is 
available. No additional assignment of priority use based on service days will occur on the Snake River 
to provide for maximum flexibility in managing overall use. The number of launches (floaters) or boat days 
(powerboaters) assigned to each outfitter will be included on the face of their special use permit, but neither 
will be assigned as priority use. 

Since the Snake River Plan will place limitations on use for all commercial outfitting, priority use assign­
ments for seriice days can only increase through purchase of an existing business and transfer of the 
priority use assigned to the special use permit being sold to the purchaser. The number of launches or 
boat days available for use by each outfitter during the year accommodates existing levels of priority use 
currently assigned as service days for each outfitter. Anv future assignments of priority use will be based 
upon launches (floaters) and boat days (powerboaters) at the discretion of the Area Ranger. 

For any individual powert>oa business. future priority use In the primary season will be limited to a 
maximum number of boat days per bk>ck of time into specific sections of the river based upon the 
commercial pow8fboat outfitter group. Any additional use, such as boat days obtained from a common 
pool, will be issued as temporary use only within the block of time they were originally assigned. 

For commeccial floaters, future priority use In the primary season will be llmlted to a maximum number of 
launches allowed to enter the HCNRA per season based upon the yearty commercial float launch calendar 
and the totaJ mmber of launches per group to which each outfitter was assigned. All additional use, such 
as launches obtained from the pool, will be issued as tempora,y use only. 

Priority use in the secondary season can be assigned to outfitters who specialized In outfitting during that 
time period only. 

Business Ownership 

A fifth objective of guidelines common to both types of commercial users is to manage the number of 
commerclal permits to assure the continuation of business competition on the river. access to outfitter 
services at all portals, and address consolidation d activities of outfitters for effective administration of 
permits in order to assure public service is being provided rather than permits held for speculation. 

In order to assure quallty S8IVlce and diStinct choices for customers, special use permits will not be Issued 
to lndlvlduals or stockholders that own an interest in another powerboat or float businesses operating 
within the Snake River corridor. Nor can individuals who own businesses on the Snake River buy into 
another existing Snake River business either as a shareholder or a partner without absorbing the business 
being purchased, resulting in the permanent absorption of the business activities and retirement of the 
purchased permit. The only.exception would be that a permlttee can own (sofe proprietorship or panner. 
ship) or purchase corporate stock in another business up to a maximum of two businesses on the river 
if the busin88Sf38 are based at different portals. Bustness arrangements made prior to 1996 are exempt 
from thfs requirement. 

Existing Businesses with Multiple Permits 

A stngle special use pennit can be issued to businesses holding multiple float and/or power permits at the 
option of the permit holders. The single pennit will authorize au operations that were pr8\liously authorized 
by the multiple permits. A separate operating plan may be required for each business and the commercial 
schedules w.11 include all launches and boat days authorized for all of the operations. In the event of a sale 
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of one of the businesses, the amount of use associated with that business could be separated from the 
permit to allow re-Issuance of a permit to the new owner. Some permits will be iSsued as combination 
float/power permits on the fiver, emphasizing the relationship and validity of both motorized and non­
motorized uses on the river and be used as one method of addressing conflicting uses between motorized 
and non-motorized commercial users on the river. 

Management of Outfitter Faclilties on Forest Service Land as a Result of 
Sale of Business 

Copper Creek 

Copper Creek wll continue to be managed under a resort special use permit Issued for a macimum of ten 
y8818 per isauanoe. The builctihgs will continue to be owned by the permittee and the permit wlH be Issued 
for occupancy of the land. An annual alocatlon of 16 boat days win be ass;gned to the pern,11 beginning 
with the 1998 primary season to allow non-passenger cargo trips to support operations at the lodge. These 
boat days wilt transfer with the resort pennlt in the event of sale. 

The following conditiOns will apply to sale of facilitles: 

1. The outfitter business, including the buildings associated with the resort, can only be sold to anolher 
Snake River outfitter because access to the resort requires river access associated with an existing 
outfitter business. The permit for occupancy ol the land can be reissued to the new owner, but lhere 
will be no guarantee ol relssuance as the result of a sale of business. 

2. If the pennittee decided to go out ol business, the buffetings would be removed at the expense of 
the permlltee and the site would be naturalized. 

3. The buildings can be sold to a new outfittef' If they are Included as part of a sale d an associated 
outfitting busfness. A permit for occupancy of the land coukS be reissued to the new owner, blAthere 
Is no guarantee of relssuance as the result of a sale of business. 

Sheep Creek Cabin 

Sheep Creek Cabin can continue to be managed under authority of a Granger-Thye pennlt for a maximum 
tenn of five years. The permit for use of the buikings wiN require the holderto maintain a valid OUlfltter-guide 
permit to remain aiglble to hold the permit for Sheep Creek. Loss or tennination of the outfitter permit would 
result In termination of the permit to occupy the buldlngs at Sheep Creek. 

An annual aHocatlon of four boat days would be assigned to the permit beginning with the 1997 primary 
season to allow non-passenger cargo trips to support operations at Sheep Creek Cabin. These boat days 
would transfer with the Granger-Toye pennl in the event d a Change In permit holders. 

The primary purpose for issuance of this pennlt Is to assure maintenance of the historic structures on-site 
as a component of protection of the cultural ORVs in the wild river corridor. At the dlsCretlon of the Forest 
Sel'Vice, and • the end of each five year period, a prospectus will be issued and bids will be accepted from 
existing Snake River power and float outfitters who are licen8ed to conduct outfitting and guiding services 
in ldahO. If a s8'e of business occurred during the term d the permit, the following options woukj be 
available: 
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1. Terminate the permit and re-advertise the opportunity through issuance of a prospectus to all 
Interested Snake River Outfitters includlng the new owner of the outfitting business that had been 
associated with the permit. 

2. Terminate the permit and do not re-advertise in association with an outfitting business. 

The Forest Sefvice Is not obligated to reissue the prospectus at the end of an expired five-year tenn. 

Growth as a Result of Purchase for Busineaa Expansion 

The purchase of an existing buslness will become the main method of business expansion beyond growth 
made possible by filling all avalJable seats or acquiring larger capacity powerboats or rafts. A condition for 
issuance of a special use permit will require that the business purchased be absorbed into the business 
of the buyer. A portion of the business cannot be sold at a future time. When a Snake River business iS 
sold, the entira operation will be sold. (See specific rules for operations at Hells Canyon Creek) 

This method of managing sales of businesses to other Snake River outfitters will become effective for all 
sales of businesses occurring on or after January 1, 1996. An outfitter(s) will have the option of requesting 
this method of consolidation prior to this date. 

When the above occurs, it will be viewed as a consolidation of activities and the busJness of the seller will 
be absorbed into the business of the buyer, with the seller's permit being retired. The number of boats, 
priority use, area of operatiOns, launch allocation, and any other conditions associated with the pennlt wiR 
be added to the permitted activities of the outfitter as part of the consolidation. If the purchased business 
allowed use in a larger area of operations, only those launches which are associated with the purchased 
business can utilize that area of operations. Consolidation of use would not provide for an increase in area 
of operations for the entire business. • 

Two or more Snake River outfitters cowd purchase a s;ngle buS.lness as long as a bona fide sale would 
occur, i.e., personai property changed ownership as part of the sales agreement. In this situation, the entire 
Snake River business would be required to be sold and the speciaJ use permit associated with that 
business permanently retired. Artf use associated with the business being sold would be absorbed into 
the businesses of the buyers. The controlling factors In validating this type of sate are (1) the entire 
business being sotd must cease to exist as a separate entity and (2) the special use permit tor the business 
being sold must be permanently retired upon fulfillment of the financial obligations of the purchaser as 
documented in the sales agreement. The permit for the business being sold would be placed in an inactive 
status until the finanCial obligatiOns of the sale were met, at which time It would be permanently retired. 

lhe overall effect could result In net attritk>n in priority use powerboat businesses from 19 down to a 
minimum of 1 0 and priOrity use float businesses from 14 down to minimum of 10. These minimum numbers 
of businesses would assure that outfitter services would continue to be located at all portals. This may or 
may not result In larger businesses operating on the Snake River but It would provide for t>us;ness 
diversification, adding stability to the industry. Float/PCNler combination permitS would atso add to diversifi­
cation and could further reduce the total number of businesses operating on the river to a minimum of 11. 

Permits, or distinctly different portions of combination permits, i.e., float/power operations, In non-use 
status (non-use that was not approved in advance by the Area Ranger) will have pr1ority use reduced or 
the type of operation8 in non-use status will be terminated in accordance with Forest Service guidelines. 
tf tennination results, any use associated with the permit wfll be re-distributed proportiOnately among the 
remaining outfitters or ptacad in a pool accessible to all outfitters depending on type of use (power or float). 
Proportionate re-distribution would be implemented consistent with the allocation decisions found else­
where in this document. Upon termination, the pamit will oot be reissued unless the minimum number of 
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commercial permits will not be met at each portal on the river for pov,erboat and floatboat operations. If 
this occurred, a prospectus would be issued to advertise the vacant business opportunity oruy after 
appropriate environmental analysis was completed. 

Specific Conditions of Sales Required· for Permit Issuance 

Sale of Bualnese (General) 

Portions of a business cannot be sold but portions of a business can be distributed among mulliple 
purchasers If the purchasers are also Snake River outfitters. Sale of business will include au operations 
conducted under authority of the special use permit. 

Sale of Powerboat Business 

If a business Is sold to another Snake River powerboat outfilter(s), the business will be absorbed by the 
purchaser(s) and the boat day allocation combined with the use authorized in the special use pennit(s) 
held by the purchaser(s). In all other sales transactions, the boat day allocation assigned to the seNer wiN 
be reassigned to the buyer. 

Sale of Float Business 

If a business is sold to another Snake River float outfitter(s), the bustness Will be absorbed by the 
purchase,(s) and combined with the use authorized in the special use permit(s) held by the purchaser(s), 
inciuding assignment to an additional launch group as appropriate. In all other sales transactions, the 
launch allocation at the seller would be assigned to the buyer. 

Sale of Hells Canyon cr .. k-Baaed Powerboat Buslneaa 

At the option of the permit holder, if two pennitS are Issued for all use associated with the powerboat 
business based at Hells Canyon Creek, and the business associated with one of these permits iS sold, the 
pennitS at this location could not be combined under joint ownership again. Under those conditions, the 
two businesses would have to exhibit complete operational and financial separation from each other as 
a condition of permit Issuance and cominulng operation. Both permits would be limited to operating from 
this location only and no other outfitter could move their operation to this k>cation. 

Sale of Plttaburg Landing-Baaed Powerboat Bualneea 

Since the specific purpose of deSignating a minimum number of powerboat businesses based at Pittsburg 
Landing Is to address continued economic support to Idaho County, the objective will be to make C8ftaln 
these boat days remained based at Pittsburg Landing In the event of sale of business. To meet u,;s 
objective, the following conditions of sale of businesses would apply to Pittsburg Landing-based outfitters. 
Issuance of a Forest Service permit will be contingent upon meeting these conditions: 

The three businesses currently operatJng at Pittsburg Landing would be required by the terms 
of their permits to operate the HCNRA portion of their busklesses from Pittsburg Landing only 
and subsequent issuance of a permit upon a sale of business would be contingent upon the 
new owner continuing to baSe out of Pittsburg. 

If there were a minimum of four Pittsburg-based outfitters, no other outfitters would be &lowed 
to move their operation to that location. However, Pittsburg-based outfitters could purchase 
and absorb businesses based downstream from Cache Creek or other Pittsburg Landing­
based businesses in order to increase their allocation of boat days into different sections of 
the river. 
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Table or Contenta 

All comments In this appendix have been given a code number that corresponds to one of the coded subjects 
in the following 11st, and are assigned numeric order within the coded subject area For example, the first 
comment addressing the range of alternatives Is identified as Comment 101-1, the second one is Comment 
101-2, etc. 

Code Area of Concern • 

101 Range of Alternative 
103 Disclosure of Effects 
104 Legal Concerns 
105 HCNRA Act 
106 Relationship to Other Planning Process/Decisions 
107 Proposed Action - General 
108 Limits of Acceptable Change 
111 Public Involvement Process 
41 o Commercial Use Allocation 
411 Historic use (1988-1992) 
412 Current Use (1993-1993) 
414 Pennlt Administration 
415 One-Day Floats 
416 Fair and Equitable Use 
417 Jet Boat Allocation 
418 Float Allocation 
421 Non-Motorized Period 
423 Salmon River 
424 Party Size/Craft Umit 
425 Campsite Management 
426 Boat Size 
427 Kickers 
428 Jet Boat Launch Schedule 
429 Noise 
430 Launching Floatcraft from Powercraft 
431 Necessity of Use Limitations 
432 Shared Use 
433 Area of Operations 
440 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
441 Desired Future Condition (Carrying Capacity) 
442 Ability to Obtain Expected Experience 
500 Resources (General) 
600 Economics (GeneraJ) 
601 Economic Impact Not Adequately Addressed 
602 Impacts to Outfitter Businesses 
603 Economic Viability 
604 Marketing,Priclng 
605 Effects to Local Communities 
630 Safety Concems 
641 Access to Private Inholdings 
651 Law Enforcement 
999 Misceflaneous 



Appendix D 

Public Comments and Forest Service Responses 

30-Day Comment Period 
Wild and Scenic Snake River Outfitter 

Environmental Assessment 

Subject 101 
R■nge of .Alternlltlva 

Comment 101-1. There are no amendments to the river plan ROD proposed In the Outfitter Environmental 
Assessment that would be considered Improvements from the standpoint of nonmotorlzed recreation or 
protection of wilderness values. 

Forest Service Raponae: The decision notice further enhance1 the timing and duration of the non­
motorized window n • component of AJtemetwe C. Reference commenta and Forest Setvlce responses 
relative to wlldemu• va/wa In Appendix. K of the FEIS for the Snake River Plan (pagea K-50 through 54 
and K-274 through 277). 

Comment 101 •2. The rationale for the development of altemalives is Inadequate. The OEA prefen'ed alterna­
tive was allegedly concocted based on public comment to the proposed action. This alleged rationale raises 
several issues. 

The OEA falls to elaborate on the details of this rationale. Does this mean that the number of comments in 
favor of increasing privileges to commercial jet boat operators Inspired the preferred alternative? Does it mean 
perhaps that the compelling quality of pro-jet boat comments weighed so heavily that other comments 
pleading for more reasonable controls fN8f jet boat use were deemed invalid, and were not even addressed 
let alone chosen as the basis for an alternative? If the answers are yes. why were the number and nature of 
those comments, and the reasons they were so compelling, not disclosed In the OEA? 

The OEA claims that a total of 43 letters were received as a direct result of scoping. It states that 18 of the 
letters were from Snake River outfitters. Yet It fails to describe the distribution among nonmotorized and 
motorized constituencies, or the nature of the comments. Does the Forest Service not have the information 
or Initiative to formulate its own alternatives? Does it rely on the public to create them? If so, why did the 
agency not include a full alternative In its DEIS for the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area CMP that was 
prepared by publics in cooperation with the Forest Service Planning Team? Why did the agency not 
incorporate the scoping comments of nonmotorlzed recreationlsts and other constituencies In formulating 
another action alternative to at least provide baJance so that environmental and social effects could be 
compared between divergent altemat~es? (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Fore• Setvlce Identified substantive comments received during the 
scoping period. All of the ,ubmntlve commenta that were within the purpose and need tor action, as 
defined In Chapter I, were considered by the planning team In the lonnulatlon of key Issues. These 
substantive commenta were also used In the development of dematlvn, In con/unction with the 
planning team•• e:xpfll'flse and management and review team, to help resolve thoH key lnues. The 
public comments and Identified ,ubstanUve comments have been available In the analyals file tor public 
review. 
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Rationale for not Including the Hel,_ Canyon CMP Tnlclclng Group'• alternative In the DEIS for the 
HCNRA'• Comprehenalve Management Plan can be found In that document on page 11-4 • IS and within 
the analyalt Ille for that planning proceu. 

Comment 101 '"3. In light of the "public cornmenr rationale given for the only alternative In the OEA that would 
amend the ROD and change river management from either the existing (non) plan, and the ROD, all of the 
above questions must be answered. Tlie OEA. contains only one action attemative, the preferred alternative 
that was allegedly tonnulated based on "public comment.• 1l1e other two alternatives reflect the existing (non) 
plan, and the plan outlined in the ROD. Other alternatives could and should have been developed, whether 
based on public comment, or developed by the Forest Service. 

It would appear that, regardless of the viability of basing alternatives only on public comment, the public 
comments that were considered were selectively chosen. None of HCPC's comments were included for 
consideration, and In fact were not even listed under "Other Issues.• As mentioned above, the OEA's plan 
amendments only accommodate the COl10BfflS of commercial jet boaters. not the nonmotorized or other 
publics. lhree cl the altemattves that might have been included to provide a fuJI range of options and 
divergent scenarios for the public to compare, would be: 

1. An alternative that Is based on the "Solitude Alternatives: developed by HCPC and supported by 19 
conservation and floating organizations to reflect their Interpretation Of the directives and Intent of the HCNRA 
Act and the National WIid and Scenic Rivers Act. as they relate to both commercial and noncommerclal jet 
boat use. 

2. An •equity" alternative that would set up a use allocation, reservation, and permit system for commercial 
jet boat operators that is identical to that imposed on commerciat floaters. In such a scenario, commercial 
jet boat outfitters could employ a new system of marketing their trips based on allocated launch dates. This 
is the way commerciaJ float use has been controlled for years, and will be controlled In the new plan. 

This would be an alternative to the system proposed In the OEA preferred altematlve wherein traditional use 
patterns are •1nstltutionallzed,■ and the priority is given to allowing commercial jet boat operators to run trips 
whenever they get customers. Implementation cl such a system through this EA would be timely, as the 
outfmers could employ a new system of marketing their 1997 trips beginning early this year. This would be 
a fair system that would provide predlctabDlty of jet boat use levels for other river users. 

3. An alternative that responds to the fact that the need for wilderness experiences is increasing, while the 
availability of such experiences Is declining. 1l1e DEIS for the new HCNRA CMP discloses on page 111-13 that: 
"demand for primitive areas In eastern Oregon is expected to exceed supply in the near future.• 

This alternative would provide revised management dlrectioo based on the new Information and would 
address Impacts to commercial nonmotorized use from jet boat use. It could expand the nonmotorlzed period, 
and reduce jet boat use levels to provide a better and more predlctabe wilderness experience on the entire 
river, thus addressing changing public needs. (Correspondent 53) 

Foreat Service Response: All aubafanflve commenfl thllC re,ponded to the purpoo and need for action 
were considered by the planning team. Many ol the comments tubmltted by He,,. Canyon Preservation 
Council (1 /31 /91} weN outtlde the purpo,e and need for thlt environmental auusment and had 
previously addreased In the EIS p,ocus for development of the Snake River Plan. Reference the analysis 
Ille tor a copy of the conapondentl commenta and Foretf Service rNponau. 

Altematlve 1 waa tubmltted u pa,t of the EIS proceu for development ol the Snake River Plan. 
Reference page, 11-2 and 3 ot the FEIS for additional dl1cu11lon on how thlt alternative was considered. 
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Altemallve 2 repllcllte• the allocaflon -,.,.m Ntabll8hed within AINmallve S.. the proposed action. The 
declalon notice tor thll EA provldN for additional adjUfltmel'ICs to the allocdon syatem IJaled on public 
Input. 

Memattve 3 reapondl to the CMP 1'91erence out of context T11e CMP EIS •mendment procea Is focused 
on the need tot prlmlllve .,... outalde the Snake Rlnr corridor. 11le Snake Rlnr EIS considered 
altematlvN with no motorized uae In the wild rlNr or •lgnltlcanlly Nduced mototfzed use, but did not 
select UJoNdemar/va for lmplemelJUIUon. Rfllerenc• commencs and Forest Setvtce rnponsN relative 
to wlldemea nlUN In Appendix K of the FEIS tor the Snan AMII' Plan (pages K-214 through 277). 

Comment 101-4. It is ridiculous to show Ahemadves B and C as providing more diversity of sefVices than 
Al We currently run tours of varying lengths, In boats of differing sizes. 25 to 42 feet We also do fishing trips 
ranging In duration from 1 day to several dayS, basing overnights out of Sheep Creek. Under alternatives B 
or C It Is unlikely thal we win be able to expend any of our precious boat days on trips for small i;,oups and 
fishing will be out of the question. Overnights at Sheep Creek can only take place during the motorized days 
when we can access Sheep Creek. lhiS is not diversity! What we haVe now, Alternative A. provides diversity 
of services impossible in the tightly regulated world of B and C. Of the alternatives p,esented in this EA, 
alternative A is the only acceptable one for commercial power boaters. C Is, of course, better than B, but 
neither iS really viable; B was found seriousfy lacking on appeal, the reason thiS document was prepared. 
Since A is the mandato,y no-action straw man, and implements the FEIS plan for the private sector while 
leaving commercial outfitters free of Its constraints, we realize It probably isn't going anywhere. (Correspond­
ent 120) 

Forest Service Reaponae: AltetnalNe C, aa adJuated In the decision notice, provldu commerclal 
powerboal levelt ar or near 1882 to 1815 UH lfWell. Altematlve C wlll allow outtmer and guides to 
continue marlcetlng trips that provide • diversity ol motorized oppo,tunltle1 to the public. Altemlltlve A 
MIi not Nlecfed for lmplementlltlon becaun IC ,. non-,eaponalve to the purpoae and need for action 
a, det1ned In Chapter I. 

Comment 101-6. The EA's Olher major fallwe Is to develop a range of alternative adequate to meet the 
requirements of NEPA. You have simpfy offered the mandatory no-action alternative, the original EIS altema­
tive (which was found faulty on appeal) and a slightly modified version of the EIS alternative, adjusted to make 
it a bit more reasonable In its handling of outfitter guide operations. There was no alternative offering different 
levels of use that would have made the the outfitters operations viable. No alternative addressed any 
significant change in the boater management or allocation. No alternative did ~ with the Illegal nonmotor­
ized window. 

The Regional Forester's appeal decision affirmed the nonmotorized window, but did 1101 constrain you from 
reexamining it In the EA. changing it or even doing awa, with it Cartainly you should have examined an 
alternative that had no non motorized window. By limiting yourself in this manner you precluded a real chance 
to examine a range of alternatives. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 101 -e. There Is no range of alternatives; while both float and power boat outfitters were to be 
covered in this EA, no alternative affects any change in the management of floating. We would have expected 
an alternative that protected the economic viability of most, ff not all power boat outfitters, but there was none. 
There shOuld have been an alternative which did awa, with the nonmotorized window. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 101 •7. The agency has failed to review all relevant Information, Including Information contained in 
the Outfitter EA, priOr to reaching a decision. The Oulfitter EA apparently was generated to supplement data 
considered within the FEIS, but the Outfitter EA acknowledges that only limited issues will be considered at 
this stage In the NEPA process, since primary decisk>ns were made by the agency in the ROD. CEO has 



consistently noted that the balancing Inherent in the generation and evaluation of an EIS must occur prior 
to actual decisionmaking. The decision to prohibit motorized use during the specific time periods has been 
improperly made before completion of necessary data collectlon, as evidenced by the fact that there ls no 
anematlve proposed by the Outfitter EA which would eliminate the non-motorized window. Just as individual 
portions of a proiect cannot be considared In separate EISs so as to minimize their cumulative Impact, 
individual decisions within the planning process cannot be made at vanous stages to ovenook their total 
impact (Correspo~nt 184) 

Foreal Service Reeponae: Chapter I nam,wfy detlnea the putpOH and nNd tor the propo,Hd action. 
Thi• clearly dllflm,d propoHd action facllltlltN apeclffc and aubmntlve public comment, which ulti­
mately allOM for• narrow ,ange of altematlve8 . 

.AIUJough th• conupondent bellevo the non-motorized window to N •1,,.,,.,-, the lmp/emenfatlon of 
such la within the Fore• Semce•• aufhotffy .. the managing agency for the rivet. Altematwe A provides 
tor UJe oppOttunlly to •elect an altematlve without a non-motorized period, n did .Alternative• B and c 
In the EIS procea. The purpou and IHHKI tor the propoHd action,. 1pecllfcally tocuaed on the duration 
and Umlng of the l10l'Hfl0fotlzed pe,fod, not the elimination of the no.motorized period. 

Comment 101-8. There is no real need to regulate use in the May and June part of the primary season. This 
year was more typical than the last ffJW drought years have been. There was very little traffic on the river in 
that period. High water discourages floaters from running bolh the Snake and Salmon. Those same condi­
tions also tum away most of the private power boaters. Even during lower water years June use usually Is 
light. Why regulate when you don't need to? Please consider running the primary use season from July 1 
through Labor Day. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 101-9. Considering the light use experienced during the month of June in previous years, you 
should consider an alternative that backs off all use restrlcdons, float and power in that month, regulatjng only 
July through Labor Day. (Correspondent 184) 

Foreet Service Reaponae: Reference conunente In Appenda. K of the FEIS on lens,rh of u,e 1eason 
(paga K· 1ff through 1 A). 

Comment 101 •1 o. Alternative A should reflect no action for private boaters on the same basis as commercial 
users. (Correspondent 184) 

foreat Service R•ponee: Th,. la outalde the scope of UM purpoH and need for the proposed action, 
as defined In Chapter I. 

Comment 101-11. The agency has improperly narrowed the range of alternatives during generation of the 
Outfitter EA, and has thereby created several layers of decision making at various stages of the plannlng 
process. This procedure, resulting In decisions being made prior to complete collectJon and evaiuation of all 
data, violates NEPA. An EA is typk:ally generated prior to any EIS, and while the EA forms a useful tool In the 
agency's planning arsenal, It cannot substitute for the rigorous analysis of an EIS when the decision to 
generate an EIS has occurred. See 40 C.F.R. 1508.9 (1995)(explaining that EA can provide information to 
determine whelher an EIS is needed or a Finding of No Significant Impact ("F ONSr) can be declared, can 
aid the agency when no EIS is needed, or can facilitate generation of an EIS when one is needed). There 
is no provision in NEPA or the Council on Environmental Quality ("CEO') regulations wfljch allows an EA. 
standing alone, to correct oversights or shortcomings of an EIS. The CEQ interprets NEPA as reqLirfng all 
necessary environmental documents to be co~ed prior to actual decision making. 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, 
18036(1981). Assuming the Outfitter EA can be validly tiered to the FEIS, it must essentially re-open the 
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decision altemadves present In the FEIS, so that the Responsible Officer can properly consider the complete 
effects of all aspects of the decisk>n alternatives before making any choices. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 101-12. The agency has improperly narrowed the range of alternatives during generation of the 
Outfllter EA. and has thereby created several layers of declslormaldng at various stages of the planning 
process. T11is procedure, resulting In decisions being made prior to complete collection and evaluation of all 
data, violates NEPA. Assuming the Outfitter EA can be validly tlerad to the FEIS, it must essentlally re-open 
the declsk>n alternatives present in the FEIS, so that the Responsible Officer can property consider the 
complete effeds d all aspectS of the decfslon alt8matlvas before making any choices. 1he infonnadon 
generated by the Outfitter EA is apparently only being considered in the timing of the non-motorized window, 
but cannot be considered by the agency to reconsider whelher a non-motorized period should be created 
at all. This procedure is erroneous. 

If the agency did not make a substantial change, Why make one at all? If the agency did not uncover significant 
new Information, why was a change made? Assuming that the agency validly detennlned that generation of 
a SEIS was not required, the agency was at least required to preserve even the range of alternatives provided 
by the EIS. The agency has presented an eoonomlc analysis that Is based on misleading assumptions and, 
therefore, produces misleading results. The agency is required to take a hard look at the environmental effects 
of a proposed action, and must also ensure that the Information has enough technical substance to enlighten 
the publie as to the agency's analysis without being misleading. At the level that the Outfitter EA analysis 
attempts study, It paints an unsupportable optimistic picture that tends to prevent the Responsible Officer 
from property recognizing the ttue impacts of the proposed action. Additionally, members of the public will 
be prevented from reacting to the relatively neutral findings of the Outfitter EA. contrary to the intent of NEPA. 
The agency has decided to conduct an economic analysis, and they have failed to conduct that analysis in 
a manner that complies with the mandates of NEPA. (Correspondent 250) 

Comment 101-13. The hybrid procedure leading to the generation of the Outfitter EA has apparently caused 
the agency to make decisions at various stages of the data gathering process. The Outfitter EA notes that 
"[wJhile the decision was made In the ROD to have a non-motorized period, the analysis in thiS EA will 
detennine when the period should be in effect.• Outfitter EA at 1-2, para 5 (emphasis added). Thus, the 
information generated by the Outfitter EA is apparently only being considered in the timing of the non­
motorized window, but cannot be conska8d by the agency to reconsider whether a non-motorized period 
should be created at all. This procedure is erroneous. An agency should certainly not adhere at all costs to 
a FEIS that presents an incomplete analysis of Issues relevant to a decision, and the agency properly decided 
that outfitter economic impact analysis was laeklng In the FEIS. When faced with additional Information, the 
agency must initially decide if the Information reaches the point where it is property considered "significant 
new Information.• because the relevant CEQ regulations require that a Supplemental EIS ("SEIS") be generat­
ed when an agency makes subatantiat changes In the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns, or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns 
bearing on the proposed action or Its impacts. 40 C.F.R 1502.9(c)(I). If either of these conditions were 
satisfied, the CEO regulations suggest that an agency must complete a SEIS prior to dacisionmaking. 

Assuming that the agency validly determined that generation of a SEIS was not required, the agency was still 
required to preserve even the range of alternatives provtdad by the EIS. On a related topic previously raised 
in our prior submissions, one may question whether the EIS ever presented a proper range of alternatives. 
Regardless of the answer to that questions, the Outfitter EA plainly restricts the FEIS alternatives even further, 
and thereby lmpermlssibJy narrows the decisions to be made by the Responsible Officer. Once an agency 
has decided to collect addldonal data or perfonn a new analysis or data, the agency must provide for the 
opportunity to assess at least all of the options presented by the EIS. llle agency cannot make decisions 
at various stages of the data collection process. (Correspondent 249) 

Form Service Reaponae: .Aa stared In Chapter I, page 1, the proptned action responda to the Regional 
Forester'• July 1995 declalon on the appeal of the ROD for the Snake River Plan to further analyze the 
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•peclllc economic efledl of allocation and openrtlonlll llmltatlom on lndMduaJ commen:lal river 
pe~k • 

Fotut Semce plannlng f8flllallonl {38 CFR 219.10 (II) allow the FotNt Supemaor to amend Fotest 
Plana. The Snake River Plan wu lncotporllled In the FotNt Plan through the 19N record of declllon. 
FSH 1909.1.2,5.32 add,..._ the procea to amend Fotflt P,.,,_ In relallon to the llflnfflcance of the 
amendment. The decision notice for this EA detetmlned fhllt tin decl9lon and ,wuttant amendment to 
the Foreat Plan la 1101H#gnlllcMt In twlatlon to both NEPA and NFMA, thua not twqulrlnfl an EIS. 

Subfect 103 
Dlacloau,. of Effecta 

Comment 103-1. ll1e RegiOnal Forester's deciSion directs the Forest Supervisor to analyze and disclose the 
effects on outfitters, not to adjust the plan to accommodate them If there might be impacts. (Correspondent 
53) 

Forat Service Response: The Regional Forester• July 105 declalon {page 11} dlnH:19 the Fared 
Supervisor to -,,,,rther analyze the specific eflecta of allocation and operational llmttaflom on lndMdual 
permb and then make • new declllon relative to commercial use•. 

Comment 103-2. Not only did the Regional Forester validate the nonmotortzed window as It was originally 
designed In his decision on the appeals, he did not open the door to an amendment of the plan based on 
Impacts to commercial businesses or their customers. 

This poim is especially pertinent because the ROO allocates Jet boat numbers on 1988-1992 levels, yet fails 
to determine the effect of those levels on commerclal float businesses. Thus. It Indeed the plan could be 
amended based on the Regional Forester's decision on the appealsi It is a double-edged sword. The ROD 
concedes that jet boat use does affect float use by degrading the condttions desired by nonmotorized 
recreationists, and thus the nonmotol1zed window was conceived. But the OEA creates a rll>Wln situation for 
commercial nonmotofized businesses when It proposes to amend tha plan to accommodate commercial jet 
boat use, but falls to conduct an analysis of benefits to commercial nonmotorized use that could result in 
amending the plan in favor of stronger controls CNer motorized use. 

By falling to address the impacts of motorized use on commercial float S8IVices, yet examining the effect of 
use limits on commercial motorized use, the nonmotorized window could only be reduced, not Increased in 
this OEA, and jet boat use levels can only be sustained or increased, not decreased. 

The whole basis of logic used In the OEA's amendments to the ROD are skewed. The ROD says it will meet 
desired Mure conditions and sets standards and guidelines to do so. Then the OEA says the ROD won't 
accomplish this, and elevates jet boat use levels. The ROD says the one day float trips are Inappropriate, then 
the OEA says they are. Yet there Is no principle or logic supporting these changes. 

It would appear that the Forest Serviee has the ability to manipulate use allocadon to any degree within these 
contributed standards and desired future conditions, thus justifying almost anything it warns to do. The OEA 
is a study In the manipulation of process. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Reeponae: The Regional FOIQtar'• July 1995 decfalon (page 8) allowed tor adjustments 
to the non-motorized pedod by stating: •The 1peclflca of timing and dunrUon ol a norwnotorlzed window 
wlH be determined by the Fonm Supewltor• analysts and aublequent decision ,elafNe to commercial 
use.· 
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The efl8d8 ot molorlzed and ltOIHffOtorlzed UMn, both,,,,.,_,. and commercial, upon NCh other and 
the environment are dl•cloffd In the FEIS for the Snake River Plan (Chapter IVJ. Further, the ettecte of 
the altematlvu on the recrutlon ,..ourc .. le d,.clond on pagN 111-1 through 21 of 1h11 EA. 

The declalon notice provide• the rationale for the declalon elemente. 

Comment 103-3. The whole tone of both the Plan and the Outfitter EA is slanted toward support of 
commercial outfitters. Vlnually nothing Is said as to how the proposed alternative for commercial outfitters 
impacts others. (Correspondent 135) 

Fol'fll Service Reaponae: The effecta ol molorlzed and IIOIHffOlorlzed UHIW, both pl'Mde and commer­
cial, upon each other and the em#tonmenf are dlecloNd In the FEIS tor the Snake RNet Plan (Chapter 
IV). Further, the ettece. of the altemaflvn on the recreation ,..outcfl,. d,.cloaed on pegea 11,.1 through 
21 of thl• EA. 

Comment 103-4. The key indicators, sense of remoteness and level of social encounters, have never been 
measured and are irrelevant on a river shared by motorized and nonmotorized river craft. What is the present 
level of encounters? What is the target level? How will you measure it? There is no way to measure 
remoteness, so how can It be a key Indicator? "Capability to provide an appropriate level of visitor manage­
ment-.• The Forest Service Is incapable at this point of opening trails in the Seven Devils, of managing and 
protecting cultural sites, of keeping Kirkwood staffed, or maintaining campgrounds. How do you expect to 
manage the most regulatory and complicated river recreation management plan In the Nation? If an appropri­
ate level of visitor managament Is what you are capable of providing, this EA and the parent EIS miss the 
target. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 103-&. There are terms, developed by the "team,• within all plans which are vague, undefined and 
misleading, such as "feeling of remoteness,· "experience soUtude, • "desired recreational experience,• seg. 
ment of the public, I feel these are sUmy little words being used as documented facts when In reality they are 
not. These terms have confused and mlslnformed people. (Correspondent 250) 

Foreat Service Raaponae: Chapter Ill of the FEIS tor the Snake River Plan provldn • detailed discussion 
of the elementa fhat comprlae the rectHtlon oppo,tunlty 1,»ctrum (ROS). The use of ROS to addrett 
user c•pacltln and achieve a dNlred rectNllon experience In the FEIS tor the Snake River Plan was 
affirmed by the Regional Forester In hla July 1995 decl81on. The key Indicator Usted for /uue 1 (page 
l-5 of thl• EAJ la a valld unll of measure to addreu the potential elfecta of the rectNtlon reaources 
relative to the opendJonal #Imitation. preNnted In the propoaed action. 

Subject 104 
Legal Concerna 

Comment 104-1. The Forest Service has an obligation to protect river values and resources, including 
wndemess and primitive values. You have no obligation to protect or contrive specific levels or patterns of 
commercial use. (COIT8Spondent 53) 

Foraal Service ReeponM: The Forni Service,. delegated the tNponalblllly of maintaining and enhanc­
ing the outatandlngly remarlcable valuH (ORVa} ot the river, aa llsted on page 2 al the Snake River Plan. 
In managing to maintain and/or enhance the recreation ORV, It I• the Forest Service•, raponslblllty to 
manage commercial boating #eve/a, 1ub/ecf to ren'fctlont on tlze, lype of craft, numbers, noise llmlta, 
duration, seuons, or other mauen deemed neceua,y (38 CFR 292.45 (bJJ. 
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M atated In ,_, of thl• EA, ForNt Semce policy (38 CFR 281.58(f}J requlTN that Ure pennlttee charge 
ruaonable ratH and fumlah such aemces n may be neceua,y In the public Interest. Through apeclfy­
lng the launch IOCllllona, the availability ot a du/red mix of vldor HIV#ces can be better aNUred. 

Commeat 104-2. The preferred alternative, Alternative C does not conserve the scenic or wilderness values, 
it allows motorized use that substantially interferes with the designated values and therefore falls to regulate 
the use and number of motorized river craft as required by the statute. 

Alternative C relaxes the regulations as proposed In the ROD {Altematlve B) and Is in violation of the WSRA, 
the HCNRA and goes beyond the scope of the Appeal Decision's remand. The EA proposes to institutionalize 
historic use of commercial jet boat operators and even allows for increase In use from the 1988-1992 base 
period. The Forest Service's obligation Is to protect the ORVs not the commercial outfitters' economic profits. 
Institutionalizing historic use and allowing an Increase in use is In vlolatlon of the HCNRA Act, the WSRA and 
beyond the scope of the Appeal Decision remand. (Correspondent 159) 

Foraet Service Reaponae: Refetance Foreat. Setvke ruponaea to commenta 101-1, 103-f, 103-2, and 
104-1. 

Comment 104-3. Toe following chart shows the regulations proposed in the ROD and the changes in the EA's 
preferred alternative that HCPC otJtects to and finds are inconsistent with the law and the Appeal Decision. 

ROD - Aftemattve B 

24-day non-motorized period 

1208 commercial jet boat days 

Specific launch dates for each 
outfitter and daily launch caps 

Prohibition on launching of 
inflatable watercraft from 
commercim powerboats 

New boats maximum length of 
39.6 feet 

(Correspondent 159) 

EA Preferred - Alternative C 

18-day non-motorized perk>d 
(6 out of next 1 o years) 
21-day non-motorized period 
(4 out or next 1 o years) 

1381 commercial jet boat days 

Ellminatlon of dally launch caps 
allows maximum number of boat days 
to be used anytime during month 

Permission to launch Inflatable 
watercraft from commercial 
powerboats 

New boats maxlmtxn length if 42 feet 

Forest Service Response: Reference the decision notice where Altermrtlve Cha been modified to 
addreu •ome of thne concema and the rationale for these declalona a,w provided. 

Comment 104-4. The ROD acknowledges that "It Is inevitable that establishing use levels to resolve the 
concerns of fair and equitable al1ocations and to protect river ORVs would involve impacts to some river users. 
This is particularly true concerning powerboat use which has not had any limltalions. • The preferred AJtema-



tive, Altemative C does not meet the ot>;ectlves stated In the ROD which, for the most part, were affinned in 
the Appeal Decision. (Correspondent 159) 

Foraat Service Response: Reference the decision notice wlNn the rationale for decisions on the 
operational llmlfatlona and amendmenl9 to tlN FOf'Nf Plan la provided. 

Comment 104-5. There Is no need for a nonmotorized period; there iS no need for solitude or remoteness 
in a wUd river. While some might like those attributes, It Is cenalnly not the responsibility at the Forest Service 
to rewrite legislation so that a few may get their way. (Correspondent 184} 

Fornt Service Reaponae: Reference Forest Swvfce fNPOMff to commema In Appendix K of the FEIS 
for the Snake Rlwlr Plan (papa K-31 through K-34. and IC-50 thtouflh K-53). 

Comment 104--6. PhysJcaUy challenged individuals are often limited to accessing the NRA via powerboat By 
restricting the access of powerboats to sections of Hells canyon, the agency Is necessarfly restrietlng the 
ability of these indMduals to experience the same opportunities as experienced by others. The OUlfitter EA 
does not mention these impacts in any detail, and the agency has not assessed these effects adequately at 
any point in rendering Its decision. At a minimum, the applicability of the ADA and the rights of physically 
challenged Individuals to enjoy the NRA should be Incorporated In the agency's analysis. (Correspondent 
184) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Reference FotNt Setvle• t'NpOfJfft to commema In Appudlx. K of the FEIS 
for the Snake River Plan (pago K-f n through K-180}. 

Comment 104-7. The elimination of power boats even during pan of the year is beyond the scope of your 
agency. These waters are an historic RS2477 Right of Wf#J as defined by Idaho Code 40-2Q4..A. The users 
on this river both commerciaJ and recreation both power and float need to share the waterway in a safe and 
sane manner. (Correspondent 203} 

Foreat Service Response: Revised Statue 2477 doe, not apply to waterways such n the WIid and Scenic 
Snake River. 

Comment 104-8. I have previously raised in our appeal and in testimony to the Deputy Regional Forester 
at our oral hearing, the Issue of being lntentlonally excluded from a section of the river by new restrictions 
on our area of operatiOns. ThiS renders us less compedtlve and hinders our ability to remain a viable business. 
This was never responded to by you or the Deputy Regional Forester in response to our appeal. (Correspond­
ent 247) 

Forest Service Reaponee: Forest Snee recom Indicate thne appeal points were directly rnponded 
to •• part of the March 10, 1995 responalve _,.,,..,,,. on ThrN Rivera Oullltlera December 19, 1994 
appeal ot Ute Snake RIVer Plan. The Regional FOffftel'• July 1995 dec,.,on on the appeala found that 
the ROD and FEISforUJ• Snake River Plan do not dl.cloff the conHqUencea ot how the decision lllfecfl 
the economk: vlabllffy of outlltter..guldu. The Regional Forester directed the Forut SupetVlaorto further 
analyze the specific effectlt of the allOCldlon and operational llmltallon9 on lndMdual pennn. and then 
make a new decision relatln to commen;lal ""· Tin EA and declllon notice fulffll those requirements. 
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Access to Private Land 

Comment-104-9. The EA does not pravide the specifics of how the non-motorized window will operate with 
regard to private property access, and the EA tans to disclose the specifics on how the limited permits 
available for private powerboating use during the primary use period will be distributed. Such a lack of specific 
analysis thwarts Informed public nwiew and informed decisionmaklng here, violating the agency's NEPA 
directives and its own appeal decision guidance. 

Moreover. becal 198 the Ferraro decision acknowledges that the private land access issues are connected to 
decisions on commercial operations and special use permits, the prtvate land access issues must be 
addressed at the same time, and In the same environmental analysis document, as are the decisions on 
commercial outfitter use and establishment of the specifies on any non-motorized period restrictfons. Further, 
a decision of the magnitude proposed In the EA and fully responsive to the Ferraro decision must be 
addressed by a comprehensive EIS and not a perfunctory EA analysis as the agency is proposing here. 
(Correspondent 165) 

Comment 104-10. One of the Regional Forester's charges in the appeal decision was to conduct further 
analysis in order to assure reasonable and adequate access to private land. This was not addressed in the 
EA While the issue of private land access and river recreation or outflnfng and guiding might seem separate 
issues, they are closely tied together and both should be addressed in this document. (Correspondent 184) 

Foreat Service Rnponae: In July and Aug,_ ol W. .ummer, ptltnde landownen within the WIid and 
Scenic Snake Rllfer conldor and the Lower Salmon River went nolllled ol the prooea to conalder and 
grant, If necesu,y, accea to ptlvtlte land• via the Snake Rh/er dudng the p,lma,y Haon. A lptK:lal use 
authorization would allow accen to private Ian"- within the Snake River confdor or acc.N through the 
Snake River to ptMlte lands within the l.olllfer Salmon River. The,w .,. no private lamM within the wild 
sect/on of river that corrnpond with the area of the non-motorlzed period. Requeata tor access to private 
landa from the He,,. Canyon Cl'ffk launch de during any ol the 21 n~orlzed da)/9 will be conshl­
ered In the appllcatlon procea. Relerence analyal• fll• for coplea of the private landowne,a notification. 

Private powerboat acceN and allocatlon,. add,eaed In the f 994 Snake River Plan and W. accompany­
Ing FEIS and ROD. 

The declllon notice to th,. EA d,.cloa• a flncllng of no llgnltlcant Impact, fhue fflffllng the requlrementa 
to not punue .,, EIS. 

Subject 105 
HCNRAAct 

Comment 105-1. As a public school educator who has used Hells canyon as an extension of our classrooms, 
I am writing to strongly endorse Alternative A. The open access presently available to anyone who want to 
responsibly travet the river iS fult, consistent with the original intent of the legislation designating the area as 
a national recreation area This special status was granted in order to accommodate the widest reasonable 
range of river experience and still ensures government oversight and stewardship of the land. Further 
restrictions on public access to the Hells Canyon Recreation Area would mean a national treasure would 
remain undiscovered. This was not the Intent of those farsighted Individuals like Mark Hadield and others who, 
in the spirit of Theodore Roosevelt, have sought to share this special part of America with everyone. 
(Correspondent 25) 

Forest Service Rnponae: Reference Forut Semce ,..ponsN to comments In Appendix K of the FEIS 
to the Snake River Plan (pages K-27 through K-40}. 
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Comment 105-2. How can you classify the Snake River as a Wild and Scenic river wtth a dam on It? 
(Correspondent 52) 

Forest Service Reeponee: The He/,. Canyon Dam,. not within the WIid and Scenic Snen River conldor. 
The Snake Rlverwaa dftlgnated wild and scenic by Cong,eu In 1975, when the HCNRA waa Ntabllshed 
(Public Law 94--191). 

Comment 105-3. Both commercial and private jet boat use of the Snake Wild and Scenic River should be 
limited to 1975 levels in the WIid designated section ot the r1Ver. This Is necessary to protect the wlldemess 
values and primitive character of the river that existed upon designation. Tllls section of the river is supposed 
to be treated as a "vestige of primitive America,• but ls not due to Increases In jet boat traffic. 

All jet boat levels In the scenic section of the river should be limited to 19n • 1978 levels, which is the time 
float boat levels began betng managed. Float boat launchaa were conb'olled in the Wild river section to 
prevent overuse In the most popular section of the river for floating. Jet boat levels shouki have been capped 
at that ttme at existing levels to protect river resources and values In the Scenic section of the river, which 
is the section most heavily used by jet boats. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Reaponee: Tl"- ,. out81de the scope of the purpoae and need tor the propo8ed action 
u stated In Chapter I. Jheae commenta..,. ralHd In appe,,18 olthe ROD by Hen. Canyon Ptflemdlon 
Council. The Regional Fonmer found In his July 19N declalon that the FotNt Su~or,. not limited 
to fhose levele of tlvercraft that exlded In 197~1918. 

Authority for Non-Motorized Period 

Several people questioned the authority of the Forest Service to close the river to motorized rlvercratr during 
the non•motorized periods. Several comments expressing similar views are followed by the Forest Service 
response: 

Comment 1 OM. The power boat closure periods in the wild river are neither needed or legal. Power boating 
has been taking place on this navigable river for over 100 years. By contrast, floaters are Johnny-come-latelys, 
not appearing In any numbers until the earty 1970's. This is our country's finest white water power boating 
river and may well be the finest in the world. We certainly hear comments to that effect from our International 
guests. Power boating Is recognized as a use every bit as valid as floating in the HCNRA Act. The Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act doesn't even mention power boats, to say nothing about banning them. In the HCNRA Act 
they spectfied that both motorized and nonmotorized river craft were valid uses, one no more valid than the 
other. By taking these actions Congress went beyond "allowing" motorized river craft By declining to Include 
the corridor In the surrounding wilderness and specifying its validity, Congress made It clear that motorized 
use was to continue. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 106-5. The sad fact is that the Forest Service has taken the attitude that they do have the authority 
to ignore the Intent of Congress and torture the Intent of the HCNRA until it is almost totally unrecognizable. 
It is a Judicial fact that the intent of the law is the law. When Congress recognized certain uses as valid in the 
HCNRA there was no intent that any of those uses should be eliminated in the name of regulation, whether 
temporarily or permanently. Regulating a valid user group off the river for even one single day iS just the same 
as eUmlnating that user group for one single day. The HCNRA did not break up the river Into sections in which 
the intent of Congress could be ignored. If that were the case, what would stop the Forest Service from closing 
all but one mile of the river to power boats for only 364 days each year? (Correspondent 128) 

Comment 105-6. Hells Canyon should be left open to all users and not locked up or set aside at any particular 
time for any one river user and/or canyon user to enjoy solely by themself. Hells Canyon is a National 
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Recreation Area set aside for the pubHc by congress. All users should be able to enjaj' Hells Canyon at any 
time of the year, month, week, or day providing the environment is not over impacted or abused. (Correspond. 
ent 177) 

Comment 105-7. The Hens canyon Act specifically recognizes both motorized and non~motorized river craft 
as valid uses of the river within the recreation area It does not say that they are to handled differently on 
different parts of the river. Both are equally valid on the whole river for the whole year. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 106-8. I agree there should be reasonable limitations but to take fJWfJtf privilege& altogether is 
unconstitutional (Correspondent 21) 

Comment 105-9. I was brought up believing aH waters had to be open to all. What has happened? (C~ 
spondent 95) 

Comment 105-1 o. So why is it necessary to risk ruining our business? Wtrj is It necessary to deny our 
customers access to their national recreation area? That need certainty isn't exhibited In this EA. The need 
statement iS a flimsy conttivanca stating some floaters need a nonmotorized expertence and that we must 
provide a "desired recreation expertence. • But the experience proYicjed by this plan Isn't What most of the 
canyon's visitors desire; It isn't an exper1ence required by the WIid and Scenic Rivers Act or the Hells Canyon 
Act. We feel, in fact, that it clearty violates both the letter and intent of the Hells Canyon Act. (Correspondent 
251) 

Comment 105-11. Hells Canyon is a National Recreation Area h was the intent to kaap it and manage it as 
a National Recreation Area EUminatlng any one user group for any time during the year Is not correct. 
(Correspondent 243) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The authodly and tupon,lblllty ot the Fornt Setvlce to manage motorized 
and non-motorized rtvercnrtr baNd on type ot craft, numbers. duration, and nuona 11 summarized 
under "1.egl8lated Requlremenla and Management Direction- on pago 1-t through ff otfhe ~nake River 
Plan FEIS. 

Appendix C of the Snake River Plan FEIS,,,...,,,. a flamewo,fr tor management of,,,. Wild and Scenic 
Snake River corridor that further clatlflee the agency• authorfty. 

Appendix Hof the Snake River Plan FEIS ,,,..._ regional river recrutlon oppolf&mlf/N ueed 81 a tool 
In balancing UH allocaUons on the Snake River with similar opportunlllN on other regional riven. 

Appendix. K of the FEIS provldM conalderable dlKua/on and ndlonale for the non-motorized perlode. 
Many ot these comments were originally brought torward In commeni. on the DEIS and FEIS tor the 
Snake River Plan and can be found under the lollolllllng aectlone: 

Regulato,y Concemt, pago K-27 through 40 
Recreation Experience, pagu K-50 through If 
Uee Leve/a, pagee K-81 through 108 

The record ot decla/on for the Snake River Plan FEIS c"'8rly outllnn the rationale tor the non-motorized 
window under INue 1: Managing tor the Intended Recreation Experience, pagN ._14. 

The Regional Forester'• July f 995 declllon on •PPM,. afflrme the dee/a/on to provide a notHnotorlzed 
window to achieve more primitive condition• In the wild rtverugment and to reduce user conflicts (page 
9). 
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Comment 105-12. When you reference to section 10(d) cl the HCNRA Act why do you avoid the validity 
portion of that section? Include the whole thing please. You Sl1/f you are trying to •assure that use levels are 
compatlble with the objectives of Sections 7 and 10 of the HCNRA Act.• While section 10 gives you the 
authority to regulate use and numbers, it contains no direction as to whal those numbers should be and states 
no obJectives. While section 7 llsts objectives, you have failed to show that power boating creates problems 
or poses a threat to achievement of any of those obfect1v8S. You have provided no justHicatk>n for the actions 
taken to severely curtail and, during tha closure periods, eliminate power boating, that can be based on 
section 7's ob;ectives. (Correspondent 184) 

FOIHI Service Reeponae: A complete ntfeNnce to HdfOn fO(d) INN bMn added to pqe 1-4. Reference 
the prevloua Foteat Se,vk:e tupOnN to, dlKUNlon on the need tot we tNtrlctiOIM and agency 
authority. 

Subjecl 10S 
Relatlonahlp to Other Planning Proceeaaa/Daclalona 

Comment 108-1. Once again you refer to the "study river.• The study was completed In 1980 by the NPS and 
the recommendation went to tha President in 1983. No leglslaliOn was Introduced and the study protection 
expired. Applications were Immediately flied to build the Asotin Dam. Congress passed a law prohibiting 
dams, but elected not to designate it under the W&SRA. It does not stay a study river forever; othe,wlse there 
would be no need to ever designate it. A study river would remain in that limbo In perpetuity. You might 
recommend designation, but only Congress can do It, and Congress has decided not to In this case. This 
4 miles of the Snake Is simply an undesignated section of river. lllere Is no deUneated river corridor in this 
segment. (Correspondent 184) 

Foraat Service Reaponae: Although th• ANl8tanl Secreca,y ot the Interior did not recommend wild and 
scenic dulgnatlon at the end ot the ffrat atudy, • tubaequent audy reaulted from a Foreat Plan appeal 
with Amertcan Riven and Oregon (now Pacific) Rinn Council under Net/on 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic 
River Act. Under the settlement agreement, tlN Foreat SetVlce agreed to datermlne the eligibility and 
aultabllffy ot the lower Snake (the 4..2-mlle HCtlon within the HCNRA Immediately north of the emtlng 
scenic river} and to manage fheH aultable rlwn at their potenrlal wild and acenlc river clanlllcatlons 
until Cong,ea deslgnatn these IMtll or,.,..._ them from lutther consideration. Thia porUon of the 
Snake River,. being ffl8IJllflff In accotdance with ManagementArN 8 of the FOtNt Plan and within the 
direction Ht forth In the Snake River Plan .. acfmlC. 

Subject 107 
Propoaed Action - General 

Comment 101-1. In the proposed action Purpose and Need section of the OEA. it iS stated that • ... the 
proposed action seeks to allow business flexibility for commercial permittees to ensure the public need for 
these services will be met.• However, the OEA fails to define or quantify this 'public need," whether in the 
context ot the unlimited commercial use that has for 20 years been allC7N8d, or the protection of river values 
that the law requires. 

The only context for "public need' ls the business that jet boat outfitters have been able to accumulate over 
20 years of uncontrolled use. Is "public need" then defined by the "need" perceived, based on the "demand" 
for these services that accumulated during unlimited use? What would be the Impacts on the public If the 
established use, based on unlimited launch capabilities, was reduced? What would be the impact if some 
people, the "tranSient" touriSts described In the OEA who choose to take a Jet boat tour because It is available, 
were denied this opportunity because use was limited based on the needed protection of wilderness values? 
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The Impacts would be to the number of customers of jet boat outfitters, not to public access to visit Hells 
Canyon. In fact, the optJon exists for visitors to drive to a river penal at Pittsburg Landing, Dug Bar, or Hells 
Canyon Creek and view the river and canyon, while staying at the campground at Pittsburg Landing or going 
to the visitors center at HeJls Canyon Creek. They could drive on paved or otherwise Improved roads on the 
canyon rim at Hat Point, Overtook I, or Windy Saddle and view the canyon from there, using the camping, 
Interpretive, and other facillties that the Forest SeMce has provided at these locations. In addition. these 
visitors have access to oompanles providing scenic tours of Halls Canyon by van, and land-based outfitters 
that access river trails by horse and llama. 

In short, the public •neecr for outfitted S8Nices on the rwer Is not defined in terms of a specific expertence 
in a boat that is somehow necessary to the point that a specific level must be maintained. Nor is this •need" 
explained In the context of the public being somehow harmed or deprived If a specific amount of this service 
were not made available. In tact. this service is available, and there is a wealth of opportunities for people to 
view Hells Canyon from top to bottom. Saying that there is a need for outfitted S81Vices is one thing, but the 
issue of levels and expectations Is another. 

The OEA is obviously using the •pubhc need for outfitter services" as a surrogate to guarantee a desired 
,radltional" lev8's of business and profits for outfitting companies. The "need" for specific leve'8 of jet boat 
outfitter services is not justified or even defined In the EA, nor in tt,;s context even in the EIS. (Correspondent 
53) 

Foreat Service RaponN: The FEJS and ROD for the Snab R/tTer Plan demonstrate the public need for 
OUlfltter..gukle service-. both motorized and MIMnOtonzed. The FEIS and ROD also NtabllllHHI mul­
mum allowable UH (canylng capacity} wfthln the primary .... an. tor both motorized and non­
motorized, to.,.,,.. the profeCllon and enhancement olthe outstandingly remarbble values. Both the 
demonsfnlfed public need tor OUllltter..gulde HIVlcea and U.. carrying capacity were alllrmed by the 
Regional Fofflle, In hla July 1895 decision on •P,,..,._ 

Comment 107-2. The "need" for distribution of commercial jet boat use as described in the OEA iS miScharac­
terlzed and Irrelevant. The statement that -niere Is a need to provide public service through offertng a level 
of outfitted services at each river ponar Is unsupported. The pub.lie that Is •unable to enjoy the unique 
recreational experience of the Snake W&S River because of lack of skills or specialized equipment" is not 
dependent on entry to the river at a specific portal. 

Again, it would appear that the alleged need to provide access to specific portals is based on the needs of 
jet boat outfitters, not the pubHc. Certain outfitters prefer to Initiate their trips from specific portals 0aunch sites 
on the river). This Is usually based on where the best access to the river is from their home base. 

There is no lndlcation that any pub.lies care which pmtal they enter the river on. The ROD goes to great lengths 
to guarantee jet boat outfitters access to the same areas of the river they traditionally have accessed on their 
tours. 

One jet boat outfitter, Hells Canyon Adventures, operates from Halls Canyon Creek on the upper section of 
the river. In fact, this outfitter is the beneficia,y of the walk-in business that comes to him from the tourists that 
drive the paved road to the visitors center at Hells Canyon Creek. This operation Is the only one that has a 
consistent presence (docks. boats pennanentJy moored, employees present) at a portal, and can accommo­
date people who drive directly to Hells Canyon on a trip the minute they arrive and Inquire. No other outfitter 
maintains such a presence at any portal. 

The "walk-in" business that is referenced in the OEA refers to peopJe who contact an outfitter to book trips 
at the spur of the moment. Many of these folks call an outfitting business office, and do not actually access 
services from the river. Toe one outfitter that does receive direct walk-in business at the river has a clstlnct 
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business advantage. But the point Is, most people could care less what portal their trip starts from. So what 
is the motivation for this_ "need?" Is It to continue to perpetuate the gravy train that Hells Canyon Adventures 
has feasted from over the years? 

The OEA does not dlsck>se the infonnatlon required to make a detennlnation of launches from specfflc portals 
based on a desire to see spectfic parts of the canyon. or the public's desire to begin a trip from a certain 
locatlon. It Is doubtful that customers of commercial jet boat outfitters have any clue as to what partieular 
attraction of the canyon they wish to see on thar zil>in, zip- out jet boat tour. Based on this fact, and the 
absence of outfitter contact offices at portals, •availablllty of servfce9" based on launches from a spacfflc portal 
Is largely Irrelevant 

The •neecr for maximum and minimum numbers of outfitters •ar specific portals is Illuminated In the OEA. This 
Issue might be relevant If the customers of jet boat tour oparators learned of jet boat tours, and signed up 
for them while visiting a portal. But as previously stated, this is nol the case, except possibly with the one 
outfitter that operates from Hells Canyon Dam. But again, since the outfitters do not have offices or other 
contact stations on site at the ponals, this point is superfluous. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service RNponae: Public need can be.c be dNcrlbed by the rectNClon ORV and articulated 
through ROS chatacterfatlca (Appendix C ol the Snake RINt Plan). Public need for outmter-gUlde 
aetvlc .. at the Hella canyon Creek. Pltlsbutg Landing, and Cache Clwek pottala, bolh motorized and 
non-motorized, ,._ I011f1 been demonnrated by the ab/Illy of the outlftter-gulde8 to 1U8faln a viable 
bualneu. Throughout the Umlta ol Acceptable Chanflfl planning procen. the EIS procea. and now this 
EA the public ha8 upreued lnterut In maintaining ttadlllonal accen palm to the river corridor, both 
for private and commercJal USN. The communlllea that are dependent on tourism dollara have also 
echoed that lntereat. One element of the 1994 ROD for the Snake Rw« Plan wn to maintain dally acce11 
to the wild tlver from all potfllla throughout th• primary season for both ptlvat• and commercial 
powerboats (page 10). 

Commenl 107-3. Wllh regard to the organization of the decisionmaklng vehlde, It seems significant that the 
purpose/need of the Outfitter EA does no1 correspond to the purpose/need of the_FEIS. Assuming that the 
agency can address itS present concerns In the context of an EA, one can certainly argue that the agency 
cannot shift the focus by relying on some conclusions already reached In the ROD while renewing analysis 
of other areas in the Outfitter EA. (Correspondent 249) 

Foreet Service Ruponae: Although the comment dON nol addre11 specfflc elemems of concem, the 
decision notice for this EA provide• the rationale for each declllon element and the JustlflClltlon for 
amendmenta to the Forut Plan. 

Comment 107-4. The need for proposed action originates from Forest Service visitor use reportS showing 
a 147'6 Increase over a 12 year period. One must wonder how negatively this Increase was Impacting 
recreational experiences. that only an 11% lncreaw per year. There are 19 powerboat permits issued, on 
average that Is only .64% Increase per permit, per year. (Correspondent 252) 

Forni Service Ruponae: The 141" /nCl'Nff In recreation use (EA, page f.1) la relative to all river­
related use, bolh private and commercial, motorized and no~motorlzed. Looked llt natrOWly, • did the 
con-.spondent, the growth don not appear to be alannlng. But loolced at cumulatJvely (147" growth 
In 13 years), the growth can have considerable rfllcl on degradation of the rlvvs ORV,; thus the need 
for visitor use management. 
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Subject 108 
Umlta of Acceptable Change (UC) 

Some people responding to the EA felt that the planning teem should have made better use of the LAC process. 
The Forest Service response follows several comments: 

Comment 108-1. Why was there not an alternative that allowed access In the wild river as outnnect In LAC? 
This would have made an Interesting comparison with C, especially with respect to the economic affects. 
When discuss.Ing the mbc: of use levels you sa, that there was ,llde agreement on the mbc of use l8Vels, • "there 
was not complete consensus.• Of course, you will not find agreement or consensus when you call for 
comments on a vague proposal. Consensus comas only after serious negotiation among reasonable peopJe. 
Unfortunatety, th818 has been no effort since LAC to bring the major parties together to build consensus. What 
we have seen Is unllataral agency proposals and decisions that divide the user, pitting the lnteresls of one 
against the other. The LAC process was a1 ICC8Ssful in reaching consensus of these very Issues, with the 
exception of two task force membets who ware unwilling to find any accommodation; that was their position 
when the process started and their position at the end. Twenty two of twenty did find consensus. (Corre­
spondent 184) 

Comment 108-2. We continue to believe that a broader range of alternative, Including an alternative mirroring 
the Limits of Acceptable Change (the •LAC') findJngs with appropriate updating, would best serve the needs 
of the public. (Correspondem 249) 

Comment 108-3. The need of a non-motorized period falls within this distortion. I respectfully request you 
clean up that team and by consensus such as the LAC or using the current LAC results, develop a plan with 
updated, realistic, honest data. (Correspondent 250) 

Comment 108-4. This EA doesn't really have a range of alternatives as required by NEPA. A is the mandatory 
no action. C is a variation of 8. Why wasn't a real alternative devek>ped that did ~ with the nonmotorized 
window and allowed wild river access on a par with the LAC alternative we all agreed to and were committed 
to? If thts had been done, an honest, unbiased review would have placed that alternative at the top of the 
pack. (Correspondent 251) 

Forest Service R .. ponae: ~ dlscloaed In Appendix Kol the FEIS (K-10 through K•15J many of the 
element. ol the LAC recommendat/on9 are can1ed forward Into the Snake River Plan. Upon CM'flfu/ 
review ol thla EA'• selected Alternative C, the connpondenla would find that the .,.. lfwell prncrlbed 
for motorized commercial uae actually exceed• the LAC recommends. For addltlonal dlacualon on ttut 
range of alternatives, reference Commenta 101-5 and 101·8. 

Subject 111 
Publlc Involvement Proceu 

Comment 111•1. To what point Is the general public expected to continue on with comments deaJlng with 
preparation of a Snake WIid and Scenic River management plan? At what point to dlslllusion and confusion 
too much to handle? Have you considered this? Over the past 7 years, the public has been expected to 
understand and be fully involved In the LAC process; to submit comments on the original river plan EA and 
attend meetings on that proposed action; to comment on an EIS proposed action; to attend another round 
of public meetings; to commem on the DEIS; to than comment on the FEIS; then to appeal the ROD; then 
comment on the proposed action for an amending EA, and now comment on a draft EA for the amendment. 

How can you expect the public to stay foe ISed, to have faith in the process. and to continue with serious, 
hopeh.JJ involvement through such a convoluted, confusing, and seemingly endless progression of process? 
At what point would the Forest Service expect the public will lose faith In the process. particularly given the 
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record of unsupported and Indefensible delay In finally Implementing a rtver plan It has wafted more than 
eleven years for since the expiration of the CroweH CMP appeal decision? This .record of delay includes two 
recent decisions that delayed plan implementation without offering any good reason for doing so. Add to thiS 
the frustralion of nonmotortzed recreationists at having wafted 20 years for jet boats to finally be regutated 
as the law requires (while float boating has been regulated) and you have a recipe for complete and justified 
disillusion with the process. It would appear that Indeed, the number of comments from the jet boat constitu­
ency has inspired the preferred alternative for the OEA. The OEA should disclose the rationale for basing the 
preferred alternative ~ public comments, specifically which comments. 

The OEA should explain at whal point the NEPA process Is reduced to a vote. This lnformalk>n Is necessary 
because In other NEPA forums, the Wallowa--Whltman National Forest has ignored the collactlon of comments 
that overwhelmingly favored a certain position on a specific issue. In the case of the 01811ook II project. 132 
commenlS received we,e opposed to the protect Only 8 were In favor. Yet il withdrawing the decision to 
implement Overtook II, pu~lc opposition was not noted In any way, shape, or form as the reason for the 
withdrawal. (Correspondent 53) 

Foreat Servlc. Reaponaa: The Forest Service 8hatN the concem ot lhla conupondent lhaf • the 
planning procea continua, tM public can and aometlmea doa become dlllnteruted. The Forest 
Sen,fce la commftted to public pa,tlelpallOn In theN planning flftOltJI u evidenced by the number ot 
public meetlnge held, Invitations for ,,.,.,_, group meeUngs. meeting with attec:ted outfitter-guide•, 
med/a ,., ..... , and news/eften malled. 

The declalon notice tor thla EA provld• the rationale tor the selectlon ol the preferred altemallve. 

The FOt'Nt Sfll'llcfl doea not comlder public participation ... voting proceaa. Public comment II 
weighed hflavlly baaed on the aulmantlve and factulll nature ol the comment. In addition, prior to 
formulating declaloM, the Foteat Supe,vlaor wlll comlder Input from Forest Setvfc4t SIIIII to ensure the 
protection and enhancement ot the river OR\'9. 

Comment 111-2. My real <Jbiection to this document, iS Its continued catering to the outfitters of the region. 
This Is evidenced starting on page 1-7. This page shows some 645 contacts by mall • 88Y8r8I meetings with 
outfitters both privately and In groups and at least 30 calls from the Forest Service to outfitters. None of this 
kind of personal attention or consideration has ever been given to private floaters. Our names are all In your 
computers fNery time we draw a permit (Correspondent 82) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Forest SetVlce strwn to Invite 811 Interested publlca to become Involved 
with the•• planning proceaea. Public participation la not• cloaed procea and la open at all times to 
Interested lndMduala. Since th/a EA I• tocused on operational Hmltatlons •pecltlc to motorized and 
non-motorized outlitter-guldn, all of which are under apeclal UN permit with the Fornt Semce. apeclal 
eftott9 were made to contact these lndMduala. The varfoua meeflnga and phone calle focused on 
presenting the Fornt SetVlce"a propoaed management altematltffl and allowing fffdbaclt on potential 
effects ol lhoH actlona. In addition, the varloua contam wffh outlffler-guldn provldea the planning 
team with• ibeUer und.,.,.ndlng of how the bu■IIJNNS operate so that the public and Foreat Supetvlsor 
can be better Informed on the potential ettectL 

Comment 111-3. Throughout this process It seems that the Forest Service has gotten further and further 
~ from the original public comment and input taken during the Initial scoping process and more and more 
responsive to the continued demands of the power boat community which is simpty repeating their same 
demands over and over. 
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I would urge you to look back to the original comments from the public and the float boat community as you 
make the final decisions. (Correspondent 254) 

Forest Service ANponae: Thank you for your comment Publlc comments gathered throughout th• EIS 
and thl• EA p,ocea ,._. been reviewed to...,., ,n fotmuW1nfJ the deci.lon. 

Subfect410 
Commercial UN AJJocallon 

Views expressed by commenters regarding restriction of commerciBI use were varied. For example: 

Comment 410-1. I fully support the proposed restrictions on jet boat use/trips In the Wild and Scenic portion 
of Hells Canyon. (Correspondent 31) 

Comment 410-2. We agree with reasonable limitations but not closure. (Correspondent 52) 

Comment 41 o-3. Power boate,s have worked diligently to be good citizens on the river. Our efforts have been 
successful, but for that effort we have been singled out as a use which is less valid than floating. (Correspond­
ent 56) 

Comment 410-4. The Hells Canyon National Recreation Area is an important resource to Idaho. Not only does 
it contribute to our economic diversity but also to our quality al life by providing a unique recreational 
opportunity; a blend of motorized and non-motorized craft experiencing together the challenges of whitewa­
ter. 

There is no question that boating use of the river, both power and float, must be managed to prOVide a quality 
experience and to protect the canyon's resources, however, the numbelS should be reasonable and the 
restrictions warranted. (Correspondent 191) 

Foreat Service Reaponaa: Many rnpondenu NCOfJlllz• • need to limit UN on the river to maintain Its 
unique character. Howenr, there have been many dllferent Idea concemtng wlNlt the co,rect mix of 
u•• should be baud on lndMdual ,,.rceptlon. PowetfJNt UN le not lea valid than thMtJng; but 80m4t 

ffoaNrs prefer• trip that don nol lnclud• the preaence ot power'1olD. The preferred altemadve meets 
that need and still allowa powerboat u.e. 

Comment 410-5. We stDI do not feel you should take more launches from other powerboat outfitters In an 
attempt to make some economically viable. (Correspondent 13) 

Forest Service Aeeponae: All boat d11Y allOClltlona wete det#Nd from the 1988-1992 bue period, using 
the five-year IW8l'llflelprlortty 111• c.lculallon • llllltnHHI by the Regional FOl'ffler. Each oullltter re­
ceived their total boat day allocation ullng thf• method. Ae • INulf, no OUllltter• allocatlon ha• been 
reduced from the baN ,,.r1oc1 to provide mont •• to other oulfltt.,._ Some OUllltten have additional 
boat days •lloc«ed from UH, .. boat days that were originally ldenllfled In the EIS •• Plttsburg-to­
Klrlcwood-only boat days for use by the Riggins outfitters. 111 ... boat days represented an additional 
allocation above the base period anocatlons that went based on hlnorlc use. In the EA, these 88 boat 
days were expanded to Include all ol th• acanlc river and were ,._.,located among more ouffltten to 
meet speclffc objectives. Since fheH 88 boat dap were never part ot the otfgllNII base period calcula­
tion• tor any OUflltter, they do not repreaent lou ol UH to any outfitter. 
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Comment 41 CM. I want daily commercial trips reduced 50% from average of last 5 years and held at that 
level or less. (Correspondent 40) 

Foreat Service ANponae: The allocldlon of commercial powemoat .,.. Into d,,,.,..,., ffCt/OM ot the 
river,. bllHd on IJfffflflng •pecltlc ob}ectlvN tor rectNllon expet#enCU by tloat.,. and powemoatere, 
lncludlnfl ~ of encounte,s among dlllerent UNI' group& 

Comment 410-7, My only CfitJcism al your proposal is that you shoukt have restricted power boat usage 
yearlong. (Correspondent 41) 

Forest Service Aaponse: Currenl.,.. In the aeconda,y NUOII doea not uceed eafabllalled UM levels. 
The ulatlnfl Snake River Plan makN ptOVlalon tor expandlnfl the plfma,y NUOn If monitoring lndlcatfl 
a need. See ·Length of u •• Seaton, Code 410" In Appendix K of the FEIS tor moN tntonnatlon. Ulcewlse, 
commercial llollt.,.. la not reltrlcted year-long~ there,. currenlly no demonstnded need to do so. 

Comment 41G-8. ft is my considered opinion that ALTERNATIVE A SHOULD BE THE ONLY CHOICE 
IMPLEMENTED! This is the "No Action" alternative, and does not change the WWI business Is operated at the 
present time with specific regard to commercial powerboat operators. (Correspondent 48) 

Foreet Service Aeaponae: Alternative A doe• not meet the pu,poae and need for action, and doff not 
resolve the l•u• ot providing appropmrte levela ot accea for Ill uun to meet the Intended recreation 
experience. 

Comment 410-9. Although the EA recognizes that establishing capacity is a requirement for the Plan and the 
EA, this major Issue is dismissed in the EA merely by referring to numbers of campsites in part of the Wild 
section of the river and to incomplete studies in the Plan regarding user comments on satisfaction .... capacity 
has not yet been determined, so establishing numbers of outfitters and allocating use Is premature. 

The Forest Service 18 boUnd to the principle of consldertng public Input before detennlnlng how the Snake 
River should be managed. Following that, reasonable decisions can be made on appropriate capacity and 
types of river use. For awarding special use permits, bid and prospectus method should be used to choose 
commercfat oUlfitters who will provide services commensurate with the Plan. 

The EA simply records what presently exists after twenty years of unmanaged growth, and, without any regard 
to what the river capacity should be, presents a proposal that would continue the crisis for the foreseeable 
Mure. (Correspondent 135) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: The Foreat Setvlce hu no any aUlhorlly to ,...,. •PKlal .,.. permtt. for 
outfltt/lJfl and guiding through a bid pto1pectua proceu for ongoing outfffter..gulde actlvltleL In tact, 
the national outfltter--gukle organlzatloM .,. oppoaed to this method of allocadng UN to outllttere 
becauN of the uncettalnty of maintaining a buelnea over an extended pedod of time. 

The FEIS and EA Involved extensive public Involvement. Including public Input In regard to the capacities 
for use of the river to provide dilterent recreation expenenceL The UN aUOCllfloM In t/111 document are 
based In part on public Input 81 well •• protealonal Judgement baaed on u•lng the beat available 
Information. 

Comment 410-1 o. Raise the powerboat CAP. The public demands the services of commercial powerboaters. 
There is no reason at this time to so severely reduce the avallablllty of these services. The river has enormous 
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capacity much greater than the CAP allows. Because the CAP is not based on anything scientific or even 
tangible, it can easily be changed. I do not expect the Forest Service to guarantee me a living, If I succeed 
it will be because I have worked hard and provided a service the public wants. However, the Forest Service 
should deny me the opportunity for success through an oppressive management plan based not on what 
is good for the public, the convnunilies, or the state but rather on what enhances the experiences for floaters. 
Please Increase the number of needed 5aunches; the number allowed in Altemative C sdll faJls short. 
(Correspondent 162) 

ForNI Service RNponae: Per the Regional FOl'Nfel'. aPPNI declalon, outllller UN wae revMMKI and 
some ad}uatnHl#ds were made u • ,uuft of that nwfew1 lncludll1f1 an audit ol •evetal outlltlen' tecorda. 
With the exception of Hella canyon .Adventurn, that review lnd/cfded lhat there wu • margin ol arror 
In the ""'8 UNd In the FEIS ot approximately 2", and that the Forat s.mc. had etred In favor ol the 
powemoat oulffll.,._ .Ae • 1WUlt, boat clap www lHIJusfed dowmnrd1 but this relUlted In llllle noticeable 
effect to total allocation since the ptlorlly UM factor uud In the total calculadon lnlfatN actual anrage 
UM. 

A review of Hella Canyon AdvenfulN• UN tNUlted In• aubatantlal addition to their allocallon n • result 
of Incorrect records aubmltted by the prevloul owner. Tiff, cap wu ralaed n • tNUlt ol this Increase 
to reflect actual., .. for that oulfflter dudl1f1 the boa period, but the additional UN aaoclated with this 
raise In the cap wu hlfltorlc UN generated by He/la Canyon AdventurN and, therefore, the additional 
use wu IIH/gned only to that business. 

Comment 410-11. In reading your commercial outfitting history, I learned that your stated long term goal for 
float boat allocation between private users and public providers Is a 60/40% split. However, by taking an 
additional 60% of the commercial unissued slot that outfitters have used as a pool, you will be tipping the split 
even beyond the 60/40 goal. We were ajready at 60/40 With 3 private launches a day and 2 public launches. 
Under your preferred alternative C, 60% of the launch dates In that slot there will be 4 private groups and only 
one public provider. (Correspondent 168) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: In order to continue to provide tlexlblllty tor commen:lal tloate,. and to 
maintain the hlatodc allocation between commercial and pmnu tloatera, the commercial pool alloca­
tion will not IN split. Private floaten will continue to have accea to unuNd commercial launches 30 
daya pdor to launch n pa,t of th• cron.cww aystem. 

Comment 410-12. How ware the splits between Kirkwood only and full Wild allocations determined? It 
appears very arbitrary to us. Power boat businesses that have used the wild river on every trip are backed 
down to about 42% access to the wild, while floaters comlnue to enjoy full access with room to Ql'OY/. The 
power boat passengers are being discriminated against, forced to efther float the wild river or do without the 
best scenery, the deepest part cl the canyon and the best fishing. It Is well that the 88 special boals days 
are reallocated, but this is too little to help many outflners. (Correspondent 184) 

Fornt Service Reaponae: Sued upon col'lllfflNTls to the EA, allocatlon of commercial pow.moat use 
haa been changed to renect each business• historic percentage ot use auoc/ated with the total number 
of boat days that occurred upstream from Kirkwood trom 1 sa-1995. .Ae • result, OUllltten who primarily 
used the wild rwerupstream from Kirkwood In thoH y..,. wlll lM NSlgned more boat daya In thM section 
of the rlll8r than other powerboat oullltten to properly credit them tot their hlatorlc uae. 

Comment 410-13. AltematJve C, with Its 1,381 boat days, is a definite Improvement CN8f B. You should note, 
however, that the seeming Increase over the base period resulted from correcting base periOd figures. Also, 
se,vice trips were recognized. (Correspondent 184) 
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Forest Service Reeponae: Thia la correct The change In the cap resultlng trom the cotreCtlont comply 
with the Regional Fornier'• appeal declelon. Setvlc• trips were added In reapona• to .coping com­,,,.,._ 

Comment 410-14. The Forest S81'Vice has no obligation to keep everyone in business. If some go out of 
business, then tough. The govemment cannot ensure private businesses from risk. If jetboaters are disturbing 
the non-motorized recreatlonlst on the Snake River, then llmhs are needed. It Is not unreasonable to allocate 
a few days each week for rafters. hikers, and nature-lovers to have some undisturbed solitude. The rest of 
the time the jelboaters can ruin the place. (Correspondent 193} 

ForNI Service R .. ponae: The Fornt Semce conalden U. ab/Iffy to conduct bu8JneN on National 
Fornt land• and waten • authorized by •pedal uee ,,.,,,,._ • prMlege, not• right. However, the need 
to provide out:tllled NtVICN retlects • tHHKI to provide a variety of 1ernce to that po,tton ot the public 
which don not hawt the aldll o, abllffy to tnwel In Hella Canyon wllhout utlllzlng the NIYlcea p,ovlded 
by a profeulonal outfflfer. As• INult, It ls In the be8t ,,,,.,_, of the public II• variety ot bu8/ne11a are 
maintained In the canyon, noc only to provlt» theff NMCN. bul to ~ COfflfHllltln pricing and 
quality for thou 1ervlcN. There la alao a need to provide all n,crNIJon,.,. with • ,arlety ot uper/ence1, 
both motorized and non-motorized, In con/uctlon with p,ovldlng oullltted urvlcff. 

Comment 410-16. It would appear that in the Wild and Scenic Snake River Outfitter Environmental Assess­
ment that many concessions have been made for power boat users, and none for float boaters. You have 
modified AJtemative B In so many ways that it is clear you have buckled once again to the demands of the 
vocal power boat community whYe ignoring the concerns of float boaters. (Correspondent 254) 

Foreet Service Reaponae: Ad/unmenta for both troaten and powerlJoaten luw• been made throughout 
the planning proc ... u a result of scoping, co11111NND, and the Regional Fornter'• appeal dee/a/on. 
Ad/uatmenta tor float use were .,,,.,,., compared to thoH acldfN8ed tor powerboaflng since Roar uae 
has already been llmlted tor many yea,s and powelfKNlt uae ha not. As a reaull, I altould be expected 
that the primary ad/uatmenta to make In the allocatlom would be to powemoat use• It la further refined 
throughout the planning proc .... 

Comment 410-16. On ~ery major river In the west. everyone lives with date and launch anoca11ons and many 
river businesses (both power and float) have not only survived, but thrived. Powerboat arguments that 
indicate they will lose business without this flexibility are not based in any tested reality. On the Snake and 
Middle Fork of the Salmon where I operate, my business does fine with a rotating 8-day tum-around that 
forces the outfitted public to go on trips departing fNery day of the week, whether weekday or weekend. When 
I cannot accommodate a specific date need, I refer the public to another outfitter. The system benefits us all 
with fuller trips and more economically viable operationS. You have only to look at other rivers in Utah, the 
Rogue In Oregon and others to see that this is true. (Correspondent 254) 

F oreat Service Raaponae: The vast maJorlty of rivets In the wat that have launch allocation aystema that 
allocate uae on scheduled baa/1 are float only tlv.,._ E118n within thoN ayste,m, auch • the Snake River, 
there la still aome tlulblllty for the tloat outfltfets to obtain additional launch datu through ua• of• pool 
or by utHlzlng unallocated launcha from the private sector. In the absence of a pool or the ability to 
utilize unallocated private powerboat launchea, llex/blllty In achedullng la the next avallab,. option for 
commercial powetboatets. Floaters historically have •grown lnto•thelr launch allocation&. Powerl:1oaters 
wlll not have that degree of llexlblllty to adjust to their use allocations, alnce use wlll be capped near 
the top of their al/ocdon. 

0 -21 



A cap on total uu autOfflllllcally ruults In• correapondlng Nductlon In flulbll/fy to schedule ttlpa, and 
repruente • major change from the pruent eyatem of unlimited commercial powert,oat uae. Some level 
of •chedullng fffflblllty • pa,t of the allocation eyatem ,. IN8onable 8/nc.,,,. commercial powemoat­
lng lndwtty 0,,.,.,.. quite dllterenlJy from the commercial tlNt lndwfty. 11te Snake Rivet la not Uk• 
eve,y other riv«, and hlalorlcally, 111N been pdmadly • powemoat river. 11te allocatlon .-,.ms for 
commercial ffoat and commercial powerboat Uff do not INMI to be Identical H /ong .. the Intended 
recreation upwfence ,. provided. 

Comment 410-17. The entire issue brought up during the initial scoping and comment period had to do with 
acceptable levels of powemoat use on each day ... not just a per season basis. Again, rafters have been highly 
regulated since 1975 with only 7 groups per day allowed to launch, While power boats have had no llmtts. 
Because Alternative C does not specify daily caps on power boat use, the issue of congestion Is not solved. 
Dropping this provision of the plan is a slap in the face to the entire float community and makes the new 
alternative a meaningless management tOOI. (Correspondent 254) 

fon,et Service Reeponee:Apealc UN analyl/8 W'88 conducted which modeled the tlexlble launch aratem 
tor commercial powe"1oate,s In conjunction with• tl(lld launch achedule for private powerboafen. The 
rnults Indicated private powerboat use WN the primary cauae of UH peab, both In me and ttequency. 
With lmplementaflon of the launch rNetVllflon ayatem tor p,tvate powemoaten, and allocation of limited 
commercial powerboat UH within blocks ot ~ the ettect of• tleJclble lystem tor commercllll power­
boat.,. lhould be negligible. Use lenla will continue to be monitored to determine any effeoD commer­
cial powerboat uae may have on peak UH on the river. 

Comment 410-11. All of the raft permits that are available under current guidelines are not being used. With 
this being the case, just what is the issue? Is it to simply reduce the number of Power Boats? (Correspondent 
256) 

Forest Setvlce Reeponae: Part of the purpou and need In the FEIS WU to al/ocate powerboat and 
ffoatboat u1e leve/a In order to manage continuing growth In vllltot UH to protect ORVs, Including the 
recreation ORI/ which d..,. with mired recreation ape,fenCff ol all usen. The EA completfl thl• 
element of the FEIS which WU appealed In regard to commercial UN levela.. The EA provldn tor an 
Increase In commercial outfitting UH levela within cettaln operational rutrlctlons. 

Comment 410-19. Goal: provide levels of shared use by motorized and non-motorized users that would 
support the user survey findings that the majority of vlshors felt the recreation opportunities In the canyon 
were acceptable during the 1988 period. 

It certainty' appears to NWRA that the above goal wiH not be achieved under the proposed alternative. First. 
the basic period of 1988 - 1992 greatly exceeds the use leval of 1988. Second. the actual use In 1993 - 1994 
exceeds the use In the base period. Third, the preferred altematlve woukt establiSh a use of 1,381 boatdayS 
which is higher than the actual use In 1993 - 1994. NWRA belleves that all the reasons for determining that 
the 1988 use levas ware acceptable in the 1994 ROD are still vmld reasons for estabflshing acceptable use 
levels today. (Correspondent 163) 

Forest Service R .. ponae: 11te first atatement le from page I ol the ROD, but la taken out ot comm The 
staremenr waa not• •goar but W88 Identified u one ot four "fhemN" tor the plannlnfl team to addreu 
In development of an alternative. The Regional Forester'• appeal declalon affirmed the ., .. of the 
1988-1992 bu• period and the method UH to Ht maximum commercial capac/fy, and th• ability of the 
Forest Supervlaor to refine the Clip btl•ed on vertllcatlon or refinement of actual uae. Thia reaulted In the 
nnal cap of 1,381 boat days, which retlem the record of UH UUd occurred during the base period. If 
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la well a&»ove the average un levela tor the baN period .. • raull ot lnclualon of the prtotfty UH factor 
which lntlalft the total UH for each outfitter. In addition, the UH , •• ,,,..,, throughout the p,tmary 
seaaon to avoid peak uae lenla. The primary NNon of 1988 did not have any aystem In place to check 
peak UH leve,., thflrelore u•• on Individual PMk UH days .,.. higher than the levela of •• tllld can 
occur In .Altematlve C aa modllfed. 

Subject 411 
Hlelarlc UN (1988-92) 

Comment 411-1. The OEA analyzes the effects of the ROD on commercial jet boat outfitters, but disregards 
Its effects and the effects of past launch restrictions and unlimited jel boat use on commercial nonmotorized 
use. 

A. Over the past 19 years. the growth or the t>umness. use panama, and use levels of float OUlfitters has been 
controlled by the Forest Serviee. Conversely, jet boat OUlfttters have been allowed virtually to establish their 
own use patterns and use lave!&, and have fashioned their buainaasea accordingly. The ROD based use 
allocation on protecting the use patterns and levels of commercial jet boat operators that have built up 
illegally. The OEA takes 8WaJ most of the few constraints placed on jet boat outfltlers In the ROD. 

This is not only an obviously biased and irresponsible policy (based on the fact that the motorized use Is 
obviOusly the more Impacting use) it iS an illegal policy. The law (at 16 USC 460gg-7) clearty distinguishes 
between motorized and nonmotortzed use and mandates that the use and number or both be controlled. Yet 
the OEA magnifies and Increases the compulsion or the ROD to accommodate the use levels and patterns 
of both commercial and private jet boat use that these users have been Illegally allowed to establlsh for 
themselves. 

There is little question that if float use had been unrestricted, we would see more weekend use, some walk-in 
business, and use patterns that are exponentially different from what they are now. Two factors have shaped 
commercial float outfitting in Hells Canyon: 1) The profusion of jet boals In the scenic section of the river 
wherein float use has been displaced, and concentrated on the wild section, and; 2) The launch limits placed 
on floaters on the wild section of the river. 

Virtually nothing has been done by the Forest Service to Influence the use patterns of either commercial or 
private jet boats either to promote equity among two distinct recreation experience businassee, or to protect 
the wilderness or other values of the river. Through the ROD and the OEA, the Forest Service is exhibiting 
a tactlessly clear and compulsive protection of motorized use on the Snake Wild and Scenic River. It was not 
enough for the agency to give jet boats free run of the river for 20 years despite a legal mandate to control 
this use, It now emphasizes protection of the use IEwels and patterns of use that were established during this 
time. 

The OEA exhibits the lack of backbone of the Forest S81'Vice In sticking to Its plan, following the laws rather 
than kow-towing to the most politically powe,ful special interest, and protecting the river. In the litigation, 
appeals, and public disillusionment that your handling of the Snake Wild and Scenic River plan, you are 
frankly swimming In a foul broth of your own making. The only way out is to finally show some character and 
convfctkm, and stand up for fairness, equity, and law. That can only be done t,v basing jet boat use levels 
on protecdon of river resources, not the desires of Jet boal outftttlng businesses. The OEA Is the antithesis 
of such principle. 

B. The OEA lacks any discussion of the effectS of the river plan's (or the OEA's) allocation of jet boat use levels 
on commercial float operations. The document is rich with attempts to Justify levels or jet boat use and areas 
of use based on •public need,• but treats the established public need for a wilderness experience as a 
peripheral concern. The miniScule nonmotortzed window Is portrayed as if It is a dMne gift that can be 
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sacrificed or manipulated to achieve the chief objective of accommodating "hlstonc- commercial jet boat 
operations. 

The OEA fails at any point to address the probtefn of jel: boat ltNels that have accumulated by 20 years of 
unlimited use in defiance ot statute, and Clear1y have impacted bolh the wilderness values of the river, and 
commercial float operations. It fails to compare the commercial nonmotorized float use on the Snake W&S 
River to other rivers with fewer, or no jet boats, which have exponentially higher rates or outfitter success at 
attracting customers. For example, commercial float businesses on tha Middle For1' salmon have filled 
approximatel>/ 70 percent of their seats fN8f the p88I three yea,s, whereas Halls Canyon outflltars have fiUed 
less than 40 percent during the same time frame. The OEA fails at any attempt to quantify the hann to float 
outfitting businesses that has been cai IS8d by unlimited jet boat use. 

The OEA states that convnercial float launches have decreased since the base period (1988 to 1992) by 12 
percent, but passenger numbers have Increased 13 percent. Overall, float use has remained relatively steady 
over the past eight years or so. But the EA falls to provide any perspective by applying the overall demand 
on the part of the public for nonmotorizad recreation and the increase or decreased use of other riv81S. It also 
makes no attempt to correlate the ffuctualion of float use with escalation In jet boat use. This "steadiness" in 
float outfitter business is a steadiness at a low ltNel of business. 

The OEA only relates commercial float outfitting revenue and business viability based on available launches 
and pally size and makes no application whatsoever of the effects of jet boat use and levels on their business. 
The 1988 University of Idaho survey clearly indicates that commercial float customers are the constituency 
most bothered by jet boats. 

C. Moving to the broader issue of appropriate jet boat use levets, the only justification given for the plan's 
proposed jet boat levels in the EIS is that 1988-1992 levels appear to be levels that were satisfactory to the 
public based on the survey conducted at that time. But as we have pointed out In our appeal, the survey really 
doesn't sa, that, and provides little Justification for those levels. The OEA provides an opportunity to get to 
the meat of the issue by providing further analysis al the extent at public need for a nonmotorizad experience, 
vs. its need for a motorized experieoce, but fails to do so. 

The competing "needs" ol two different constituencies ot public seeking commercial boating services (those 
wanting a zip-in, zip-out jel: boat tour, and those wanting a nonmotorlzed experience} are not In any way 
quantified or prioritized so as to provide a cJear picture of what levels of each use are appropriate. The OEA 
should do so from a clean slate, disregarding past levem. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service RNponaa: The Regional Forester lllflrmed the commercial powerboat UH level, with 
provlllon8, In the July 1995 appeal dec181on •• propood In Altematlve G ot the FEIS. Chaplen II and 
IV of the FEIS dllCloff the procen, rationale, and ana/ylll of u,e, allocation levelt.. In regard to the #$1ue 
of providing • wllclerrNa experience on the Snake Rlnr, reference Appendlc•• C and Kot the FEIS 
(pagM K.SO through K-54J. 

Comment 411-2. Access Into the wild river should be based on historic patterns of use. We have always 
featured trips into the upper river. Nearly all ot our primary season trips go at least to Rush Creek. many to 
Granite and some through the major rapids, Into the real Hells Canyon above Johnson Bar and into some 
of North America's finest scene,y. However, we find ourselves allocated the same proportion of wild river boat 
days as those who made little use of the wild river, or turned around at Rush Creek. During the base period 
Kirkwood was never a destination and rarely Is today. Yet the EA assigns that as the destination for 58.5% 
of our tours. (Correspondent 120) 

Forest Service RNponae: The Foreat Service agteN with th/a lnue which wu nwed by eeveral 
reapondent8. Aa • reault, the method ot allocating UH upatream from Kldrwood hN been changed. 
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Allocation of uu wlU be IHMed on the historic UH ol each powerlJoal outlltter In thld NCtlon ot the wild 
river between 1988-1991 and allocated accordingly within the overall UN cap. 

Comment 411-3. I am stiR disturbed that the document uses "historical use" data as a basis for the myriad 
ot charts and graphs. The data lad the team to the conclusion that the aRocadon for powaboal outfitters 
should be diSpOltk>natet,, high compared to the float outfitters. It is my understanding that ftoatboat usage 
has always been limited whereas powerboats have not. Therefore, to consider the history as equal Is unfair. 

As a result of using a SI LSpecl database for allocation, I do not belteve you have met your •Key Indicators" 
for Key Issue No. 1. (Correspondent 153) 

Foreet Service RMponH: J'Mflnd Cfllff key lndlcldota In Key INWNo. 1.,. dwfdd fnJm the FEIS. The 
fourth Indicator directly relatn to the purpoae and nHd tor action, I.e., the level of OUlllller servlcN to 
be provided to the publlc. TM Regional Foruter altlnMd the UN ol Ute f .... 102 NM period n the 
,,,..,. tor determining the total commercial powetboat allocatlon, with the condition,,,.,,,.. UN record• 
be reviewed tor accu,acy and lldJuated II nacnu,y. Thia WN done. Thete ..,. .,_ °""" lttUN In the 
FEIS that dealt with the falme• ol allocation, auch n the ,..,,-, ol reglonal availability ol • Roat 
experience compared to • powerlJoat upertence. Reier to Appendix H ot the FEIS for • ravlew of 
Regional river recreation opportun/Un. 

Comment 411-4. 1he Forest Service prioritizes historic use of commercial jet boat use In Alternative C over 
the protection of the resources and movement back to a primitive or semi-primitive settlng. This la contrary 
to Its assertions in the ROD that "hUman activities Since 1975 have moved the rtver settings tNlfJY from the 
primitive or semi-primitive experience normally associated with a wik:I and scene river designation" and the 
stated desire to focus management toward primitive and semi-primitive settings that accommodate motorized 
use. ROD, p. 9. (Correspondent 159) 

Foreet Service R•pome: The Regional Foreater affirmed UHd the FOINf Senfce la not Umlted to 
allocating UH baed upon level• ot rwercndt .,.. that --- In 1975. SonN ot the IUUH that dealt with 
the •human actMIIN"that have moved the river Hfllnpawayfmm prlmllln orHml-ptlmntve upe,fen~ 
•• were resource lmpacg to the landacap4t and titler ruourc• a • mull ol lnctellffd numbers of 
people using campaltea, damage to vegetation, and other IUOUl'C..,.,.,ed lmpactl. The FEIS and ROD 
addreaed ,,,... INUN and Implemented c,.,.,.. In management to Improve the ..alng, 9uch •• 
reducUona In patty 1lze, chalnuw cl01urn, and other elemenfa that would p,otect ,uou,ce,. Al Che 
same time, INUfM relating to boat Wakn and effeC't9 on ulmOn wera found to be negligible on UHt sna1ce 
River. The remaining laua addreaed In the the EA focua pdmarlly on aoclal INun concemlng the 
appropriate level of acce• for commercial users Info dlflerent 1ectlot11 ol the river. 

Comment 411-5. The ROD discussed a need to move the river back to primitive or semi-primitive recreational 
settings. The primary season base period {1988-1992) average use was 1,283 commercial powerboat boat 
days. The 1993-94 average primary season use was 1,324 boat days. EA, p. 11-3. 

By implementing regulations allowlng 1381 boat days as proposed in preferred altemative C, boat days are 
allowed to increase even beyond the 1993-1994 figures. Throughout the ROD, the reduction In severity of 
peak levels Is stressed. AIIO\fling the jet boat operators to Increase their use Is directly contrary to this stated 
objective which was affirmed in the Appeal Decision. 

The ROD concludes higher tevels of total use or higher levels of peak use other than those proposed in 
Attematlve B would negatively impact the recreational experience. ROD, at 11. There is nothing in the EA that 
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suggests this has changed. Alternative B explored the options of minimizing significant Impacts to the 
outfitters without increasing overall daily allocation of river use. ROD, p. 11. 

By allowing 1381 boat days, more boat days than the 1993 and 1994 season average, the resources (ORVs) 
are not protected and enhanced. TiliS Is a direct affront to the process and a clear violation of the HCNRA 
Act, the WSRA and goes WfJlt/ beyond the scope al the Appeal Decision remand. 

HCPC has consistently staled that the 1988-1992 base period Is an lnappropriale period to use and that 1978 
figures should be used for the scenic section and 1975 should be used for the base period In the wild section. 
Use of these numbers would ensure a move toward a more primitive and semi-primitive setting and conserva­
tion of the wilderness and scenic values as required by the statutee. Use al these numbers woukf also ensure 
fair and equitable allocation of use. Congress saw a need for prolecdon of the resources In 1975. Motorized 
use should not be allowed to increase more than the 1 ~ 1992 figures. 

Floatcraft have been regulated since 1976 In much the same way as Is proposed In Altemalive B with daily 
caps and launch restrlcdons. This clear1y had an economic effect on floatcraft operators but It was done In 
order to protect the resources. The same must be done for the powemoat operators. (Correspondent 159) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Regional FOl'Nter atllnned thld the Foteat Service la not limited to those 
lenls of r1vetcran UN that existed In 1975, and affirmed the melhod tor -,,.bllahtng the cap baaed on 
1911-1192 UH. He alao required • review of UJe actual UH during th/1 time period to verify and refine 
the numeric est/mate of the CAP without• new decision. At • reault ol fhal nwtew, the uae aUocatlon 
of Hella Canyon AdvenlutN -· lncruHd ... reautr of befter lntonnatlon on dally.,.. levels provided 
by the ulatlfffl permit holder, and the use cap wu adjuat«lto 1,311 boat days. If thle lntormatlon would 
have been available eanler, It would have been used throughout the planning proceu and,,,.,,_ would 
have been no ad/.,.,,,..,.,. made In .,.. ICWM .between the FEIS and the EA. It ,. ForNt Service policy 
to UH the best IMll/able Information when Conducting NEPA .,,.,,.,._ 

PNk UH levM will atlll be managed by allocallfffl limited numbet8 of boat days to outlltten within 
•pecltlc time pe,fods. Thia,. • ma}ol change from Ute ulallng 111uat1on ot unllmlted numben ot boat 
launcho on • dally bal& The pak UH analysis conducted using• flulble schedule tor commercial 
powemoara In Con/unction With• rigid launch Khedule tor pt1w1fe powe,t,o,a Indicated that commer­
cial powerboat we ,. not the primary cause of peak ua• da)'8 on the river, and ,. negllglble when dally 
accea by private powerboat I• Umlted. 

Th• primary unons during the base period yean did not have 21 non-motorized days In the wild river. 
The Reg/om/ F~• appal dec,.lon llfflrmed the chic/a/on to provide• non-motorized window • ... to 
achieve mont primitive condltlom In the wtld river ... • 

Comment 411-6. After looking over your recently released plan from beginning to end, I find It very Inaccurate. 
This I say looking at Hells Canyon historical use from an on the river view point. not from an office point of 
view where obviously numbers can be changed quite easily. The launch dates allocated to Hells Canyon 
Adventures (HCA) Is an estimated 35% less than what HCA was doing In the Forest Service chosen base 
years of 1988 to 1992, or iS curremly doing. Last spring at the Forest Sel'Vices request after HCA had been 
put through yet another Forest Service audit, I sat down with Lyle HIii and Judy Redner and went over some 
of HCA's past use. We would have went over more of the years had I still had information that seems to have 
disappeared during the time the Forest Service auditors had It What came out of this we find quite different 
in the current released plan. Looking at other power boat outfitters allocated use there are several who to me 
appear to be severe,v cut as well. (Correspondent 1 T1) 

Forat Service RNponae: Per the Regional Fotesfer'• appeal decision, outmter un wn reviewed and 
some adJuatmentt were made •• a result of that review, lncludlnfl an audit of aenral ourtlttere' records. 
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A review ot He/la canyon AdventutN' UN fNulted In. ,ubatanllal addition to their allocation ••• tNUlt 

ot Incorrect reconlt IUbmllted by Ute pnwloua owntr. The cap wu ralNd a • l'Null of thla lm:rea,e 
to rellecf actual UH for,,,,,, oullllter during the ... period, but,,.. eddlllonal UH aaoclated with thl• 
,.,.. In the cap WU hlatorlc UH generated by Hel,. Canyon AdNnturN and thentlore, the additional 
uu was aulgned only to fhllC l>Wlnea. 

A review otthe concem forUHt loa reco«a wu conducted and It wu delennlned that rite He/la canyon 
Adventure•• own recotda were at all tlmn In "'9 cuetody ot the ouftlw or the oullltMl'e accountant. The 
ForNI s.mc.•• recorda .,. complete for the entlN bNe petfod YNta-

Comment 411•7. This plan Is very Inaccurate as far as numbers of boat trips that HCA done In the forest 
service chosen base years (88-92). The economic analysis of comparing Oxbow, Oregon to Riggins, Idaho, 
we feel Is very poor. In Riggins, ldahO you have unlimited one day floattrtps, just to name one major difference. 
We further feel that several other powerboat outfitters use was not accurately shown In the EA either. I am 
asking you to please look at this use from a fair unbiased view. Maybe if this use could be dealt with In a fair, 
open minded manner, maybe we could get on with serving the public inStead of going slowty through the 
process of taking the pub6c out of Hells Canyon. (Correspondent 177) 

Foreat Service Response: The Fornt Setvlce made a concerted effort to accwwtely ldentlfy all boat days 
that Hell8 Canyon Adventure• should be credited with for the bNe period. T1lle Involved an audit, a 
separate nwlew ot two yean of UN recotda provided 1JV the permit holder, Involving Nvera# da,a of 
fflffflnga belween the pennltlee and the Fotut Service going over the recorda In detail, and an offer 
from the Forest Service to review an ffve .ban period yean of the pe,mlllee'• UH records with the permit 
holder. The Forest Service has used the best data available, much ot It provided by the outmter. 

Comment 411-8. The ,earn• Ignored, and admitted to ignoring our actual use figures and the Forest Service's 
own audit conducted in February 1996. The team also admitted to having access to that audit before the EA 
was finalized. Ignoring the Audit showed the allocation numbers. Kirby Creek Lodge and Snake River 
Outfitters should have been granted access Into the wild section at least to Rush Creek issued on our historic 
use. (Correspondent 248) 

Comment 411-9. During the use audit conducted on Snake River outfitters by the USFS this winter, it was 
discovered that two or more boats were used on some of my use days. This corrected number Increased my 
boat days. This Increase in boat days has been explained to team members and the Clarkston office on 
numerous occasions but it keeps being overlooked when my use Is allocated. The team admitted on July 10th 
and 17th, 1996, that they did not look at the FS audit or our actual use numbers to determine the allocation 
for the Outfitter EA. The team agreed on July 17, 1996, to Increase our allocatlon based on the corrected 
numbers. I respectfully request my boat days be adjusted to the correct level. (Correspondent 250) 

Foreat Service Response: The team did not Ignore the reaune of the audit. The one team member that 
wn not present at the meeting with the outfitter wn the one fftpoMlble for IWlewlng the audit and 
making any ad/ustmenta to the baae period uH figure&. 11le additional boat dara we,. added to each 
base period year H ldentltled In the audit repott and anyclutnge In the outllffer't allocatlon was Included 
In the EA. However, the maJorlty of the change In number ol boat days did not occur In the primary 
season. Aa a result, there waa only a small change In the outllffe,.• total allocation In the EA. 

The Issue ol acceu to Ru•h Creek baaed on hlflodc Ne wn raised by •ev•ral outlltl.,.. Aa • result, 
the method ot allocatlng u•e upstream from Klrltwood hN been changed to retlect each outlffter'a 
historic pattern of wild river UH from 1988-1995, baNd on a pe,centege of the total allocation of all 
commercial powerboat uae that took place In that section of the river In tho9e yea,w. 
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Comment 411 .. 10. We cannot accept that you chose to use a base period of 1988 through 1992. For one 
reason we did not own the business at the time. We can be held responsible for raporting use for 1993 through 
1995, but cannot and shouJd not be held responsible for the reported use of the previous owners. We cannot 
verify the accuracy of that reporting. 

We feel very strongly that the analySis needs to be based on a more current period to be accurate. 
(Correspondent 252) 

ForaalServlce Reaponu: TM method ot allocallng UN, lncludlnglhe UN olthe 1,_11ff baN period, 
was affirmed by the Regional Formr• appeal declMm. The recon1 ol lhl• .,.. tor Nch outflffer wu 
reviewed and nlllned .. neceua,y. Busl,.......,. bought and eold bned In part on their pal lwtory 
and level ot UN. Thetefore, base period uae data It applicable to new owne,w. 

.48 a 19ault ol comment8 received on the EA, the method of allocllllng.,.. upetream from ICirlcwood relies 
on more racenc UN data • wen .. historic uu data. UN updl'Nm from Khtwood It docated based 
on each OUlllfter'• percentage of tolal hlatotlc cOIJl/fHHCIM powerboat .,.. of W• NCffon of the river 
beCween 1N8-19N. 

Comment 411-11. Historically, Snake River Adventures has not run trips to just Kirkwood or solely In the 
scenic portion of the river. The manner In which the allocation occurs would require a totally different 
emphasis from the entire operation of Snake River Adventures. It i8 our feeling that people hire our services 
looking for a trip Into true Hells Canyon which, In our opinion, doesn't start until Johnson Bar. A lesser trip 
is a sop, albeit pleasurable, but not a trip into true Hefts Canyon. There needs to be some detennlnation of 
what the past histoncal use has been. VutuaJly all of Snake River Adventures 139 trips shown wild river were 
wild and not to Kirkwood. The allocation of 58 trips of wild river and 81 trfpa to Kirkwood is a serious decrease 
in the amount of trips available to Snake River Adventures Into true HeHs Canyon. Allocation should be based 
upon actual historical use in or to a given area, not averages on "launches.• (Correspondent 259) 

Forest Service Reeponae: Uu upstream from Kltlrwood la allocated baaed on each ()llfllttv• percent­
age ot total historic commercial powerboat uu of this section of flHI lfver befwffn 1988-1995.. 

Comment 411 •12. We are not aware of any data that supports the statement, "This has resulted In an 
undesirable concentration of use and associated levels ot encounters with other users in some river seg­
ments-•. What Is the source of this information? What stuwes support this conclusion? If it is happening, how 
is "lnstitutionalzing historic area of operation pattems8 going to accomplish anything? If lnstltutionalizing 
historic use i8 the goal, why pick and chOose among the historic uses and patterns? wtry Is the non-motorized 
winda«, unprecedented on this river with over 100 years of tree use by power boats, featured In the plan? 
Historic use might predude undesirable changes, but it also precludes desirable growth as welt (Corre­
spondent 184) 

Forest Sarvfce Reaponae: Refer to the FEIS and EA for• description of purpoN and IIHd and tor the 
rtltlonale eupportlng the river management suategl• In the ROD and DN_ Also nnrence Appendix K, 
pagN K-128 through IC-136, Encounten, and Congestion. 

Although there hN not previously been a management strategy cl'Nllng non-mototfzed perlod8, there 
have bffn and continue to be times when motorized cndt.,. no, pntffnt. both during the primary and 
aeconda,y •N•ona. The frequency and duration of thele perlodl ru,, diminished a• mototfzed uee ha1 
lncrened. 

The Regional Foruter alllrmed the decision to manage we levele and to Include • non-motorlzed 
period. PowetlJoaters wlll contlnw to be able to use the river conldor In larger numbers than any other 
user group during the primary 8fflon. Non-motorized pertod• conttflJute to the diversity of recreation 
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oppo,tunttlH and outmter HIYlcet on the Snake River The non-motorized period ha been reduced 
from 24 da)'8 In the FEIS and anoelated ROD to 21 days and been distributed evenly thtoughout June, 
July, and August to reduce the Impact In July and AU(luat and to futUIM ,nc,...e the dlvera/fy of 
rectelltlonal opportunity In June. 

Selection of Base Perk>d Use 

Comment 411 ~13. There Is no exp'8nalion why hlatorlc use has been selected as the goal As we explained 
previously, many outfitters, including Darell Bentz, have suffered lnJurtes or other one-time events that 
severely restricted use during a partk:\Jlar season. 1lle impact on historic use levels from these types of events 
is particularly great for smaller outfitters. Also, historic use levels freeze development and preclude desirable 
and acceptable growth, particularly for smaller volume outfitt8r8. (Corresponder1 249) 

Foreat Service Reeponae: Part ol the purpose and need In the FEIS wae to affof:llN powerl,oat and 
floatboat "" level• In order to manage continuing growth In mttor UH to protect ORVe, lnclUdlng the 
recrNllon ORV which dula wffh de•lred .recrNllon -,,.,,.nee. ol .,, uun. TIie EA completN ,,.,. 
element oldie FEIS which wa appealed In 1'8{18rd to commerclal UN lfwelL Oppo,tunltlea tor growth 
are now limited wffhln each ouflltten boar day allocalJon or through purchan ot other bwlneun. 
Powerboat auflllten .,,,, have unlimited buslnea -,,.,.on opportunity In the NCOnda,y Naton. 

The prlotfty UH tactor that la calculated Into the baee perlOd UH ctedftt powerboat ouCf'lltera with their 
two best,-,. ol UM. Thl8 Inflate• average UH and lhould ollul any olMHlme eV8lds that ruttlct UH 
In a particular .... on. In addlllon, through a review ol hletorlc, yea1'y U8e of each oudltler, It becomn 
readily apparent which outfitters have been operating at a limited 111e leVel over many yean, wlllch have 
been actlvely matlcetlng and lncrealng their bwlneu over the yean, and which OUlfflfen have apecla,. 
lzed primarily In seconda,y aea,on un over the years. The EA ptovldN tor an lncreae In overall 
commercial outfitting uae level• within certain operational rntrtctlons, wtth operational llmllatlona that 
mainly llffect prlma,y season growth. 

SubJecl412 
Current UN (1993-1995) 

Comment 412-1. In 1992 we had 10 days above Cache Creek. That alone Is more than our 1997 allocation. 
Our 1993-1994 average was 25 user days and in 1995 It was 36. The allocation of 6 days would be reducing 
our revenue by 5/6. What business could survive on 1/6 of their previous salary? Could you? It will vlnually 
put us out of business. (Correspondent 202) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Regional Foreater affirmed the method of allocating UH with 19.,..1992 
.. the .baH period. The Regional Foreeter'• appeal decl9lon atafed that opMdlonal llm/Cs could Umltthe 
Forest Supetvlaot'• ability to allocate rhe entire capaclfy u detlved from the baH period, even with an 
Increase In the cap• a retult of the verlllcatlon ot u,e during thole yeara. TM Forut S81V#ce ha chosen 
to allocate the additional 11 boat dap within the cap to fflfft epeclllc objecflvff to p,oride eemce to 
the public. Thfle objectives, the operational llmltaUom, and the cap on tOlal allocated UH, did not allow 
recognition of growth among 1ome of the amaHe, oulllftera fhllt occurred In more recent yean. 
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Subject 41 • 
Permit Management 

Comment 414-1. We are glad to see some refief ln the spreading cu of the non-motorized windows over 
a longer period and with alternative weeks of historfcal vs. non-motorized use. The monthly launch allocatiOn 
structure is also a much more practical method than the previous assigned launch days concept. (Corre­
spondent 13) 

Foreat Service RNponae: The monthly launch allocallon,,.. bNn adJwtH to ~ .... ldy perloda forth• 
larger powemoat outlftten • • method ot reducing the potwrtlal tor peak uu dayL 

Comment 414-2. On page 11-19 paragraph 1. This sentence Is not clear. WIN the temps reduce the commer­
cial or private allocations for that day? (Correspondent 82) 

Forat Service RNponae: The tempotaly one-day float pennlt8 wlH not reduce the total allocation 
lnltlally. Al• result ol comme,a recftW, then, ha• been• modlllcaflon In the method ol alloeafl"fl thlt 
use. The two outfitters that hold these permits will not be able to accNI avallable launches untll 30 daya 
prior to the launch date1 and tMn only after all commercial and ptlv&te waiting Ila have been exhausted 
tor thoff days. Since th9 ctoN-Over beCwffn prlnJfe and comnHlfCla/ trOllfen ,_ .. place 30 days prior 
to launch1 all open leunche• .,. available to those on the waNng llats until all lftfe launchft .,. tilled. 
All waiting lists will ,,_ exhaualed IHlfore any unwed launchn 819 allocated to these OIHJ-Cltry float 
outtnten. Al a rAUlf, there MOUid be • negligible .rect on obtaining.,, open launch tor• pal'flcular 
date. Since only one ol the one-daytloa bualneSH• may pick up• vacant launch, there stlll mey be other 
launch .. twallllb/a on the ume day within the twe launch per day mulmum, depending on demand. 
A9 • result, •ven troatere who do not plan w,ry far In advance for• tdp may still be able to obtain • vacant 
launch after the one-day float launch ho been rNetwtd. 

Comment 414-3. While we appreciate the efforts in Alternative C to make use of Sheep Creek more feasible, 
we don't feel that our wild river access should be tied to that permtt. We have always used the wild segment 
and have earned that access over many ym of historic use. The addtlonaf 25 wild river boat days should 
stay with our business and not go with the Granger-Thye permit Tying 25 additional witd river boat days to 
Sheep Creek places an artificial value on the permit over and above the use of Its facllltieS. This makes it ver, 
likely that there will be a bidding war when it comes up for renewal and it could end up In the hands ~ 
someone who would care '8ss about the ranch, Its buiklings and historical Integrity. Snake River Adventures, 
through adVertislng, quality servlee, and hard work, h8S developed this business. The allocatfon should be 
ours with or Without Sheep Creek. (Correspondent 1.20) 

Comment 414-4. Twenty-five Sheep Creek Trips tied to the cabin are also unfair. Those are trips which Snake 
River Adventures have developed and used which should belong to Snake River Adventures, not necessarily 
tied to the cabin for two reasons. One iS these is a Snake River Adventure trips and has been developed as 
a result of Snake River Adventure adv~ng and efforts. The cabin has merely provided a stopping off place 
and some overnight accommodations for fishing. Snake River Adventures has enjoyed the use ~ the cabin 
and enjoyed having th• historieal site to offer, but the additiOnal trips are not the resuk of the cabin but are 
the resutt of Snake Rtver A<MN'lture's efforts. Also, the addition of those 25 tripe tied to the cabin Is Ilka waving 
a red flag In front of the bull. Ari additional use permit tied to the cabin can obviously trigger a bidding war 
and will occur as a result not from any desire to hold or take care of the cabin but to hold and take care of 
the 25 additional trips. We feel that those trips should belong to Snake River Advenh.wes and should be 
anocated to us as a result of hiStorical use. (Correspondent 259) 
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Foreat Service Reaponae: Al a fflUlt of allocating u•• befwNn Klrl<wood and WIid Sheep to each 
outfitter based on h1-torlc use of that 1ecflon ol the dver In 1,__ 1tt5, the conllfHS/on ol Klrl<wood boat 
days lot accea to Sheep Cl'fflc hal been dropped. 

Comment 414-5. Controls are needed and can be accomplished by a dally permit system whkm would be 
much simpler and easier to administer, as has been done for floaters. (Correspondent 134) 

Fornt Service Reeponae: Altemtrllwt C, as modltled, provide• tor• commercial powerlloat allocation 
sy8tem that llmtts total use per outfflter, but with use allocated In bloclcl of boat days per time period• 
to provide some scheduling llexlblltty. 

Comment 414-6. It should be noted that virtually all of the present special use permlttees previously operated 
illegally without permits and contrary to Forest Servtca regulations. For these infractions, the mlscreantS were 
rewarded with placement under a special use pennlt, usually for a period of five years, and given a Priority 
standing. Of much greater importance to the public, however, Is the pennlt stipulation that gives each outfitter 
a guaranteed allocation. The guarantee Is what allows the holder to treat his permit allocation as a property 
right, and, comrary to Forest Service regulation, to sell that guaranteed access. 

In the EA, the Forest SeNice openly establishes outfitter sales procedures. A review of outfitters' sales 
confirms that past sales, In spite of regulations, have lneluded the value of the permit allocation. (Correspond­
ent 135) 

Forest sarvtce Reaponae: Outfitter.guide 1peclal UN permlta are laued per Forest Service direction 
that Is lfllndard, natl~wlde. The respon,let,t'• accuutfon9 of the existing pwmlt holden operating 
Illegally prior to lauance of pennltl ,. unfounded. The •guaranteed" allocallon ,. the equivalent of the 
priority use allocation, alto• Forest Service policy ltandard. n,. currently INued •• service clap on the 
Snake River, baled on the fwo highest yeen ol UH that occuned between 1985 through 1989. Priority 
use level• tor OUllllten we,. frozen In 1989 pending a tlnal decision on management ol the Snake River. 

Sales of buslnn•n are predicated on the value of equipment and other propetty Involved In the Nie 
of business. The special uee permit cannot be bought or sold because the ability to outfit on public lands 
Is a privilege granted by the American people through the Federal govemment'• admlnlwatlon ol public 
lands, not an lndlvtdual property right. 

Comment 414-7. I would like to request that you eliminate the non-motorized window because: I use the 
permit system on the Salmon River during the control season, and feel that an acceptable permit process 
should be established and implemented In Hells Canyon. Hells Canyon float use,s have felt singled as a user 
group due to the present permit requirements. I must hold the admlnisttaton of the original permit plan 
accountable for a system that placed limitations on select user groups In an Inequitable way, driving 
divergence and ill feeUngs between the various users of Hells Canyon. A system effecting all users with 
reasonable limitations on launch and headcount would be acceptabkt. (Correspondent 188) 

Forest Se1Vlce RNponae: Alternative c. a• modified, provides for an alloclltlon ayetem tor all commer­
cial river use,. to correspond with the allocation ayetem for ptfvate tint .,..,. that wn addl'Nsed In 
Alternative G of the FEIS/ROD, and affirmed by the Regional FOfflter. Altematlve C n modllled also 
provides tor a 21 day n~motorlzed period to provide a nrlety ot recl'Nflon opportunlllu on the rtver. 
Reference AltemallN G In Chapten II and IV of the FEIS for lnlomNdlon on the notHnOtorlzed window. 
Thi• concept of a no,wnotorlzed window WN afflrmed In the Reg/onal Forute,'■ appeal declllon. The 
EA addren•• th• timing and duration of the ~orfzed window pet the Regional Fon,lfer'I direc­
tion. 
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Comment 414-8. We are also unciear as to how the proposed •poo1• will wortc:. In fact, we have not spoken 
to anyone, inciuding Forest Service employees, that really understand. (Correspondent 246) 

Foreet Service Reeponae: How the pool wom will be latr,ely Npendent upon Input trvm the comme,. 
clal /J°'"rbolltera at the tflM that• commetelal pool I• Ht up. Commercial lloaew.,,,,.,. had• pool tor 
many yean and pertodlcally ,wqUNt the Forest S.mce to mu• edjulfmenll In how the pool operatff 
In order to provide tr~blllty In Ila un or to pro,,.tly ,,,.,,.,,. lfe UN. 

lnltlelly, thwe will be no ellocatlon In the pool beceUN contlMl'Cla# powe,,,,_,.,. requNted that the 
entire allocaflon of 1,381 boat de,-be dltdtlbuted among them l'lllher than creating• pool with• llm/ted 
number ol boat days that could be Uflllzed to provide mo,w llulblllly to schedule ttlpa. SchedulltJfl 
llulblllty will currently result from alloc«lng boat days In blocb ol time touch outfflter. The~ 
of CtHtlng • commercial powertJoat pool In the tutur..,.. dNctfbed In the ourm,.,. and guide open,dng 
guldellnN. 

Sub)ecl 415 
Ona-Day Floala 

Comment 41 S-1. The one day floats are back in C, an improyernent, although they will be only marginally 
usable. While we appreciate the change In C to allow one day floats, It wiN be of llttle value to us because 
of the lack of a dependable allocation. AISO, it wil be very difficult to coordinate one day floats with our 
extremely limited power boat access into the upper river, a necessity for us to do the floats wllhout setting 
up a base of operations at Oxbow. Of course this 18 impossible when the businese must be based on 
unclaimed launches allocated Initially to othelS. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 41 S-2. For many years, I thought the One Day Float Trip folk had been treated as a second dass 
of people. After reading through the plan, I see where One Day Float Trip participants are now outright treated 
as third class. Yet the One Day Float trips HCA offers seem to run consistently fuH with us continually turning 
people away due to lack of available launch dates. Yet many allocated launch dates for the overnight rafters, 
often go entirely unused. I wish other outfitters could figure out that the public shows a lot of demand for One 
Day Float Trips. or even Half Day Float Trips rather than multi day trips. (Correspondem 177) 

Foreat Service Rnponae: Pw Foreat S~ policy, tempon,ry UN la an amount ol UN anlgned under 
Ure permit tor one •N•on or,..._ A temporary ua• eulgnment doN noc commit the Forest Service to 
•uthorlz• that amount of uu In the future. If the datff ..,.,,.,,,. tor commwclal on.-day flam.,. not 
utilized, they will atlll be avalMble tor UN by oUNr commwclal and ptlwlte ffoat«a and, ther.lore, • 
floating recfNtlon opportunity. 11W lncludff one-dey lloM ftlpa conducted by commercial floaters 
holding prlotffy u.e pennlla. 

Comment 415-3. The one day floats offer a vall iable option to mulli-daJ ftoalS and should receive their own 
allocation, just as was proposed in the LAC plan. We would like to be able to offer thfs popular service, but 
must have a feasible management environment to do so. Alternative C falls far short of providing that. 
(Correspondent 120) 

Foreet Service R-,onae: The commercial OJHMlay troat pennlls wwe orlfllnttlly lnUH with temporary 
uu only with no guaranre. of tutu,. un. They MOUid be vlewfHI ••temporary UH only to .upplement 
the larger opwaUoM of the oulllll.,. who hold the pennlla. Mulll-dlly float OUlfflt.,. w#to hold ptlortty 
use permtt. can alH ollet thle aemce. Thia mNnt I wlll l9ffl8ln __,,.,. to tM public enn In the 
alnence of temporary UN ,,.nn11s, depending on how ptforlty UH permit h_olden want to martet their 
float bu1lneue1. The Intent of Including the one-day floats In the tin launch per day limit of aU lloat ftfpa 
It to phaN out th• UH over time II exce11 capacity I• utilized by ptlvata and commercial lloatera, t'llthW 
than lnc,ea1lng the amount of float we that occura In the wild river, adding to on-tfver congestion. 
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Opposition to One-day Float Trips 

Current 415-4. I see no need for one day outfitter float pennlts In Hells Canyon. I support the maximum of 
5 launches per day system In your preferred alternative. However, I dlSagree with your continuing support 
of 1 day outfitters for unused dates. Certainly, one day float outfitters should not be able to secure a launch 
date untfl one week before the launch. Othefwise, they will speculate on the launch dates and speculate on 
their bookings. The commercial outfitter float allocation should be designed for extended trip outfitters. My 
bUSiness could book several extended 3 or 4 day trips per year if I had flexlbHlly of using unused launches. 
One day floating requires jetbacks and adds to congesdon In the Canyon. One day floadng reduces the 
opportunity for extended float trip outfitters by allowing one day floaters to speculate and hold available 
unused launches. One day float permitS shoUld be retained only If the one day oudlttars can pick up launch 
dates that are unassigned no more than 1 week before the launch. Extended trip float outfitters must be 
allowed to work with the agency to decide how the launch date pool can and will be ethically used. 
(Correspondent 158) 

Comment 41 S-5. Your decision to continue to reissue the temporary one day float permits Is also hard for 
me to understand. Those are jetboal operations which have a double Impact on the float outfitters first the 
jet back or increased traffic to service the trips and more Importantly the impact they have on the float launch 
allocation. I am fully involved in my booking season even Into July, by allowing the one day permlttees to grab 
up all available launches as earty as March you further reduce my opportunity to en;oy any flexibUlty In the 
system. rt indeed the one day business is as spontaneous and transient as you state In reference to the need 
for flexibility of powerboat operations, then why would you allow the one day float outfitters to exhaust our 
launch pool so tar in advance. I think the dates should only be obtalnabie by those outfitters seven days In 
advance. (Correspondent 168) 

Comment 415-6. The addition of the two one-day float permits is unacceptable to me. This addition as 
presented In plan C (page 11· 19 under "Allocation of Use • Temporary Float Permits Sub-Element" #3), would 
impact my business by the reduction or elimlnatlon of potential booking opportunity. Our prime booking 
season runs from February through July, with close to one quarter coming after June 1st If one-day operators 
were allowed to withdraw up to 50% of their historic base period use after March 16 and the other 50% 30 
days in advance of the launch, they would do as they now do, instantaneously withdraw every available 
launch, leaving the rest of us who withdraw pool launches only as we book, with very limited opportunity to 
utilize them. These two one-day permits were "Temporary" Pennits and should be trealed as such, eliminated 
as planned at the inception of a new management plan. At most, they should receive the right to utilize truly 
•unused" launches, th<>Se not taken 1 week prior to launch. Even this, would Impact the private floaters, by 
limiting their use opportunity, given that they often can and will utUlze last minute cancellations. The one-day 
passenger base is supposed to be "made up of a transient tourist population which often books trips on short 
notice- so the need for more advance withdrawal could only be for 'banking- purpose an'fW8Y, and thus 
unnecessary. (Correspondent 245) 

Comment 41 S-7. The one-day temporary permits shouk:I not be rtHSSUed. Allowing this use to use already 
scarce pool dates for commercial float outfitters Is not acceptable. From an economic viewpoint (and your 
supposed concern for local economies) there is much more to be gained In having these dates available for 
multi-day trips. (Correspondent 254) 

Foreat Service Reaponee: The un allocatlon tor commercial one-day tlollt tnps hu been modified In 
Alternative C. The permit holde,. wlll no longer be able to acqulte SO% ol their hlatotlc UH following 
the confirmation pedod In March. However, they will be able to pick up available datea 30 day8 prior to 
launch. Experience lndlcatH that commercial lloat outlltten who have nol booked a launch date 30 days 
prior to launch tor a muffl..daytrlp, seldom utilize the pool after that date except tor one-day trlp,. In th08e 
lnstancea, pdorlty use permit holden can utilize the waiting llat prior to U. 30 day time period, while 
the temporary use permit holde,s cannot. All waiting llm must be exhausted before any launches can 
be assigned to the temporary use pennlt holders. 
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With a mmdmum allocation ol one launch per day that can be acquired 30 dl,y9 prior to launch, there 
WIii still be some daya where there are vacant launches available for last minute trlpa by private floaters. 
Overall, ,,,,. will provide better ullllzatlon ol the tlollt teffMlf#on ayaem and provltH, moN vldOII with 
a float experience In Hella Canyon. Any poww#lolrt tndllc moclated with one-day tlom will be within 
the allowable alloctltlon tor commercial pawemoatL In addition, Ollfl-day tloett may not occur on 
no•motorlzed days.. 

Subject 411 
Fair and Equitable UN 

Snake River users do not always agree on use levels, although some of the people who commented feel the 
river should be shsred on an "equal basis.· Some accuse commerciBJ f8lters of wsnting to make more money, 
and others simply think commercial jetboating Is the preferred method for touring the Canyon. There wen, 
proponents for unlimited motorized use on the Snake and Salmon Rivers because there ,ue "31 rivers that 
provide the 'motorless experi811Ce' that some people seek.• Representstive examples have been responded 
to below: 

Comment 416-1. It is clear that we are entering the age of "bans.• There are radical proposals for gun bans, 
smoking bans, abortion bans, and many others. I would prefer that power boats stay off the ban wagon. I 
am opposed to the window extension and of the exiSting schedule. This has turned into a media push In 
support of the floating Industry. It isn't right and It isn't fair. (Correspondent 29) 

Comment 416-2. Why do float launches get multiple boats, while powerboats only get one? Why don't we 
have a non-raft period if we have a non-motorized period? (Correspondent 30) 

Comment 418-3.. If the need does require ffmitations, theo put the same restrictions for the floaters. Close 
it down for them also, an equal number of days. (Correspondent 55) 

Comment 41M. What I am asking you to consJder iS the following: Keep the wild part for rafters. Keep a 
permit system so there is contra. On the scenic part of the Snake, both types of craft can enjoy. Again, USing 
a permit system so there can be some control (Correspondent 78) 

Comment 416-5. If there iS any damage to the environment of HeJls Canyon, then the number of both J)O'N8I" 
boaters and floaters should be reduced but not just one group without restrictions on the other. (Correspond­
ent 90) 

Comment 416-8. If there Is a non-motorized window then there should be a non-floater window. (Correspond­
ent 90) 

Comment 416-7. It seems that over the last few years, a group of radlcat floaters are t,ylng to Influence all 
other float boaters that power boaters are evil. I feeJ that by Implementing a limited power boat ciosure you 
are just playing Into their scheme. Once that has happened, then It wiU be an all out assault to make a tocaJ 
ban of power boats. (Co«espondent 96) 

Comment 416-8. As a Washington County Commissioner of Idaho, I Ll'Q8 that the HCNRA remain open to 
the public. That there not be a set aside time for non-motorized use and all user groups be allowed access 
anytime of the year. (Correspondent 116) 

Comment 416-8. I am very much opposed to the stringent restrictions In alternative -C." It is not tu or 
reasonable to give one taxpayer preference over another In using the HCNRA area I am for responsible 
shared use of the HCNRA as it exists now and for the past several years. Your vlsltorfacilldes at Hells Canyon 
Dam are outstanding and they promote the tourist visitor to visit HeUs Canyon by jet boat or by the 1-day float 
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boat services for short term visits and to enhance longer visits by extended day trtps by both noat and Jet 
boat trips into the HCNRA. (Correspondent 117) 

Comment 418-1 o. I personally believe that the rafters and noaters shoukf be banned from Hells Canyon and 
the canyon prese,ved for power boat use only. You may find this Is a radical statement which putS ma in the 
same class as the rafters. There are presently over 30 rivers designated as wild and scenic in the western 
United States. To my knowledge the Snake River bek>w Hells Canyon and portions of the ClealWater and 
Salmon Rivers are the only whitewater rivers in Idaho where powerboats may be used. It seems only fair that 
we shoukf be given the same consideration, and have exclusive use of at least one river where we do not 
have to contend with rafters. (Correspondent 119) 

Comment 418-11. I ask that you remove the nonmotorized window from the Plan and reconsider the 1 Day 
Whitewater Rafting elimlnatlon. I kna.v by experience and expertise of living for the last 24 years In the area 
that the American people will not be S8fVed by your current decision. The American government should not 
prefer anyone of its taxpayers over another. (Correspondent 122) 

Comment 418-12. The powerboat community has had unrestrained growth oppo,tunlty since the last time 
the Forest Service was unable to control Its use levels, while the float boat community has been tightly 
controlled. Now you recommend cutting our allocation by more than 20% and increasing the powerboat levels 
even higher than ever. (Correspondent 168) 

Comment 416-13. The recently released EA appears to only address social issues for a small percentage 
of the river users. Why do you continue to favor one user group over another by giving this one river user 
group an exclusive time to themselves In the canyon? (Correspondent 171) 

Comment 418-14. The use limits fail to recognize established patterns of use and are far too low. Aa long 
as the plan contains a closure to power boating, it Is unacceptable. We oppose the unfair ellmfnatlon of one 
valid use to exclusively benefit another valid use. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 418-15. Mitchell's comment that floaters have 31 Olhef r1vefs without motors to run has nothing 
to do with Hells Canyon. My answer is so what? We are not talking about other rtvars. only this one, and here 
the Forest Service is trying to offer a balanced plan that Includes everyone. It's Interesting to note that some 
commercial floaters may lose some business, and yet they support the plan. It's obvious to me that power­
boaters aren't playing fair by twisting the facts and crying foul. If they reatly want to get along, then they should 
support this plan. (Correspondent 212) 

Comment 418-16. I have even called and talked to a Wallowa-Whitman National Forest representattve about 
the issues. To summarize, he said the issue was not fish habitat or river polludon or bank erosion or any Olher 
environmental impact. The issue was one of personal preference. Rafters prefer not to see a boat or hear a 
motor while they float the river. How can one group (especially a minority group) have their views and 
preferences Imposed on another group? What if I would-prefer" not to see rafts on the rtverwhile I am boating? 
As a rafter, if I did not want to see or hear a powerboat, I would just go to one of the many rivers in the northwest 
that currently do not allow powerboats. (Correspondent 237) 

Comment 416-17. It is unclear to us, the reason for the Economic Analysis. It clearty shows major losses in 
the new plan for powerboat operatofs, and massive gains to floaters. Why was the time taken to do this 
analysis if the results have no bearing on the final plan? It iS our hope that any decision you come to will have 
a more equal distribution of revenue to both sides. Our type of business is no less important than another. 
How can Jaws be made that clearly are ~sided? Please look at the analysis. It shows our greatest fear. We 
cannot stay in business with this plan. (Correspondent 246) 
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Comment 418-18. If Alternative C Is to be adopted. allowing much more liberal power boat use and 
scheduling flexibility, then the Forest Service must treat the float boat community with equality and provide 
us with similar economic advantages by changing the restrictions as noted above. (Correspondent 254) 

Comment 418-19, tf the current proposal goes Into effeCt the only people affected wll be the power boat 
users. This is unfair. Restrictions need to effect everyone equally. If there are going to be days power boats 
cannot be used, then there aJso should be days that floaters cannot be on the water. (Corraspondent 256) 

Foreat Service RNponee: One of the fflll/Or INUN In,,,. FEIS ... ,,.,,.,,,. for the Intended rectNllon 
experience. A Irey lndlc«or ol this laue WN evaluaflon ot each .,,.,,,,,,,,. •• degtH of falmeu and 
equltabllfty among .U UNf groups. Thia laue WN ccwentd In delall In the FEIS. Refer to Chapleta II and 
N of the FEIS lot dlscwslon of this laue. See •Rect'Nffonal Experience• (Sub/ecf 401). ■u .. Levelr 
(Sub}ecf 402J, ·Fair and Equllable u • •■ (Subject 403}, •Encounters and CongNllon" (Subject 405}, and 
•confflcts BeCween User Grou,,.■ (Subject 411) In Appendix Kot the FEIS for more Information. 

The Regional Fofflfen appeal decision altltmed that the allocdon 8)'8fem tor all uu,w waa fair, 
Including the d«:lekm to provlff • non-motorized window. 

Comment 418-20. Page 111-4 third paragraph, line 7. Commercial floaters would have an unequal access to 
availability of non-motorized launches. Greater or 5esser and why? (Correspondem 82) 

Forest Service Reeponae: Com,,,.rclal Roatera ant lnltlelly ... Igned to • rotating 1chedule on an 
eight-day tumaround, I.e., each outfitter can launch • new lrlp eve,y eight day, baffd on u,. iwo 
commetclal launchN per day schedule. Refer to the outlltter end guide open,tlng guidelines tor u,. 
commercial ffoet launch calendar. Al • rnult ol the eight day '°""'°"• eeven days occurring In each 
week, and the non.motorized perlodl occutrlng on allemallng weea tor thtN daya et • ti,,,.. the 
number al oppo,tl.lffltlM per OUffltter for launches during the ~mototfzed periods l'8rles on • yearly 
basl• depending on Which day ot lhe week each OUlllaer'• -.lgned launch dates fall on each years 
calendar. Wllh an e1g,,,..-, twmrounct, It ,. ~ lmpoNlllle to have an equal numbw ol 
launch opportunities per outfitter unl•n the three-day petfode total 24 deys end occur In consecutive 
weeks. The EA reducu the number of non-mototlzed days to 21. from 24 In the FEISJROD. 

Subject 417 
Jet Boat Allocatlon 

Comment 417-1. Objectionable facet of the preferred altemative: increase In commercial jet boat launches 
by 173 boat days per year. 

The OEA locks In probans d concentration of use in specific areas by prioritlzjng ,ractltional use" by 
commerciat jet boat operators and by allocatlng boat days on a time period basis rather than a launch 
calendar. 

The crowding that occurs on the river Is a problem that should be SOived by Hmitlng use In specific areas, 
not institutionalizing use patterns. 

The argument over the •public need" for jet boat tours, and the harm that would be done to the public If there 
were fewer opponunitles than have been available In the past, Is targely subjecltve. However, the agency has 
failed to disclose the need for commercial jet boat access to particular parts of the canyon. Do jet boat tour 
customers usually ask to visit the Wild section of the river? Do they wish to see a particular place like Klrkwood 
Ranch? O would add that the historic significance of Kirkwood Ranch is grossly overstated and is being used 
to justify more jet boat use in the wild section of the river.) (Cooespondent 53) 
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Fornt SW.ice RNpOW: The lnctNN of 173 boat_,. wa 0.. rnultoltt.. Regional FotNter'• appNI 
dec,.,on that dltected the Forni Supem■or to verity UN and,_,,.. the cap wffhoul • new decl8/on. H• 
alao lllllnned the method .,.ed tor aefllng the mnlmum total commercial pollfffH'IHNrt capac:tty. lnctudtng 
the baN pedod of 1988-1992. 

Altemaf#N C ha been modified to reduce the bloch ot time tor the ,.,.,, ocdffUels to UN their boat 
clap In bl-weekly lndud of monthly time peJfodL The pMk.,.. analyal• tor,,,,. modlllcallon Indicated 
U.. commercial UN did not play• •lgnlllcanl role In ctNtlng peek UN. TIie rlf1ld launch achedule for 
ptMlte powemoatera In conjunction with boat., llmlta lot uch OUfffllet lhould ,..o,.,. any pMk UN 
lauea In the wild rlller. 

Comment 417•2. The raaHocadon of the 88 Pittsburg to Kirkwood launches to the entire scenic river and the 
wild river to Kirkwood Is a big improvement. However, we question the WS'/ that you distributed them. 

It Is obvious that you ware trying to use them to Improve the lot or the mid-sized outfitters, a laudable obfectlva. 
HCM'8V8f', the method of allocation was neither fair or consistent with the rest of the EA's approach. 

Throughout the rest of the allocation process you roughly based everything on htstorlc use. So, why didn't 
you proportion out these launches based on historic use also? Those of us who have worked hard to build 
our businesses find other outfitter operations that have been marginal or less than marglnal suddenly 
elevated to allocations almost as large as ours by this windfall. Suddenly we have several competitors who 
haven't earned their boat days as we have. Please allocate the boat days In a fair and consistent manner. 
That means proportioning out the newly distributed launches to everyone on an equltable basis. 

All of the businesses need more access to maintain their financial health; that lnctudes large, medium, and 
small, not Just the medium sized ones. (Correspondent 120) 

Forest Service Response: The decision notice dncrlbn the flltlonale tor dl9trlbutlng U.. 88 boat dap. 
Alao reference the ouftlffet and guide operating guldellnff. ThNe fllpa .,. limited lo ,,.,,.,., belwHn 
Ceche Creek and Kitlrwood only. Other outlllte,w who have bu/ft up tMlr IHlslnen•• by acQealltfl the 
wild river above Klrltwood ewer. number of,..,. haw been ctedllN with,,,,. .,.. (by • modlllcdon 
ot Alternative C) lhrough lncteNed boat day allocaflona forrhaf HCtlon of U.. wild river. Thia glvea them 
• dist/ltd matbllnfl advantage over OUllftteta who have been allocaed addlflOMI ,,,,. fhal .,. Umffed 
to Kldcwood only. No outlltter hn been allocated a grNter number of total boat days Ulllt an oulfllter 
thaf was hlnorlcally larger, and no oulfflter hu been allocated mont launchN up■tream from ICltlrwood 
than an OUllltter whO hlafodcally ran more trips In that nctlon of the river NNd on the 1988-1992 .baff 
perloddal& 

The 88 boat days are In addition to historic uu per their otlglnlll Intent In the FEIS N new ,,,,,. for 
Plftsburs, l.andlng-baffd outmten. Aa .uc,a. they a,e dl8Clfldonary In res,anl to how the ForNt Service 
choosn to d'8ttlbute them a/nee they do not reffect hlatorlc UN of any oulfflter. 

The Need for Wild River Access 

Comment 417-3. After r8Yiewing your use allocations, it appears that the bigger power boat outfitters will 
get all the use In the upper canyon and will not use It You have cut the heart d River Adventures Ud. use 
from the upper canyon. This will be an economic Impact to Riggins, Idaho County and the public. The problem 
with the launch calendar iS that you are giving the bigger outfitters use that could be given to the smaller 
outfitters so they may continue to stay In business. For example, you allow Heiler Bar to use the river from 
Lewiston to the Hells Canyon Dam (over 90 miles d river) and want River Adventures Ltd. to try and market 
a 4 mile section of river. How long do you think we will stay In business trying to sell a e mlle round trip tour 
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or fishing trip compared to a 180 mile round trip tour or fishing? River Adventures Ud. has historical use of 
fishing from Pittsburg Landing to Granite Creek for the last 16 years. We leave Pittaburg Landing and mcwe 
from fishing spat to fishing spot spending 1 /2 hour to 1 hour at each spot Eighty percent of the time our boat 
Is tied up to the bank and other users just pass by and we are unnoticed. We feel we could be on the river 
every day from the National Recreation Area Boundary to Hells Canyon Dam and would not be In anyone's 
way. (Correspondent 147) 

Comment 417-1. Our record of trips In the base period shows that 98% of them went Into the wDd river. Heller 
Bar Excursions. during the same period of time. took only 55% of their trips into the wtld section. Why than 
were both of our businesses allocated a flat 41.5% of our trips Into the "l<Jrkwood WJl(j- section? We have built 
our business around wild river trips; HBE has not We have the history of use in this section; HBE does net. 
This Is patently unfair and wrong. It should be corrected and our allocation of wild river tnps Increased. 
(Correspondent 120) 

Comment 417-S. There seems to be a contradiction here. On one hand, the establishment of maximum and 
minimum numbers of outfitte,s at speclftc portals •1s needed to provide a diversity of commerclal outfttted 
services for the public to choose from.• With the other hand, the plan reduces access for the Pttlsburg based 
outfitters to the pant they no longer have viable businesses. The wild river, their meat and potatoes, is denied 
them for a sizable portion cl their allocation and all together for three days wery other week during the primary 
use season. Red Woods cannot provide a service with 9 days a season, only 3 of which can go Into the wild 
river. For HC Fishing Charters the figures are 31 and 10 and for the River Adventures 40 and 13. All three 
Pittsburg outfitters combined can access the river for a total of 80 boat days and only 26 trips can go above 
KJrkwood. Nearty all of their trips In the past have bean conducted In tha wild river segment. By forcing moat 
of their trips Into the scenic segment you have increased congestion there. The aHocations for all three 
combined are hardly adequate for one viable business and the service to the public suffers as a result 
because of lack of diversity ot commercial services. 

It was beneficial to reallocate and redefine the 88 launches. It was also better to allocate boat days by months 
in altematJve C instead of B's inflexible daily calendar. The biggest problem is. of course, the drastic 
reductions in accass to the wild river destinations as outlined on this page. Those reductions have gutted 
those many businesses built up around access to the upper river, with Its fishing, scenery, rapids and Hells 
Canyon. If it was necessary, we would support you in this action. But It is not necessary. It is done to meet 
unrealistic and needless obfectiyes. The overall numbera are too low to maintain a flourishing and vlable 
commercial power boat Industry. 1he result of your plan, even with the Improvements d C, will be several 
businesses dosing up shop. The remainder wlU jockey for a competitive position. The losers will be the 
American people who use their services. {Correspondent 184) 

Comment 417-6. The outfitter that nwer goes above Rush Creek and prefers to tum around at KJrkwood to 
save fuel expense and time was give the most "Wild- days (above KJrkwood In AltematiYe C) 44% of totm boat 
days: and the one with all historical boat days (Snake River Outfitters) above Rush Creek was given 7 days 
or 27%. Why would the team do that excepl to reduce actual power boat use In the wild section above 
Kirkwood and above Rush Creek?{Correspondent 250) 

Comment 417•7. I respectfully request you reallocate 100% of my boat days Into the wild section between 
Pittsburg and the Dam as that is the only destination Snake River OUtfitte,s has EVER mar1<etad and sold. 
(Correspondent 250) 

Foreet Service ReeponH: Thie element of AltemaflN C ,,_ been modllled. &ch out11tter wlll be 
allocated• percentage ot we In the wild rivet up,trNm from IClttwood based on the total number ot 
commercial powemoat lrlps In that tectlon ol the river between 1Ha-1 HI. .Ae a fflU/t, outllffen who 
wed that section otthe river on• more frequent bas/twill have their allocat/on In that section of the rivet 
Increased, and their use In the Cache Creek fO ICltlcwood HCtlOn dkreaHd ro ttay within the toflll 
commercial powelfJoal uN cap. Use records provided by ,,,. ourtltt.,. over the ,_,. aubmntlete 
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Individual cllllrM ot w,,.,. each outllffer operated their trf P9 and whether and what pen:entage of their 
total use occurred In the primary naaon. 

Comment 417-8. 1he last paragraph on page 111-4 which states "this alternative reallocates a portion of 
commercial powemoat use occurring in the base pertod to the area between Hells Canyon Creek and the 
top of WIid Sheep Rapid. This action will REDUCE the number of encounters between groups In the more 
remote sections of the wild river between WIid Sheep Rapid and Rush Creek Rapid.•, Is confusing to me In 
light of the data presented in table 11-3 on page 11~25. While this statement Is true from the point of view of the 
compariSOn of base periOd to Plan C, It is not true In comparison to Plan B from which, use Is In fact. !4) In 
aJI three segments. (over 3 times greater use In the Pittsburg to Kirkwood section, 2+ times In the Hells 
Canyon to WIid Sheep section, and 1.1 times in the WIid Sheep to Kirkwood section. This Increase Is use over 
that of Plan B, Is simply unacceptable to me. (Correspondent 245) 

Foreat Service ReeponH: For analy8,_ pc,rpoue, AllematlNa 8 and C a,w compaNHI to Abmallve A, 
the no-action anem.tlve. Altemarlve B don not reallocate the f 73 additional boat days to H•I,. Canyon 
Adventuln that wete ldenlllled .. a ,...,,, ot,,,. Regional Fotnter'• appeal declalon to verify"" and 
refine the cap without • new decision. The .,.. ldentllled In Altemallvfl A and C retlecl8 the total 111• 
that the bualnea lhould have been credited with In the FEIS. Therefore, Alternative C etedlla the oullllter 
with the total uH that occumKI In the bne ,-,«I yan, but al/oealN a much reduced level otthattotal 
uee to travel dowMtrNm from WIid Sheep Rapid. The numbers In Aftematlve B relled the propoted 
action which went out to the public tor ecoplng pdor to complellon ol nrmc.tlon ot commerclel use 
and any neceua,y ad}wtmenta to the "" cap • • reeult of the verfflcadon procea. Altemartve 8 UHd 
the boat day allocatlon for the buelneu that wu used In the FEIS/ROD. 

Comment 417-9. The granting of additional commercial powerboat use (from an average of 7 to 1 o) up to 
Kirkwood Is unacceptable. Al the onset of the establlshmet'll of the HCNRA, the Federal Government author­
ized the purchase of all private land, with the exception of 1/4 acre, within the wild section of the river. This 
affon and expense, was gone to, to prevent inholder protNma such as Inappropriate or conflicting use, and 
the egress and Ingress demands thal so often complicate the management of a Wild River. It Is mind boggling 
to me, that the managing agency, has since recreated that exact problem, by the Inappropriate establishment 
of a Public Museum at Kirkwood, (a comparatively insignificant historical and cultural site within the canyon, 
given its hlsto,y and age, and a "major componenc of the Cultural ORV, only beca11Se the managing agency 
so deems it), and the outfitter lease of the cabin at sheep creek. Egress demands are now used as justification 
for additional powerboat use In an already CM9rcrowded resource. It Is time to allow bolh sites, to return to 
their natural state, as was intended at the establishment of the HCNRA. A museum dedicated to the culture 
and history of this spectacular resource would be more appropriately established at the HCNRA headquar­
ters, allowing unlimited Public access. The allowance of all commercial launches from all Scenic river portals 
access to Kirkwood increases the use In the Pittsburg to Kirkwood section of the wild river to unacceptable 
1evam. (Correspondent 245) 

Forest Service Reaponee: Sofh Klrlcwood and Sheep Cl'ffk a,w ldenlltled • Management ArN ft, 
Admlnllfnltlve and Recreation Sltn, In the FEIS/ROD. The ROD aclrnowfedga that theN altN, plua 
several olhen are anomallo In the wild tfv« conldor (reference ~ .25 ol the ROD}. The Regional 
Forester'• appeal declalon affirmed their dealgnallon .. Management Ante f 8 .,,.., In ConllderlrllOn "' 
th• language In the HCNRA Act to protect historic .n ... Both locaflons .,. Nlltlonal Register Sit• 

White commercial powed.>oat acce• to Klrlcwood would lnctNIe, the conversion ot use to allOw more 
·accesa to Sheep Creek hn been dropped aa a result of• modlffcaflon to Altematlv• C. The level of 
commen::lal powemoat accua In the wild dver upweam from ICltlfwood would dectuff, especlally •• 
a result of nan-motorized days. OveraH commercial powerboat use In the wild river would td/11 meet the 
ROS guldeUnea In the FEIS and meet the Intended l8Cfffflon experience for all UNf'I. 
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Comment 417-10. Paragraph 8 presents a need to reduce trip duration for powert>oats. This statement 
seems to contradk.1 the premise of paragraph 6 that many power boat customers are "walk-Ins' presumably 
taking day trips. Given the fact that there are clearly a greater percentage of multi-day float trips than power 
boat trips, It would seem that any restriction on trip length should not single out power boats but should 
address all users. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service Aeaponee: Trip duration for powetfJoatl referencfl llmltdon8 ro how they have operated 
hlaotlcally, I.e., whether tl,ey htwe plfmalfly operated ftlpa for day.use WNW ovemlglrt UN. Ovem/ght 
UN would require the UN ol COftNCUIIN boat-,.. Boat_,,. Mn UNdto .,.,,,,,_ UN docaflone 
for commerclal po,,,erbom becauN they credited OUllllle,s with 8M total number ol boa and toral 
daya lnvolwtd In their,,,,_ during llte beN JHWfod )'Nl'8. n.. need to limit ttlp dutallon la a melhod ol 
managing.,.. within hlatorlc use ,,.aema, and notencoww,e new types ot UN. Hlstottcally, the maJorlly 
of commercial pownoar UM hn been one dayttlpa and the ma}otlly ol commM:lalfloaC UN ha IHHtn 
multi-day trip& The EA hn treated each of tlJNe commercllll UNS In the manner which they hne 
developed over time In allocating UH. 

Comment 417-11. Forest Service policy requires that the permlttee charge reasonable rates and furnish such 
services as may be necessary In the public interest We do not understand how, by specifying launch 
locadons, the avatlabllily of a desired mix of visitor services can be better assured. The ma;ortty of commercial 
outfitters use the Cache Creek portat The reason for this Is because the ptaferred method of seeing the 
canyon Is by jetboat, and the outfitters are located where It is most convenient for the pubNc to utBrze their 
services. If your policy reqUlres that we fumlsh these services then why 81'8 you undeniably trying to rastrict 
them. 

The ma;omy of the general public umng jetboat sarvices utilize the outfitters that use either the Cache Creek 
portal, or HeNs Canyon Creek. I believe It is safe to say that there Is adequate commercial competttlOn to 
ensure quality services at these portals. We certainly would not want to try and make a living out of using 
portals such as Pittsburg Landing, or Dug Bar. (Correspondent 252) 

Forest Service Aeaponu: Altematlve C provide• mnlmum and minimum numbetw al outfitters at Nch 
po,tal to anure UN continuation of competlllon In order to ....,,.. quality N1Y1cN and chok:ft In 
sewlcN and prices for cuaomers. The ma/mum number ot oedfflfen lllted for Nell po,tal ,.,,.,..,ly 
represen19 8M ulstlng duldlon. The P"'8butg undlllfl po,W pnw#dN accas for• dlllerent c/lenNle 
than either Heu. Cenyon CrHlr or Cache CINt and p«wltH9 rounam support to laho County. Dug Sar 
,. no longer consldMHI • polentlal pOltal fol bNlng cotnmetclal NwlcN, and no cum,nlly OUlllltell 
base their open,llotM from that de. The Intent ,. ro • ...,,. that, when buslne .... are sold, most 
bwl,,..... continue to a,-.,. fmnl the po,Wwhent they now provide NIYlce. Reference~,,_. ol 
the EA for addltlonal lnfotmatlon. 

Oetennination of Average Use 

Comment 417-12. The calculation al base year average use was done In an Inconsistent manner. Cougar 
Country and River Quest had their row use years dropped, basing tt.r aBocalion on the average of their 4 
good years; this gave them more boat days than they had earned. The rest of us were allocated use based 
on our flat 5 year average, good years and bad years alike. This affects how the lmlted boat days were 
distributed and appears to us unfair. All businesses should have been handled in the same WBl!f. (COff8Sp0nd­
ent 120) 

Comment 417~13. Why iS the historic use of some outfitters calculated with an average of the s years between 
1988 and 92, while others have their use based on an average of 4 years With a low use year dropped from 
the average? The playing field should be level, with all figures being calculated by the same fonnula. 
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We can make it on our own and do quite well in the long run, providing quality service to our customers. We 
can do it, that is, if we have some room for growth and access to the river. Being limited in perpetuity to the 
use level of s years ago is going to make that mighty tough to accomplish. (Cooespondent 251) 

Comment 417•14. The determination of average use is also unfair. Cougar Country Lodge and Rivercrest had 
zero use years taken out of their averaging, and when looking at the tOlat number of days. that of course would 
take days away from Snake River Adventures and add them to Cougar Country Lodge. If we're using a 
five-year average for some and a four-year average for others, it's entirely unfair-the worst year for everyone 
should be dropped out and let everyone average the best four years or everyone has the best five years. It 
is not fair to make a detennination using some for bad years and others for not (Correspondent 259) 

Forest Service Raaponse: Several ouflllten could not operate In • given year due to an ongoing_,. 
at l>ualnea. W1fhouf state OUllffllng llcWea and Forut SeMCe tpecltd un ~ they COClld not 
legally operate. Thi• would be the equivalent of approved non-we per Fotesf Service policy. The lnablllly 
to operate waa the tNull otfactora beyond the control otthe purchaNr. In thoee ca--. patflcular yeara 
were not uaed becauu they did not accurately reflect• continuing lfWel of uu that would have OCCUINd 
II trips had continued to operate under the prevloua owner. In other clrcumancea, oudfflers who were 
licensed simply chose not to conduct any trlpa during the primary seaaon or not obtain • special UH 
permit However, elnce they had the ability to conduct bwlneaa and almply chou not to. theae zero-uae 
year, were counted when calcu1"'lng prlmluy 1euon we during the bae period. 

Specific to Individual Businesses 

Comment 417-15. Our first concern is the number of user days that has been allocated to us for the 1997 
primary season. We bought Into this business Jn 1992 with growth being the specific reason In mind, and have 
been using our operating revenue to pay for It As you can see from your figures we have Indeed grown, 
Increasing our bUsiness by 350% In the last 4 years and had planned on continued growth. By using the 
1988-1992 guidelnes, which was before we bought this buainass, we have been atlocated 6 user days. We 
cannot survive on that (Correspondent 202) 

Foreat Service Reeponse: The respondent bought Into an eiletlng bualnea (fonnlng • ,,.,,,..,.hip) 
which had primarily operated aa a aecondllry NDOn ateelhead tfahlng bualnea. Thi• reaulted In • loW 
amount of hllfOrlc base period UH. The Regional Forester'• appeal declalon affirmed the method ol 
using the 1988-1992 bne period to detennlne the total commerclal powerlloat capacffy. Alt8fflldlw C, 
n modified, only usN mo,e recent uu to allocate the distribution at .boat d8)'8 for trlpa between 
Klrlcwood and WIid ShHP, and Ulen only - • component of total .... of that uctlon of the river from 
1988,.1995. Credit for recent growth of amaH bus/neaN could have only occurred at the expenn o# 
buslnene• that had a proven ttack record of higher hwe,. olwe over manyyean. The plllJ)08• and need 
tor the FEIS addreaed the nNd to ma,_,,. growth, reduce encounten befween usen and protect and 
enhance ORV• In the river corridor duril1fl the p,tma,y 1eason ••component of allocatlng powemoat 
uae levela. Growth In the primary NMOII wilt be limited primarily to tllHng vacant •..Ung capacity or by 
purchaalng other bualn....._ Growth In UN NCOnda,y na,on remain, unlimited, and th,. buallHIII 
hlstortcally haa been • aecondaty ... ,on bualneaa. 

Comment 417-16, We feel it unjust not to look at the 1992 to 1996 period of time when allocating user days. 
Not just for us. There are businesses that showed relatively high use in 1988-1992 which have since sold and 
are no longer using those high numbers of days, if any. Yet they haVe been given a large number of days. 
(Correspondent 202) 
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Foreat S.vlce RNponae: When. bualnaa,. pu,chaNd, the buslMN net record,. aleo purchand, 
and It often the bMII otfhe ute, l.e,, W,.., fenl ol actlvlly ,,_ w. bualnea been capable of genendlng 
In the pat? Approximately 25 dllletem melhoda ot allocaflnfl .,.. over the yun trom 19N-1t95 wen, 
considered In analyM (reterence Anely8la RleJ. The reaaona forchooalng.Altern«lwt C.,. dtJCUJffftlhd 
In the DN end ,,.. OUlllaer and Guldft Opetdng Quldellna. In order fo rellecl man, recent Uff, 
.Allematlve C ,,_ been modified fo credit OUlffltet9 tor their UH ol,,,. IClrfcwood to Wild Sheep HClon 
ol the wild river from 19N-1ff5. 

Comment 417-17. I respectfully request you restore my allocation to the wild section to at least 3 days per 
week during the prima,y season. (Correspondent 250) 

ForNt S.Vlce RNponae: IWentnce the outffller and 9ulde ..,.,,,., fuifHI,,,_ fhat have bHn 
changed ,-r modlllcallon of Allemattve C for • dncrlptlon ot each OUllfttw'• .,location dutfn, the 
prlmaryunon. 

Comment 417•18. The flexibility of days Is not as flexH"8 as it should be to ensure trip scheduling workable. 
People cancel trips or some days Just do not sell We do not target -walk-in" guests, and need more lead time 
for some dates especially toward the end of the month. Sometimes we have to change a trip date due to high 
water flows which effect the quality of fiShing. Weather is another consideration. We have had to postpone 
a trip because the heat was too severe for a physically challenged group at guests. Due to the small number 
of days I have been assigned, I will have to have every opportunity to sell them. I respecth.llly request my wild 
boat days be flexible throughout the control season and not restricted to a certain month. (Correspondent 
250) 

For ... Service ReeponM: Flexlbll/ly In ,chedullng ,. baud on ,,,. •In ol MCh outllller, In part fo 
manage potentlal ~ In uae cawed by commercial powemoaten. Refer fo the~ 1111d GulN 
Opendlng Guldellnes for• complete dNCrlptlon olthe time period allocatlon tor uch outtnter. Alfema­
tlve C hH been modified to reduce tlN fleJdblllly tor the ""JJW ~ from monthly to bl weNfy 
Khedullng tlexlblllfy. Thia rNpondent, bned on •• of the operation, remained on. achedule that WU 
flexible on a monthly baslL 

Comment 417-19. Our allocation at 31 trips Imo the wild river is simply too fowl So Is the totai at 85 for the 
season, with 54 turning around at Kirkwood. We are running just about fNety day this summer and need to 
continue to do the same In the future. (Correspondent 251) 

ForNI Servi~ Raponae: The .uoc.tlon for fhla outlllter tor trips MOW Klrltwood hN been lnctNnd 
to 53 based on the modlflclltJon ot Altematlve C Which credited OUlllften tor their percentage ot total 
wild river between Klrlcwood and WIid Sheep In the ,_,. ot 1988-f 195. The toW alloc«lon for this 
outfitter ho not lncreued, Nmalnlng at 15 total boat da)la. 

Fishing Outfitters 

Comment 417-20. We use the river almost dally during May, June. and July although not August, and we 
are the fastest growing fishing business, as the figures bear out Even so, businesses that are operating very 
littje have been given many more days than we have. This is a very ma;or concern or ours. 

Foreat Service Reaponae: The allocation of UH among powert,oal outlffteta Is based on the 1918-1912 
period historic uae. As • fftUlt, bualtHIA hlsto,y Is • component ol the allocalon. Boat day allocatlon• 



rellecf the buslnea IH:flvlly ol each buelnea for fhoH )'Nl'L More n,cenf UN ,. 1811ected In the 
allocallona at use tor eech oullltter between Kldtwood and Wild ShNp • • component of un In that 
Nellon of the river beeween 1988-1995. 

Comment 41741. The scenic tour boal operations have been allocated a large number or days and can 
survive on them. We are strictly fishing outfitters, not scenic and cannot survive on 6 days. Our schedule Is 
filled from year to year. We rm 3 nlght/4 clay trips and overnight at our cabins located below Cache Creek. 
Mike has to run above Cache Creek at least 2 days or each trip and rarely roos as far as PlltSburg. rruch less 
past It. llle reason being there is so much good fishing water from there down. With well over 50% or the 
float traffic taking out at Pittsburg, there Is a long stretch of river down to Cache Creek that Is hardly used 
except as a pass through zone. wtry use Cache Creek in defining the lowest area Of operation? (Correspond­
ent 202) 

Foreet Service Reaponae: The putpOff and need tor the FEIS addt'MNd the need to manage growth, 
reduce encounten beiween Ufff'W, and protect and enhance ORVt In the river cotrldor during the 
prlmaty NftOn Na component ol aflocatlng powwt,oat UN ...,._ ,,,,,.,..,,, NCl#one of the river are 
manag«J du• to dllferenf elemem that affect thll uae. auch • the lnlha. ot unlimited tloal un Into the 
scenic river from the Lower Salmon River that affecf8 total use levele In the Cache CINkarea. In addition, 
uae has been spread throughout the SNSon to manage total and peak UN, reduce encounteN between 
uaen, and anun, that ouflltteta are providing NrVlce to the public throughout the primary teaaon. 

Comment 417-22. Forest Service records Indicate we run at least eight (8) fishing trips In the primary season 
In the wild section at least to Granite Rapids and Hells Canyon Creek. Altemalive C arbitrarily cuts our trips 
Into the wild section to five (5). This allocation reduction Is not based on any formula and Is arbitrary. Also, 
no allowance 18 made for any Increase In business. At. the very least, small fishing outfitters llke us should 
have a reasonable pool of launches into the wild section to draw upon so our businesses wiJI be allowed some 
measure of flexibility and natural growth. (Correspondent 249) 

Foreet Service Reaponee: In reaponae to •coping. the powetfJolrl outnCteta did not want • pool ol 
launches, but wanted •H anllable boat days allocated ao 11,ey would know how many trlpa they would 
be able to NIL Refer to the Oullltter and Gulde Opendlng GuldeHnn tor detalle on the prolllslOn ot • 
pool that COUid develop over time within the total cap ol uae. Alt.,.,... C - modified chaflflO the 
allOCllflon of UH In the wild river between IClttwood and Wild Sheep baaed on each outllttere pen:enmge 
ol un In thle section of the river In compatflon with all commercial powemoat trlpa In this river section 
trom 190-1995. 

Subject 418 
Float Allocation 

Comment 418-1. Even in 1973, the Forest Service had little lncllnalion to manage the river for the benefit rl 
the public. It was. In fact, the outfitters who drew the Forest Service Into the original meetings which resulted 
in the outfitters establishlng the commercial limitations, the allocation for the float outfitters, and an outflttn' 
calendar. Because outfitter use before limitations was greatly inflated, float outfitters were awarded generous 
allocations which they have consistently under Ulilized. Actual commercial float boat use Is only a fraction of 
the total allocation. 

Assigning allocations to outfitters changes the special use pennlt from allowing an outfitter to provide service 
to the public to allowing him ownership of public access. This has direct and unde9'rable consequences for 
the public, especially for private boaters. It establishes a percentage division of allocatJon betwaan outfitters 
and private boaters that could only accidentally reflect real demand. Private float boaters must go through 
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a lottery to obtain river access, while commercial outfitters have been given an allocatlon exceeding their 
malketing ability and client demand. In effect, only private floaters have limited access on the Snake River, 
and they are not able to obtaJn any of the unused commercial altocalion as •cross CN8r" between the two 
groups Is not allowed. (Correspondent 135) 

Forni Service RNponae: Special UN permit& ... p,MlefJe, not.,.,,,,,. OUlllbtt muat mMt •peclllc 
NqUlremMfa or risk fotfelture ot their permit&. 1bey are not • prlnle property tfght. The purpoN ot 
outllffer penn11s,. to ptovlfH ,emce to the public wltlch do nae,..,,. the lldlla or equipment necI11a,y 
to fnlnl on the S... RlNr for• rectNflon -,,.,,.nee. 

PrlNte ffoalets do ,..,,_ acCNa to UIHlflllzed commerclal tloal launchN via CtvN-CMtl' ,,.,_..,, tfle 
commercial and private docfftlon 30 c,_. prior to launch. 1hla .,..m,.,., place to pnwld(t tlexlblllry 
to lnctNH utlllallon ot the reNMlflon qlfem and accea to ffNt oppotfunllla for Ml....,._ 

Comment 418-2. There is no intrinsic need to Umll floaling on the scenic rwer. Some 75% of Hells Canyon's 
floaters chOOSe not to go be-fond Pittsburg. They have done this on their own without government Interven­
tion. The only reason to llmlt their access In the future Is that you have forced power t>oaters to concentrate 
their activities Into a smaHer portion of the river. The fact Is. there iS presently no need to limit access t)IJ either 
commercial or private floatefs or power boaters In the scene rtver segment You have developed a massively 
regulatofy plan that accomplishes unnecessary objecdves. There is no evidence of a need In either your EIS 
or this EA Float use coming in trom the Salmon generally moves quickly through the HCNRA segment of the 
Snake. The river is mostly wide and flat; the problems created on this short section or river do not warrant 
heavy duty rastrfctlons on either floaters or power boaters. The Lower Salmon is one of the few river8 where 
floaters can take a spontaneous trip; this iS worth preserving as long n poeslble Power boatars, commercial 
and private, aJso want to mmntain the opportunity for spontaneity in their recreatfon as long as possibie. 
Unfortunately, this plan attempts to remove every vestige of that opportunity, at great expense to all! 
(Correspondent 184) 

Comment 418-3. The issues which you have failed to respond to for float boaters ... no longer allowtng 
launches from Pittsburg Landing. There is absotutely no justification for this management decision. You have 
eJlminated this possibility for float outfitterl and private boaters while Increasing opportunjly and use In the 
Scenic river for power boaters. While there is little historic use for this launch de for float boaters. there Is 
also no quantlftable need for eliminating the posslbHily. lhls year tor example, high water on the lower Salmon 
made launching at Pittsburg Landing a viabte alternative for many groupa. (Correspondent 254) 

Forut Service Reeponu: n,. ,..,,.,. tor llmlllnf UN In .. ICM#c ""',. dNctfbed In ,.,.,, In,,,. 
FEIS. Thi• Includes protection of the ORVI Including,,,. recrNt#on upe,fence.. Reference Chllpten II 
and IV of the FEIS and Appendix K, Pagfla K-111 through K-120. 

Private tloaten would ltlll be able IO launch ffolltttlpa from Plltabutg Lllndlng and Dug Bar. CommetcW 
float trlpa haw never developed• butlneH from U..•• po,talS during the primary NMOn. Thlt actMty 
would reprennt • MW uae wffh potential tor new commercial growth, and would not meet UN putpoH 
and need to adjust commetelal rectNllonal UN levels to fflfff the ..,red rectNtlon np9rfenc.1 u 
ducrlbed In the FEIS. 

Comment 41 M. Capping the float use batow Pittsburg landing to 25% of total float use. I have objected to 
this pr<MS6on from the beginning, yet It has never been addressed or justified. (~ 254) 

Forest Service Responu: Thia monitoring element al the OUllfhr end guide operating guldellnN hu 
been modified In Altematlve C •• • re,un al verltlcalon of commercial""· 1h11 monitoring elftment will 
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be changed to 30% prior to Implementing llmltaflona on float UH below Plffaburg L.andl11f1 baeed on 
h1-lorlc u• patteme. 

Vacant Launch Pool 

Comment 41 ~s. The current 60% priVate & 40% outfitter launch schedule for ffoater9 In Hells Canyon Is the 
most generous management plan for private floaters among the West's best managed rivers. For Instance, 
the Middle Fork of the Salmon provides for a 56% private & 44% OUlftlter launch schedule. Thara Is no need 
to give the private floating sector more launches in Hells Canyon, at the expense of the outftners who run the 
area 60% of the use Is plenty. My business, and others have used the vacant launch to considerable 
advantage through the years. This vacant launch Is one of the key items for offering any flexibility to our launch 
schedules. You seem very concemed with powerboat outfitter ftextbllity, but you show no concern for our 
flexibility. What gives? Private floaters do not need 8 extra launches per river season. What private floaters 
need is GOOD management of powerboats with launch schedulas, and real limits on weekends and hoOdays. 
(Correspondent 158) 

Comment 418-6. The plan has reduced the number of oudittar launches from the float pool from 14 to 6. I 
have obiected to this provision since It first appeared in the management plan Tllese 14 launches have 
historically been used by commercial float outfitters and were part of the Original plan's intent back when use 
was allocated back In 1975 or so. Commercial float outfitters have made fuN use of this allocation In recent 
years. Private users already have a significantly larger percentage cl launches In Hells Canyon. There Is no 
reason or Justifieatlon to penalize commerclalffoat outfitters by removing these 8 launches from our allocation. 
The balance of private to commercial launches Is already highly skewed and this only worsens the balance. 
(Correspondent 254) 

Comment 418-7. Altemaltve C, the preferred alternative, has many, many, wel researched and thought out 
provisions. Chief among these Is providing for the non-motorized period In a section of the WIid River. There 
is no doubt that all the float permits available during these non-motorized periods will be highly sought and 
highly treasured. Perhaps the additional launch dates allocated to private float parties can be made available 
during these non-motorized periods. (Correspondent 163) 

Foreat Service ReeponH: Altematlve Cha been modified and dOM not nHllocale any ot the outfitter 
pool date• to private tloaten. Outtltte,s maintain the f 4 taunclHN to provide tchedutlng ffDJblllty. 

Subject 421 
Non-Motorized Period 

Many commenters objected to the non-motorized period. Representative examples have been responded to 
below: 

Comment 421-1. I want to express my objection to this non-motorized window. (Correspondenl 4, 9, 14, 15, 
18, 30, 56) 

Comment 421-2. Why are rafters so speclm that they need the whole Snake River access bv themselves for 
three days a week every other week? Why don't you stop and look at what this is going to do to the businesses 
that rely on the river to make a living. (Correspondent n 
Comment 421-3. Please do not implement the non-motorized window on the Hells Canyon Recreation Area 
PowerbOalS can accept limitations but closure Is unacceptable. (Correspondent 11) 
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Comment 421-4. I personally cannot accept the Forest SeNice recommendatiOn of shutting off Jet boat traffic 
for three days a week every other week. This Is unjust and unfair to the private jet boaters. (Correspondent 
22) 

Comment 421-5. As a new jetboal owner, my family and I was planning to enjoy the Hells Canyon area this 
year. Unfortunatety with the closure In effect It win be harder to use the area because of the fact that my friend 
that was going to show me the area has the first pan of the week off, making It almoSt Impossible for us 
together to enjoy the beautiful area of Hells Canyon. I would appreciate It If you would consider removing the 
ck>sure. (Correspondent 45) 

Comment 421-8. On behalf of all the residents of our county, we the elected representatives ask you to 
eUminate the non-motorized window and to reevaluate the use levels for motorized craft ~ both commercial 
and private. (Correspondent .79) 

Commenl 421-7. Blmlnate the non-motorized expertence. There is nolhlng In any of your preferred altama­
ttves that has evoked the kind of negative response as this proposal. It is <fMSive, contemptible, and 
contentious. If enacted, relations between motorized and non-motorized win deteriorate dramatically. The 
successful efforts of the last few years to bring together the groups wHI have been wasted. (Correspondent 
162) 

Comment 421-8. The Forest Service has stated that a 'segment at the public" has expressed a desire to have 
a period free of motorized activity" within the wild corridor of Hells canyon. No facts have been furnJshed to 
clarify what percentage of the general public contacted expressed such a desire. Also, It Is not made available 
what the commerclal interests of this •segment of the public" might be in regards to their desire to 8f1ioy a 
motorless period. (Correspondent 180) 

Comment 421-9. I would like to request that you eliminate the non-motorized window because: I applaud your 
efforts at soliciting and receiving Input from the various user groups. I am surprised that a non-motorized 
solution could be an option. Elimination of a specific user group from any resource for arr, length c:A time (mid 
week or week end) is unacceptable. (Correspondent 188) 

Comment 421•1 o. We stOI do not understand why the decision was made In the ROD to have a non-motorized 
period at aJI. The opinions and numbers In the reports used, are biased. It would be Interesting to see the 
result of such a study done today with people from both groups, offering their views d the visitor experience. 
(Correspondent 246) 

Comment 421-11. We remain of the opinion that commercial and private powerboaters, as well as many 
floatcraft users, will simply not support any fonn of a non-motorized period on any ponlon of the river. 
(Correspondent 249) 

Comment 421-12. Please do away with the nonmotorlzed perkxls. This Is a riverthal has always been shared. 
It was a power boating river used for commerce long before floating became popular. Congress recognized 
the traditions of this navigable river by excluding Its corridor from the wilderness and recognlzJng both 
motorized and nonmotorized river craft as equally valid uses. Toe nonmotorlzed window Is neither needed 
or appropriate. (Correspondent 251) 

Comment 421 ·13. There is no need for a non-motorized experience. Do you believe that It Is fair to alJow a 
select group of individuals the opportunity to experience Hells Canyon's solitude and remoteness without 
offering this opportunity to everyone. Who said that the only way you can experience the solitude and 
remoteness of Hells Canyon is without a motor? Don't you think the general public who take a jet boat tour, 
would like to enjoy their day on the river without having to constantly stop for floaters. (Correspondent 252) 
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Comment 421-14. So why are we being excluded for three days every other week for three months? Of course 
we know the pat reasons given In the EA-to provide some floale,s who don't like power boats an opportunity 
to play without us being around and to move the river towards a nebulously defined "desired recreation 
experience.· But these reasons just aren't good enough to justify ruining businesses, denying our guests the 
experience of Hells Canyon, its mafor rapids, most spectacular scenery and best fishing. This price Is too high 
for the tiny payoff. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 421-16. Isn't It enough that the rafte,s are being given fN8'Y other Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday? 
Why are we also llmlted to distance that we travel? The rafters have no more right to see the true HellS Canyon 
than the majority of our population. Floaters do not own the river. Not yet. at leastl They have their 3 days 
of the "Wild section' all to themselves, yet they want more. (Cooespondent 246) 

Comment 421-16. Paragraph s discusses dmlng of a non-motorized window. First, the lack of dara ia 
apparent agaJn, as the agency vaguely descnbes a •segment of the public- without providing Insight Into the 
volume and nature of use of these individuals. Without this preliminary information, one cannot 888888 
whether the agency has reasonably created a solution with very specific elemenls (e.g., no motors on one 
ponion of the river, during precise time periods) to address the purported need. Arguably, the leglalation 
creating the NRA not only allows motorized use. but actually selects that use, given the specific language 
and legiSlative hiStory of the Act. The agency reveals a significant flaw In the declsionmaldng structure by 
noting that the decision to implement a non- motorized period has already been made in the ROD, and the 
Outfitter EA will only address the timing of that period. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service Reapome: Bned on content analpl8 ol the DEIS end FEIS, ther8 wu • distinct group 
or respondenls who favored .ome lfwel ot non-motorized rectNflonal expenence oppotfunlty. The 
non-motorized pedod In tin propoul provldea • renonable opponunlly tor Interested pdvate and 
commercial floalbolde,w. hu • minimal effect on p,tvate powe,fJNre,w. and mlnlmlzea potentially 
adveru economic lmpacta on commercial powerboafer&. The R8f110nal Foreater• appeal decl8lon 
atttrmed the promlon ot • non-motorized window eubJe(:t to analyz#ng the .tlfH:18 ot the wlndoW on 
commercial UHl'I In "'flllrd to timing and duration ol the non-mototfzed period. 

Length/location of Non-Motorized Section of River 

Comment 421-17. If a window iS mandatory try from WIid Sheep RapidS to Rush Creek Rapids onty, 99% of 
the boats do not or shoold not navigate this. Guides excluded. (Correspondent 46) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: This element of the non-motorized window wu examined u pa,t ot the 
attematlve development proc ... , but wn not lncorpo,afed In an action altem«lve. Reference Ute 
analyal• tile. 

Duration of Non-Motorized Period 

Comment 421-18. We feel that the prima,y season should stan late June or early July when the river use starts 
to pick up. Check your use records and see that River Adventures Ud. fishes in Hells Canyon from Pittsburg 
Landing to Granite Creek Rapids more than any other outfitter. We see the actual use that Is going on In this 
section of river this time of year. In June of 1996 we fished CNer 15 days on that section and there was very 
lime use because of high water and low air temperatures. If you look at your use records you wiH see that 
the canyon is not being used In June. We suggest that the primary season starts late June early July when 
use of the river starts to pick up. (Check your use records.) (Conespondent 147) 

For ... Service Reaponae: Reference Chapter II, page 7 ol the FEIS. The pr#tnll,Y , ... on datn .,.,. 
common to all action altematlvN In the FEIS and llftlrmed In the Regional Forester61 appeal decision. 
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Redistribution of Non-Motorized Period 

Comment 421·19. If the non-motorized window were expanded to incfude June, it would be an unreasonable 
limitation. The use in June for both float and power users is often restricted by high run off. We feel reasonable 
!Imitation would be more effective during a high use month such as July and August (Correspondent 114) 

Comment 421 •20. Spreading of the "motorized" period to Include June, would be acceptable, but not so the 
resulting reduction in the number of motortess days. Given this years calendar my operation would go from 
having 4 trips with 3-days of no motors and 4 trips with 2-days of no motors under plan B the old preferred 
alternative, to having 2 trips with 3-days of no motors, and 2 trips with 2-days of no motors, under plan C. 
llliS iS a significant declease, given that this motortess opportunity was the major ldentifted want and need 
expressed by my guests the commerciat floatboat users, In the planning stage of this process. In addition, 
the unequal access to non-motor launches Inherent in this plan is a potentlal source of conflict within the 
commercial float segment, and Is unacceptable tor this reason. Possible mitigation or this might be achieved 
by the addition of Sunday and Monday aftemoon launches prior to the "motortass" period on a 4-day-Sunday, 
3-day-Monday only basis. Overall Impact shouldn't be too slgnlllcant given with the eDmlnalion cl the 
powerboat segment during this period. This addllional opportunity might also mitigate the negative Impact 
both to the economy of the outfitter, and use opportunity of the commercial floalboat user of the group stze 
reduction. I personally support the Week-on/Week-off plan, as the only way to equitably satisfy both groups. 
the one's desire for quantity of experience, the other's for quality. If the powerboats want quantity, let them 
pay the price in quality, and we will pay the price of quantity to gain quallly. (Correspondent 245) 

Comment 421•21. Your preferred alternative proposed a significant decrease In the motortess window. A 
reduction from 24 motorfess days to 21 or even 18 days annually is a dramatic cut back over a 110 day control 
season. The motortess window, from the Draft EIS stage on to the present (one week motors only vs. one 
week motorless) was a huge iSsue for private floaters.. AU the compromises that have occurred since then have 
taken this private floater interest in a motortess window Into account. I don't think the agency can back awa:, 
from a motorfess window without making other compromises on the float side cl the equation. Commercial 
float outfitters have made a huge 20% sacriflce In accepting a reduction from 30 to 24 people/trfp. The 8 float 
boat per trip limit is a huge bitter pill for both outfitted & private floaters. 1lle only way the agency can back 
awtq from the motorless window is to reinstate the 30 person group sae for all floaters, with a 1 o craft/b1p 
(or more) limit. Kayaking Is more and more popular and your cwrent 8 boat limit Is the most restrictive float 
limit on any Western River. I think It is time to rethink thiS 8 boat/trip limlt I the agency intends to make any 
changes in the motorless window. (Correspondent 158) 

Comment 421-22. The motor1ess window was something the private floal boat community Identified as a 
highly desirable condition. From the Draft EIS stage on to present there has been much support for the one 
week on/one week off concept. The change to a mere 24 days per season was a big sacriflce. Now, you are 
reducing this further and in the process, completely shunning the earlier Input on the plan. Under Ahemative 
C floaters have give up a tremendous amount, and gotten nothing In relU'n. tf you are going to concede more 
days of motorless opportunity then you must give something back to all floaters, Including larger group size, 
more craft per trip, and other iSsues as Identified above as floater needs. (Correspondent 254) 

Forest Service Responae: Alternative Chat modified the achedule to begin on the tint Monday In June 
tor three daye per week (Monday through WednffdayJ, on altemallnfl WHb for• total of 21 day,. The 
achedule 1111/ll lnc/ude the July «h holldq It the non-motortzed tchedule colncldN wffh that holiday In 
any given year. Due to the alternating week schedule and elghf dlty tum-wound for commercial floatetw, 
there 11111# continue to be an unequal level of access to this oppotlunlty among all Roat OUlllttert on • 
yeartybnle. 
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Support for Non-Motorized Period 

Comment 421-23. I support the proposed ban on jet boat traffic during certain times .. In fact, I consider this 
option the minimum necessary to try to return sanity to the river corridor. (Correspondent 195) 

Conunent 421•2.4. I support the norwnotorized periOd. 18 to 21 days reserved for peace and quiet on the 
upper stretch over about 14 weeks (98 days) Is fair and is not asking too much of the powerboaters. The plan 
has compromised enough by allowing boats to go as far as Kirkwood Ranch. Furthermore the economic 
analysis clearly shows that most outffllers will not lose money with thi8 plan. (Correspondent 212) 

Comment 421-26. Beleve there can be days when jet boats do not need to be on the river. (Correspondent 
257) 

Foreat Service R•ponae: Thank you for your comment. 

Comment 421-26. The Appeal Decision alfinned the need for a non-motorized window but remanded the 
decision to the Forest Supervisor to assess the economic affect on commercial outfitters. The EA concludes 
that the •economic analysis showed very little effect of the 24 non-motorized days on commercial outfitters.• 
Therefore the reduction In days of the non-motorized window is LmWarranted and outside the scope of the 
remand. The 24 day non-motorized window as proposed in the ROD should be implemented In order to 
comply with the HCNRA and WSRA. 

AJtematlve C proposes every other weekend for the non-motorized window from Ju,e through August except 
for the 4th of July weekend. If the 4th of July coincides with a non-motorized window period, then that week 
would be skipped and the non-motorized window would recommence the next weekend. The EA states this 
would provide for a non-motorized recrealional experience spread across the primary season. Thia would be 
confusing and decreases the number of days of a non-motorized experience which does not protect the 
ORVs. Additionally, there Is no analysis that the non-motorized period haa an economic effect on commercial 
outfitters, therefore, the reduction in the number of non-motorized perk>d days available and the change in 
days is outside the scope of the remand. 

This Is contrary to the original ROD directive to provide levels of shared use by non-motorized and motorized 
users that protect and enhance the ORVs. ROD, p. 9. (Correspondent 159) 

Forest Service R•ponse: Schedullng the non-motorized pe,fod through June, July, and Augutt pro­
vldaa a fair method of providing different recreation oppotrtmltle• to all UHn.. Although the economic 
effect to commercial powe,boaten ,. amall, It don ul& By achedullng the non-motorized daya eve,y 
other week starting on the first Monday In June, theN a,e • total ol 21 motorized daya available prior 
to the l..abor Day holiday. Allematlv8 C INN been modified to lnclua the July 41h holiday In thON yean 
when that date tall• on • non-molorlnd pedod. 

Comment 421•27. I am sure that you are well aware thal one of the driving forces for the exclusion of 
powerboats is by a minority group of the commercial float outfitters which would enable them to markat their 
trips as "wilderness floats..• This is not a wilderness and you should not allow It to become a de-facto 
wilderness by implementation of Alternative ·c. • (Correspondent 143) 

F oretd Service Reeponae: Reference Appendix K of the FEIS, pagu K-50 through K-54 for• dllcUNlon 
on the /nue of wlldemeu uperfence. 
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Subject423 
Salmon River 

Comment 423-1. We have a Salmon River permit and we need to access ll from the Snake and oot cabins 
where we nightly lodge our clients. Being able to use this permit is very important to us. (Correspondent 202) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: Acc ... to the Salmon Rlnr rla tM Snake RIiier wlll be limited during the 
prlma,y seaon to the total allocat/on of each OUlllffer. Acceu to the Salmon River during the NCOndaty 
.... on w111 conanue to ,,. unum11ed. 

Comment 423-2, While we understand that thiS EA addresses management of commercial outftttfog on the 
Snake River, we feel that there are some undenying issues that need to be addressed that have a direct 
bearing on Lower Salmon River management Most Importantly, we do not feel that the EA adequately 
addresses the Impact of the non-motorized periOd on Lower salmon boaters, both outfttter and non-outfitted. 
We believe that there is a strong potential for displacement of the motorized activity from the Snake to the 
Salmon, thereby Impacting Lower 8almon boaters and disrupting historic use pall8mS. We beliave that 
reasonable use limits on motorized boating would be far preferable to the probabfe displacement caused by 
a non-motorized period. 

We also believe that the probable displacement to the Lower Salmon would result in adverse economic 
impacts to Lower Salmon outfitters, since that displacement, when It occurs. will resutt in speedier implemen­
tation of use limits on the Lower Salmon. In addition to the c:fisplacement to the Lower Salmon, we believe 
that the other boaters will be diSpfaced to the Scenie portion or the Snake, thereby Increasing the congestion 
in that area and further Impacting Lower Salmon boaters. (Correspondent 255) 

Comment 423-3. As we have expressed In earlier comments and conversalions, Lower salmon boaters are 
already chafing under the new party size Bmits and boats per party limits on the Snake. This Is particularly 
true for this season with the limits being applicable only to non-outfitted floal8fS-8 very dlfflcull thing to axplaln 
to people on the river. We agree that the 98Clion at the Snake below the mouth at the Salmon Is frequendy 
congested, and for Jhat reason worked wllh Kurt and Woody to arrive at an acceplatN solution and 
agreement on Implementation procedures for these new regulations. However, we feel that dJsplaclng Wild 
section boaters to this area durtng the non-motorized period will only add to the congestion we were trying 
to reduce. (Correspondent 255) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Snake River #mlllltlona on pmnrte noaten entering tram the Lower 
Salmon River we,e never Implemented by the SLM n part of the Lower Salmon River perm11-,,.,.m tor 
the 1998 1eaaon. Therefore, thla comment la Inaccurate In l'8fllt1d to lmpacta that ptMde floateta are 
deallng with concemlng Implementation of new rntrk:tlon& In IHldlUon, thft llfftage number of private 
powerboats UJat would have been dlaplaced In 1193 through 1995 Md the non-mototfzed period been 
In elfect would have averaged only two boa per day, fhtN cfaya pw week, ew,y other week on the 
slowest days of the week (Monday, Tueaday and WedneadayJ. It la doubtful that all of tl2eae private 
powerboaten would,,..,. decided to go to the Lower Salmon River lnatead, eapec.n, wfNtfl they could 
enter the acenlc Snake River wllh • nll-laued permit undl IWffMlflons were Implemented. Unllmlted 
float UH of the Lower Salmon River hn grown mot9 than f I fold In the pad 20 years.. The effect of 
displaced private powerl:KHlt use •• • fftUlt of non■mototlzed perlodt wtH be lnconuqwnlllll on the 
Lower Salmon River In comparison to the congeatlon already occumng th-.•• ruult of the current 
unlimited tloat use. 
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Subject 424 
Party Size/Craft Uml 

Party Size 

Comment 424-1. I do not see any Wf/1/ that clownsizing the commercial trip numbers on the Salmon River 
by 6 people will have any significant effect on anything except restricting the historical use of commerclal 
parties from 30 to 24. There is no reason to change the present status of 30 people party size Including 
guides. (Correspondent 117) 

Comment 424-2. Further reductions In float party size from 30 to 24 and limitation of crafts/party would seem 
to have insignificant impact when coupled with the incraasad p(M8f'bOat allocations and ~ potential peak 
impacts under the flexible launch schedule g,anted the powerboats under this plan. I have supported this 
reduction, and limitation In past plans, because of the gain In the Desired Recreational Experience of the 
overall plan. I am not willing to pay this price If I don't get the gain. The price iS significant to my business, 
as 1) the last few bookings/launch contribute a disproportionate share to the overall profit margin due to 
economies of scale, and 2) the 30 person group size allows for a camp helper which greatly adds to the quality 
of our trips. (Correspondent 245) 

Foreal Service Response: All Impacts a,w cumulative. Higher numben of people per patty and numbers 
of boabl per patty add to lnclNHd encountels on the river and/or greater lmpacta to campdee. These 
,..., .. .,.,. llddlflffd In the FEIS In Chaplen II and N. Al•o ffllerence .Appendix K of the FEIS, pages 
K-138 through K-145 tor •pecltlc lntonnatlon on party size and boat numben. 

In addition, the peak UN anatysl• tor Altematlve c modllled, In conaldenltlon of the tlulbl• schedule 
tor commercial powerboata, Indicated that the primary cauae of pule UH wn attributed to the number 
of dally entrlu Into the river conldor by pmnrte powe,t,oete that will now be limited by IWHMdlon per 
the declalon In the FEIS/ROD u affirmed by the Regional Fo,Nler. 

Comment 424-3. Do you have data that shows a slgnlflcant difference in evironmental impacts between float 
parties of 24 and parties of 30 that supports your decision to make that change. or Is It an arbitrary figure 
pulled out of space? Why 24 and not parties of 26, or 22, or 15? Wort< by Cote on the Middle Fork of the Salmon 
found that most of the impactS to a site occurred with the first few parties to utilize that site. Continuing use 
expanded the impact only slightly. What are the unacceplable conditions currentfy experienced at the 
campsites that you hope to correct; what are those onshore Impacts you hope to minimize and why do you 
think the selected llmlts will accomplish that goat? (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 424-4. With regard to the size raslrictlons of paragraph 7, the agency has consistently spoken 
of the environmental Impact anributable to larger parties, withOut supponlng these statements with data 
Assuming the agency can produce data that establlshes a direct relationship between number of campers 
and envlronmental Impact, this finding does not justify size restrictions since several parties under the size 
limit might result In more people at one site than a single group having more campers than any one of the 
smaller groups. H group size is the sole concern, the need should address private groups as well as 
commercial groups. Once again, a campsite reservation system would provide the greatest control over any 
alleged environmental Impact associated with camping. There are some campsiteS that probably cannot be 
property used by larger groups. but a generic llmil on group size does not provide this site-specific protection. 
(Correspondent 249) 

Comment 424-S. You have responded to power boat demands for larger boats which can cany larger 
groups, allowed them to launch whenever they want within each month's allocation and made other conces­
sions, yet ignored the huge economic impact that the reduction of group size from 30 to 24 will make for the 
float outfitters. While many outfitters had smaller groups during the 1988-92 study period, the 1993-95 period 
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has shown much more frequent occurrence of full trips with 24 guests. How do you justify the Inequity of 
meeting pcMer boat outfitters requests for larger groups and boals and flexible launches while Ignoring ftOat 
outfitters request for a viable economic group size of 30? This number of 24 was pulled from a hat. " In faCt 
there Is any environmental reason for this reductiOn, the economic Impact should be more heavily weighed. 
I am totally against this reduction. Even an Increase to a party size of 'Z1 (while maintaining 24 for private 
groups) would improve the economic viablllly of floal tr1J>8-b1.t no reaaonable pnon crud quantly an 
envfronmental advantage to a party size of 27 versus 30 (or 24 versus 30 for that matter), so the party size 
of 30 should be maintained for commeraal float boat outfitters. As possible compromises for the isSues 
identified in #3 and #4 above, tloal outfitters should be allowed at least 50% of our la&n:hes to cany a party 
size of 30 and have 1 o boats. And/or allowing us to have 27 people on every launch. (Correspondent 254) 

Comment 424-8. There is little environmentat Justificadon for this, but some soclologlcal reason. It 1s 
extremely unfair to kayak groups who have little sociOlogical impact as they are small and fast For commarcial 
float Interests 1 o boats would be more appropriate. If our groups are limited to 24, then we would need 4-5 
rafts, leaving the possibility of only 3-4 inflatable kayaks (IKs). These IKs have become W111Y popular CMII the 
last decade and In high demand from the oudlted pubic. N our group size ts 30 (as I should be), than we 
need 6 rafts and could only have 2 IKs with an eight craft Omit. Being able to take 4 IKs would be better. At. 
a minimum I would suggest you modify the plan to allow only a rafts, but up to 10 craft, as long as at least 
2 were inflatable kayaks. (Correspondent 254) 

Fo,_ ServlN Reaponae: The reduction In matmum pe,1y •In and eotrelldlt111 llmll on mnlmum boala 
per party II not only related to Impacts to campdn. buf alao related to .aclal encounten on the river. 
Reference Appendix Kat the FEIS, ,_,.. K-138 thtougll K•145 tor apecllfc lnlormaflon on patty alz• and 
boat numbers. Cole'• study on the Middle Forte,. referenced on papa K·268 and K·217. 

Sublect421 
C■mpette M■nagemenl (8od■I lmp■cta) 

Support for Reservation System 

A number of respondents voiced their suppon for a reservation system to reduce camp site competition. The 
Forest Service response follows sevem/ comments: 

Comment 425-1. We reajlze that the issue of •camp running" has become a point of contention among both 
private and commercial float groups. with the limited amount d camping in the canyon, compatltJon for certain 
choice sites is inevitable. Certainly our J•Alg provides us with the option of reaching desired campsites before 
those In oar powered craft. However, that Is not nonnally the case. We regularty discuss our camp pJans with 
other groups who are launching on the same dale and devise an equttable plan regarding campsites. We 
rarely have a oonftlct with other floaters CN8f this ISSue. 

The rem competition comes when those campsites are occupied by groups In power boats, and on horsepa­
cking, or backpacking trips. As a resul, tloatenl have no way of knowing which sites wl be available, or 
occupied. This raiseS the Issue c:A a campsite reservatJon system similar to those being successfully used on 
other western rivers such as the Middle FOik of the Salmon and the Grand Canyon. In this scenarto, floaters 
assigned campsites before leaving the visitors center at Hells Canyon Dam thereby allmlnatlng the need for 
competition and camp running. Similarity power boars launc:twng from Pittsburg, Dug Bar, Heller Bar, and 
Lewiston would need to stop at Cache Creak or Pittsburg Landing to register for a campsite. (Correspondent 
38) 

Comment 425-2. Kicker motors are not the reason for campsite competition In the wtld section of the rtver 
conidor. This problem is the dlred result of some parties sending a raft ahead to secure the beat campsite. 
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lhiS Is a common practice of many commercial float operators. ThiS problem could easily be solved by 
assigning campsites to float parties. (Correspondent 180) 

Comment 425-3. The "keen competition for campsttes i1 the wlld corooor- can be easily addressed by 
implementing a campsite reservation system. This was mandated in Assistant Secretary Crowell's 1983 
decision, but was never done. 

Alternative A mandates campsite reservations for the wild section of rtver although this directive has never 
been Implemented. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 425-4. If you wanted to limit "impacts at and competition for campsites,• you would nmlt multi-day 
trips tor all users. You have all but ellmlnatad one day floats, which offer the experience without the Impacts 
and you have severely linited one day power boat trips which have no campsite Impacts and pose no 
competition for those sites. The Hells Canyon market today provides a wide range of choices for the public, 
commercial and private mutti-day and one-day float and powerboat trips. The trip suppy is varied beca1 ase 
the demand is varied. Would it not make more sense to simply adopt a campsite reservallon system Instead 
of adding more regulations? lhe severe access restrictions are unnecessary In accompllshlng this ot,Jecttve. 
(Correspondent 184) 

Comment 425-S. The race to campsites prompting the restriction on kickers in paragraph 12 would be better 
curtatled by a campsite reservation system that would end any incentive to race other users to a specfflc 
location, regardless of whether one relied on a jel boat, an outboard motor, or hard rowing/paddling to get 
there. 

The agency consistently mentions that "keen competition for campsites" is a concern necessitating action, 
but has never adequately explained why a campsite reservation system such as those utilized on other major 
rivers would not present the most wOfkable solution. This system seems especially approprtate on the Snake, 
where powerboats can access many areas of the river and use is, therefore, lass predictable than on a river 
like the Middle Fork of the Salmon where group progress down the river Is more predictable given the fact 
that all parties are floating the river. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 425-6. Competition for campsites is cited as a concern throughout the EA. We don't use camp­
sites, so this hardly seems a reason to slash our access. Why don't you implement a campsite reservation 
system and dispose of this Issue once and for all? (Correspondent 251) 

Comment 425-7. Campsite competition will always be high, you need to have a reservation system. Eliminat­
ing kickers will do nothing to prevent cargo rafts from racing down river to ctaim the best campsites. 
(Correspondent 252) 

Forest Service Response: Campalte com,,.won na dlacUNed In Chapter N olthe FEIS. AJao reference 
ApfHndbc Kot the FEIS, pagN IC-157 throUgh IC-113 In regard to camptlle NHMlflona. J7le Regional 
Foruter ha• affirmed that a cam,,.lte resemdlon system will only be Implemented II mitigation meaIurn 
tau to resolve campalfe compellt/on. 

Eliminate Camping as an Option 

Comment 425-8. No overnight trips allowed, that is no camping along the banks. (Correspondent 40) 

Comment 425-9. I feel that you are Wa-J out d line with your proposal. All users of Hells Canyon have the 
right to use the river. Now If you have a problem with the overnighters, then make It illegal to camp In the 
section of river above Pittsburg Landing. Use of the river by either ffoaters or jet boaters is not the issue of 
impact. It is when people stay in the canyon and use and sometimes abuse a site. (Correspondent 49) 
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Foreat Service RNponae: Ellmlnllllon of overnight camping In the river cotrldor would no, provide the 
Intended or dfllred rectwUon expe,lencN of we,. that mwe been Irey elementa In formulation of the 
declalons made In both the FEIS and the EA. 

What's the··Problem, and Whose Is It? 

Comment 425-10. If there is a real concern for the canyon's resources, competllon for campsites, loss of 
remoteness and solitude, why didn't you eHminate float parties from the wild river for 3 days a week, every 
other week. They are the source of campsite conflJct, not power boaters. They are the ones with multiple boats 
and big parties. They are the ones that spend more than 20 hours fN8fY day on the land, camping, hiking, 
disturbing cultural sites, playing volleyball, screaming, drinking, defecating and all the other things humans 
do when having fun. We power boaters could do with a quiet time on the river. (Correspondent 120) 

Foreat Service Reeponae: Altflffllltlve E ol the Draft EIS provided for attematlng ween ol nclutlve .,.. 
by t1oaters and powetlJoalers In the wild tlver which would hlwe provided tor non-float pedode • well 
N non-mototfzed period&. Public comment received on the DEIS did not eupport fhla ~. but 
• component ol uee,w who commented did euppo,t ~ ,,.nod ol non-motorized we. 

Comment 425-11. I question. how disallowance of camping by commerc.al powerboaters, In a section that 
has been used but litUe, to begin with, can mitigate increased OYeraH additional use. It is also, never 
specifically or clearly stated whether "drop-camps- by commercial outfitters, (the primary camping use by the 
commerciaJ powerboater in the Hells Canyon Creek to Wild Sheep rapids section of the river), is considered 
commercial use. If not, than once again I sea llttle, If any, real mitigation involved In this concessfon. 
(Correspondent 245) 

Comment 425-12. We do not understand how commercial powerboaters can be blamed for the undesirable 
concentration of use associated wilh competition for campsites. Our company reports the most overnight use 
of all the outfitters, powerooat or ftoalboat, and we overnight at our Copper Creek facillly; we do not camp 
unless we are ruming a float trip, which we do 3 times a year. We camp 1 night at the dam, 1 night at Rush 
Creek, and the final night at Copper Creek and that Is It. I think you win find that you could settle this problem 
with a 1'8S8fVadon system among the floaters. (Correspondent 252) 

Comment 425-13. The restrictions do nothing to affect campsite competition. It seems to us that OYer use 
is really an issue of campsites in the wlkf section, and again we ask you, what does this have to do with 
commercial jetboal outfitters? (Correspondent 252) 

Comment 425-14. What does llmitlng trip duration for commercial powerboats have to do with the need for 
reducing campsite competition? You want to severely limit one day powerboat trips which have no Impact 
on campsites and pose no competition for those sites. (Correspondent 252) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Umltlng trip duration la • function of tnttnllfllng UN aclMtlN that currently 
exist, and eliminating new typea of use thet could conttfbute ro competHlon tor campeltN In eome rlNr 
1ectlona In the future.. 1be primary we of the river corridor by commercial powerboala 19 conducting 
tripe that laat one -, or lea. 

Drop campe remain an option ,wallable for all oullltte,a. They we,. ldentllled In the Regional Forut.,., 
appeal declelon • opendlonal """""'°"' but wen, deferred from further ,matya,. In the EA per the 
decision ot the Foreat Supervisor. In providing drop camp 1emce, the commercial outfffte,. funcllon 
primarily u • taxi 1emce tor pt1vate ueera who muat complete• ..,,..,._. permit for accen ro the river 
corridor, •ubJect to the tame camping and UH fffftfcllone • Ro.eten and powerboatera. 
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Comment 425-1 s. The FEJS, and more recently, the preferred Alternative C did not take Into consideration 
how Kirby Creek Lodge helped protect the Canyon corridor and the River. Opening our doors to the public 
has taken some of the pressure off the limited campshes. We have always been a good neighbor to the USFS 
and other governmental agencies working in the canyon as well as other fellow river users. (Correspondent 
248) 

Foraat Service Reeponae: Under Altemaflve c. the outllfferat Kirby Creek can continue to onmlght both 
plMlta and commercial guea The outllffer and guide open,11119 guldellnea do acknowledge the benelft 
ot overnight uu Ill lodges as reducing lmpecfS to. and competition tor. fiver campdfl. 

Subfec:1426 
Boat Size 

Comment 426-1. An objectionable facet of the preferred afternative is: increase In the maximum size of jet 
boats to 42 feet in length. (Correspondent 53) 

Comment 426--2. Page 111-1 heading "Environmental Consequences.• Of the seven items listed not one speaks 
of the canyon, only money, and then I see an indication of why. Page 111-37, New boats under construction 
will be allowed.• Are you reaJly going to allow a 55 foot boat into this canyon? Toe forty footers are tearing 
it apart right now. Especially during high water when their wakes rip at unprotected shorelines. (Correspond­
ent 82} 

Comment 428-3. The ROD stated the maximum pow8fboat length for new boats is 39.6 feel The Appeal 
Decision does not authorize a change In this decisk>n. A regulation on length was arrived at to limit the 
potential boat wake effect on other recreatlonists. The length as proposed In Alternative B shouJd not be 
increased. (Correspondent 159) 

Comment 426-4. We belJeve that placing limlts on size (of commercial powerboats] wffl ensure that less 
people wiR see Hells Canyon, not that they wifl receive the desired recreational opportunity experience, as 
you claim. The number of people In a boat has never been a concern. In fact, larger boats are one of the few 
ways outfitters have to deal wtlh restrictions on numbers of tauncheS. (Correspondent 252) 

Comment 42&-5. Powerboat length Is not clarified. We currently have a 55 ft. boat under construction and 
must have clarlflcatk>n that It will be in use even though it exceedS the 42 ft. length limit stated In Alternative 
C. (Correspondent 252) 

Foreat Service Reeponee: The Regional ForntM'a ap,-t ~on directed the ForNt SUperlfaor to 
analyze the elfKta ot operr,tlonal llmltllllom on commetcltll UN& Boat length I• an open,tlonal Um,.._ 
Uon and was Included In the propoaed action thlll wn Hnf out to the public for scoping commenta. 
Altematlve C would allow boata that went 42 fffl In length, an lnctuH ol 2.5 leet from the boat length 
In preferred Altematlve G of the FEIS. In addition, boat8 larger than 42 fNf In UN or under COMtrucllon 
thst can be conllnned through documentation within 30 d11y9 ol lauance ol the declalon not#~ wlN be 
allowed to operate untlt they are replac«I. 

Appendix E of the FEIS provldN lnfotmllllon on the eflects ol boat wakn on und bar8 In He/la Canyon. 
Appendix. K of the FEIS, pagea K-180 and K-181 prolllde Information on boat waku. AJao. the Regional 
Fol'Nler'• appeal decision llfflrmed the utablllllment ol ·no wake" zones at admlnlstndlve and deve~ 
oped recreation sltea. 

Comment 426-8. From where did the concern about double-decked boats come? We hope that you do not 
define boats with two levels of seating as double decked. Every commercial tour boat on the river has seating 
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in the cabin and on the engine compartment level This splft•level arrangement Is a necessity and, while at 
two levels, Is certainly not double decked with one deck of passenger seating directly above the other. Please 
clarify this so that no over.zealous official will try to eliminate split level boats. Is there any data available that 
shows why one size of boat is acceptable and another Is not? (Correspondent 184) 

ForNt ' Service R•ponae: Eliminating UM potenllal for double-dedred boaf8 wn a component of 
allocation of powe,t,o,,t UN levela In the putpOH and need In the FEIS (Page 1-3). It wn carried ewer 
n part ot the umn. ot .Acceptable Change Tak Force which recommended tlllflle deck boats only to 
minimize their effect on Oilier llfflL Patt ot the ,..,.,,,,. eWect of d~ boats It UJelr Ylaual 
Impact In the river corridor. The nlsllng type ot powMJOats wed In the canyon, with• apllt-lewtl Nallng 
ammgement to fllcUlllde uae of autlng ave, the engine compa,fmenf.. la acc.,,,.,.. 

Comment 428-7. Paragraph 9 discusses boat size restriction exclUSNe to power boats. In response to a 
vaguely-worded need citing •concerns about the potential negative appearance of large double decked 
boats" the agency proposes to restrict length of power boats. In response to unquantified concerns about 
height of boats (dout>,9-decked}, the agency action would Impose a length restriction. Nowhere does the 
agency explain how the specific length figure was determined. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service RNponae: A 42-loot length limit fully ullllzea lwO lllumlnum .,._,. used In Jetboaf 
manulacturlng without anywnte. The elfectln UN of raw,,,...,,.,_ In cOl18ttuctlon, without waste, and 
the potential to lncreue 1Nflng capacity to reduce economic eWecfa of allocllllon Hmlla were boUI 
tacto,w In this dee/a/on. The lnlonnllllon on uflllzallon of raw ,,,.,.,,.,. In jtltbollt manulactutlng waa 
Information that was obtained during scoping. Reference,_,,.. 111-15 and 111-37 of the EA. 

Comment 426-8. There Is no disclosure of how many, if any, of the custOO'MQ would be wiling and able to 
make reservations in advance before they run a jet boat tour. There Is ao no reason to believe that In the 
event that a predetermined launch schedule ware implemented, most or all of the potential customers of jet 
boat outfitters could be accommodated us;ng allocated launches. 

The OEA falls to disclose how many jet boat cust01118t'S are "'tranMnr tourists, how many of such customers 
exiSt per Individual outfitting company, and whether these customers are able to take a jet boat trip the next 
day, or three or four days later if the seats on the allocated launches for the day they walk In are flied. It fails 
also to consider that a customer who Is turned fNifJl'J by one jet boat outfitter whose launches are ful~ could 
buy a trip from a different outfitter. 

Comment 426-9. In paragraph 6, the agency once again generalizes without hard data by staling that •many■ 
J)<Mer boat clients are "Walk-In" customers ("Walk-In" is undefined). Wtthout having the spaclftc data to 
determine how placing the non-motorized period on Monday-Wednesday will affect thJs behavior, It seems 
questionable that the agency can draw any conclusion about the Interplay between response to customer 
needs and management of iota1 use to meet recreation objectives.• (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service R•ponae: Since the ulatlng altuatlon r.tlem uu paaema that .,. dependent upon 
unUmlted commercial powerlJoat use, much of I can only be NHd upon profealonal Judgment 
pending lmplemenfatlon and monltorlnfl to _,.,,,.,,,. speclllc effecfa ol all allocallona under the new 
river plan. The aHocaUon of bo« dap It provided on• tlulble ICMdule to accommodate all typea of 
vlalfon who UN commercial powetfJoataemces.ApNlc uaeanaly81a wu conducted bend on modified 
Alternative C Which lndlcllled that the p,fma,y facfor cl'Hf/ng peak use wn not commercial powfmJOld 
traffic, but private powerboat use. 
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Sublact427 
Klcken 

Do Not Prohibit Kickers 

Comment 427-1.1 am writing In regard to our conversalion regarding the new nmnagament plan which calls 
for the elimination of kicker motors on float craft year round. We feel that this decision should be reversed 
for several reasons. Foremost among these is the safety iSsue involved in running Hells Canyon at high nows. 
The high water conditions we have experienced In the last two years substantlally raises the chances for 
flipping boats, and makes rescue efforts increasingly difficult. 

The use of kicker motors on both the Snake and Salmon Rivers also increases the efficiency of evacuating 
an injured or sick person. (Correspondent 38) 

Comment 427-2. NORS has strongly advocated for the prohibition of power vehicles In the Wild section of 
the Snake. Amazingly, the EA prohibits •kickers-, motors for floal boaters, to reduce noise and to protect the 
environment and the quality of experience for the river user, and, at the same time, the EA allows for an 
Increase In Jetboat use which surety will have an adverse effect on the environment and the quality of 
experience. These recommendations are just another example of the flawed logic governing the decisions 
on the Snake throughout the history of the Forest Service's management of this Wild and Soenie Rive(. 

(Correspondent 135) 

Comment 427-3. The folly of eliminating kickers on motorized days demonstrates a complete lack of 
management sense on behalf of the Forest Service. On these days there may be five parties, of up to 24 
people each, floating the river. Also power boats will be aJlowed use of the same corridor, at the same time. 
Even so, the Forest Service clalms that elminating kickers on these motorized days will: •increase the 
opportunity for solitude on motorized days.· If there Is already an opportunity for solitude on motorized days, 
why is the Forest Service, by their own admission, eliminating power boats In order to pn:wlde •an enhanced 
perception of solitude and remoteness."? (Correspondent 180) 

Comment 427-4. During the nonmotorized periods it would seem unlikely that there could be any question 
about kickers: we assume that nonmotorized probably means no motors. During motorized period there 
should not be any question either; motors should be allowed, including kickers. Most certainly motors must 
be compatible with the desired recreation experience during those times. And, how In the world Is the use 
of kickers related In any Wa:-J to Increasing opportunities for solitude on motorized days? (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 427-5. Kickers have nothing to do with solitude when you are allowing float parties of up to 24 
people and 8 boats. The American Heritage dictionary defines solitude as "the state or quality of being along 
or remote from others.• Congress recognized that even wilderness would not atways be able to provide 
solitude in its definition of the kind of recreation experience wilderness was to provide, one with opportunities 
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreatton. The -or- in that definition was not accidenlal. The 
W&SRA does not even mention solitude or another kind of recreation experience. It does not prohibit motors. 
Elimination of kickers will do nothing to prevent cargo rafts from racing down river to clam the best campsites. 
Some float outfitters do It now without kickers. There Is no reason to prohibit kickers on your motorized days 
and there should be no nonmotorized days at all. Again, a campsite reservation system would resolve the 
campsite concerns once and for all without limiting access or the use of motors. (Correspondent 184) 

Foreet Service Rnponae: The prohlblllon ot UN of lloatboat ldclcers In the wild river helps meet the 
Intended primitive and .. ffll.prlmltlve recreation upenence. Jbla action wlB Increase oppo,tunlfl• for 
period• where v1,1tora .,. ,.olated from the slghla and sounda of olher .,..,.. For more lntormallon on 
this subj- ... the FEIS Appendix K-NolN From Klckera, pagee K-f N and f 96, page .4.28 of the ROD 
and page Ill• 15 of the EA. 
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Comment 427-7. The floater who use trolQng motors, are they consk:tered boaters or motor floaters? 
(Correspondent 52) 

Forni Service Response: They.,. no.ten.. The Snan River Plan allowl -valld non-motolfzed cratr' to 
UN outboard motora of up to 15 honepower. Their' UN ,. INfl'lcted to downlfrNm p,opulalon and 
maneuwttabllfty. Vdd motorized craft are mwcralf with rffl#d hull8. walelcooled _,_,., mu1t1era, etc.. 
For complete rfvercnllt dellnltlona 1pecllfe to the Snah River ... P11f1f1 I of Ille Snake Rivet Plan. 

Subject 428 
Jal Boat Launch Schedule 

Comment 428-1. 1here is no disclosure of how many, If any, of the custonas woukt be willing and atN to 
make reservations in advance before they run a jet boat tour. There is also no reason to believe that In the 
event that a predetermined launch schedule were implemented, most or all of the potential customers of jet 
boat outfitters could be accommodated using allocaled launches. The OEA fails to dlsdose how many jet boat 
customers are ,ransienr tourists, how many of such customers exist per Individual outfttting company, and 
whether these customers ara able to take a jet boat trip the next day, or three or four days later If the seats 
on the allocated launches tor the day they walk In are filled. n falls also to consider that a customer who IS 
turned awa, by one jet boat outfittet whose launches are ful~ could buy a trip from a different outfilter. 
(Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Reaponee: Cunwnffy, powetlJoat outtntera n • group, .,. only ullllzlnfl approx/mllrely 
50% of the •eating capacity that their boat day allocallon allows. Thia Is bued upon current boafa In UH 
or currenUy under conatrucllon. (Sff analyala tllu which are 1M1llable tor public nwlew). Although II la 
unreallat/c to think that powerboat oullfften could Hll 1 ~ of their...,. on 100% of their trlpa, this 
unuud Hldlllfl capacity combined with tlftlllle launch aclHHlulea wlll allow• conaldetable rMglN of 
rnponalvenea to people wishing ,0 Wee /flfbNt touftl Into,,.,,. Cenyon. 

Comments in Support of Rigid Schedule 

People expressed views in suppon of rigid launch schedules. The Forest Service response follows severs/ 
comments. 

Comment 428-2. Objectionable facets of the preferred alternative are: elimination of dally launch caps for 
commercial jet boats, substituting a launch schedule that allows boat days to be used at any time durtng a 
given month or season. (Correspondent 53) 

Comment 428-3. (Crowding on the river) will only be exacerbated by aHowing 9ftexlblllty" for commercial jet 
boat launches. The preferred alternative's proposal to allow jet boat launches to be used by the permit holder 
selectively CNer vast time periods rather than a definitive launch schedule wlU result In much higher concentra­
tions of use when walk-in business is highest It wiU also eliminate any predictability on the part of those 
seeking a nonmotorized expertence asto how many jet boats they might encounter during a given time and/or 
in a specific place. 

Commercial float operators have worked under a rlgki launch schedule for 18 years and there is no good 
reason commercial jet boat operators could not do the same. The OEA falls to dlsclose whether comrnerclat 
float business would beneftt If they were on a "flexible" schedule that allowed them to run trips as customers 
came to them rather than on a calendar that only allow9 launches on specifiC days. 



In a biZarre twlst, the OEA states that jet boat outfitters need flexibility, yet It turns around and says that walk-in 
business is fairly steady. If it Is fairly steady, why do they need the flexibility provided by allowing them to use 
their launches whenever they wish? 

The OEA admits that ooder the revised commercial Jet boat use allocatlon It proposes, there would only be 
a "moderate" potential of achieving the desired recreation experience due to Increased levels of powert>oat 
use on weekends. (Correspondent 53) 

Comment 428-4. My biggest concern Is the abandonment of the strict launch schedule for jetboat outfitters. 
Floaters (both private & outfitter) live with sttict launch schedules for the Wild & Scenic Snake River and on 
wery major river In the West There Is absolutely no reason to feel that powert,oatars cannot do the same. 
In 1972, float outfitters complained that they could not book the Middle Fork unless they had launches on 
Sunday or Monday so that people could travel through a single week. Today we all outfit on the Middle Fm 
on a rotating 8 day cycle, and we have figured out how to book our dates regardless of which day of the week 
the launch date falls on. Your economic study contradicts Itself when you state that powert,oaters need 
flexibility, and then follow with the statement that demand is steady and conslant for powerboat outfitter 
services during the prime season. Powerboat outfitters can figure out how to best utilize a Hmlted allocation. 
After all, that Is what float outfitters have done for over 20 years. 

No river can have meaningful management without launch schedules. The Wild & Scenic Snake In Hells 
Canyon Is no exception. The key problem Is lncredlble a-1er crowding on weekends and holidays by both 
private and commercial powertx>ats. The agency plan prOYides for a limit of 6 private powerboat launches 
on a dally basis into the Wild River, and we all know" that those launches will focus on weekends and that these 
boat parties will largely lay over for 1, 2, or 3 nights of camping in the Wild River. That means that we can 
expect to see around 18-24 private powerboats on the Wild Snake on weekend days. The only reason floaters 
could accept such a flexible private jetboater schedule was that we had been led to expect a strict launch 
schedule for commercial powerboaters. Now, your plan gives powerboat OUlfllters a monthly flexible schedule 
(unless you are a small jetboat outfitter who can use his/her days anytime he/she wants under the preferred 
alternative). All that means is that all weekends and all holidays will be Oler crowded Just as they have been 
in the past. Your preferred alternative locks in place the problems we have aD expertanced In the past. The 
preferred alternative locks In plaCe the very problemS that have forced the agency to begin to manage the 
Hells Canyon r8SOU'ce. 

To say that powerboat outfitters cannot survive without a flexible schedule Is ludicrous. I must admit I admire 
them for their claim, but I can only scoff at their request. Launch schedules force an outfitters to market their 
services. Launch schedules force outfitters to cooperate among themselves and to share clients. The Hells 
Canyon jetboat outfitters haven't figured any of that out yet They would rather run a 4 guest trip up the river 
that loses money than refer clients to a competitor who has a launch on that particular day. Floaters have 
figured out that referring clients goes and comes both Wflt/8, We regularty refer customers to one of the Hells 
Canyon outfitters who has the date a customer needs. Powerboat outfitters would be economically better off 
If they made tewer boat moves, and If 8Y9fY boat move was a full trip. A strtct launch schedule wiH force them 
to work together so that happens. A strict launch schedule forces outfitters to aggressivefy martc:et their trips, 
and it conversely allows them to operate fewer boats and to spread their use. Uvtng with launch schedules 
is not easy, but It does WOfk for every Olher river outfitter I know of, and It will work for Hells Canyon powerboat 
outfitters. The key to launch schedules Is that you have a certain quality of experience that fN8f'f Hells Canyon 
user can count on. Without launch schedules CN8f crowding will occur on fN8fY weekend and holiday, just 
as in the past. 

The only way I can support a flexible jetboat outfitter schedule Is if the dme frame is reduced from one month 
allocations to one week allocations, and If a monitoring system Is put in place to make sure the outfitter 
powerboat business is not focusing heavy use on weekends and holidays. The monitoring system shoutd be 
designed to make sure that powerboat outfitting use was not focusing on weekends and holidays. If the use 
Is so focused, It should be spread out by a strict launch schedule. (Cooespondent 158) 
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Comment 428-5. Floaters have been forced by heavy jetboat traffic to abandon the Scenic River section of 
HeHs Canyon. That means that each outfitter with a regular 14 start allocation can usually only use the river 
3 for 4 (the normal number of days to float from Hells Canyon Cr. to Pittsburg Land) of every 8 days dur1ng 
the control season. How can you be sympathetic to the demands of jetboaters for a flexible schedule when 
floaters work on such a strict launch date schedule. Floaters have been carefuHy and extensively managed 
for over 20 years in Hells Canyon by the Forest Service. We don't agree that jetboatera should not be 
managed in a similar manner to us. 

In add'ltion to gMng up the Scenic River, floaters have been forced to abandon the three summer holiday 
weekends - Memorial Day, 4th or July, and labor Day. Floating on these weekends has always meant 
encountering an Incredible number of powerboats. By abandoning a launch schedule, your prafarred 
alternative locks In this over crowding and abuse of the Hells Canyon resource for the nmct term of manage­
ment (Cooaspondent 158) 

Comment 428-6. Throughout the ROD, the reductk:Jn in severity of peak levels is stressed. Allowing the jet 
boat operators to allocate their own launch days is directly In contradiction to this stated objective. 

This is also contrary to the ROD directive to "limit the number of powerboat launches to resolve user crowding 
on peak use days and to spread use more evenly throughout the primary season" and to •provide a variety 
of recreation opportunities to meet user expectations whenever possible but managed at spatial and temporal 
levels that would have the least Impact on other users' opponunltles. • ROD, p. 1 o. 

In assessing the need for additional jet back launches the Forest Service commented •convenience Is not a 
sound rationale for determining powerboat numbers when the purpose and need for actiOn place a priority 
on managing a wild river for quatlty recreation opportunttles. • ROD, p. 13. 1he same rationale would apply 
to launch schedules. There iS a need for a launch schedule to protect the resources. Convenience to the 
outfitter or walk-In customers is not the paramount consideration. • 

Altemattve 8 assigned launch dates to each commercial jet boat outfitter as is done with the commercial float 
outfitters. To allow the outfitter to allocate Its own launch days wilhin the month to accommodate wale-in 
customers will only cause to increase congestion on popular days - such as weekends - and would definitely 
not protect ORVs nor would It be a fair and equitable allocation of use when float outfitters are assigned 
specific launch dates. It is not a fair and equitable allocation d use to reduce the number of people and boats 
in this plan for floaters and not place similar restriction on jet boat use. (Correspondent 159) 

Comment 428-7. It is absurd to think you will achieve meaningful control of the numt>ers of jet boats on any 
gtven day ln the wild section when the allocatlon Is flexible In month long blocks. As far as I can deduce from 
your preferred Alternative C, there iS no cap on the number of power boats on the river on a daily basis. There 
is no way I can support a plan which does not control numbers of boats. (Correspondent 168) 

Comment 428-8. The flexible launch schedule found in plan C is unacceptable to me. No proof of necessity 
is given., save the commercial powerboate,..s say so. This schedule allows for •peu- periods which could 
significantly Impact the recreational experience of the floatboat users and uttlmately result In a negative 
economic Impact to my business. No hard numbers are grven to define the potential peak period Impact 
Averages are all the •proor given that I WIN not be signlficantly Impacted by •pea1c9 usage. Experience refutes 
this. A guaranteed cap on peak powerboat numbers, no greater than the guaranteed powerboat/day limits 
in plan B, is an absolute necessity. (Correspondent 245) 

Comment 428-9. In paragraph 7 Page 111-5, it states "While the number or encounters may ftuCtuate slightly 
day to day due to the flexible launch schedule for commerclal powerboats. this fluctuation is expected to meat 
the objective to minimize the effects of peak use because demand for commercial powerboat trips Is a fairly 
steady dally market throughout the primary season.• This argument in support of the flexible schedule would 
seem to contradict the argument made In Justification of the need for flexibility. (pg 111-4 P6 and page 111-7 P9) 

D-60 



"This flexible launch schedule would allow commercial powe,boaters the opportunity to schedule trips to 
accommodate the bulk of their historic passenger base, which is made up of a transient tourist population 
which often book trips on short notice.• and (pg 111·2 PS) In reference to All A. That •commercial powerboat 
use has historically fluctuated on a daily basiS". It would seem that the demand could either fluctuate enough 
to necessitate a flexible schedule, or, not fluctuate enough to prevent peaks, bt4 not both. I find It Interesting 
that nowhere In this plan is there any hard figure as to just exactty what the maximum potential powerboat 
use might be, given the flexible schedule. Without knowing this, and thus what the potential Impact of this 
flexible scheduling might be for me, I can not accept it There must be a concrete maximum number or cap. 
(Correspondent 245) 

Comment 4za..1 o. Toe problem with Alternative C is use peaks by commercial jet boat traffic. Without a dally 
schedule there are no concrete controls on any given day. Excessive use on a given day forfeits river safely, 
due to congestion. WlldemeSs values are compromiSed as iS environmental protection. Additionally, there is 
no way to know when these peaks will occur. Thus, any trip potentially would run into congestion of 
problematic proportions. Camp site competition would become intense, indaad there would not be enough 
camps for all users. All these problems would become greater as time goes on and use Increases. 

As a float outfitter, I have been on a rigid schedule since I began In 86. Sure did like the freedom to take my 
launches whenever I want, but the rigid schedule is not a ma;or Impediment to doing business profitably. 
(Correspondent 253) 

Comment 428-11. Specifieally you have removed the most meaningful elements of power boat management, 
which was a strict launch schedule for jetboat outfitters. This was designed to spread use out evenly 
throughout the peak season, and avoid the congestion that has developed on weekends and holidays. You 
have responded to power boat outfitter claims that the bulk of their business iS walk-ln business from tourists 
which do not plan ahead. ObviousJy the large groups, tour bus groups, cruise ship groups, ate., are not 
planning at the last minute. While some segment of the market does sign up at the last minute, changing the 
plan as you have from Alternative B to Alternative C and allowing power boat use to occur withOut reasonable 
daily caps, is not acceptable. (Correspondent 254) 

Comment 428-12. I urge you to stick with the allocation system developed for power boats In Alternative B, 
which addressed the very real need for spreading out use In Hells Canyon The allocatk>n should be used 
as planned on a per day basis, not a per month basis. At the very least, (to allow for some flexibility for 
commercial power boaters), It should be on a per week baSiS. (Correspondent 254) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: The launch achedule ha been modified to allow for 1eoonal, monthly, and 
bl-weekly schedule• tor 1mall, medium, and large ouffltt.,., tNpectlvely. A weeldy allocation wu 
considered but reJected due to the potential that on wNb wfth non-molotfzed period•, die commercial 
powerboat allocation for boat days u,,.,,_,,. of ICltlcwood would be utilized during only • four day 
JHrlod, with pofenffally higher peak UH than • bl-weekly allocldlon. 

Altermdlve C waa modified to provide a bl-weekly allocaflon to the larger outlltten venu, a monthly 
allocation. Thia change •• baaed on concern, that the profHMed monthly trexlble launch achedule for 
large outntten would lead to peakl ot UN Chat may not meet aeml-pnmtttve upertence level&. 

For additional lntotmlltlon, •" the peak UN dl1cualona on pagea 10 and 11 of the ROD and the pule 
u1e dl1cualon In the dec/1/on notice. TM analyll1 dlsp,ay.d In the decl1/on notice lndlcat .. that the 
combination of• rigid launch schedule for prinfe powetbollte,. and .... ona1, monthly, and bl-weekly 
blocks of u1e for commercial powerboater9y along with the other opendlonal limn. contained In thll 
decision, will re,otve this peak uee problem. 



Comments Supporting a More Flexible Schedule 

There were also comments supporting a more flexible schedule. 

Comment 428-13. We appreciate the attempts in Alternative C to Improve management direction in the FEIS 
as It affects outfitters. The added flexibility of allocating boat days by months instead of a daily calendar is 
a big Improvement over B. We are batter off with trips tuming around at Klrkwood Instead at Pittsburg, a 
nowhere destination for tours. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 42~14. Why does a launch schedule allow outfitters to be responsible to customer's needs? A 
tight schedule does just the opposite when you are dealing with walk-ins. The outfitter needs the flexibility 
to respond to demand, not just for a trip, but for a trip that meets the customers needs and desires. It is a 
schedule that takes nay that flexibility. This makes no sense at aJL (Correspondent 184) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Alternative C WU modJtlfHI to pnwlde • bl-WNldy docatlon to ,,,. ,.,,,., 
outfflters versua • monUJly allocaflon. Thi. ~ wn baed on concems that the propoaad monthly 
ffexllff launch schedute for large oulllffen would INd to peen ot un that may not fflNf Nml-p,fm/Uve 
experience level&. lbe decision nollce Ind/cat• that the combination of• tfgld launch KheduM for 
priwte powerboaters and NMOnal, monthly, and bl weekly blocb ot UN tor commercial powerlJoaten, 
along with the other openlllonal llmtta ccntalned In thla decision, /Jf0'1ldH flexlblllly to, OUlllftetl yet 
reaolvn peak u.e problem&. 

Subject 429 
NolN 

Comment 4a.t. Tilere are so few paces anymore to Just "her nature - the wind, the water, the wlldllfe, etc., 
without roaring engines and smelly fumes. Let's maximize quiet and minimize noise. Give us quiet folks some 
time! (Correspondent 3n 

Comment 429-2. Noise from boat and raft panles has never been troublesome to us. The sounds are only 
present a few Short seconds. (Correspondent 46) 

Comment 429-3. Here you bring in the •amount of noise.• We would assume, therefore that you have 
somehow quantified the amount of noise presently In the canyon and have some amount in mind that you 
want to target. What are these amounts? (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 429-4. I passk>nately hope for more restrictions, I don't Dke the noise! (Correspondent 205) 

Comment 429-S. Noise poQution - few days without jatboats is desirable. (Correspondent 25n 

Comment 429-8, Jet boats are noisy and the wake scours the shoreline. (Correspondent 258) 

Forest Service Reeponu: Refer to th8 FEJS and ROD tor d'-cualon teganllnfl a,. luue ol nolH and 
the FEIS Appendix E-Bollt Wake Study tor eltecl9 ol boat wak••· 

Subject 430 
Launching Floatcraft from Powercraft 

Comment 430-1. An objectionable facets of the preferred alternative is: allowance of the launching of 
floatcraft from jet boats. (Correspondent 53) 
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Comment 430-2. You currently have all of the tools you need to control launching of float craft from 
commercial power boats. You require a float permit to provide that kind of service. The Idaho Outfitters and 
Guides Board requires a float license and licensed float guides. The statements made here are incorrecl If 
a power boater has a float permit, they should be permitted to launch float craft within the llmilS of whatever 
allocation affect their operation. This can be covered in a simple operating plan. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 430-3. Paragraph 1 o addresses the launch of ftoatcraft from jet boats. Other methods of reguladon 
would more effectively address the location and number of people on the river, which are presumably aspects 
influencing the "achievement of the desired recreation experience9 that the agency Is evaluating. Issuance 
at float permits and a campsite reservation system are mora narrowly-tailored means that would better 
promote these same ends. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 430-4. A float permit Is required to launch ftoatcraft from powerboats. If a powerboat has a float 
permit, they should be permitted to launch float craft within the llmits of whatever allocation affects their 
operation. (Correspondent 252) 

Comment 430-5. The ROD restricted the launching of inftatabtes from jet boats. The Appeal Decision did not 
authorize a change in this decision. The regulation was arrived at to reduce congestion and peak use. This 
restriction should nOI be changed. (Correspondent 159) 

Forest Service Reaponu: The launchlllfl ot lnllafabln from commercial~ WN cOMldenKI 
an operational limitation In the Regional~• appeal declalon. AltemallN C will allow the launch­
lllfl of Inflatable watercnlft and transpo,tatlon of people and equipment with• valid tloat launch pennll 
by commercial powerboat only. Then actMflM will faire place wllhln the ullflng end appllcable Roat 
and powel'float a/lOCldlona thua nHNflng the Intended fflfll-pdmllln recreation upetlence. 

Subject 431 
Neceaally of UN Umltatlona 

There 818 still some people who believe there is no need to limit use of the river or that the restrictions go too 
tar: 

Comment 431-1. Any restriction of motorized river craft on the Snake River In Hells Canyon is preposterous. 
(Correspondent 2) 

Comment 431-2. I do not believe that there should be restrictk>ns yet on boats between Cache Creek and 
Pittsburg. (Correspondent 3) 

Comment 431-3. I would appreciate it if you would not put a closure to power boats on the Snake River. 
(Correspondent 5) 

Comment 431-4. Unnecessary restrictk>ns placed on power•boaters and recreationlsts alike, Certainly! 
(Correspondent 19) 

Comment 431-5. The artificial boat day cap should be raised in the wild river and eliminated altogether on 
the scenic river until a real need is demonstrated. There is no need today to limit use on the scenic river; 
nothing in this EA or itS parent FEIS demonstrates a current need on any real world basis. Few of Hells 
Canyon's floatBfS, 25% or less, go bek>w Pittsburg. Float traffic from the Lower Salmon moves through the 
Snake quickly in a wide, flat section of water that poses little conflict with power boating. So why is powerboat­
ing on the scenic rtver so severely curtailed? We suspect it Is beCaUSe some peoplethoughl It would be easier 
to do now, in conjunction with the wild river's even more severe limits, rather than later when it is actually 
needed. 
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Please don't regulate unless it Is absolutely necessary. Regulation takes fNRf our freedoms and we have 
precious littte of those left already. Define conditions people want to exist in the scenic river, monitor those 
conditions and regulate only when they are threatened and other measures are no longer effective. We aren't 
there yet. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 431-1. Your Alternative C is the wrong choice! You still don't get the point that closures are not 
needed to control use on the river. Closures should be the very last choice If and when nothing else works. 
(Correspondent 134) 

Comment 431-7. I can see no reason for some meddler that probably has never seen a day In Hells Canyon 
trying to put a bunch of restrictions on something that seems to be taking care of itself and offering so much 
recreation to so many people of all categOries. (Correspondent 138) 

Comment 431-8. The entire plan to eliminate power boats, for any period of time, In the wild corridor of Hells 
Canyon is needless. (Correspondent 180) 

Forest Service Reeponaa: The purpose and l1Nd for action In Chapter I ol the FEIS, dl9playa the 
lndlcatlona tlNlt lncfNSlng un WN affecting recreaflonal upedencee wllh/n the wild and acenlc river. 
Reier to Chapter I In the FEIS for a complete dlacua/on regardlflfl purpoae and need for action. Chapter 
N of the FEIS provide• detlllled lnformallon concemlng the e#ect of un ,..,.,_ upon a nl1ety of the 
rlver"a outstandingly remarf<able valuN. Including the Intended recl'Nllon uper#ence. The R"fllonal 
Forester'• appeal declalon altlrmed the FEIS'• environmental analysla p,ocea, effOlfa ro maintain the 
dnlred recreational experience, and the overall canylng capacity ol the river. 

Affhough powerboat uu leve/a wfll be managed upon lmplementatlon of this dect.lon, the ROD for the 
FEIS atreued that there '8 not a need to eliminate powe,tN,at use In ellher the wild or acen/c riven, •not 
now and not In the future.· 

Subject 432 
Shared UN 

As Indicated by the responses below, it is evident that most people who commented agree that the river should 
be shared. They are not as unlvef'SB/ in their view on what •shared use• means: 

Comment 432-1. There should be absolutely no restrictions on boaters use, and it is fine that floaters can 
enjoy the river as well. (Correspondent 12) 

Comment 432-2. The majority of the people want to share • let us have the opportunity. (Correspondent 14) 

Comment 432-3. Keep the river open to au users. (Correspondent 16) 

Comment 432-1. It appears everyone wants for the moat part, Less Government Control and Interference. 
I know there are people who want It all to themselves, but I don't feel it's theirs to keep. (Correspondent 17) 

Comment 432-5. We believe we have options for floating and powerboatlng and that Hells Canyon should 
remain accessible by power boat at all times. (Correspondent 18) 

Comment 432-8. The nta;ority of people want to share; please give us that opportunity. (Correspondent 23) 

Comment 432-7. Our observation is that there is plenty of room on this Snake River and in the Hells Canyon 
for ALL of the current users. There appears to be no Infringement on one-another's enjoyment. (Correspond­
ent 32) 
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Comment 432..S. There is no reason that the power boat people and the float boat people cannot get along. 
There Is no reason the "private groups• and the "Outfitted groups' cannot get along in Hells Canyon. 
(Correspondent 42) 

Comment 432-9. My family uses the river during the weekdays and we do not understand why we must 
change our recreational habits because a few object to us. The majority of people want to share; please give 
us that opportunity. Don't deny us use of our Incredible river and canyon - not for one hour, not for one day. 
(Correspondent 56) 

Comment 432-1 o. Motorized users want no greater rights than their non-motorized friends, we recognize 
both are legitimate forms of recreation but we will never accept lesser rights. (Correspondent 162) 

Comment 432 .. 11. Public preference as expressed In the U of I study does not support the actions taken In 
this plan. The majority of pubric input during the planning process has overwhelmingly supported shared use 
at reasonable levels. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 432-12. There Is a ~ace for both floaters and Jet boaters. (Correspondent 258) 

Foreat Service Raeponn: Mod#ffed AltetrlaflM C prrwklN for a mix ol l'9CfNflon e.pel'lenCM tlaat 
Include opportr,nltlea for l10lh powe,t,oat.,. and ffoalerl, while protectltlfl the ,,.,.,.._ outatandlnflly 
remark.able valuM and auutfng that the Intended recrNtlonal expe,fencD will be avallable tor future 
generatlonL All rivet mlln can be shared by both motorized and non-motorized tlvercraff.,..,. 344 daY9 
per year. On the remaining 21 days, an tlnr po,tal1 and 70% ot the river mite• .,. available tor shared 
use.. 

Refer to Chapten II and IV ot the FEIS for. complete dllCUNlon •nd .,,.1ya11 of the appropt#ate ,_.,. 
of river 1188. 

Subject433 
ArN of Operation 

Comment 433-1. In the economic analysis your team put together, you showed a -71 %, in revenue for our 
business with this 118W' and Improved pJan. We would say that this Is ve,y accurate, since onty 22% of our 
allotted days go past Kll1<wood. As a new business, that is already struggUng to survive, how will we overcome 
an obstacle such as this. We have been told by FOf8St Service people to be creative, and we are trying, but 
you can only be so creative, when you are limited, unjustly, to what you can offer your customers. We have 
to be able to go to Rush Creek. (Correspondent 246) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Table 111-9 In the EA d,.playa level9 of grou ,wnnue effed9 tor Altemaflve A. 
s, and c n well a • acenatlO wlHtftt the ournaer choH not to NII or,. unable to NII any of a.. new 
marlcet apponunlUN created by bath AltematNN 8 and C. Thie Int Kenatfa la tllled •No New Afatlcfll 
Oppom,nltlM" and la provided for comparative putpOHL 

Forth,. cortflpandent'• buatneu, the EA predicted• 30% reduction In 9roa revenue under AltemlltlN 
C and • 71" reduction If the outllller choae not to •ell or la unable to NII any ol the new marlcel 
oppartunltlel auoclated with AltenurtlvD Band C. 

The updated analyal• In Table Ill In the decision notice Incorporate• buslnea operations durlftf the 
period 1993-95. Alternative C with modlllcaflona •howl• projected f 4% decline In gron ,.venue for this 
bullnea. The amount ot boat days allocated above Klrlcwaad wu detennlned to meet the Intended 
recreation experience for that ""8r •egment. Refer to Appendix C, Ourllttet and Gulde Operating 
Guidelines tor further description of the allocaflon ol boat dayL The p,oJected d.cllne In gJON rewtmHt 
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ll1IIY be mlllpted by • ,.,.. In prices, better mathtlng and utlllzallon of boat Natlng capacity, and/or 
more UM of the aecondaty .... on. 

Comment 433-2. There iS no good reason to keep any of us out of the WIid Section" at all We hope that 
you will come to the conclusion that. we should not be additionally limited to Kirkwood on any at our allOcated 
days. (Correspondent 246) 

Comment 433-3. With regard to paragraph 3 addressing specific portals, there does not seem to presently 
be a need to further specify the allowable portals for outfitter services. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 433-4. It will be especially rough If we are denied access to the part of the river this business was 
built upon <Ner 25 years ago. Our trips have always gone through Rush Creek, not just to Rush Creek. We 
should be allowed to continue to run through that class IV rapid, a highlight of our tours that has made them 
special. (Correspondent 251) 

Comment 433-5. Forest Service policy requires that the permtttee charge reasonable rates and fumish such 
services as may be necessary in the pubQc Interest. We do not understand how, by specifying launch 
locations, the availability of a desired mix of visitor services can be better assured. The maJorlty of commercial 
outfitters use the Cache Creek portal. The reason for this is because the preferred method or seeing the 
canyon is by jetboat, and the outfitters are located where It is most convenient for the public to utilize their 
services. If your poHcy requires that we furnish these services then why are you undeniably trying to restrict 
them. (Correspondent 252) 

Foreal Service Reaponee: The various ..,.,,aon., llmltatloM In thla decision .,. needed In order to 
move the river •ettlnga end UM,..,.,. tOWIU'de • ~ IWCl'NCfon expe,fence and to....,,. an 
appropriate level end quality of oUlllffed NtVlcM.,.. evallelJle at rtverpo,tals. PINN Ne the EA, Chepter 
Ill, and the DN for mON detailed lnfotmllllon. 

Comment 433-8. With regard to paragraph 2, "Areas of operation,· what data does the agency befiaYe 
establishes the "undesirable concentration of use" and "associated levels of encounters- In some river 
segments? The changes contained In the proposed action must be reasonably tied to the ends Identified by 
the agency, but the lack of specific data estabUshlng the desired concentration and encoumer levels prevents 
one from reviewing the agency findings. (Correspondent 249) 

Foreal Service RNponH: The FOl'ffl Setvlce analpla concemlng UN leveM and encounte,w I• tit.­
played In the FEIS Chapter IV and further upleJned In Appendbc IC. The Regional FOINtW-s appMI 
decision llfllrmed the FEIS'a environmental.,.,,,,.,. p,ocea, eA'olts to maintain the desired NCINflonal 
experience, end UHi overa# carrying capacity ol the river. 

Subject 440 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

Comment 440-1. The real problem Is that there Is a small group of environmentalists, and float trip guides 
which are causing trouble for everybody, and reporting of this Issue Is slanted In favor of the rafters. An 
example is a recent editorial in the Statesman on March 11, 1996 titled •Recreations tell each other to take 
a hike" reportJng on the conflict between rafters and power boat users in Hals Canyon. The editorial stated 
that 19,223 rafts and kayaks, and 56,317 power boats used the canyon In 1992. The article Implies these are 
the number of boat launches, when in truth they must be numbers of persons. The power boat number also 
seems to be Incorrect. The real truth Is that on any day, the number of rafts using the river far exceeds the 
number of power boats. Assuming 15 small power boats on the river In any given day with 6 people per boat, 
which I believe represenls an above average day of power boat usage in the stretch between Hells Canyon 
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Dam and Pittsburg Landing, results in 60 people on the river using small power boats a day. Now add 4 tr1ps 
per day for the guide boats that cany 40 people per boat, which rasutts in an additional 160 people per day. 
It would take 256 days a year at this level of powerboat usage to get 56,317 people on the river. This Is not 
a realiStic use figure. (Correspondent 119) 

Forest Service RNponae: Public lnterNt and~ about ,,,. Snake River .,. dlvene. Please 
refer to the FEIS, Ap,»ndlx ~ Introduction and pages IC-11 .. 111, RefJ/Onal Ve,sue NatlOn8I UN. 

Delly UN ,..,.,. on ,,,. ""'have been lllghly Wllfable. PINN ... the pule UM dm:ualona In the ROD 
and,,,. declalon nollce. Dfdalled UN ,..,., Information,. contained In ,,,. FEIS and EA ,.,.1ya1s ,,,.. and 
IWllllallle tor public review. The UN numlHn thla conNpondent la relying upon have not been accu,at.., 
ly conveyed. The numbers ffller ro Nflflce da,a rallter than boaf8. 

Comment 440-2. Page 1-2, 5 addresses a need for nonmolorized experience. There is no need! The Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act Is silent on Issues such as solitude and remoteness. These t8'ffl8 fall In the realm of 
wlldemess where a very specfflc kind of recreation is ctearly specified, a place where mechanized transporta­
tion is prohibited. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 440,.3. The condition of solitude is addressed In the Wilderness Ad. but It Is not a designated 
desired condition of either the W&SR Act or the HCNRA language. It is ludicrous of the Forest Service to 
attempt to Justify elimination of motorized use in the river corridor of Hells Canyon, for any period of time, In 
order to achieve a "desired condition" which does not exist within the purview of any congressfonalfy 
destgnatect management mandate for the Hells Canyon Area. (Correspondent 180) 

FONNd Service RaponN: The Regional Fornfer affirmed ,,.. decision to provide • limited duration 
~otorlzed period. The EA and this declelon ad/,,_ the timing and dundlon of the non-motorlzed 
petlod per the Regional ForNter's direction. The WIid and Scenic Rwera Act stafN that WIid Riven 
.,.,,,...,,, VffflgN of p,lmlllve Amelfc& • The non-mototlnd perloda conldbute to the dlvenlly ot 
recreation oppo,tunllln and outfflter NIVlcN on the Snake River . ..,,.,..,.,_ (~ tlte analylla tlle) 
lndlcatN that lmplemenllltlon otthe non-motorized period wlll have• 2% or,-, ,mpac1 upon the groa 
revenUfl of powetfJoat outtltten, a • group. 

Comment 440-4. If the purpose of this plan Is to reduce campsite competition, and lmpadS on the land while 
enhancing solitude and remoteness, you have selected the wrong sectors to reduce and eliminate. Day use 
power boating has virtually no land based impacts and we don't use campsites. We move quickly through 
the river corridor and don't dillydally around the rapids and other attractions. We don't spread our people out 
over miles of river and divide our parties to get the best campsites. So why then were we targeted for reduction 
and partim eNmlnation while floaters went unscathed? What kind of solitude can you find on a raft trip with 
24 other laughing and screaming people? What ls your sense of remoteness In a crowd such as this? Are 
you more primitive In your ABS plastic kayak or pink hypalon raft than In a jet boat? This Is senseless and 
the actions taken In the plan to achieve these misdirected goats are unjustified. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 440-6. The level of commercial boating use levels proposed In the EA's preferred alternative 
(AJternadve C) does not allow the corridor to meet primitive Of' seml-prfmltlve recreational settings and 
Institutionalizes historic use patterns. Commercial jet boat use has increased exponentially since enactment 
of the HCNRA In 1975 and by Institutionalizing hlstonc use patterns, the recreational ORV Is not protected 
and enhanced but instead degraded because of congestion, loss of a sense of remoteness, serenity and 
saltude. (Correspondent 159) 

Foreat Service RNponae: The Regional Fornt« altlnned,,.. canylnf1 capaclly (subject to the adftm­
ments contained In this dec,.lonJ for the Snake Rivet within the HCNRA In relation to a wide variety ot 
outatandlngly remarlcable river values. Factors that conltlbute to managing tor the Intended recreation 
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experience aaocllded with the IWCINflon ORV Include UN levels, patty alze, IJo8t aJze, encoun1en, 
congeaflon, nolN. and many others. PINN fflfer to the FEIS, Chaplet IV, Environmental ConffquencN 
to the Recreation Rnoun:n Outstandingly Rematbble Value and Related Social Condltlona, P8f1N IV_. 
through 81. 

Comment 440-8. Goal: llmlt the number of dally powerboat launches to resolve user crowding on peak use 
dayS, and to spread use more evenly throughout the primary season. 

Goal 112 • Dsted above is or utmost importance. Crowding on peak use days is probably the most volatile 
Ingredient in the social conflicts that develop at major rapids, campsiteS and popular visitation sites. More 
emphasis needs to be placed In this issue with provisions written Into the ptan for annual monitoring and 
mandatory annual adjustment of daily boat days In aH sections of the river to eJimlnate peak use days and 
to spread use more evenly ttvoughout the primary season. Some bu8'ness flexibility may be appropriate, but 
not to the extent that the flexibility would result In peak use days or faU to evenly distribute use throughcd 
the primary season. (Correspondent 163) 

Forest Service Reeponee: PINN ... the peak UN dlacuHIOM In the the ROD and decltlon notice. The 
peak u1e analysis displayed In the decision notice lnd/catn that the combination of • rigid launch 
IChedule for prmde powetllo«.,. and .... ona1, monthly, and bl-weekly bloclta of UN for commercial 
powerlJoaten, along with the other opendlonal llmlll conllllned In this declalon, wlH resolve the peak 
use problem&. 

Comment 440-7. Comments on Summary: Table 11-2 - Capability to achieve Desired Racreadon Experience 
(page 11-23) The values assigned for all three altemativas. In all four categories, seem arbitrary. The two 
primary user segments, the p<7#8rboat, and floatboat, are so dJvergent In wants and needs that no chart 
combining these two segements, such as this one can offer any meaningful information and valuation, Those 
values assigned for Alt C under both the WDd and Scenic categories for the Desired Recreation Experience 
might well represent that of the powerboat user, but certainly cannot be defended for that of the floatboat 
user. Averaging them could at a maximum, make a Moderate potential and would then accurately represent 
neither, since one wants a quantly of experience, the other quality, defined by solitude. Each group's desired 
experience devalues that of the others. 1he same can be said of the VISltor managernert, Campsite Competi­
tion and the Diversity of Outfitter\Servlces Categories. Certainly for the Floatboat segment. whatever valuation 
is msigned In Alt B must decrease in Alt C., given the lack of powerboat guarantee limits, and the decrease 
in number of motorless days. (Correspondent 245) 

ForNt Service Reaponu: T1lanlr you tor 'fOUI commene. about how dlntgenf UNI.,.., g,oupa.,. and 
the challenge of conaldertng bolh grou,,.• needa In evaluallng the a/fematlvn. PINff aee the peak use 
dlacunloM In the ROD and ON. The peak use analylla displayed In the declalon notlcN lndlcatn that 
the comblmdlon of • rigid launch •chedule tor ptftnlte powemoate,a and sNlonal. monthly, and 
bl-weekly bloch of use tor commercial powetboarera, along with UM other operational limits contained 
In thl• declalon, wlU resolve the peak use problem. Moreover, the numbet ol da,w with • non-molotlzed 
pe,tad In Allematlve C 81 modified by Ulla declalon ha been ,.,_.,, to 2f days and dl1per1ed In 3 day 
bloch, eve,y other week. In June, July and August 

Comment 440-8. The diverse spectrum of needed services Is presently being provided In the NRA. and there 
is no demonstrated need for the proposed action. Furthermore, by placing the smaDer powerboat outfitters 
at financial risk, the proposed action Is likely to disrupt the present balance and cause a void in the variety 
of outfitter sefVices availabkt to the public. In particular, members of the public will find It extremely difficult 
to find a personalized, outfitted trip utilizing power boats which parallels the experience that private lndMduaJs 
who have the necessary experience, knowledge, equipment, and time are able to enjoy. (Correspondent 249) 
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Foraat Service Reaponee: The need tor the speclllc propoud action It addrened In tlN EA, Chapter 
I and tor UHt overall changN to Snake River management In the FEIS, Chapter I. Table Ill In the decision 
notice displays • po8lflN elfecf upon grou l1MtffU8 tor thrH ol the sinalhMt outfftten and • negative 
effect tor four ot this group. The tuson the.,,,.,,_, oulllltet8 .,. allocafed Umlted ptlmaty season UN 
I• that hlflorlcally lllfle bwlnea han had Umlted operat/0118 and low levela ol primary .... on use on 
the Snake River. In some ca-, tlNy have specialized In NConda,y NnOn UH and/or dMde their time 
between the Snake and other other.,.. rwen. 

In addition, th,. fll'OUP otoutlllte,a line the llexlblllly ol ualng rhelr ptlmllry rmon bollt da)'8 thtoughouf 
the prlma,y rmon, and Hke all OUllllteta, ,_,. unllmhd uu dutlnfl the NCondaly seoon.. The llulble 
schedulN tor powert,oat outlftleta and other fllctols have conltlbufed to Altematlve C being evaluated 
In Chapter Ill ol the Snake River Outlftter EA• INwlng • high capablllfy ol providing • dlvelN OUllltted 
upe,1ence by otfetlng • va,Mfy ol outlJhd ~ 

Subject 441 
Dnlrecl Future Condition (Carrying Capaclly) 

Comment 441 •1. There needs to be a complete reevaluation of the allocations for an user sectors, and along 
with It the "desired recreation experience.• It seems to us that the pnma,y public expressing their desires here 
is the Forest Service planning team, not the people. The people expressed their desires very clea,ty in the 
way they use and access the canyon, overwhelmingly by power boat. Vat the plan Ignores the pubUc 
preferences, trying to reengineer the river towards floating, so It can be like every other wild and scenic river 
managed by the Forest Service. There seems to be a real fear of being different. of preserving an experiance 
in Hens Canyon found nowhere else. It is the public who suffers from this Sactc of agency flexibility and 
creativity. You have something great today In Hells Canyon that can be found no where else, and experience 
that adds to the national and international diversity of recreation opportunities. Why ruin It? (Correspondent 
184) 

Foreat Service Reeponae: The Fornt Semce ha balanced the commenla received from the local, 
regional and national aource• with the laws and regulations ol Cong,en. 11le Snake River wlll continue 
to hawt algnltlcantly more powemoat UH than any ot the ,,.,.,. considered In ,,,. FEIS, Appendix H, 
Regional River Recmdlon Opportunltln. See page K-48 of Appendix K of the FEIS tor• more compre. 
hens#N responn to the laue ol public Input. 

Comment 441-2. Paragraph 4 addresses allocation of use, and once again presents conclusions about a 
"desired recreation experience" without explaining how any data allow obseMllk>n and control of this variable. 
Throughout the Outfitter EA, the agency has failed to identify whose ·desired recreational experience" Is being 
selected as the primary goal, and has falled to prOYide the data that jU8tifles elevation of the sut,tectlve values 
of this user group, assuming such a group can be ldentffled. Certain variables seem to be Ignored, such as 
private use levels, time effects within the prima,y season, and tr1p length. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service Reaponee: The dealred recreation nperience haa bNlt determined by the _,,.,. 
documented In Ille FEIS, the declalon dlaplayfld In the ROD and alflnMd by the Regional Forester'• 
appeal decision. SH the FEIS, Chapter N-1 through N-112, Environmental Consequences to the RecN­
atlon Reaources Outstandingly Remarlcable Va~ And Related Social Condlllona, and Appendix IC, 
page• 54-55 tor lntormat/on regarding the dealred recreation experience. 

Comment 441--3. Floaters are once again going to obtain excluslve use cA a portion at a river at a cost to the 
general public. Access will be allowed only to those persons who have the financial wherewithal to outfit their 
own trips or to hire onto multiple day trips. Although the "restrlcted8 use is not total and does allow for 



continued access to the river by powerboats, at the rtsk of sounding somewhat Uke Chicken Uttle, we want 
to posit that this is the first step. Ultimately the vocaJ minority win not be satisfied until the wild and scenic 
portion of Hells Canyon above Pittsburg Is in the same status as the middle fork of the satmon, the Locsaw, 
the Selway and upper Clearwater. (Correspondent 259) 

Foreat Service Response: On page 12 of the ROD to, the FEIS, the FOINI Supe,vlaor makN It ve,y clNr 
that he doea not IHI .,,,.,.. Is• need to ellmlnate powetfJoat UN In either the wild or scenic r1vera,-.ftOC 
now and not In the fulute. • Floateta .,. COMldered OM ol lhe many a,b-groupe thaf comp,IM the 
·s,ene,a1 publlc9 tor the purpoMa of W. planning ptOCftS. 

Subfect 442 
Ablllly to Oblaln Fxpectecl Experience 

Comment 442-1. We're certainly not In the land of freedom anymore, when you folks have no regards for the 
working person, operating their own business, when customers have the freedom to book a trip and go with 
who they want, when they want, we don't plan their vacatk>ns, or they will take their vacations out of State, 
and that will be less revenue for USFS and the State of Idaho. (Correspondent 10) 

Forest Service RNponae: Many areu ate experiencing g,owth In numbera of vl.tton and,... had to 
resrnct uae to protect reaoun:es.. Mote and more people.,. Neldng outdoor -,,erlencN during their 
\IIICallona, and continue to look tor,._ popultlted Nfllnp. On• nallonlll and~ leNf. teclNflon 
demand• are beginning ta exceed oppo,tunllla In the mot9 prlmllwe typft of Hftlnga-lllre thON 
offered In Hells C8nyon. Unlimited growth Is not• ,...,,. option It the ruoun:w of the Canyon .,. to 
be protected tor future pnendlon& TIN preferred altemalltle would proteCI ~ and maintain• 
1111l1111ble recreafJonal fffflng, while llllowll1fl traditional tint UH ta conllnw. 

Comment 442-2. To restrict the canyon below Hells Canyon Dam effectJvely limits the choice of countless 
more individuals whose Circumstances do not allow travel by an, other means. Entire ciasses of our~ 
for example, who have toured the canyon as part of an erwtronmental Sludles cumculum, would be less likely 
to continue this part of their program if acc:aas Is limited dur1ng the spring, (Correspondent 25) 

Comment 442-3. Our older Citizens, the cnppkKf, the families who only have a few days free, are having their 
rights taken tNlil!f from them. 

You should go and watch this river. The excursion boats are full daily of people over 60. Now you are truly 
considering taking thetr rights away from them. They have wotked aH their Nves to be able to tour and see 
our count,y and enjoy our fantastlcai sights. 

To consider taking away these peoJ>'es rights would make my conscience hurt. ls ncx the Forest Service made 
up of individuals like us, who believe •one for all, and all for one-? (Correspondent 28) 

Comment 442-4. I do not want the outfitter services banned. {COfTespondenl 39) 

Comment 442-5. The experience ot Hells Canyon and Its history should not be restricted to the younger more 
fit people - but should also Include senior citizens and the handicapped. (Correspondent 90) 

Comment 442-6. An aspect that concerns me is the effect on older persons, those in poor health and others 
who cannot, or may not want to camp overnight, to see the Canyon. As best as I can determine, durtng the 
control period, there will be essentially no way to get out, short of floating to Pittsburg, or at least Kirkwood 
Bar. This will force an overnight or a long trip by road back to the Dam in one day, and eliminate all the visitors 
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who currently float part way to Kirkwood, and jetboat back to the Dam. I have seen and talked to people who 
take one day trips for that very reason. (Correspondent 102) 

Comment 442•7. Many of the people we take Into the canyon couldn't tolerate a rafting experience. Some 
are too ok:t, disabled or Infirm; Olhers don't have enough time or can't afford a multkiay raft trip. Using our 
services they can see this unique river and canyon, traveling 180to 208 miles through our continent's deepest 
canyon, experiencing its whitewater rapids. lllay treasure the opportunity. Many have told us that their day 
in Hells Canyon was the finest of their llves. (Correspondent 120) 

Comment 442-8. We have a lot at people In the world today who enjoy recreation and visiting scenic places. 
They cannot all travel by float boat. Floaters always know they can get help from the outside, If necessary, 
when the jet boats come up in the morning. (Correspondent 126) 

Comment 442-9. As users or the canyon, we depend upoo power boats to transpon clients and equipment 
to points providing access to our operation areas. We also are pan of Hetls Canyon-package vacations" being 
offered which include a combination of rafting, jetboating and traHrides. Closure of the river would vlnually 
ellmlnate this type of vacation for the public. Many of the peopfe wanting to experience Hells Canyon do not 
have the physical ability, time or Inclination to spend several days on a river float, and elimination of the power 
boats will effectively deny them a Hells Canyon experience. (Correspondent 157) 

Comment 442-1 o. This plan steps In and micro manages these once competltfve power boating business, 
limiting their growth, scope, origin, amount, timing and type of service. Some of this is done directly and some 
indirectly. It essentially re-orders the wealth from these servtces, forcing consumers from power boaling to 
floating, making the canyon less accessible for those with modest financial means, and the older and 
handicapped citizens. Instead the plan favors the young and wealthy who can afford and tolerate a multktay 
trip. (COrresponctent 184} 

Comment 442-11. The average household has bolh husband and wife working. Do you think they can take 
a 6-day trip for their family of four? A 3-day? They can afford to come and take a 2 to 3 hour trip. I know, I've 
seen it. Again you are creating a place only a few can see. A few with money. The average family camot afford 
your proposal. This community cannot afford to lose this service. (Correspondent 185) 

Comment 442-12. llle agency Implies that it is respoosible for providing the appropriate "diversity d 
commercial outfitter services for the public to choose from.• lhls places the agency In a position of m~ 
managing changes in river use both between and within seasons to delermlne the desired level of servtces, 
and arguably makes the agency responsible for providing the appropriate services In the event that the 
heavily regulated market envisioned by the proposed actk>n becomes economically unjustified to all outfitters 
at a portal. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 442•13. In paragraph 6, the agency once again generalizes wfthout hard data by stating that 
•many- power boat cltents are "walk-in" customers ("walk-in" IS undefined). Wllhout having the specific data 
to determine how placing the non-motorized period on Monday-Wednesday will affect this behavior, It seems 
questionable that the agency can draw en, concluslon abol.i the Interplay between response to customer 
needs and management of "total use to meet recreation olJlectlves. • (Correspondent 249} 

Comment 442•14. A large share of the people we take into the canyon could never experience such a 
resource if they had to go by raft. They simply couldn't handle an ovemlght float trip. This lnctudes the elderly 
and disabled. But on our boats they can travel 190 mites of river In a day and run a class IV rapid In North 
America's deepest canyon. To deny some of them that experience to cater to a few rafters that don't like power 
boats is too high a price to pay. (Correspoodent 251) 
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Comment 442•15. There are a lot of people whose only opportunity to see Hells Canyon Is from a tour boat. 
A lot or these people are elderly and probably would not go see the Canyon another W8//, (Correspondent 
256) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Acc ... tor the handicapped and/orflldetly la addrNNd In,,_ FEIS, Appendix 
" pagea 177-180. Commerclal /elboat NMCN will continue lo be....,_ on the Snake Rlww ewt,y 
day ol the pdmary seuon upon lmplemenllltlon of Ulfl ~Ion. Comments on the econom1' eMtcCt 
of thl• declalon are addreNed under SubJect eoo, In lhla document 

RestrictJElimlnate Powerboats 

Comment 442-16. Though I have used jet boats to return from float trtps In the Canyon, I am more than WUNng 
to arrange alternative shuttle services in order to reduce the number of people, the noise, the water distu~ 
ance to shore and river bottom caused by jet boats. (Correspondent 31) 

Comment 442-17. I do not want powerboats of any kind used on the Snake or in the HCNRA, that Includes 
kickers ... (Correspondent 40) 

Comment 442-18. I support your proposal to limit powerboat use on the Snake. When I am In the developed 
areas, I accept powerboats as part of the deal. In the remote sections of the rfver, I find powerboats to be 
intrusive and out of character. There is plenty of river for me to use my powerboat, why can't there be some 
sections where we can experience the rfver In a wilderness setting. (Correspondent 41) 

Comment 442-19. To Implement efther Alternative B or C would be to deprive Citizens access to THEIR river 
via commercial powerboat so that a privileged few can float as they wish, without regard to the fact that ALL 
Americans •own• the National Recreation Area (Correspondent 48) 

Comment 442-20. Power boaters readily accept reasonable !Imitations on their numbers but object to the 
closure. We have been reduced to second-ciass citizens who must stand aside while others enjoy the true 
Hells Canyon. (Correspondent 56) 

Comment 442-21. Please stand up to the political pressure and do what Is right for the wildemass and Its 
non-motorized users. Don't let jetboaters ruin the quiet, the solitude, and the natural scenery. Please keep 
in mind all the recreatlonists who no longer raft or hike Hells Canyon because of the ear-shattering jet boats. 
The Forest Service has an obligation to them as well. (Correspondent 193) 

Comment 442-22. The current volume of jet boat traffic has made the Snake River corridor an unpleasant 
place to be. I applaud the Forest Service efforts to re-establish the integrity of the river corridor for aJI users. 
(Correspondent 209) 

Comment 442-23. I support your Alternative C and think that it should be implemented next summer. Sandra 
F. Mitchell of the Hells Canyon Alliance is wrong when she repeatedty says that floaters and powerboaters 
get along. This is the myth she is trying to make Into a fact by endless repetition and by co-opting RAFT In 
support of this. We private rafters don't have an organization like the Alliance. Let me assure you, however, 
that most private rafters that I know strongly disagree whh her position. (Correspondent 212) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The Foreat Setvlce approach for mt1118glng overall UH lewla ot both power­
boa and floatboata haa IHten attlrmed lly the Regional Forelter'• appeal decision. Thia declllon 
reaponct. to luuea specltlc to the need to further analyze economic e,reccs on Individual commetelal 
river permits Including the timing and duration of the not>-motorlzed period. 

D-72 



Other Rivers Available for Noiseless and/or non-motorized experience 

Comment 442-24. Please leave us (power] boaters who use it regularty this pleasure. The rafters (guided 
parties) probably use it only once in a lifetime. If this little noise bothers the guides themselves, then so should 
the car nOise, etc. (Correspondent 46) 

Comment 442-25. Jet boats are especially important to our business because they serve a large volume of 
locaJs and tourists. We were assured when that area was set aside that motorized boats would keep prlOnty 
that they have had for a long time. Forest Service should work to maximize use opportunities, not limit them 
and should definitely not work for special interest groups that are trying to stop or limit motorized boats. 
(Correspondent 47) 

Comment 442-26. lhe floaters who think that jet boats are loud and unsightly can certainly go to another 
damned river. You and the State Par1<s have afready gtven them enough. (Correspondem 49) 

Comment 442-27. My view of the Snake since 1980 has been "there's room for everyone and nice people 
including the Forest Service.• Rules are needed as numbers lnaiease but we all adapt I 1he specially users 
have other rivers to use while the Snake should be the star example of Public Multiple Use! (Correspondent 
68) 

Comment 442-28. We feel that there are many more rivers that provide a non-motorized experience than 
rivers that provide a non-float experience. We feel that It will not be fair to take this away from the publlc or 
commercial power boaters. If you check your use records, peo~e would rather see Hells Canyon by power 
boat than by float boat You would be acting against the public to have a non-motorized period in Hells 
Canyon. Hells Canyon is not a good float river because It is too short. You can float it in three days and most 
outfitting companies are trying to stretch it out to 5 or 6 days. ThiS Is crealing more use than there should 
be. My suggestion Is to make float trips 3 days Jong with NO non-motorizad period. (Correspondent 147) 

Comment 442•29, Please reconsider and don't set Hells Canyon asktefQI' any one partlcular user group. Tlle 
proposed nonmotorlzed period entirely cuts out some river user groups out of Hells Canyon. How would you 
feel If your employer, the public, didn't allow you, the Forest Service, to go into Hells Canyon? Would this make 
it so you could look at this from another point of View. Or do you people no k>nger have to risten to the publlc? 
Please can you listen to the majority of the public and not a vocal minority groups, who appear to be very 
greedy? (Correspondent 1 TT) 

Comment 442-30. Powerboating the Snake Is a very special experience that can't be equaled anywhere else 
in this country or, perhaps the world. By comparison, It Is Just a so-so rafting trip; all of the big raptds are 
locatad In the top 16 miles and most m the beaches are gone because of the upstream dams. Floaters afready 
have exclusive use of Just about all of the region's premiere white water rivers, Including some that offer a 
top quality wilderness experience. You don't need to destroy businesses like mine and deny my customers 
access to provide rafters with more of Iha same they can find elsewhere. (Correspondent 251) 

Comment 442-31. The initials HCNRA stand for Recreation Area. They do not say WIiderness Area. Since 
there are very few unrestricted rivers for boating, I am in favor of allowing the Snake to continue to be one 
of them. (Correspondent 149) 

Comment 442-32. If this river was meant to be a "wilderness" river Congress should and cpuld have said so. 
They chose to withdraw the river corridor from the wilderness and declared both motorized and non­
motorized uses as valid. Too many years have passed, too many people have experienced the thrill of 
powerboatlng to now change the pattem af use. This river Is a shared rtver. The sooner the Forest Service 
admits that, the sooner we can get on with working together and healing the wounds caused by the proposed 
•non-motorlzac::18 window. (Correspondent 162) 
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Foreat Service RNponN: 1111• declalon al/on powetfJoateta to continue to be able to accen fhe ,Iver 
corrfdor from all pottala 3M days per year. However, the Regional FotNter llfllrmed the declalon to 
manage use ,..,.,., to manage the river tonl'de • ..,,,,_,,,,mlllve recrNtlonal -,,.rlMce. to provide • 
non-motorized petlod, and to manaoe the dwlrtor both powemoatlng and lloalboatllJfl recreation. SH 
the FEI~ Appendix. I(. page 58 tor• dlKualon ol regional river oppom,nlflea and the Intent to provide 
a variety of dllfetenl level• of teelNflon uperlencN. 

Powerboaters Accept Limitations, But. .... 

Comment 442-33. Many of our board members have boated Hells Canyon and cannot understand the 
necessity to remove 81ff one of the user groups from the canyon. They unanimously agree that If studies 
indicate a need to restrict use in the canyon that all user groups should be restricted equally. Power boaters 
of the 90's are responslbte individuals with high quality equlpmer1 and pose no threat to Olher river users. 
The power boat associations In the Hefts Canyon area have gone to great lengths to educate power boat 
users on proper operatiOn In the canyon. (Cooespondent 63) 

Comment 442-34. OSSA would like to go on record as opposing the preferred Altemative C which lndudes 
an expanded non-motorized window. Motorized recreationlsts have wiDingly compromised to attain woricable 
solutions in areas where there are objections to their activities. However, motorized recreatlonlsts are faced 
more and more with decisions that go beyond a reasonable concession, forcing their growing numbers Into 
reduced time frames and/or areas. In addition, It appears the Forest Service Is ignoring the economic Impact 
on the area and the people whose Income is derived from motorized guiding. (Correspondent 72) 

Foreal Service RNponse: The Reg#Onal FOl'Nfer dinned the declalon to manage .,.. Inell and to 
Include. non-mototlzed period. PowetlJold.,. will conllnw to ,,. able to UN,,,. rflW comdor In larger 
numbers Ulan any other user group during the ptlmaty NNOn. Non-motorized pwloda conltlbute to the 
dlvetdy ot reclNflon opJ)Olfunlllfl and OUlllflwaemcee on the Snake River. The non-motodzed period 
ha been reducw from 24 days In the FEIS and anoclaled ROD to 21 da,-and been dllfrlbuled evenly 
throughout June, July, and August to reduce the Impact In July and Augwt and to twthw /ncreau the 
dlvenlty of recl'Htlonal opportunity In Jun& 

Comment 442-35. I would once again like to state "there is no way to stop these continuing battles until you 
regulate this public property with EQUAL TREATMENT FOR ALL If I need a permit, so do you, If I don't, neither 
do you. (Correspondent 82) 

Forni Service RNponae: Cum,nfly, all commerclal and recrearlonal tloafen and powemoater, .,. 
required to have a trip pennlf, • NII-law permit ot a epeclal UN pennlL Upon fuN lmplementatlon ol 
thll declalon, private and commercial rlvet ,,,.., groupe (except thoN otlglnatlng on the Salmon River) 
wlH have their UN level """1llfled through either• IWfffWflon 1)'8fem or • .,.. allocaflon achedute. 
respecf/Nly. All river ua.,. will hlwe ,,,.,,.,. ,-.,. ot accea. 

Comment 442-36. The public speaks loudly with it's expenditures and It is impossible to misunderstand their 
preference. It is for a motorized experience; that does not preclude non-motorized use. Where Is the data 
supporting the statement that a segment of the public desires this experience? What proponlon ~ the pub.lie 
has expressed this desire andd how did they do it? (Correspondent 184) 

Foreat Service Reeponee: Appendix Kol the FEIS dllplays the publlc comment on thla luue In many 
of fhe •Areu of Concem• lnclud/ng 401-RectNflonal ~. 403-Falr and Equitable UH, and 
41UlolH. 
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Comment 442-37. I believe there are many more reasons that powerboals should be allowed continuous 
access to the wlld section of river than there are for excluding them. I will not enumerate them at this time 
as they apparently have been disregarded previously. (Correspondent 247) 

ForNt Service Reaponae: Tire Regional Foreater llltlmted the declalon to provide • no~mototfzed 
petfod. Anal)sla (reference the analpl9 file, anllable for public review) lndlcatN lhllt lmplemenlatlon 
ot Ute non-mototfzed pe,fod wlU hllve • 2" or lea Impact upon tlHt gro11 .rwnffllfl Of powemoar 
outffftera, u • fllOUP. Tire non-mototfzed perlod8 contrtbut• to the dlvetally ol rectNtlon oppo,tunlrlft 
and outllaet NIVfca on the Snan Rini'. 

Div8f'Sity/Quallly of Outfitted Services 

Comment 442-38. The limits on boat days and growth force outfitters at r,very portal to concentrate on the 
services that pay best This does not lend Itself to diversity. If, for example. a Lewiston based outfitter has a 
choice between using a boat day for hauling 24 passengers on a day tour or taking 4 passengers on a fishing 
trip, there Is no contest The fishing trips are down the tubes. If an outfitter runs a small 18 passenQ8f boat 
for excitement In the rapids and a personal touch, but could run 40 passengers with that same boat day on 
a larger boat, he will find himself mOYing to the larger boat, the only method of expansion available. When 
you start micro-regulating an Industry which has been operating In a free market driven by demand, dlvenlity 
of services will suffer. That Is the case here at all of the portals. It is especially true when you factor In the power 
boat closure. On those days the only show In town Is the multi-day float. How does this lend to diversity of 
services and choices? Lots ot rivers offer exclusive whitewater float use; the Snake is one of the few that offers 
the whitewater power boating experience. 

It is absolutely ludicrous that alternative A is listed In table 11-2 as low and medium in diversity of outfitter 
services. It reflects a diversity far beyond that engineered In B or C. The severe Hmlts In boat days associated 
with ~ and C will force outfitters to larger boats and b/ay from fishing trips and other low payoff services that 
some members of the public like. The wild river power boat trips Into the real Hells Canyon and through the 
class rl rapids are severely curtailed. Areas of operation are lmlted and overnight services virtually ellmlnated. 
The one bread and breakfast operation based on private land Is locked up from free access by customers 
and the owners. The best fiShing In the canyon Is totall'/ df limits to power boaters for a significant portion 
at the season. B eliminates the popular one day floats allowed under A; C permits them, but gives no 
allocation of launches. The popular jet-backs and jet..outs for floaters can not be offered on some days, and 
only at the expense of higher pay-off services on others. The only wa:, businesses can grow is to buy up small 
operators. This will eventually lead to a few, large operations who can set their own prices. Current prices 
will have to go up if the current outfitters are to survive. Alternatives B and C level out the diversity of services 
and virtually ruin the businesses based at Pittsburg. Outfitters will not have the flexjbillty to adjust to demand 
that they now enjoy. A should be rated high, Blow- and Clow+ at best. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 442-39. It would be a sad thing to see the smaller operatora forced out of busk1ess, to only have 
a few larger operators In the canyon. There Is room for all of us and a need for all of us. (Correspondent 246) 

Comment 442-40. The quality of our trips will suffer as a result of this management action. So will the dtversity 
of SEKVices available to the public. The owners of this business have always prided themsetves In running a 
very speciaJ kind of trip, a family experience with lots of individual attention. However, with the loss d access 
Imposed by this management plan, we will be forced to go to a larger boat and offer the same kind of trip 
other outfitters run. The Individuality of Snake Dancer Excursions will be lost. The evaluations of diversity in 
the EA by alternative are dead wrong. Alternative A Is the only one that provides high diversity of services. 
B and C ravage the marvelous diversity of sefVices now found. (Correspondent 251) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Affematlve C. N modified by 1h18 declalon, provldN tor• full range of oull1tter 
18MCH Including multi-day tithing,,,,,. and toul'I, day tOUl'I, jetbacb, mulfl.dayffoattrlpa, one day noat 
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trlpa, and Hmlted-dundlon non-motorized oppottunlllff.. Without the ,,,.,,..,,..nt direction provided by 
thl• declelon~ there would be the potenfllll tor bullneuN to move away from spec1t1c po,tal8 and/or tor 
monopollft at the Cache Creek or Plttebutf1 pottal&. BwlnMI owne,w will 811# 1H able to tocut upon 
maximum ,,,.,.,n ... growth within the primary •anon conetral,a and/or abaence-ot-w.conaflaha 
durfnfl the Neondaly HNon. llany bualneuea will continue to tocua their IICIMlla dutlnfl the NCOftd. 
a,y •eaeon. Even the.,,..,,_, bus/,..... could chooN IO conctnw to ..... It hlslotfc ,-.,. or 
expand their openlllone during Ute NConda,y -...on. The cuatonw baN for the lodgN will continue 
to exlfl IHtcauN the combined HNOnal allocllllon for ptlvate and commercial UN la abon lllatotlc ,..,., ... 

Altemadve A Looks Good 

Comment 442-41. We would advocate the adoption of Altematlve A as set fofth In the Environmental 
Assessment. We beliBYe that. with soma minor problems, operation on the river wllhout the type of regutadon 
being proposed has generally been beneficial to the greatest number or people. Whlle a certain vocal minority 
of floaters have expressed some dissatisfactk>n wlh the current operation In the river, that Is again a vocal 
minority and the use of powerboats In this particular section of the river has had mlntmal envirorvnental Impact 
while maximizing the avallablllty of this very wild and scenic stretch of river to the greatest number of people. 
(Correspondent 259) 

Forni Service Reeponae: Alternative A doea not mNt the pu,poae and tHHHI for acllon. It also doea not 
rNolve the lnue of providing approptl.,. levela ol acceu to the Intended recl'Ntlon experience. 

Subject 500 
Reaourcee (General Commenta) 

Comment 500-1. Do everything to reduce impact of humans on the HCNRA. (Correspondent 40) 

ForNI Service Reeponee: The Snake RINt Plan and accompanylnfl FEIS and ROD Ntabllshed,,..,,,,,. 
ment direction that enautn the protection and enhancement of the l'lllera ORV&. 

Comment 600-2. The OEA provides no dlsclos4 ire of changes In impacts. parttcularly on wilderness values, 
that will result from the OEA's increase In and concentration of motorized use. 

The OEA falls to re-analyze the ecological and social Impacts of Increased jet boat use It enables, primarily 
the reduction of the nonmotOrized window, and greater concentratJons of jet boat use. 

At issue is the erosion of river beaches ca• 188d by jet boat wakes, thedspCacemant of wfk:tlife by jet boat noise, 
the disruption of the spawning routines and migration of salmon. In general, the Impacts to wUdemess values 
based on the specfflc numbers, concentrations, and areas of jet boat must be fully analyzed. (Correspondent 
53) 

Forest Service Reaponae: The elrK19 ol Altematlve c. • modified by the decle/on notice .,. within the 
effect8 and management pre1crlpt/oM d'"1offd In the 19H Snake River Plan and lta accompanying 
FEIS and ROD. The lncruee In the prlma,y NUon cap for commetclal powetboate, retlectfnr, actual 
1988 to 1992 111e, wa evaluated agalMt UHJ eff'8ctl on culluntl tNOUtcN and tlahetlff In the FEIS and 
found to be within thoae originally dlacloaed tor AJtematln G. Refentnce the analysl• file for coplff ol 
tho1e 1pec1a11•• repo,tl. Reference Fornt Senlce f98ponff8 to COllfflNH1I 101-1 concerning wllder­
neu value1. 
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Comment ~ We would like to point out float use, with itS shorter time on the water and extensive activity 
on the land at campsites and other areas within the river corridor, has a vastly larger environmental lmpac:1 
than powerboating. 

White the discussions of consequences on vegetative and botanically outstandingly remarkable values 
alludes to potential Impacts from camping, there has been a failure to reallsdcally qualify or quantify Impacts 
of the different uses of the river corridor or evaluate the real effects of different management altematfves wflh 
their mixes of use allocations. Commercial powerboat tours cany by far the largest numbers of people Into 
the canyon, spend very little time on land. 

All of their land time, about 2 hours and 20 minutes per day, is at naturaly hard or hardened sites. 

By contrast, the typical three-day float trip from Hells canyon Creek to PlttSburg Landing, a distance of 32 
miles, averages just over 1 0 miles per day on the water. (Correspondent 259) 

ForNI Service Responae: TIHt declalona In the 1994 Snake Rlnt Plan to Mfabllffl uo ,.,,.,_ (.-.anal 
capa) to proUtCt and enhance the riffr'• ORV• went appeated by varioua fltOUP9 In 199& The Res,Jonal 
FOlffler 11111,med Ute Fornt Superv19on decl8lon. nu., the cotrftpondenf'• Cont:effl8 .,.,. COMld­
eted and analyzed In the FEIS and ROD tor the 1994 Snan River Plan. n.eretor., ,,,_. comments.,. 
ouf8#de the scope of the purp08e and need fat the propoaed action aa dllfed In Chapter I of thlt EA. 

Comment 500-4. AnOlher example Is the claim that power boats are causing erosion of the banks of Hells 
Canyon. The banks of Hells Canyon below the high water mark are probably 90% granite and basalt rock. 
Power boat wake is not eroding the banks of Hells Canyon between Hells Canyon Dam and Pittsburg Landing. 
(Correspondent 119) 

Foreat Service Raeponae: 1h18 concem wu addrnNd In the FEIS and ROD tor the 1994 Snake River 
Plan (reference Appendix E). 

Subject 800 
Economlca 

Comment &00-1.1 have rafted the Snake River many times from Hells Canyon Dam to Pittsburg landing. 
Because I am familiar with both aspects of the river usage, and having talked with people while on the river, 
I am convinced that bOth Sides can cc;exiSt amlcably. It has atways seemed to me to be a very small minority 
of rafters creating the controversy, many of whom are float boat guides who stand to gain financially from an 
exclusion of jet boats by being able to charge more for an "undisturbed, primitive experience.• (Correspondent 
183) 

Comment 600-2. I also am aware of the power boat manufacturers powerful lobby - they want to sell more 
powerboat trailers etc. It's a subtle form of EXTRACTION. "They are EXTRACTING the peaceful quiet sound 
of nature and gaining monetarily. (Correspondent 205) 

Comment 600-3. This is just for the money. A select few floaters (outfitters) want exclusive use to be able 
to charge more for a float trip. (Correspondent 11) 
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ForNI Service Reeponae: Thank you for your commena 

Subject 601 
Economic lmpacta Nol Adequately Analyzed 

Comment 601-1. The site-specific allocation system based on hlstorlcaf use, is Inconsistent with the fact that 
most new use constraJnts are in one section of the river. Disproportionate Impact is Imposed on a few power 
operators. The operators who close wfll be those who have the highest percent reduction In permit value, not 
those who currently charge the highest prices per service day as SI iggestad by the EA. The affected operators 
are misidentified. (Correspondent 184) 

Forellt Service Reaponae: A/fematlwt C In the E.\ page 111-31, reduced bolll days In the -wlhr HCtfon 
by onr $0% to some outlfttel8 and lltCl'Nffd boat dll}'9 by 100% to other OUlllhn compared to their 
•~ ban period uae. Alfemadve C hN been modified to alloclde un NHd on hlslorfcal UN 
bMween f9B8-9S In the •ectlon of river above Kltkwood. Each oulllltw ~ a 31 percent 
decreaN In their IIOlltdllys In that HCtlon compared to thelr8Vfnfle hlslorlc UN. Gron revenue «tecta 
to outlltters ldenlltled In Table 111-9, EA page lll-40, have been updated to rellect ,,,_. modltlcaflona 
compared IO recent UN dUdllfl 1993-95. While boat clap #uw9 been equally reduced In the NCllon ol 
river above Klrl<wood, economic lmpacm va,y between outllttera due to the dlfferencn In revenue per 
aemce day and Hl\lfce days per l>oat day achlend by uch outllcter. In addition to effects Identified In 
Table 111-9, primary ._,on rennue per Nrv#ce dlly waa wed a • proxy to NNN the potential of uch 
outfitter to ad/wt to change• In gron ,wvenue, EA page 111-41. 

Comment 601-2. The site-specific allocatton system is a proportioning of historical use for power boat 
operators that stops expected growth. Float operators are allowed Increased growth well beyond historical 
use to the llmit of currently under utilized permit numbers. This arbftrarily transfers recreation oppo,tunlty from 
proven high demand recreatlonal use to a hlstorlcalty lower demand one. 

One recreational sector is being curtailed to enhance another. The analysts does imply some negative effects 
on power boat outfitters, but the transfer of opponuntty Sholdd also appear as positive site-specific benefits 
to float outfltte,s who would capture the newly created values of wilderness floaling In their pricing and who 
have protected capacity growth. This was Ignored In both the site-specific and aggregate Impact analysis. 
(Correspondent 184) 

Forest Service Raaponae: .,,,.,. la the potential for the Roat ope,atora to charp • hlS1her price for 
port/om of their trlpa that provide a nonmotorlzed experience. Compatftona with riven that allow only 
nonmotodzed float trlpa ahow the avenage price per dlly la about 37 percent greater than float trip prlcN 
on the Snake River. However, the location ol the nonmotorlzed potflon ol the Snake River wlll provide 
a maximum two dayl of nonmotorfzed upedence for an twen,ge lour day Roat trip that begins on the 
first day of the nonmotodzed window. Only 11 percent of the noac ttfpa wlH have befwffn one-half and 
two clap of nonmotorlzed upedence. This resc.,118 In • mnlmum p,lma,y .... on revenue lnctNH ol 
four percent ($39,000 under Alternative CJ. Achieving th/a revenue lnctNN ,. not nicely due to the mfr 
of motorized and nonmotodzed expeMnCN olfered. 

Comment 601-3. There Is no evidence of any economic efficiency analysis. The lack of even a rudimentary 
economic efficiency anatysls In this large a policy change is a startling find. Neither the EIS nor the EA has 
any economic rationalization for lowering the carrying capac:tty of all use or reallocating specific uses within 
that cap. Thal cap appears to be arbitrarily set by an artificial process. There Is little 0keUhood that the 



recreational opportunity spectrum technique used actually maximizes the total social benefits of such a 
unique natural resource. 

Forest Service R•ponae: Economic efflclency al the d,,,.,.,,, .,,_,,.,,.,_ wn not ldentffled a an law 
In thla analyala. Of COIK:ftm WIii the economic effitcfa to lndllrldual oullftters a noted In the Regional 
FOTNter'• appeal dec,_,on, July 1"5, and protection and enhancementolthe outatandlnglyramatlrable 
values al the Snake River conldor. A detailed analylla of thou elfect.a ,. provided In Chapter Ill. For 
purpoan at complying wffh NEPA, the weighing ol the medl9 and dnlwfHlcb of the valfoua llltemllflvN 
need not be d,-,,,.,.cI In • monera,y coat-benelfl _,,.,. end ahould not be when there ere /mpo,tant 
qualltaUN conslderatlom (40 CFR 1502.23). 

Although the decision to otabl/ah • ma/mum carrying capaclly wat made through the ROD and wat 
oublde the .co,,. of this EA, we continue to canalder lnlonneflan recelwd regarding wllefher or not• 
cap MIS appropdllte. No lnfonnatlon ha been received to date which would /ndlc4M lhet the Intent al 
the HCNRA Act or the WIid and Scenic Rlwwa Act could beller be met wllhouf an Hfab/lahed maximum 
capacity. The FEIS, Chapter I, and the ROD, page 8-14. Identify the need tor the cap and provide the 
rationale for Its eatllbllahment. Refer to Appendix I ot the FEIS tor the procea UNd to determine the cap. 

Comment 601-4. 1ll8 EA expresses financial Impact as reductions of gross revenues only. Changes In 
seasonat gross revenue NEVER reflect economic viability. Viabllty must be evaluated in NET terms. Where 
most of the costs of operation are fixed and borne c:Ner the entire year, reductions of gross revenues Imply 
relatively small reductions of costs so impacts on profits are proportionally much larger. Reduced profits Is 
what determines viability. 1ll8 EA never addressed this, even though the Hells Canyon Alliance offered to 
make net revenues available to the analysis team. 

The EA expresses financial Impacts only as single year reductions of revenues. lhe accepted practice of 
evaluating financial changes uses a discounted net Income appraisal which capitalizes the continuous future 
stream of financial changes into an equivalent change In the present value of the operation or the permit This 
one oversight means that the effect on existing power operators may be losses measured In mWlons of dollars 
instead of tens of thousands. The new EA use allocation will close many marginal operators. The highest 
effect could be on j8I boat fiShlng. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 801-5. The economic analysis is a sham. Whether or 1101 a business can survive depends on the 
bottom line, not gross receiptS. There iS no Wf1rJ to determine effects of this plan on each business' viability 
without looking at revenues left after all costs are covered. If you aren't In the black, your fate Is sealed 
regardless of the amount of cash that runs through your hands. This plan has profound affects on all of our 
businesses. Some of us will survive it and many will not But. this EA's analysis doesn't adequately disclose 
those effects to have complied with the Regional Forester's charge in the appeal dectslon. (Cooespondent 
120) 

Comment 801-8. The economic analysis seems to assume that an increase or decrease In gross revenues 
corresponds directly with a positive or negative economic Impact This is not necessarily so. A very critical 
part of economic impact, as any businessman can readily tell you, Is not gross raceipts. but efficiency and 
profit margin. It has been the experience of the commercial floatboaters, once again through foroed experi­
mentation due to govemment regulation, that full trips, usually found on regulated rivers with rigid schedules, 
such as the Middle Forte of the Salmon, are conslderabty, more profitable than partial trips, usuafly found on 
relatively unregulated rivers with flexible launch schedules, such as the Lower Salmon Gorge. 

There can be no direct conelation between a decrease In gross receipts and a negative economic Impact 
llliS cannot be automatically assumed. If accurate results are to be determined. Effleiencies, economies of 
scale, and ultimately profit margins must also be considered. tt could also be legitimately debated If an 
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outfitter ought to have an automatic right to the opportunity to generate the equJvalant gross revenues 
regardless of the level of efficiency at which he choose to operate. I think not (Correspondent 245) 

Comment 801-7. You modeled your outfitter Impacts using gross revenue, to be accurate you should have 
used net revenue. In an industry where fixed costs accumulate all year and revenues are concentrated In 3 
months, net revenue painls a clearer picture of the business. . (Correspondent 252) 

Comment &01.a There is no analysis In this EA thal determines the affects cl alternatives on economic 
viability of lndMdual businesses. My business elCists In the real world of today, not 5 years ago. Thal II arlder1 
history as far as economic viability Is concerned. Gross receipts are meanlngless In a detennlnalion of 
viability; only the bottom line counts. Does the money comlng In exceed the money going out? This EA totally 
fails to do what the Regi<>nal Forester directed be done. This ts a total flaw that must be conacted If affects 
on commercfal OUlfltters are to be disdosed. (Correspondent 251) 

Comment 801-9. I question the validity of this economic analy8iS as presented In the environmental assess 
ment and of the resulting necessity for changes from plan B. This analysis is not property explained, defended 
or presented. It would appear too slmpllstlc to accurately predict aconomJc Impacts. In addition, I believe 
these changes are not only unnecessary, but tf Implemented, wiH negadvely Impact the resource, reduce the 
potential for achieving the Desired Recrealional experience the the floatboal users, (my guests), and I have 
consistentty sought (as found In the 1989 visitor use study, and expressed by letter to the planning team 
throughout the last 5 year planning process), and ultimately have a negative economic impact on my 
business. 

In the twenty years I have been in busJnass, aH under government permit and thus ever-changing regwations 
and restrictions, I have had ample opportunity to observe first hand the factors that determine Its economic 
health. ArJ1J analysm of economic Impact would have to be complex and thorough. A sim~e comparison al 
gross revenues of a base period with projected gross revenues (base period gross receipts/user day times 
the allotted use under a given plan) wiU not raadUy ylekt accurate predictions of true economic Impact. There 
are simply too many other Interacting variables, Including but not necasaarffy Umlted to, the elastlcly of 
demand and priee, 8fflciency of operation, and quality and quantity of product. In this case the resource, and 
access service. The tables within this document give no adequate explanation and how the presented data 
was determined. (Correspondent 245) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Several commenten had concema thld • 9fON m,enue analysis don no, 
adequately analyze effKfs of the affernallves Impacts to outllltets and that• net Nvenue analysla using 
net profit margins should have been uaed. Analyzlng elfecm to Mt NVMW Include• knowledge ol net 
profit margin., fixed and venable coats, bnNlk◄nn points, bualneN lnvelfmem, and debt fftVlce. 
Forest Setvlce concem, with thla approach Included olJWnlng adequate lnfonnatlon frvm Individual 
bualnea ownen to determine prollt fflfffllns.. Oufllllen did not want to pro,,lde Individual bulltHIN 
record, to detennlne or WH'lfy Information neceua,y to conduct• net protlt .,,.1y11e due to expreNed 
concerns about revealing proprietary lntonnatlon through aubsequent FrNdom of lnlonnatlon Act 
(FOIAJ requut&. Cofte4tmt with th,. approach.,.,, /ncludedfhat It may not provide.,,~ method 
I/nee ,ome bualn ..... uld Otey have been profitable and olhws ~ rltat they hffe noC llffn 
operating at• profit It a/ao appured that aome bual,...... ope,afed a patW/me actMrlN, or almply 
at a sulflclent level to allow for future _,. of the bua/nea. In addition, u commenten point out, the 
bus/neoea wt,Y greatly In alze, fll'ON 1'9Veffl18, net prollf ,,,.,,,,,., number and llze ot boats, fype ol 
buslneN, level of Investment, and opendlng efficiency. A IHd AMtnW analpl8 would be lmpoalble 
without Individual bualMH lnlonnllflon, and highly controvenlal with It. 

A comparative economic analpl• ot changa to groa l'IMtlJW .-uaedtocom,-. operatlont at they 
occurred dutfng the ban period to projected opetallont under the alfematlve&. Reliable fll'ON revenue 
d"'8 MIi MIiiabie from Individual actual UN Npo,tt lUbmltted by,,.. OUllltteta. The direction from the 
Regional Foreater's appeal declllon, July 1995, .- to d'"1oN how the allematlva affected the 
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economic viability of ourtlffen. Thll don not Imply thllt oulfflten were malflng • profit dudng the baN 
period. The EA wlysla, page 111•21 to 54, addtNN8 all operallonal llmlfldlona, provldft adequate 
Information to dlacloH whether the altematlvN are expected to have• poalllve or nepllve eltecf9 on 
the Individual ourtlffer buslne .... , and the magnllude and lntemlly of those eff'ecf9, and their Cllpablllty 
to adapt to changea In groa revenue. The g,oa revenue analym wn updated to UH mo,w recent dllla 
ttom 1993-95 IJaed on public comments, and WIii considered prior to making• declM)n. bier to the 
EA page 111-38 to 43, 111-49 to 53, and the analyala flte tor mon, lnlotmatlon on the methodology used 
and the updated economic elfKla. 

Comment 801-1 o. Page 11141: You state that, 'It Is lmponant to understand that a rigorous detennlnation of 
individual business vfabillty is not possible due to the private nature of each businesses financial records.• 
SubmiSSlon Of each Outfitter's financials to the USFS is not possible due to FOA precedents; howeVar, you 
have been given several other viable rigorous methods to determine Individual business viability by the HCA. 
a CPA and most recently a PhD Forest Resources Economist The HCA gave you a model concept based 
on Investment Return which you dismissed mainly due to concerns over inflated Investment Amounts. You 
were offered the opportunity to aucflt each Outfitter's Investment calculation and the supporting data - you 
refused. Bradley 0. Swan, CPA affinned the validity of the HCA modal with spectflc adjustments and suggest• 
ed a Market Valuation Basis for the Investment Amount. You again refUsed to devote USFS efforts to his 
approach. Most recently, Charley McKetta, PhD, an expen Forest Resources Economist suggested that the 
Outfitters submit their financials to a CPA who would pefform the necessary audits and produce the needed 
ratios and Investment or Revenue Amounts and verifications for use by the E.A. Team as the basis for an 
"Outfitter Specific - Net Revenue Based Analysis" that he states Is absolutely "possible" and necessary to fulfill 
your charge as outlined In the response to our appeal. His approach would Insulate detaDed indlvfdual 
Outfitter Financial Information from the FOA process because that level of informalion would only be given 
to the CPA and only summary information given to the USFS. This would facilitate the needed analysis and 
Insulate the Outfitter Financials from FOA access. Again, there was no indication from the EA Team that the 
USFS would be willing to step-op to this method. Three viable, objective, practical suggestions - all refused 
and none of these details disclosed In the E.A. Documents. Your decisions will certainly be ratified without 
ruffle If you are not required to disclose any real and relevant opposing facts In your documents. (Correspond­
ent 13) 

Comment 601-11. Page 11-2: You state that permission to use the HCA Information in your analysis was 
withdrawn, but you conveniently fail to include that the reason that permiSSion was withdrawn was because 
you refused to abandon your disjointed and subjective approach and use the HCA model as an obfectlve, 
verifiable, integrated unit that presented conclusions different from your own. You focused on extracting and 
utilizing (out of context) mainly the data and components that supported your pre-drawn conclUSions and 
disqualified anything that suggested the necessity ot major var1ations. HCA data was withdrawn. Almost any 
valid data can be taken out of context and used improperty by spin specialists to yield mandated results. We 
have painfully learned that you are experts at this and It was obvious that any infonnation In your possession 
would be used to validate your fixed conclusions or disqualified as "unreasonable" as measured against the 
fixed concluskm Itself! How can you honestly use one of the possible outcomes as a validity standard by 
which to <fisqualify all others? This is so transparent that the only possible answer Is that you must believe 
that fairness will never be enforced and you wiD never be held accountable for this. (Correspondent 13) 

Comment 601-12. Re: EA Page 11-2. The AHiance, by invitation at the January meeting, did propose an 
economic model for consideration by the planners. It was not perfect. but In our opinion, was better than the 
Forest's proposed model based solely on gross receipts with no base line. We attempted to work with the 
planners in good faith to correct problems with our model, only to find thal a decision had been made to reject 
it a month before we were told and while we were still making adjuStments, thinking the model was a 
possibirlty. We dtd not want information given to us by outfitters in the context of our model to be used in a 
different context, therefore permission to use the model and its information was withdrawn. 
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It was, of course, the responsibility of the Forest Service to analyze the economJc viability of each outfitter 
operation, not ours; the EA failed to accomplish that charge. We were also told that the results of the analysis 
probably would make no difference in the plan; the forest was under no obllgatton to assure that businesses 
remained viable. That being the case, there was no justlffcation for us to waste any more time on our model. 
(Correspondent 184) 

ForNt Service Response: The Helle Ca,won Alllance Oullfffw IIWNIIINMI R.cum Model WN given 
Nl'low conaldfflltlon tor.,.. In the analpll p,oc..._ FotNt s.tvlc9 conceme INN ptlmallly ,.,,,,_, to 
detennlnation and rdabllfty olthe lnl&I IIIVNlnlenl ,,.,,_ wed In the model and the INeonablenea 
of the rNulll In teml8 ot boat days needed for_,,,,,., In the beae period and futul9 UN. Addlllontll 
concema related to nmmw not accounted tor from o11te, buslnea acfMIMa UNd to auppo,t fM 
,m..,,.Nnt, and the physical capaclly and.,,,,, of outffae,w to actually achlfWe the needed.,.. wllhln 
the defined lnveltment. In addlllon, the model did not addlN8 all of the ope,atlonal Hmllatlona ldenlJlled 
In the Regional Foremtr'1 appeal declalon. July 1995.. Reier to the •Review of the HeU. c.nyon .AIRance 
Outlllter Inv..,,,,_,,, Retum Model" In the.,,.,,.,_ file tor more lnlormatlon. 

Al palmed out by the commenter, lntenalve eumlnallon of each oulllfter'• ,,.,.,,.... recordl by • 
qualified CPA WM ffilCNAI')' ro pn,duce lnformtlllon needed tor AWlllnfl the model. JJne •u• ..,. 
conducted during the p/Mnlng pr<JHN to vef'ffy UN and groa nwenue. Conductln(I audlll to dflfermlne 
net nwenuu and p,otll marr,1111 on 35 pennltled ,,,,.,,...._ wu detennlned to be too cody and 
prohlbllln lntem,s of time and n,sourcN and of marginal IHtnellt given fhalthe ID team ana/ylle procea 
provided adequate lnfonnatlon to make a declllon and llddreued aH open,tlonal Hmltallont. 

In wblequent meeting• with HCA, the Fornt Semce slrong/y MCOCll'8fl8(I HCA to relllle their model 
ba1ed on our recommendstlone, and the ~ of their CPA, Mr. Swan.. In order to be 
reapomln to the Court'• IMltuctlona tor completing the EA by Juna 10, we dflcuued with HCA UN 
urgency for any nwlllons of the model ro I» completed In • llnNly ,,,.,,..,._ we continued to UN Ille 
model'• lnlotmadon In con/Unc1lon with our analyall ptocell, fJlven the noted H,,,,,,,,,,,,,._ but would not 
89fff to the ao/e UN of the HCA model to detennlM economic eA'eclL HCA IUboquendy withdrew .U 
lnfonnatlon provided by them In n,latlon to the model. Afodltlt:afloM to ltweltnNnl flflutN In the model 
•• ■uggnted by Dr. AfcKetla have not been provided to the plannlng tNm by HCA. Refer to the analytll 
file tor detaU. ol COl'l'Npondence NfwNfl ff.,,. ean,on Alllance and,,.. ID team. 

Comment 801-13. The affected outflttars have persistently opposed the type of pennlt reaHocation proposed 
by the agency, and there Is little danger that the flawed economic anaJysis of the outfitter EA will mislead the 
outfitters themselves Into believing that the proposed action will avoid significant economic hann. More 
importantly, the misleading picture painted l7f the Outfitter EA economic analysis has the effect of limiting 
meaningful comment from other US8f'S and the ·neutral" Interests of those whose llvellhood Is not dlrecdy 
threatened. Many of the outfitters feel theJr very llvetlhood is sufflclendy jeopardized to hire someone such as 
Dr. McKetta to decipher the agency's economic analysis and reveal the true Impact of the proposed action. 
Members of the general public and '8s8 affected user groups will not undertake such efforts, and will 
conceivably be lulled into complacently adopting the agency's coocfusion without slgnlflcam lnqutry Into the 
methodology producing that result. 1he Interest at stake and NEPA demand more from the agency. (Corre­
spondent 184) 

Comment 801-14. lhe agency has undertaken an economic analysla of the Impacts of the Proposed 
Alternative, and it has failed to conduct that analysis in a manner that complles with NEPA. An EIS must allow 
the agency to take a "hard look" at the environmental effecls of a proposed action. Hughes River Watershed 
Conservancy v. Glickman &1 F.3d 437 (4th Cir. 1996). •Effects9 can Include direct, indirect. or cumulallve 
economic or social effects. 40 CFR & 1508.8 (1995). An EIS evaluating impacts on the 'human environment' 
must consider economic and social affects when they are Interrelated with physical environmental effects. 40 
CFR & 1508.14 (1995). The agency has admitted In public meedngs and In the FEIS and ROO that the 
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non-motorized window would exist solely for social engineering purposes since powerboatlng does not 
adversely affect the environmental features of the NRA. Accordingly, a harder look must be taken with regard 
to the adverse impacts of the proposal on the human environment factors of culture, historical use, econo~ 
ics, and locale. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 801-15. The agency has presented an economic analysis that Is based on misleading assumpdons 
and, therefore, produces misleading results. In similar cases, courts have determined that NEPA goals were 
sufficiently clouded to declare the resulting agency decisions invalid. The agency Is required to take a hard 
look at the environmental effects of a proposed action, and must also ensure that the Information has enough 
technical substance to enlighten the public as to the agency's analysis without being mlsleadfng. While an 
agency is not always required to perlorm a particular type of economic analysis, once the agency undertakes 
an economic reckoning of the Impact of a project the agency must present a product that meets the NEPA 
requirements. When the agency's economic analysis is tied to flawed basis assumptions, both the agency 
analysis and the publie's ability to participate can be fatally impacted. See Hughes River Watershed Conser­
vancy v. Glickman, 81 F.3d 437 (4th Cir. 1996). (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 801 •18. Al the level that the Outftlter EA analySls anemprs study, It paints an unsupportable 
optimistic picture that tends to prevent the Responsible Officer from property recognizing the true Impacts 
of the proposed action. Additionally, members of the public will be prevented from reacting to the relatively 
neutral findings of the Outfitter EA. contrary to the intent or NEPA. The agency has decided to conduct an 
economic analysis, and they have failed to conduct that analysis In a manner that complies with the mandates 
of NEPA. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service Raaponae: The economic analy81s ullllzu the but available lnfOl'IMllon In Hllmatlng the 
potential economic lmpacta ol affemallve lmplementllflon. PraJectlng wflat commercial oufllfte,. wlH do 
In Nlpo,189 to the IICIUlll lmplemenlallOn ol an alletnlltlN Is difficult at bNt. Howevw, the """1,odology 
and data wed In the ,,,.,,,,.,. p,ovklN a IN80llably accume t8fffl9 ot economic lmpacf8 to ...,., 
management In the decision-making proceu. The economic elfecte on OUlllllel9 ,. addreaed In 
Chapter Ill ol the EA. 

Chapter 40, Section 150&9 otthe Code at Federal Regulallon8 (CFAJ Council on Environmental Quality 
National Envlronmenflll Polley Act lmptemenllng Regulaflone (CEQ and NEPA) revea,. t1Jat the purpose 
ol an Environmental AuNlment ,. tht'Hfold. Rrst, II provldN ewdenc• and ,,,,.,,.,. for Ntennlnlng 
whether to prepare an Emllronmenfal Impact Smrement (EISJ ot • Rndlnfl of No Slgnlllcant Impact 
(FONSIJ. Second, It a"'- agency compliance with NEPA when no EIS ,_ necNNIY· Thlld, It f8Cllltatff 
preparation of an EIS when one ,. neceaa,y. Ptep,md/on of an EA doff nae preclude preparation of an 
EIS should that be found neceaa,y baaed on the reaulla of the ,,,.,,1y11a. Economic or IOClal eftecta are 
not Intended by themaelvu to requlN preparation ot an EIS (40 CFR f lOB.14). All of the above tacton 
Indicate rhllt an EA addteNlng the remanded.,.,,_,. and tiered to the FEIS wu approp,tate. Refer to 
the decision notice tor the EA. 

Comment 801-17. Re: EA Page 111-25 & 26. You say that boat days have Increased 82%, yet the table shows 
an Increase of 3"'. The amount of revenue earned per service day tells you nothing about an incttvldual 
business's performance, unless you know what their expenses are. Toe wide range from 155"1 to -75% gives 
some indication of reliability. (Correspondent 184) 

Forest Service Reaponae: Secondaty 1ea1on boat dayt INwe lncreaud 82 percent comparfng the 
awtrage lrom 1918-92 to tlHt average from 1993-94.. 1he amount of ptlmary ....on revenue earned per 
aetv#ce day waa wed•• proxy to ...... the potential ol NCh outllffer to adjust to cllltnga. The range 
of changff referred to In fhe EA. page llf.23 to a, Indicate the wide,.,,,,. otntlabllltytha ha OCCUfflld 
In owne,shlp, revenue, boat days, and NIVlce daye compartng buslnea to bus/nea within the outtlalng 
lndulfly on the Snalce RIiier. 
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Comment 801-18. lhe economic data that is presented Is highly questionable and implies that management 
direction should consider the micro-economics of a small group of outfitters, both float and power. One of 
the flaws in your economic data, as descttbed In table 111-1 o, is that the small number of float outfitters and 
the trends which have occurred in the study periods cited, have much to do with individual company 
ownership. Float companies that have been owned by the same owner from 1988 on have shown only upward 
trends. Speclflcally, Grubb, Hughes. Stewart. Davia. Peavey, and Hauptman. The point is that those business­
es which show downward trends were those which changed 0'Nn8rshlp between or during the base period 
of 1988-92 and the 1993--94 period. (The figures you show for Hauptman are erroneous. He did net have a 
89% decrease In revenue between the two periods). 1l'loee businesses with stable ownership and manage­
ment have In fact shown a steady Increase In revenue and guest numbers. (Correspondent 254) 

Fol'NI Service Reeponee: The Regional Fontster'• appeal decision, July 1995, directed the Forest 
Supem1or to conduct• pennll-by-pwmlt wl}lala ot elfeal ol docldlon and operational llmltatlona on 
Individual ,,.rm11s and then make • new decision relallN to commercial.,.._ The purpow ol fhe trend 
analysl• WN to INulfnlte Cite def11N ot ntfablllly for NCh bualnea and tor.,, oullllter bU8lnNM8 on 
the Snake River accounting for chango In ormenhlp, manas,ement ablllly, lllalfrellng, •etVlc•, Wfffher 
condltlom, water ~ customer demanda, pdcfl, and numerous other tactor1 that .tlecfed NCh 
bus/nea. You are comtCf u Illustrated In Table 111-10, the bua/neaee with able ownership and 
management hne experienced• lfeady lncw In nwenue and guND. The change In revenw tor 
Hauptman lhould have been -1% lnatead ot ..al%. 

Comment 601-19. Re: EA Page 11-26. We question the 'Change In Gross Revenues• column In Table 11-4 for 
float businesses. Both B and C give them exclusive use for a signlftcant pan of the season. That makes them 
the only show in town for people wanting to see Hells Canyon and 11s major rapids. Thay will be able to fill 
up their trips and charge a higher price. While the drop In party size, a questionable action, affects their 
potential, commercial floaters have never come close to filling even the 24 person per party limit In the past 
During the base period they averaged less that 12 customers per party. So, why do you show a loss for B 
and C? (Correspondent 184) 

Foreet Service Reeponae: Alt8fllldlw B .,,,,,,,,., .. ,,,. tempora,y one-day tlNt permll9 ltCCOUntlng for 
three percent ol the total declNae In groa 1W811CHt, EA page II-at and 111-81. Llmfflng patty me to 24 
and limiting cndt number, to eight accouma tor IIJe,.,,,.,,., flN percent delNH In graa revenue 
In Altemafl'le Band the tlwl percent decrNN In g,oa 19nnue In Allemallfle C. During the bne period, 
aeveral lndlvldual bu8lw hadttl,,. with.,...,..• 1opeop1e more than the 24Umlt. Craft numben 
greater than eight tor lndMdual bwlneuu ranged from one to * during U. ••• period. 

Oller the lat rhtH ,..,. (1993-1995}, outlllten hllN lncl'NHd tlN number ot trips with more than 24 
,»ople by over 30 percent and lncteaHd the number ot tripe wllh more than eight craft by ow,r 40 
percent compared to the bale period. Durlng 1993-1991, __,.. numberot ,-opM onr 241orlndlvldu­
•I bua/neue1 ranged from three to 1 t. Avenage craft numlHn grNCer than eight tor Individual bullnea­
•• ranged from one to 34. The updated am,lyals tor AltematNN Bend C (modified} ualng the 1993-19f5 
period of operatlonl, 8hoM • total decw In~ revenue ol 13 percent and eight percent, tNpec­
tlvely. Refer to the ana/ym file tor more deta/11 on the updaled analyalL 

Comment 601-20. Comments on Table 11-4 Summary d Economic Effects Pg 11-26. While I am ncx certain 
(since no explanation is given) how these total changes In gross revenues are determined, the resulting 
averages presented In this table are misleading, especially if used to compare the impacts d the different 
plans on the two sides. The "temporary" use permittees lnctUded In both use groups should have been 
excluded from the averages, since all three permits were Issued to expire when the new management plan 
was Implemented, thus assuring a 100% negative Impact Their inclusions In the averages calculations, 
cannot be proper, they skew the figures for both users. The figures on the Floatboat side shoukt remain 
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constant at -8%, (however detennlned). The effect for the Powerboat side would, however, then appear to 
go from a less negative number to a positive one. Regardless or the legltiffl&'Y or their Inclusion, extreme 
highs and lows need to be ramoY8d in figuring averages so as not to skew results. This table does not fairly 
represent the economic effacts of either side, and certainly leads to unjustfflable conclusions when these 
figures are compared. Plan C wouki appear to maintain a steady economic (negative) affect for the Float 
Segment, but deflnltefl/ decreases the negative ac:onomlc effect or the Power segment to a positive one, 
verifying my suspicion that this plan was designed in a suspiciously lop-stded manner, and prepared In 
whatever manner necessary to defend It (Correspondent 245) 

Forest Service Response: Reier to the EA page 111,.38 to 3t, arid Ill...,. to 51 tor an explanlttlon ot g,me 
nwenue ,,,,.,,..._ The tempo,my use ,_,,,,,. we,w Included In the economic ~ becauN the 
Regional Foreater• appeal declalon dlteeted a pennlt-by-pe,rnll analpla lncludlng tempon,,y uee p«­
mfta. 7be one tempo,a,y powertx,,,t pennlt accounfl to, tour percent olthe tHICINH In g,ON nwenue 
under both altematlve• compared to the beN perfod. Compared to 1993-tS, the pennlt accounfl tor one 
percent of the decntaN In g,me nwenue. The two one-day tloal,,.,,,,,,. account for fhtN pwcent of 
the decrH•• tn llf'ON ,wvenue compared to the•• period, and tfN percent of the decfNff In groas 
revenue compared to 1993-95. 

Comment 601-21. Re: EA Page 11-26. In additiOn to the potential Increase In numbers of customers and price 
per customer, floaters have reaped a windfall in business value. When they sell their businesses they will now 
be wont, considerably more because they have more potential Giving them exclusive use for over 20 days 
ot the primary season does that. If you were affecting float bUsinesses by the percentages shown on this table, 
they would all be ffghting for their financial lives. How many complaints have you had from floaters that they 
will be losing money? Of course, measuring anything In percentages is misleadlng. If you give a person a 
dollar and he already had a dime, you Just Increased hiS wealth by a 1000%, but he slill camot buy a Jetboat. 
(Correspondent 184) 

ForNI Service Reaponae: Thank you tor your comment. 

Comment 601-22. It cannot be overstated that the economic lmpac1S to Jet boat outfitters 18 a false dllemma 
that has In fact been caused by the Forest Service. The agency allowed these businesses to inflate to today's 
levels because It failed to set up rules to the game of Jet boat outfittjng In Hells Canyon despite a legal mandate 
to do so. It now looks at the gross receipts or the illegally-fattened business ventures as the prime factor In 
basing future management and protection or the river, focusing on the perpetuation of the traditional 
revenues of j81 boat outfitters. 

The economic analys!s compares the effec18 or the ROD on commercial jet boat operatorS compared to their 
traditional income. Their tradhional Income Is not a vald measuring stick to use because their use was 
required by law to be controlled and was not. Float use cannot be fall1y me89lnd using the same formula. 
Their ffnanclal situation should be a secondary issue, and their use allocatton should be based on a a system 
that manages this high-Impact use based on the overriding goal of protecting the resources of the rtver. This 
goal should consider the Impacts to the experiences of those other recreationists who seek some relief from 
the nOise, wakes, speed, and sheer numbers of Jal boats. 

How can an economic anaJysiS be valid when It considers only one of two dlslinct economic activities on the 
river that operate under Forest Service pennlts. both of which are directly affected by the river plan? In fact, 
jet boat outfitters compete with float outfitters for customers seeking to view the Snake River In Hells Canyon. 
The economic analysis on float outfitters falls to note that their business growth has been restricted by the 
use cap they have operated under for 18 years, whffe there was no use cap restricting the growth of Jal boat 
outfitting businesses. 
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The OEA gives no consideration to the fact that If float outfitt9f'S had a ftexlble launch schedule or wilmlted 
use as jet boat outfitters have had, they would have had the option to build their busi""888 as the jet boat 
outfitters have. The economic anatysiS should have started from a clean slate In looking at business opportu. 
nltles for outflttetS and S8fVfce to the public through outfitted access to the river. Instead, It assumes that the 
existing use patterns would have 8VOMtd as they are, or that float outfltt8rs do not deserve an equal 
opponuntty to allow their business to expand under a diffarent allocation system. This is so obvk>usly an issue, 
yet the Forest Service rellglously avoids addressing It. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Response: The FEIS and ROD Nfabllshed mulmum dowable UN wllhln the ptlma,y 
.... on, for both motorized and mHHnOtolfzed, to .,,.,.. tlN p,otecllon and enhanffmMI ol ON 
oulalandlngly twfflllllatble value&. The Reglonal Fot'Nlra appeal declalon, July 1NI, dlmted the 
malmum allowable UN and the period 1988-92 a a bNellne for ~ 1111d directed the FOl'Nt 
Supemsorto further analyze the apeclllc economic elfecfa ol docaflon and o,,.,..ao,w,J llmltat/oM on 
lndMdual commen:lal river perm/IL Changes to f1l'ON rennue we,a wed • one by Indicator to 
determine the magnitude Md Intensify of changft to both float 1111d powe"1oat OUlllttefl In conJunctlon 
with other key lndlcaton used to ...... the Impact to,,,. ptlmltlwand Nffll.prlmlfllte recl'Ntlon Nlllnga 
within the river corridor, page 1-5. 

Comment 601-23. My final comment on the economic analysis itself, concerns the charts of economic 
impactS of the plans on the two segments of users, float and power boat outfitters. Tlley invite comparison. 
While never specifically stated, It is impUed, that these charts represent comparable data. I question the 
legitimacy of this implication, and doubt that a fair comparison can ever be made. While It Is true that each 
commercial user segment (float and power) developed within the same resource, It can be legitimately argued 
that each developed In very different market situations. Making good compansons or changes between base 
period figures and plan figures, between these two Industries la grossly mlsleading. (Correspondent 245) 

Forest Service Reeponu: Table 11-4 on page ll-28 ol the EA, mently ..,mmalfzea tM economic effecta 
for powerboat outlltte,. from P11f1N 111-25 through 111-43, and page. lll-4e through 111--51 for float ou,m. 
ten. The effects were comp/fded .. ,,.,..1y for each group. The table II Included only for display 
simplicity and no, to Invite comparison,. Thll type of compa,f9on II nor made In the text of tlHt EA. 

Subject 602 
lmpacta to Outfltler BualneNN 

Comment 602-1. One major concern Is that although we were given more total days (85), we are only able 
to go past Kirkwood 25 days. How will we be able to sell a trip to Kirkwood only, when our competitor la able 
to make a fuller trip vtnuaJly every day of the "Primary Season"? We have to be able to take our people to Rush 
Creek every day. If not, they will go to another company. Most of our customers have come a IOng Waf to 
see Hells Canyon. They come from all across the United States. South America, Europe, Japan, Australia, 
and Canada They have read about the hiStory and the beauty of Hells Canyon and they want to see the 
deepest part, not a partial view. We have to be able to take them there. (Correspondent 246) 

Comment 602•2. Ours iS a sman business and we provide a vary personalized service with a medium sJzad 
boat We don't want to get big and we don't want to be forced to use a large boat. But we do need access 
that will let us continue to serve the cllentae that demres our type of 98MC8. We need to run a boal every 
day so that we can maintain a cash flow that allows us to meet our obllgatfons. Our t>uaness is based on 
going Into the real Hells Canyon at Johnson Bar and RJMlng ttvough Rush Creek Rapid. We should be able 
to continue that 25 year tradition on all of our trips, not just 31 trips In the entire season. Tllls totally disruprs 
our established marketing methods and trip features. We don't kna.v tf our established cllentele will come 
back for the shorter tours or not. How weH will a trip sen that doesn't even go Into Hells Canyon, a tl'1J where 
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you can't see the continent's deepest gorge, a trip that doesn't even let you see a major rapid? Will they feet 
cheated? We certaint,, wllf feel that they have been. (Correspondent 251) 

FoNNII Service Reeponae: Powerfloat uu beyond KltfnNOOd toreactt OUlffllerwn modlllfHI In Altemallve 
C to mont accurately retlect hlatotlcal UH,,,,,,.,,.. from ,.,... baud on commenf8 received from the 
outllffer&. The total amount ol UH allocated In thla NCffon ol the rfttw WN dinned wllh the Regional 
Foreater'1 appMI declalon, July 1995.. JbeN #1 • matht tor motter scenic ttfpa and flahlng trip, In the 
acenh: dvwwfllch fl aubmnllafed by llltl1Ual UH Npo,ta IUbmlffed by commerclal powetlJollloudlblw. 
The economic analyall tor each OUllfttet bullnea WN updated to relfecf NCent open,ttona from 1993 
to 1998.. Reier to the analyala file and the declalott ~ tor tNUlfs ot the updated...,,.,._ 

Comment 8024. The proposed action wtn slgnlftcandy affact our outfitter business according to our bast 
estimates. Even If we were to accept the allocated use levels, the fact remains that nearly aU of our trips have 
hlstoricalt,, bean through the Wild River to the vicinity of Hells Canyon Creek. Even a slgnlicantly greater 
allocation of trips to the Scenic River would not offset our anticipated losses, because there is much better 
fishing In the Wild River and the demand is to see that section of the Canyon. We estimate thal the proposed 
allocation of use In Alternatives B and C wHI cause our outfitter and guide business to loaa Ol/er thirty.five 
percent (35%) of its revenue in the primary season. (Correspondent 249) 

Foreat Service Response: A Ion In grou nwenue ol 35% la wfthln the range ol effitcte dNctlbed tor 
your buslnea In Table 111-9, EA page 111-40, for both AhmatlvN B and C compatln, effiKf9 to beu 
period opendlona and to the 1993-N average gn,ee revenue. The updated.,_,,.,. uelng _,. from your 
1993-95 period of oper,rtlona 1howl M 18-1K lnctNN for~ 8 and C. Tin la ptlmatlly 
becauH your buslneu I• allocated tour more boat daya than you averaged during tM prtma,y NDOl1 

In 19f13..95. 

Comment 602-4. Altemalive c (and Appendix C) aBows us trips Into the scenic seclion of the river which has 
never been utilized for outfitting purposes by lntennountaln Excut'81ons. Whlle we do utilize the scenic river 
on our outfitting trips to access the lodge and to access the good fishing In the wild section, the scenic river 
has never been our fishing destination for outfitted trips during the primary season. Accordlngty, Appendices 
A. B, and C are materially flawed and should be reconsidered allminatlng the norHOOtortzed pertod and 
adjusting the launch allocations for all commercial and private power boat and float boat users of the HCNAA 
at levels consistent with the current use levels and allowtng for reasonable growth. (Correspondent 249) 

Comment 602-5. As from when your survey was done, we have went from $6,565.00 to $14,048.00 with only 
one boat • so there will be no room for growth In our bustness, pluS when survey was done - It was based 
on three jet boat businesses. out of Riggins, now there's two • that's less revenue for Riggins or surrounding 
communities - plus 31 less boat days - so who gets to use them? (Correspondent 10) 

Foreet Service Ruponn: Total 111• allocated for powerfJolrC OUflHhn wu llfffrmed lly U1e R8fllonal 
Forester'• appeal declllon, July 1995, and subsequent ,.,,,,,,,, ot the numerical Ntlmat• ol the cap. 
Alternative C wn modlffed to more accuntfely reffect hlltotfcal.,.. tor each bualnen In the NCtlon ot 
rtver above Klrf<wood within the numeric cap. The analyela In the EA, page 111-43, acknowledflN lhllt 
oullltl.wn heavily dependent on expanalon In ienn. ot boat days may find It dlttlcull to adapt to llmlta 
lmpoeed by Alternative c a modified. 8and on our analpla, all oulllltets will llffd to mak• tome 
adjustme,a In • vatfefy ot facto,s Including their opendlonal procedurn, matlcellng, and may hen to 
ad/Ult prlc ... Trading ol boat daye and ncHH1N ol kat days Is dactlbed In Appendix C. 

Comment 802-8. The commercial outfitting history found at Appendix A of the Outfitter EA does not accurate­
ly describe the business plan for lntermountain Excursions and the lodge business established (and being 
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established) on our private property. It is Important that the Responsible Offlcer realize that we have consis­
tently informed the Forest Service of our intent to complete the.lodge facilities and Increase our lodge and 
outfitting business. The lodge has only recently been completed and the Outfitter EA's Aftematives B and C 
compately thwart our intentions to build a viable outfitter and guide and lodging business. They further cunail 
our now existing jet boat manufacturing business In that the demand for new jet boats ha been artlflcially 
decreased due to the arbitrary r8Sll1cdons of the FEIS and the OUtftttar EA. (Correspondent 249) 

Forest Service Reaponae:, The eNeda to your lodf1e bus/neN - ,, ,.,.,.. to UN and gmu ,....,,. 
eHOClated with your powerlJoaC ,_,,,,, were contldenHI In ,,_ flCOftOllllc effitcfl .,,.,,_, refer to EA 
page Ill-ff Md •Economic Analywla ProcH1• In #he .,.,...,. Ill& ar.cc. to~ manufacufng 
bualneaN were addl9Ned In U. FEIS, ,,_,,. N~f.H and 133. S.n,ai ott. economic; lacfon auclt N 
the price of pa. Interest RlfN tor borrowing money to purchaN boa, etc. would all'ect your boar 
manufacturing bualnen and are outside U. acope of 1h11 EA. 

Comment 802•7. Throughout the process, I and the other major Float outfitters have supported you and your 
plaming team With this preferred alternative you have pulled Iha rug out from under us and put fonh a plan 
whjch fails to meet your own objectives and wNI have a negative effect on the quallty of the Halls Canyon 
experience, and In the long run, a negative economic lmpac1 on our businesses. The assumptiOnS your team 
has made concerning economic impacts ring of voodoo economics. No where have you demonstrated any 
rea, measure of Impact to my business. We have watched the float business on the scenic section of the river 
erode a great deal <W8f' the years because of the power boat traffic and Increasing numbers of encounters. 
As you stated In your outfitting history of Hals Canyon the float OUlfitter8 were given an eight day tum around 
because that was what worked with length of trips. You seem to assume that we are running three and four 
day trips because we want to. The truth is our businesses have degraded to three day trips because the 
scenic section of the river Is smelly, noisy, and crowded. I am sure you have not taken this ecot 10rnlc Impact 
into your concluslons. I do about 75% of my use with three day trips. This means that for 75% of the time, 
I can only operate In Hells Canyon three out of eight days. Yet you seem to thjnk It necessary to allocate a 
power boater use of the canyon fNBrY day In order to maintain economic viability, buU. (Correspondent 168) 

Forut Service Reaponae: Dunltlon of trip length wn COlllldered In the economic analylla, EA page 
111-45, lhoM • decline In nenroe ldp lens,th tor all float oufflfler. ol f 3 pe,cent comparing the beN 
period (198B,.92J to recent ye.n, 1993-N. Ave,age fl'fpa lenflths lot /,al mufti.day tripe ha decllned 10 
pen:entfrom 4.1 to 3.7 during that penod. lndMdually, aome OU11111et1 have lncfNHd thelrtrlpa lengtha 
wlrh other, have decruledtdp lenglha...,,.,. olthe 1N8-tl UN, lholnllNltttlplenglha comlsfent.. 
ly va,y for all multi-day oufllflert from 7 to 2 ctap. In 1995, approifmlrfely 52 percent otU. multklay tloat 
trlpa In 1195 were longer than 3 daya (28" .,.,. longer than 4 days}. 

Comment 602-8. When we tatked about business capablHty to adapt to change, we talked about Rivers 
Navigation having a higher revenue to 98IVlce day compared to other outfitters however they did 1101 take Into 
account that all use reported on this permit is overnight. This means that the information is wrong, and when 
we questioned Iha planning team about thlS, they reptied that they could not take Into account all the facts 
that separated the different trips among the outfitters. wtry on earth natl If you are going to cut Into our 
business with unnecessary restrictions you should have fN8fY angle covered. (Correspondent 252) 

Forut Service Rnponae: TheanalyllI of powwlloat ,,.,.,,...... capability to adapt to CMnge, EA page 
111-41 to G, conaldered rennue to aer./lcfl ~ to com,,.,.. Nmlnp from 1erv#cN and trip duratlona 
that nch bullneu had hlstorlcally provided. For uample, one ,-,.on on an onmlght trip (two daytJ 
et $200 accounts for two ••mce daya and $100 per fflVlce day. One peraon on • day tllp for S90 
accounts for one serm:e day and S90 per 1emce day. m, tMthod doff account tor dlfferencN 
befween trip duration and type• and 1-• compan,ble m ... u,. ol revenw Nmlnga between bus/MNN. 
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Subject 803 
Economic Vlabllfty 

Comment 603-1. Launch allocations fall far short of that needed for "True' and not 1USFS Redefined" 
Economic Viability. You keep asking the wrong question. The question you should be asking iS, "ShouJd we 
rajse the Powerboat CAP for the high fixed-cost Powerboat Operations that need more launches to achieve 
Economic Viability (Solvency) for an equitable balance between Floaters and Powerboaters of opportunity, 
wealth and administrative fairness on this river?" Our answer woukl d course be a resounding -vES"I 
(Correspondent 13) 

Comment 803,,2. To Implement B or C would basically run out d business the hard-working, honest, 
tax-paying emrepreneurs who make up the commercial powerboat outfitters. (Correspondent 48) 

Comment 803-3. The Forest Service has put the Temperance Creek Sheep Ranch out of business and 
apparently has no compunction about putting some of the smaller commercial powerboalers out of business 
as this plan will do. (Correspondent 247) 

Comment 603-4. While we appreciate the flexibility ol the agency in recognizing the need for the Outfitter EA 
and in accommodating some of the concerns pravlousty expressed by the Bentz's, the Outfitter EA stiH 
Imposes restrictions on commercim powerboat use that will lead to the demise of many smaller outfitters. 
(Correspondent 249) 

Comment 603-5. In 1992 we had 1 0 days above Cache Creek. That alone is more than our 1997 allocatlon. 
Our 1993-1994 average was 25 user dayS and in 1995 It was 36. The aJlocation of 6 days would be reducing 
our revenue by 5/6. What business could survive on 1/6 of their previous salary? Could you? It will virtually 
put us out of business. (Correspondent 202) 

Comment 603-6. The economic study is a gross revenue study. The portion pertaining to me has nothing 
to do with the reality of the situation. I have drafted my own economic analysis based on known data and 
one I will use for businesses planning and budget purposes. I respectfully request an allocation system be 
set up which will not put myself and other outfltte,s out of business. and wlll maintain and service our 
Investments. (Correspondent 250) 

Comment 603-7. As we have told you before, before purchasing this license, we spent many hours talking 
to Forest Service employees, that assured us that we would be able to make a living with this llcense. They 
knew that we planned this to be our livellhood, they knew how much it would cost us to even buy the license. 
Yet they assured us that it would work. Now, a plan comes out that shows a -71% In gross revenue to our 
business, and It has no bearing on the decision. What business can survive with a 71 % loss In revenue? 
Everything we own Is tied up in this business, we do not look forward to losing what we have worked all our 
lives to attain (Correspondent 246) 

Comment 603-8. Jetboatlng iS a new industry, relatively speaking, and there needs to be compromise on 
their part. Whenever there are changes, someone wins and someone loses. Anytime there Is a •niche' 
someone wlU come along to take advantage of It (Correspondent 258) 

Comment 603-9. There is no evidence in the EA that Alternative B wlll be detrimental to the outfitters' ability 
to fill the public need for services or that any outfitter will necessarily go out of business. The Appeal Decision 
remanded the decision back to the Forest Supervisor tor two reasons: (1) to verify use caps, and (2) to perfonn 
an economic analysis on the viability of commercial OUlfltters. 

The preferred alternative goes beyond this directive and actually reduces the regulations even more with no 
direct correlation to viability of the outfitters. The EA concludes there is an 11 % decrease in gross revenues 
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under Alternative B and a 5% decrease in gross revenue under Alternative C. Gross revenue Is not the 
appropriate Indicator of viability. 

The EA does not analyze what effect this decrease In revenue wiU have on viabilty nor does It include the 
potential for increase In revenues In the secondary season or other variables for stabUlzing or increasing 
revenues. 1he laws of supply and demand may actually affow for Increased profit to outfitters In fewer trips 
with fuUer capacities at higher prices. The economic analysis In the EA is grossly Inadequate and there Is no 
evidence to support the conclusion that powerboat use should Increase and be flexible. There Is no evidence 
in the EA to suggest that walk-in customers could not be accommodaled by other jet boat operatora or on 
another day, or that the jet boat operators could not adjust their prices, reduce their COSIS, maximize 
passengers per trip, expand their business opportunities in the secondary season or trade days with other 
operatof'S. A reduction In gross revenues does nor necessarHy mean the operator will receive less proll, will 
go out of business or that overall the services offered by the commerclal OUlfltlers wW not meet the public 
need. 

There is also no guarantee that all outfitters are entitled to a certain proHt or gross revenue. There Is no 
evidence in the EA to substantiate that Alternative 8, or a more restricttve modet usfng 1975-1978 base year 
figures, will affect outfitter viability. The economic analysis Is grossly deficient. And even If the rules as 
proposed in Alternative B do affect viabilJly, the resources are the paramount concern, not the outfitters' 
profits. Alternative C increases powerboat use which definitely will not protect the resources. Alternative C 
does not provide meaningful management of the river but Instead unnecessarily yields to pollticaJ pressure 
from the jet boat operators. (Correspondent 159) 

Comment 603-10. Re: EA Page 1·1. You should have more speciflcally addressed the Regional Forester's 
appeal decision here. h Is the driving force behind this EA and provtdes the specfflc charge of what must be 
addressed by further analysis. We believe this document has fallen short For example, page 4 of the appeal 
decision says: "The results of permlt-by--permlt assessment will provide an understanding of how use aDoca­
tion and operational limitations affect the economic viability of an outfitter, and, thus, the ability to provide the 
required level of service to the public.• We do not feet this EA adequately addresses economJcviabillty; It failed 
to define a bench mark at which each of these businesses moved from vtable to non.viable. Without a bench 
mark against which to measure viability you cannot achieve the Regional Forester's charge. (Correspondent 
184) 

Forest Service ReaponN: The Regional forftter't appeal declalOn, July 1995, directed the Forfft 
Supetvlaor to complete • pennlt,,by-pennll analylla for commercial.,... and dlacloH how Ole declalon 
affects the economic vlablllty of outllller-guldft. For purpona otthla analyala, the bue period (11,a..12} 
was used •• • benchmatlc tor change to determine how the alternatlvea would affect the economic 
viability of bu1lneau • they exi.ted dutlng the beH period. Thia don not Imply that outllttere INl9 
economically viable In tenna of malclng • fflll profit during that time. Bned on commenta received from 
the outlltte18, 1ome have not bffn operating at• protll, end othera have been oper,rllng • • pan-time 
bualnen. The EA analysM, Chapter Ill, show8 whether the altematlvft WIN hlWe • poeltwe or negative 
effect on how the oull1ttef8 operate, Ille magnitude ot change, and lncluda conaldendlon of nteent UN 
(1993-1994). The analya Included NCondety aeuon groa revenue malntlllned ••minimum at levela 
achieved In the historic &11e recognlz/lJfl that UN hu lnctNNd 82 pwcem from 1N8-18t2 awnge to 
1993-1994 average""· The enalya/1 ha been updated to UN 1993-f lH N tlte baee/lne tor compa,leon 
In tupOMe to commena by outflfl.,. and recognizing changN thet haw occurred In butlnNI opera­
tlona since the baN period. Reier to the anelpla Ille and the declalon notice tor the tNulta of the 
updated enalysla. 

The economic analysis, Chapter Ill, lllwtrate1 that some ouCffltef8 haw uperl9nced • high« degree ot 
Vlllfablllty In thelropen,tlom In the pot for• variety of IWUOIIL The_,,.,,..,,.,.. wlll hav9 • greater range 
of effects on opendlona, will reduce boat daya, flexibility, and gtoN nwenue. Some bullneua are a 
higher rl•k for adapting to change by raising ptlcN compared to other outllffel8 on the Snake River. 
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Further, the extent to which ibualneNN are all'ecf9d depende on • nl1eay ol facfon., prlmatfly U.. 
owner/o,,.,.,or'a ability to adJuat to cllangN In their rupectlve o,_,.,,,,,, envltvnment. In the shote­
tem1, • declNH In revenue can place a bua/,,... at tlalc II U.. buslneN cannot mltlpt• or weather theN 
loa-. The long«-term .rec, fflllY be• dectNN In capability to adaplto fulure cr,,,,,g.. Each oulffller'a 
rNpOnN to change,. highly vatfable dependltlfl on..,.,,,,,, olJ/eCllttN, bualnea abllftyand acumen, 
debt lewtla, and matlcetlng ability. Some ouffllfets may lncrNN their UN of the unlimited ncondaly 
....an. Some outlfaera may lnctene their ptfcN. Same outllllera who.,. no longer able or wllllng to 
operate under changed conditions may need to NH their bullnenN. T1le oppolflmfty to operate • 
commetClal bualnua on NIIIJonal FotNt ~ landa la• ptMi..,., not• tfghL 1119 goal ol the FotNf 
S.rvlce ,. to mlnlmlH economic lmpaca whlle protectlnf1 and enlanclnfl ,,.. oulnandlngly rematbble 
lfDIN tor the WIid and Scenic Snake River cotrldor. 

Comment 803-11. How are changes In boat days/lloat launches indicators ol economic effects? They resull 
in economic effects. The more restricted they are, the less likely a buslna9s is to be viable, but they are 1101 
Indicators; they are management actions that result In effects that should be selected as Indicators. How 
many businesses will a gtven level of allocation eliminate or make belier? HCM' much higher of lower wtU the 
price be to the customers? Change In total gross revenues by outfitter Is somewhat of an Indicator but the 
bottom llne is what determines his or her survtval Scheduling flexibility Is not an Indicator, but It could affect 
the lndlcalors by improving viabirity. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 803-12.. Re: EA Page 11-24. These are poor lndlcatofs of economic condition at best. Boat days by 
themselves are lmponant, but equaJ~ Important Is where those boat days allow you to go. Businesses have 
been bullt around different services to various parts of the canyon. Allocated boat days in the scenic river do 
not help If your entire business Is built around trips through the big white water or the upper canyon. A 
business featuring trout fishing is out of luck If they cannot go above Pittsburg to where the trout are. Gross 
recelpts are a poor Indicator of 8COI iomic Impact, although It does not take a rocket scientist to deduce that 
A Is best and B is a disaster, with C a bit better than B. Flexibility Is equally obYious; A 19 the winner hands 
down, that iS until you impose a 5 year old base period, then none of them work well In today's economic 
reality. (Cooespondent 184) 

Foreat Service RNpORN: Chango In boat da)'S or float launchN went UNd to ..,,,,,,.. ,,,. range of 
economic flflecfl on groN revenue. Where each boat ,-y wu allowed to ttffel wn conaldered In the 
analysl•, 111-28 to 32 and 111-38 to 40. AueuJng tlexlblllly ot the alematlvet In comparleon to Altemllllve 
Awn alao used to ...... potential~ on opel'ldlone. 11JNe lndlatorl provide mNtUrH ol the 
magnitude and lnleMlty ol potential change, to each oufflffer. 

SubJect 804 
Marketing. Pricing 

Comment 604-1. Powerboat economic complaints about your management proposals have been based on 
some very faulty assumptions.. The powerboat comments I have seen disregard "price elaStielty". The US 
market economy clearly shows that price varies dramatically with avallablllty/scarclty of services, and with 
quality of servtces. From what I see, jetboat outfitters In Hells Canyon have competed only In terms of how 
cheap their trip can be done with no focus on quality. A limited number of powerboat seats (total customers) 
In Hells Canyon won't necessarily hurt powerboat outfitter economics. It wtll allow the outfitters to run 
successful businesses with a focus on quality and what the public will pay for the experience. If you don't 
believe this, Just look at how the float business has changed fNfK the past years - servlcea vary dramatlcally, 
as does cost Outfitters try to secure a pan:Jcular positk>n In the floating market based on their price, their 
availability, and their style of service provided. This will work for jetboat outfitters also. (Correspondent 158) 
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Comment 8')4.2. The OEA falls to consider business flexlblllty as an option. lhe most glaring theme that 
sticks out consistently in the economic analysis is that In Its treatment of impacts to jet boat outfitters, the 
Forest Service fails to consider any factor other than past gross receipts. It assumes that there is no elasticlly 
in the use of their services and the schedules of their potential customers, and no ftexlbility in the prices they 
can charge for their services. (Correspondent 53) 

Comment 804-3. I find no data or study presented in support of this assumption, nor do I beDeve It to be true . 
. Any "unllmllecr resource (such as unregulated and unrestricted Powerboat service) wlU fetch a lower price 
than a limited one, as will a lower quality product (such as a resource, no matter how spectacular, that is 
overused, and under protected or access seNices of poor quality). Price should, and I believe wlU respond 
to limitation, resource preservation and improved service. It has certainly been the expertanoe of the highly 
regulated ftoatboat outfitters, the price responds to demand, Influenced by both the quality and quantity of 
product, Le., resource and quality se,vice. Services on thoee rivers protected, preserved and Hmlted in use, 
do In fact command higher prices. (Correspondent 245) 

Comment 804-4. When you Include a non-motorized time In the canyon, the price of a trip wiU escalate 
sharply. I am estimating that the cost of a trip will double. This is due to less dme to get Into the canyon and 
less operators In business to compete against one another and hold the price down. (ColT8spondent 103) 

Comment 604-6. The economic anatysls also disregards opportunities for jet boat outfitters to recoup 
reductions In business that might occur in a "rigid" launch schedule by better promotion of trips and better 
advertisement of their launch schedules. It reads as If the opportunity for the jet boat outfltt8r8 to charge more 
for a "showcase" trip that Is promoted as a unique opportunity (e.g., •jet boat In and out In one day to the 
depths or the deepest canyon In North Arnerlcal") and is thus worth a higher price, either does not exist or 
Is for some reason unavailable. The economic analysis assumes that commercial jet boat operatOrS are 
unable to adapt to changed managament to adjust the promotton of and prices for their S81Vices, and thus, 
the plan must give them flexibility. All other users, Including float outfitters, must be ftexlbfe and/or make 
sacrifices beca1 IS8 they allegedly cannot be flexible nor make any sacrifice9 to accommodate other recre­
ationists. (COO"espondent 53) 

Comment 604-7. The summary of economic effects regarding Attemattve C Is also inaccurate because again 
It Is based on an assumption that a trip to Kirkwood holds the same value as a trip Into the wild river, which 
is ~utely untrue. (Correspondent 259) 

Comment 604-8. The econorruc evaluation has also assumed a constant quality or product, I.e., or both 
resource, and service as no evidence to the contrary Is offared. It assumes that no Improvement In product 
can o, wiU be forthcoming. There is despairingly little discussion on how au aspects of the plans impact the 
resource, of one of America's most spectacular river canyons, its air, water quality, noise level, plant and 
animal Bfe. There is In addition, no discussion, of how changes In the quality of the product affect the 
economic impact of the commercial outfitter, and affect It, It does. The commerclal floatboat outfitters can well 
attest to this. We have watched in helpless dismay, as the demand for our services on the Scenic section 
of the Snake has decreased COO"eSpondlngly with the decrease in the quality of the resource and recraarlonaf 
expertanoe on It, due to the ever escalating Increase of the unregulated, unHmitad powerboat use. Losing two 
of every five potential days has had, I can assure you, a very negative economic Impact. The same can be 
sak:I of the loss of demand In the wild section, for the weekend and holiday float use, due to the Impact of 
the •pea- use by the unregulated, unHmlted powerboat sector. While It may seem perfectly obvious that total 
degradation of a resource would have a disastrously negative economic Impact on the commercial users, so, 
though less obviously, do lesser changes in the quality or the resource and the corresponding experience 
within it, affect the economy of its outfitters. Equally important as just as overlooked In this analysis, Is the 
pan that the quality or the outfitting service itself plays In the economy of every outfttter. No accurate 8C0l10fl'HC 
anatysis can be complete without first evaluatfng the Impact of each plan on the resource Itself, the resuJtfng 
change In product quality, demand and ultimately the economy of the outfitters. (Correspondent 245) 
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Comment 804-9. Moreover, the economic analysis fails to conduct any research, or even to use existing 
information from two surveys it has sanctioned, to determine whether float outfitters could fill more seats on 
their aDocaled launches If they could advertise a guaranteed nonmotorized, or predominantly nonmotorizad 
trip. This option would not only attract new customers, but also could encourage the return d former 
customers who will not do a return trip because d the profusion d Jet boat traffic. Retum business Is very 
lmponant to float outfitters who rely on a relallvely static client base. (Correspondent 53) 

Forest Service Reaponee: Information wa noC anllable to reliably predict changff In ptlCN lot Nrvlce 
ofleted by efther the powerfloat or "°"' lnduatty due to operallonal llmllldlone from the allemadvea. 
While many comments relayed how the Salmon Rlnr lnduat,y had dNtnfled due to limiting the number 
ottloal permne on the river, no atudln could be localed that conelated and quantllled the changft fllal 
could be expected for eNJer the powe"1oaf or"°"' •egment. 

An aaumptlon wa made, howenr, abcu the value of• powetlloaltnp to Kltfcwood. 8N«I on brochure 
p,1cN. OUlllflen charge~ 21 percent men fora trip In the ICldcwood to WIid Sheep NCflon 
than In the ecenlc NCtlon of tlHt tlNr. W• aaumed that • tnp to ICllflwood would I» eomewheN within 
thla range. epprulmately f 5 percent lea than • tnp above K/ttwOOd. Thia aaumptlon WN uaed In the 
clllculatlona of l1RIN ,wvenue for the powellloM outlfften ltom the Caclle CrNlc and Pftlabutg po,tale. 
A similar adjustment wu made for the Hella Canyon Dam outfflter. Reier to Chapter 11148 to 39 and the 
analylle file fol ~ lnlonnatlon. 

For purpoae otthlaana/ylle, prlcM .,.,. aaumedto remain conetant racOfllllzlng that• va,fefyotfacton 
Including buelnea turnover, cuatomer demllnds, marketing, WNfher condlllons. tlww condltlona, and 
Individual owner'• abHffyand re1ponee ro change would continue to "'1ed pncN and aubNquentgroa 
tevMUN reprdlea ot llmffatlon■ from the EA. The EA Malylla, pll{J8 lll-41 to 43, ducrlbN AWenue per 
HIVlc• day n • proxy to comp,n outfftten abllffy to mllJgate loNN ol twenue by lncreaalng pdcea 
due to competlllon. 

The ROD (pag• 1 I and ,., noted that In the,,..,,,.. demand tor ~tnpa continued WM with ptfc• 
lncrenu and demotl9fnlted Ulat • potentllll p,k:e lncfNH at 10 pe,cent or pemape higher would nor 
neceaarlly re1ult In dect'8NfHI ..,.._ TIie outlltten leNt able to ad/uat preNldly win remain ■o In the 
forNNable future. 

Subject 805 
Effecla to LocaJ Communltlee 

Comment 806-1. The spin off of this unnecessary Federal Intervention resulting in non-motorized windows, 
will trickle down to those not directly Involved meaning less boats, less business, not only on the river, but 
to those who provide services. (Correspondent 6) 

Comment ac,s.2. I am writing to ask you to drop the non-motorized window. I wDI be seriously affected by 
these proposed regulations because I depend on the commercial jetboat outfitters. I really need the recre­
ational tourist season and If people are limited certain days of the week It will make it very difflcult to schedule 
motel reservations and jetboat trips within their vacation limits. (Coffespondent 8) 

Comment 6()5.3. Detrimental to the economic well-being of small businesses In the area, Yesl (Correspond­
ent 19) 

Comment 806-4. When wiU the ,earn• be Including the effect of Kirby Creak lodge In their assessments? Mr. 
Wiedenmann and members of the planning team did give me an opportunity to speak at the December 
meeting and again totally Ignored the effect dthe plan on my established bed and breakfast business at Kirby 
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Creek Lodge. When is the ieam• going to do an economic study on businesses like Kirby Creek Lodge whlch 
are directly affected by their proposed severe restrictions of power boating? The Outfitter EA did no such 
analysis. 

Comment 805-5. The economic Impact of limiting our outfitters effects all the businesses In this area, not Just 
the oudttters. Each day the viSitor spends In the area Impacts our local economy. As a Chamber of Commetce, 
we feel we meet the needs of these visitors very well. The biggest threat to our local business owners Is over 
regulation and too much help. (Correspondent 42) 

Comment 805-6. The economy of Riggins, Idaho Is based on tourism. Tourism Is based on river use. Your 
recent plan to cut back on outfitter use, both Jet boat and rafting, will greatly damage the community 
economically. I own a real estate office and an RV Park. They are bolh dependant on tourism. My customers 
enjoy floating the river and jet boat trips on Snake River. The jet boat outftlters need to be avallabta 7 day8 
every week to accommodate my business. (Correspondent 43) 

Comment 805-7. If a "Window" for non-motorized use is Implemented, I foresee that It would cause tntermlna­
ble problems for visiting tourists, famHles. flshennen, etc. Our city of l.8wiston Is largely dependant on that 
kind of revenue and it would be harmful to those sources. (Correspondent 32) 

Comment &Os.a. River excursions are a crucial economic factor for this little t<M'fl of Riggins. FCN" many 
visitors, time and conditions make hydro-jet boat the only W2'/ they wfll experience the river canyons. 
(Correspondent 50) 

Comment 605-9. We feed three families from our small wholesale business. That's not many people, but they 
are the famllles that depend on me. Limiting access to Federal controlled watetS limlts my ability to make sure 
my families eat regular. (Correspondent 54) 

Comment 805-10. The Wallowa County Chamber stands In opposition to the extension of the time p8ffod 
wherein the use of power boats Is excluded. The Chamber feels this expanded exclusk>n would unnecessartly 
affect the budding recrealiona boating Industry hent In Wallowa County, and therefore urges you to retain 
the current "sharing" of the canyon that prohibits power boating on Mondays, Tuesdays. and Wednesdays 
from July 4 and Labor Day. We do not feel the economic Impact that wiH result from this r9ducdon in power 
boating use has been fully explored In the EA's Alternatives. (Correspondent 57) 

Comment 605-11. Power boaters put more dollars back into the community than all other users; fuel for 
boats, picnic supplies, price of boats, etc. (Correspondent 66) 

Comment 805-12. Many boats In this area are speciftcally designed to run the area rivers. With this In mind, 
changing the current "shared use• plan could be detrimental to all jet boat builders and their families. 
(Correspondent 86) 

Comment &c,s..13. This declsk>n if It stands is going to have very bad ramlflcations for a major industry here 
in the Lewiston area The jet boat manufacturing Industry is dependent on access to Hells Canyon for their 
survival This decision win have far reaching implications for the economy of our vallet/ In Lewiston and 
Clarkston The public Is demanding the products of this industry and the service that It provides. (Correspond­
ent 103) 

Comment 605--14. The effect of restricting the use of powerboats In Hetls Canyon would be devastating to 
the local economy as we have many jet boat manufacturing companies and recreation-base businesses that 
depend on monies generated from the power boat recreators here in the Lewiston/Clartcston valley. (Corre­
spondent 118) 
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Comment 605-15. We are very much opposed to the boating restrictions on the Snake River in the Hells 
Canyon area We manage a small business, Steelhead Inn, 5 miles north of Luelle, Idaho-on the Salmon River. 
A lot of our business Is generated from boaters and fishermen going to and from this area (Correspondent 
1~ • • 

Comment IOS-18. The current proposal to limit access to the Snake River wll greatly affect our motel 
business. Local outfitters~ referring their clients to our motel because of Its localion. (Correspondent 136) 

Comment aos..11. Our community's economy Is based now primarily on tourism and recreation. We can no 
longer rely on timber based business, and must build on the other natural resources In our area. Halls canyon 
is nationally recognized and promoted as a mator tourist destination. Aocess by motorized boat Is the only 
way the majority of the population can visit and enjoy the canyon ...... and the use of power boats In Hells 
Canyon Is an Integral part of the area's history. 

We feel that llmltlng fJCM'8f' boat access three days a weak during the summer season would adversely affect 
Riggins. We have three power boat OUlfltters operating out of Riggins, and a restriction or reduction of their 
operation would have a domino effect on many other businesses - motets, cafes, stores, gas stations, ate., 
by the decrease in the number of tourists. It would also deny many people the opportunity to experience the 
Hells Canyon and this part of Idaho. (Correspondent 156) 

Comment 605-18. The Forest Service has been ttylng to help communities affects by the loss of timber 
related Jobs diversify, looking more and more to recreation. Recreation In Hells Canyon offers a chance to 
do that in several communities, yet here the planners seem to be w011<1ng at cross purposes to that effort, 
reducing or destroying recreation businesses in a National Recreation Area and distributing wealth among 
floaters and power boaters In conflict with public preferences expressed In the market place. Why Is the 
uniqueness of the river whh Its blend of uses so objecdonable to the planners? (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 605-19. The community job and Income impact estimates do not take Into account any potential 
consolidation or down-sizing of power boat operators that might be caused by new constraints. My guess 
is that Increasing costs and flat revenues will trtm a number of operators out of the game. However, absorption 
of their permits by the remaining operators should maintain the volume of racreatlonlsts at permit levels so 
that total community effects would be only marginally affected. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 605-20. As this EA is an exercise In redistnbution from one recreatlonaJ sector to another, I would 
have expected float lmpactS to have been slgnlftcantly positive, not negative. The fact of the realk>calion 
means that the Forest SSMCe expects float gains to exceed power losses or It would be a pointless 
managerial change. That means that in community Impacts. float job and Income Induced gains should 
mitigate against power losses resulting In LESS total communfly impact from the pollcy change. We would 
expect a geographic weHare shift out of power boat oriented Lewiston toward float oriented Riggins and 
Oxbow in this case. (Correspondent 184) 

Comment 605-21. As a business in Riggins that depends on tourism, this ban is completely unacceptable. 
We that depend on tourism dollars during the summer months, to make It through the winter months, will now 
also face closure. When we lost our sawmill due to an explosion In 1982, our town clawed our way back on 
tourism, in fact it is fair to say that all the outfitters may have kept our school open. In 1984 there were only 
47 students In the high school, now we are around 100. Should just a few outfitters and service related 
businesses close their doors, we may close the school and the remaining students being bussed 90 miles 
a day to Grangeville. {Correspondent 192) 

Comment 605-22. As private business owners that wtH be significantly affected by regulations limiting the 
utility of jet boats, we feel that the Outfitter EA provides little meaningful anatys;s of the Indirect Impact& that 
the proposed action will have upon businesses associated with use of the NRA. The Snake River provides 
a unique boating experience within the region, and there has been little effort by the agency to datennlne 
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how its regulations might Impact boat manufacturers (such as ourselves), component part suppllen, and 
retailers. Given the unique uses found in Hells Canyon, it is concelvable that many Individuals considering 
the possibility d purchasing a new jet boat wlU forego this decision and partake or other recreational 
opportunities. The Responsible Officer has been repeatedly Informed cl these potential adverse affects. 
(Correspondent 249) 

Comment 80~23. There is an economy In that area that has been created by peope wanting to visit and 
to fish the Snake River. It is not right to take that away from those who worked so hard to build It (Correspond­
ent 256) 

Foreel Selvlce Reaponee; Chapter Ill of the EA, page Ill-A to N, disc,__ ,,,. economic Impacts ol 
the .. ,.,.,,.,_ re/dn to the antft adjacent to the thtH maJ0t po,tala: CM:he Creek (L.ewlafon. 
ClarhtonJ; Plttaburg Lllndlnfl (Riggins and adjacent communlllft); and Helle Canyon CIHk (communi­
ties ad/acem to Hells Canyon Dam). DH to exc ... e11paclfy In no., launchas • displayed In Table 111-10, 
no addtuonal lm,-:ta to communlllM .,. po,nyed tor the tloat outfflNtl. The ptlmaty ettect of the 
altemallvff ,_ a limit to growth In the tourfwn ,,.,.,,,._ ,.,_. to commwclel outfflfels. Suppotf 
bualnesw that .,. malrlng capllal lmrNfnNla to accommodate 11111n f1l'OWlh In the commen:lal 
powemoat bc.lalneaft may be more Hve,wy affected. 

However, baud on cum,nt utlllzllflon of aeallng capeclty for powemotd outllllen, Alternative C wffh 
modlflcatlona allotn tor a four pe,cent 1nc,.... In NIVlce da}'9 onr 1IHt hlatottcally hlg,._, 22.917 
Nl'llce da,- In 1H5. Oufffltera could mltlgafe loNfl lly futtlJer lnct9Nlng elllclenclN of booltlttp and 
seating capacfflu which would minimize economic ~ to communlllN and woclated bualneAN. 

An Important objecflve In recommending• pn,ferred allematlve,. that economic lmpacta are minimized 
within UN context that lllllural rnource managemem obJectlvN (to protect and enhance the ouflfand. 
lngly remarlrable Wllun aaodatN with the 1'nr conldor) muat be achieved. Commetclal oulfflNt 
buslneNU provide •ubatantlal Income tor,,.,,,, .... and tor.,.. towne and communltlo - well. It 
,. the goal of the Fore• Semce to IIVOk/ the unnecena,y reduction of thla Income given that the Snake 
River outstandingly ,.,,,.,_,,,. valuN .,. protected and enhanced. 

Comment 608-24. The City of Cambridge, Idaho was not listed as an affected community, but should have 
been. (Correspondent f f 6) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: The headquattera of HughN River &pedlllona, Inc. la located In Cambridge, 
Idaho. Based on hlatotfcal openrtlone, the HughN company ha excea capacity to add tloat launche1 
(Table Ill-12). Thenltore, no effects from the altemaflvff have been ntlmated tor W. eommunlty • 
stated on page llt-5• In the EA 

Subjecl 630 
Safety Concema 

Quite a few respondents wen, concerned about the lack ot assistance tor people faced with life.threatening 
situations-snake bites, capsized rafts, illness, etc.-if there are no powerboBls presem. Many of them ref6mKI 
to a recent rescue at Granite Rapids and sent newspaper clippings. Repreaentatlve examp/9s have been 
responded to below: 

Comment 830-1. Hells Canyon, a, Its very remoteness is a very dangerous pmce. The river Itself presents 
safety problems, along with rattlesnakes and other wildlife. Injured racreationallsts are often transported to 
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help by Jet boating •neighbors.• The suggested expanded exclusion of motorized boats wlll make rescue of 
injured parties more difficult and will consume valuable time. (Correspondent 57) 

Comment 830-2. I would like to request that you eUmlnatethe non-motorized window because: power boaters 
have hlstortcally helped anyone needing assistance on arr, of our rivers. I am sure that a recent went has 
been brought to your attention regarding a guided float trtp customer having fallen out of his raft above 
Granite, and after becoming unconscious, was subsequently recovered and revived on the deck of a jet 
powered tour boat. Saving a life is a gift made possit>,e by having a jet boat wtth competent people on board 
below Granite on that particular day. The guide for the float party Is a proponent of power jet boat restrictions 
on the Hells Canyon: one of his customers should be grateful his efforts have not succeeded. (Correspondent 
188) 

Forest Service Response: Alternative C prov#dN for altered uu, wllh limited petloda ot non-mototfzed 
uee. Floating during the non-motorized petlod8 lncrenn the ,.,.b and chllllengea •noclllted with 
backcount,y, wild rivets edlnp. Manyllollt9roupa pr.lerthon "8b, N demonatmed bylhe populattty 
ol non-motorized nvers throughout the Paclllc Nott/JwNt. Floateta wlJo preter more ncurlty have 
oppo,tunltla to apply for permlla dutfng the ahated UH pe,fOd&. Reffnnce Appendbc Kol the Snake 
River Plan FEIS, ~ ,C.280 throuflh 281. 

Comment 630-3. The proposed non-motorized rule change is coming at a time when the Fish and WJldllfe 
Division is facing budget cuts which could ellmlnate sixteen enforcement positions stalewide. It Is likely that 
two of the sixteen positions would come from the Enterprise, La Grande, and Baker City offices of the Oregon 
State Police. These are the State Police which provide the personnel to patrol the Snake River. 

At a time when I am facing personnel reductions In the Fish and Wildlife DiviSion, to Implement a non­
motorized rule, coupled with our projected personnel reductions, may reduce the efficient and effective 
delivery of public safety services In the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area (Correspondent 190) 

Forest Servtce Raponee: Allhough the non-motodzed window would prohibit mototlzed accea for 21 
days In the WIid Sheep Raplm to ICltf(wood Historic Ranch •ecflon, kCN8 could .,,,, be obWned 
through non-mototlzed ~ The Snab River Plan hff pRWtetoM tor admlnl8ttaflve and emergen­
cy uee ol motorized watercnrff upon the Area Range,. approval. The non-motorized pedod Is deelgned 
to occur at the lowest perfode ot motorized UH and In NNnCe during pMloda of lower law enforcement 
ne«le. 

SubJect 641 
Acceu to Private lnholdlnp 

Comment 641-1. Norm Riddle, Patricfa Riddle, and I own the real property where the Lodge Is located. Toe 
purpose of being there Is to eat and sleep. We are there to eat and sleep because we recreate on the river, 
in the wild saction. When you take away the recreation opportunity, you take away the reason tor being there 
and take iNJfr/ the principal value of the real property. We need hlstorical access to the Lodge property to 
maintain It. We dlsCI ISsed this at great length In our Notice of Appeal. Also, since Patricia Riddle llves In Walla 
Walla, Washington, the most reasonable portal for her access to her real property is Hells Canyon Creek. 
AJtemative C unreasonably restricts Patricia's access to her private property In violation of law. (Correspond­
ent 248) 

Comment 641-2. The EA does not pravide the specifics of how the non-motorized wtndoW will operate with 
regard to private property access, and Iha EA falls to disclose the specifics on how the limited permits 
available for private powert:,oating use during the primary use period will be distributed. Such a tack of specific 
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analysis thwarts informed public review and Informed dectsionmaldng herv, vk>fadng the agency's NEPA 
dlrectrves and Its own appeal decision guidance. 

Moreover, because the Ferraro decision acknowledges that the private land access Issues are connected to 
decisions on commercial operations and special use permits, the private land access Issues must be 
addressed at the same Ume, and in the same environmental analysis document, as are the decisions on 
commercial outfitter use and establishment of the specifics on any non-motorized partod 1'9Strtctions. Further, 
a dacJslon of the magnitude proposed In the EA and fully responsive to the Ferraro decision must be 
addressed t1;' a comprehensive EIS and not a perfunctory EA analysis as the agency Is proposing hara 
(Correspondent 165) 

Comment 641-3. One or the Reglonal Forester's charges In the appeal decision was to conduct further 
analysis in order to assure reasonable and adequate access to prtvate land. This was not addressed In the 
EA While the issue of private land access and river recreation or outfitting and guiding might seem separate 
issues, they are closely tied together and both should be addressed In this document. (Correspondent 184) 

Foreat Service ReaponM: In July and August of tlrla .ummer ptlwrte landownen within UH, WIid and 
Scenic Snake River corridor and the Lower Selmon River ...,. notllled ot the p,oc ... to conaJdet and 
grant, II neceaa,y, accea to ptlvate landa via the Snake RIWlr dutlng the pnma,y NNOn. A apeclal UN 
authotfzlrtlon would allow accea to ptlvate landa within the Snake Rlverconldor or accesa through the 
Snake River to prlwde lands within the Lower Salmon Alvw . .,,,.,. are no p,tnte IMda within the wild 
NCtlon ol river U.. eotrNponda with the W of the non-mototlnd window. ,,..,..,. for KCIN to 
ptlwde landa from the Hel,_ Canyon Creek launch de during any ol the 2f non-mototlzed deys wlll be 
considered In the application procen. Reference ,,,,.,,.,. tile tor coplft ol the prhnlle landownen 
notlllcatlon. 

Prlvafe poMMl'IJoat accea and allocation ,. addreaed In the Snake Rivet Plan and a. accompanying 
FEIS and ROD. 

The declalon noflce to W. EA dlacloNa a finding of no slgnlllcant Impact, thue fflffllng the requ,,.,,,.,,,_ 
to not punw an EIS. 

Comment 841-4. There are simply times when we, and Olher prlVale property owne,s. need to travel to and 
from our private propeny more than once per day, and the proposed action does not provide reasonable 
access to these private inholdings. Individuals who rely on power boat access to real property holdings within 
the boundaries of the NRA win be severely affected by the proposed reslricttons In their abHity to visit and 
utilize their property. The use of such property Is protected by fundamental principles of constitutional law, 
for the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constlution provides thal the United States Is prohibited from 
engaging in activity that results In "private property be[lngJ taken for public use, without just compensation• 
U.S. Const, am. 5. Various actions by the government can resul In a taking of private property, Including, 
but not necessarffy limited to, denying an owner of all economlcally vtable use of his or her property, Imposing 
conditions on the use of rem property when those conditions do 1101 substantially advance the asserted 
government purpose behind the regulations. imposing conditions on the use of land which Is not proportional 
to the actual Impacts of the use on public facllltlas, or interfertng with an owner's reasonable, Investment­
backed expectations regarding the use of reat property. 

Our abillly to access real property along the Lower Salmon River wtl be affected by the proposed actton. 

Restriction on our access rights lnterteres wtth our reasonable Investment-backed expectations. At. a mini­
mum. a takings Implication assessment should be performed to analyze the polantial that the proposed action 
will effect an uncompensated taking of our real property and the property of other similarly situated owners 
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at various locations within the NRA. T1le Outfitter EA Is not an adequate takings assessment. (Correspondent 
249) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: A taldnp .....,ment le not requtn,d for thta envlronme""" aueument. The 
December 19, 1995 propaced action ltatN that ptlvate landa accae la • ,.,,.,.,. taaue lndepMdent 
from the laue of oullffler allocaflona:- Reletence the pnwloua FotNt Semce fffponH. 

Comment 841-S. The Outfitter EA falls to remedy the USFS's apparent refusal to adequately assess real 
property takings '8sues. Individuals who rely on power boal access to real property holdings within the 
boundaries of the NRA will be severely affected by the proposed restrictions In their ability to visit and utilize 
their property. Our ability to access real property at Kirby Creek Lodge will be affected by the proposed action. 
As we have indicated previOuSly, we utiliZe that property on some of our outfitted trips and for Olher overnight 
lodgers, including BLM and Forest SeMce parties. (Correspondent 250) 

Forest Service Reaponae: In August of 1998, the correapondem, other ownen of the pmp9,ty, and the 
lodge operator were noflffed of the procea to apply for •peclal UN aulhotlzlrllon for acc ... to thla 
parcel during the primary 1eaaon. 1btough die appllcdon ~ for die reuonable UN and en/O'Y· 
ment of the property wlH I» considered, In addlllon to accea to the lClmy CINk Lodge. Reterenc. the 
analylla tile for a copy of the lefter sent to tt. connpandent. 

Comment 841-8. Objectives common to aH comrnerciat outfitters, private trips by commercial outfitters. is 
totatl'f unacceptable to us. We are not only a.vners we are hands on managers, we have a staff at our Copper 
Creek facility. It Is imperative that we have access to our business facility at all times and without prior nollce 
or consent. You are giving us a special use permit to utilize Copper Creek, and It would be In the best interest 
of the facility that we be allowed access at all times. We frequent the faclllty to ensure that It Is kept In the 
utmost state of general good appearance. We spend our time in Hells Canyon working, not recreating, and 
should not be denied access to our wortcplace. 

Also totall'f unacceptable to us Is the launch allocation to Copper Creek for supply tripS. A limited number 
of boat days (16) to support the lodge operations limited to traveling Monday through Thursday. When 
supplies are depJeted on a Thursday evening. we wouJd not be able to resupply until Monday morning. h's 
possible we may be to busy to run freight during the week and have to rely on the weekend. (Correspondent 
252) 

Forest Service Reaponae: If acce11 to the river la for managemenl of the Copper Creek Reao,t,, then the 
trip I• commercial. not prlvale. and commercial acc ... guldelltlN apply, Including compleflon of a 
manifest at Cache Creek prior to entry. A private trip by a commerclal oudltter n,qulru compliance with 
guideline• for prlwde powemoaten, Including a launch reNMttlon and• non-commercial man,,.., for 
an outlltler. 

The thrN powetfJoat bualne11ea fhat utllln Copp« Creek under,,.. al"f1le management of the bual­
,,...., hne 3-1boata per day total allocated for uu thrOClflhoutthe ptlma,y ... on. Thia ahould provide 
enough tlulblllty to Inspect the premlaN a neceaa,y to operate the de. The f 8 boat da,s allocated 
aa the weekly freight trl,,. for Copper Cteelc wlH be allowed to nwl on any day of the week and can 
atao I» utlllZed to conduct Inspection of the,,,.,,,,. .. and coord,,_,. WOl'i" actlvttJN at the alle. All trip-, 
Including the weekly freight trlpa, wlH continue to be required to drop • manllNt at Cache Creek prior 
to entry, year-round. 

In consideration ot thla change for accea to Copper Creek, the four ,upply ,,,,,. tor Shffp Cntelc will 
also be allowed to travel on any day of the week after dropping a manifest at Cache Ctulc, with the 
exception that they will not be authorized to travel on non-motorized dlfY9. 
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Subject 811 
1.11w Enforcement 

Comment 851-1. If such a rule change came Into affect, the Oregon State Police would refrain from using 
motorized craft during those days the closure would be In effect. We understand there Is a provision In the 
law that allows for enforcement and administrative use d motorized craft during the closure, but the public 
usually does not agree with such exceptions; our policy is such that we would only use a motorized boat In 
an emergency, not as a matter of routine as we do n<1N. Consequendy, we would utilize our non-motorized 
craft to a greater degree. The issue I have with using non-motorized craft to provide public safety services 
in the Halls Canyon National Recreation Area is that a non-motorized craft requires addltl0nal personnel to 
devote tfme to preparing for a trip and the shuttling of personnel by vehicle and airplane. Also, the scope of 
the area patrolled is reduced since a floating craft is not as mobile as a motorized craft. (Correspondent 190) 

Fornt Service Reeponee: 7JHHW .,. trade-oll8 Involved wlfll Implementing the nOIWDOtodzed period. 
The ume wlll be true tor ell federal, lfate, Md countyagencln that have enlorcement and management 
reaponalbUltle• on the river. The non-motorized period la being Implemented In tNponN to • number 
of publl" that want thll type of uperlence, 8lmllar to many other,,,,.,. In the NOlflntNIIL In punulng 

thll type of experience the rectNtlonla demoMtnrtea their wllllllfPHJU to accepe higher pel80tJ8I risk. 

Comment 851-2. Reduction of powerboater presence is likely to increase vandalism (fewer people wtth 
vested interests in improved sites), and increased litter (it's much harder to carry out garbage in a non­
motorized vessel than In a jet boat). (Correspondent 57) 

Forest Service R•ponee: The developed altN within the river confdor, both acenlc and wild NCflon8, 
are atafled by Fornt Sftl'Vlu personnel or volu,,,..,._ Potential Inc,..... In vandelmn due to lncrNN• 
or dee,..... In uu 8111 addlNHd In the FEIS tor the Snake River Plan, ~ N-99 through 103. 

Education prog,ams at the portal• and requl,..,,,.,,,. for canyout wnte wlH (lfNlly diminish llttetfng. 

Subject 999 
Mlacell■neoue 

People commemed on vanous subjects that were not expected and, consequently, not grouped with a 
previously established subject. Not Bl/ miscellaneous subjects have been included in this section; some were 
outside the scope of the EA (e.g. decisions not considered). 

Comment 999-1. This paragraph addressed outfitter/guides •ability to maintain businesses." I object to this 
entire concept The people who actually own this property do not owe any concesskJnaire the right to make 
a living off public property. If a man builds a business up alongside a highway, then the highway moves, the 
people do not owe the man anything for loss of business. This has stood up In coun many times. The same 
principle applies here. lhe people do not owe artf operator the right to maintain the status quo. Having said 
that. I do believe there is a real need for commercials In the canyon, but we do not 0\'18 them any rights. Page 
111-14. A Granger-thye permit for Sheep Creek. Ate the unwashed masses invited to bid for the "privilege" or 
just your outfitters? (Correspondent 82) 

Forest Service RNponae: The FotNt Semce COMldets special.,.. pennlts • prlvllefle, not• right. The 
concem tor the abllHy of Outllattn to maintain bualnNHs ntn.cts • recogmt#on ot the need ro provide 
• variety ot semcu to that po,tlon of the public which dofl not have UN aldll or ablllly to trnel In Hell9 
Canyon without utlllzlq the •enrlc•• provided by • pro1e .. 1ona1 oudltler. Al • result, It II In the best 
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lntefflt ol the public If a vadety ot bualneuff.,. maintained In the canyon, not only to provide fhNe 
servlcu, but to provide competitive p,fclng and quallly for those fflVICN. 

The Sheep Creek Granger-Thye Permft 18 laued under a competitive bid proceu. One ol the n,qulre­
mema,. thlll the bidder be• Snah River float o, powwf10at outlllter wilt an OUflltter llcenae lNued by 
the siate al Idaho In Older to be eligible to bid on un ol the ..._ .,,,,. decision waa altlnned In the 
FEIS/ROD. Reference Appendix G, page G-21 of the FEIS. 

Comment 19&-2. Where are you going to get the funds to administer your fancy Alternative C? (Correspond­
ent 134) 

Foreat Service Reaponae: Implementation ol this declalon, In conjuncllon wllh the Snake River Plan It 
• prlorffy for the Wallowa-Whitman Nallonlll F0181t. The Forest Service ,. cammllled to Im,,,.,,,.,,,,,,, the 
plam under available tundllJfl aoun:a, coopendlve ,-tnenhlps, volunteera, and UJrouflh "1e acc.,,.. 
tance of the river UN,._ 

Comment 999-3. NORS believes poo, management results when Important decisions are made by •partner­
ships- formed between commercial interests and the agencies who are responsible tor regulating those 
interests and tor protecting our natural resources. A strong bias toward commercial Interests Is certainly 
evident in the Outfitters EA. (Correspondent f 35) 

Foreet Service Reaponae: The need for commercial outfltter-guldft to HMt the pulJllc on the WIid and 
Scenic Snake River was demonnrated In the 1994 FEIS. Upon appeal of that ehtment., the Regional 
Fo,,,.,_, upheld the Forest Supetvls~• conclusion thaf continued oulllfter..gulde NN#cN.,. needed 
on the Snake River (page 3, July 1995 •PPNI dec'91on). The Regional FotNler further directed the Forut 
Supervisor to conduct additional analysis on "1e eflects of allocdon and open,tlonal llmltatlom on the 
outlltter-guldu. Th,_ EA tNponde to that direction. 

Comment 999-4. Powerboaters have cooperated with other groups and agencies to educate the publlc on 
the proper use of the river and respece for other users and the environment. They have falthfully worked in 
the river conidor removing litter and helping maintain the integrity of the canyon. They should not be rewarded 
for these efforts by being excluded from the "true" Hells Canyon. I believe this would tend to discourage 
people from volunteering for Forest projects in the future, which they are now encouraging due to the reduced 
funding. (Correspondent 143) 

Foreat Service Reeponae: The ForNt Setvlce hopn that the protection and enhancMJent of U,. rwe,11 
ORV• (Including recrutlon) can be achieved throuflh lmplemenblllon ol the Snake Rivet Plan In fuH 
cooperation with the UNl'I ol the river. 

Comment 999-5. Float outfitters are feeling very put upon right now. After supporting the agency at fN8rf 
level to come up with meaningful management at the spectacular Hells Canyon resource, we are now 
confronted with a preferred alternative that caves Into the sqealdng powerboat wheel and throws away real 
and meaningful management. Meaningful management does not exist without launch schedules and a total 
number of allowable powerboat craft per time period. I feel that all our support of the agency in this process 
has been discounted by the agency. After 7-8 years of work on the project. I see the current preferred 
alternative as a sell-out to powerboat interests and their fear of change. 

Art Seamans told me for years that the reason that the plan in the late 70's and earty 80's was politically stuffed 
down the agency's throat was that the float outfitters didn't stay in the process until the encl. Float outfitters 
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remember Art's admonishment. We intend to stay to the bitter end this time. For the first time In years. I now 
Imagine that float outfitters will have to engage in lawsuits regarding the plan. I strongly suggest that the 
Forest Service needs to look at GOOD MANAGEMENT rather than at "political expediency.• Powerboaters 
have promised from the first LAC meeting that they would sue regardless of what plan was created If the plan 
changed their opponunlty to come and go as they please. Why wony about a constituency that has such 
radical and unrealisdc goals? Instead, I challenge you to come up with a great plan for a great resource. 
Otherwise, you will lose ycu strongest aDles (float outfitters and private floalers) in the effort to bring quality 
management to Hells Canyon and the WIid & Scentc Snake. (Correspondent 158) 

Forest Service RNponN: Titanic you for your comment. AltematJve C, - modllled In,,.. decltton nollce 
tNpondt to your concema. 

Comment 999-6. What really bothers me is the fact that the float outfitters were the only sector to suppon 
you and your team in this whole process and we have been screwed again. Obviously' the squeaky wheel 
Q8IS the grease. I thought we would be able to wOf1< wllh the Forest ServiCe toward a mutual goal of what 
Is best for the resource and the public. I am now convinced that I can no longer trust the Forest Service to 
do the right thing because you will always buckle under pressure. We should have fought you all the way 
just as the power boaters did. Maybe If we had Cirded your Office Nke a bunch of renegade outlaws, we would 
be in a better position In this plan. (Correspondent 168) 

Forest Service Reeponae: Thank you for your comment. 

Comment 999-7. Use data prevlousty cited by the agency suggest that in some years roughly half ot those 
boating in the NRA are private individuals. See Snake River Visitor Use Report 1990-1993, at 14. The agency 
should consider whelher the proposed action will have signlftcanl Impacts on these groups prior to making 
a final decision. (Correspondent 184) 

Foreet Service Reeponae: The declelon nollce ,. apeclllc to oullllter-gulde opendlone, with the excep­
Uon of the timing and duradon ol the non-motonzH pe,fod. Chapter Ill of the EA add,..._ the efrect8 
of U.O.e changea on the rectHl/on rNOCRN ,,_,,.. 111-1 lhrouflh 111-21). 

Comment 999-8. Hard working Idahoans like myself are sick and tired of federal agencies like the Forest 
S8f'Vice and the NMFS dictating our llves. We don't appreciate whal you're doing. Our taxpayer doHars go 
to federal agencies that tum around and put people out of business, just 90 they (the federal agencies) can 
go back to O.C. with dma that they put-.,.- number c1 people out of work. made changes (whether It benefited 
those affected or not) and receive a bigger budget. If we didn't enjoy recreation and wanted o.,. lives dictated 
by special Interest groups, environmentalists. and oversaed gOYemment bureaucracies, we would pack up 
and move to Washington, D.C. But this is Idaho, and we're sick and tired of the East sending their agents 
to Oregon to come and tell us whal to do. Idaho can handle their own problems much better and more 
efflclently than the federal government can, 90 please, leave us aJona. (COrrespondent 196) 

ForNt Service ReapoRH: Thank you fol' your comment. 

Comment 999-1, To aJI the jet boaters that say "we were here ftrsr or "we helped civilize this canyon•. Baloney 
- the Indians brought thelr culture here first. (Correspondent 205) 
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ForNt Service Reeponae: Thanlc you tor your comment 

Comment 999-1 o. We hope that your visit in Hells Canyon also showed you that the river Is self-limiting. There 
are only a small number of private boaters that go into the -wild Section.· Even those thal do, do so only during 
ideal water conditions. It is not and never wtll be a place that just anyone that owns a jet boat can get to or 
will even attempt The "Wild Section- of the corridor is not over crowded. (Correspondent 246) 

ForNt Service Reaponse: lmprow,menla In powemoal COMtnlCtlon ,._ made, and will contlnw to 
make, the lllllld river more acceu/ble to more powwt,oat enfhuslNtL UW au,vep lndlclde that .ame 
river UNl8 fNI there la alrNdytoo much UN In the lllllld rtnr. Dllfwenl peop/9 MN d,,,_.,,, Idea about 
wlHd over-crowding mean&. AltemaCfwt C • modltled In the decl9lon nof#ce. would protect the ROS 
Hftlnp ol lhe canyon with reuaneble allocallon ol OUlllller-fJUlde UN and opetllllonal llmlfallona, In 
conjum;tlon with the Snake River Plan. 

Comment 999-11. The prima,y area of openllion for Idaho Rivers Navigation Is N. Boundary up river to Rush 
Creek. Since we report charter use under this permit, how will we accommodate Idaho Power Company 
should they choose to go farther. Occaslonally their trip requires them to go to the dam. (Correspondent 252) 

ForNt Service RNponae: On any ol lhe 21 non-motOlfzed window dllye their charter tripa with your 
company would need to end at Klrlcwood Historic Ranch. The Snake River Plan ha provlslonl tor 
administrative UN by cooperating managemenr agenclff (~ page I ot UNI Snake River Plan). 

Comment 999-12. I have no desire to put any power boat outflltar out of business. I do not believe that 
Alternative B would In any way cause this to happen. It would however, create responsible managed use, with 
sensible limitations for all users. Thus, I continue to support Alternative B, except for the float boat Issues as 
addressed above. I feel the Forest Setvice has completely belrayed the float boat community with Alternative 
C. Good management that is fai" for all has been traded fN1f1:1 to try and satisfy a vocal user group with good 
political connections which the Forest Setvlce seems to fear. Floaters are not ready to give up Hells canyon 
to continued unregulated use. We will continue to seek implementatlon of sound, responsible management 
for the National Treasure that Hells Canyon Is. (Correspondent 254) 

ForNt Service Reaponae: Altematlff C, .. modified by the decl9lon nodce. fNpontn to your Conc4tlM. 
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