April 23, 2003


Ann Schwaller


Powell Ranger District


Lolo, MT  59847





RE: Pedro Trail, Sent Via Email





Dear Ms. Schwaller:





The following comments are being submitted by Friends of the Clearwater, Wilderness Watch, the Ecology Center and the Lands Council on the scoping document for the Pedro Trail.  Please keep us updated on this project.





Section 2(a) of the Wilderness Act is clear.  The “purpose” (singular) of the Act is “to secure for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness” through the establishment of “a National Wilderness Preservation System” and that system “shall be administered for the use and enjoyment of the American people in such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness (emphasis added) and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation of their wilderness character . . .”





Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act defines Wilderness as places “without permanent improvements.”  Section 4(c) of the Act says there shall be “no structure or installation” in Wilderness Areas “except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area for the purpose of the Act.”





The Wilderness Act is clear.  Structures and trails are allowed only to the extent necessary for the purpose of wilderness. Although recreation is one of the allowable “public purposes” of wilderness, it is not the “purpose” of the Wilderness Act and the NWPS.  Recreation can be allowed to the extent it is carried out in a manner that is compatible within a wilderness context. This means wilderness is not to be altered for the convenience of visitors.  Wilderness is inherently to remain a place of adventure and risk.  It should not be modified to cater to visitor ease and convenience.  Rather, visitors need self-reliance and caution in traveling in Wilderness.  The regulations in the Forest Service Manual (2323) further note trails are to be unobtrusive and fit into the landscape.  These kind of wilderness trails need little maintenance because they meet the Act's requirements.  Trails that meet the spirit and intent of the Wilderness Act are the ones that also provide real wilderness recreational experiences.  Trails that are over-built and maintained to assure easy access for most visitors with heavy-handed methods do not provide those experiences.





The upshot is the Wilderness Act mandates a sensible policy regarding trails.  Trail reconstruction, where needed, must be the minimum necessary, as the law requires.  That sensible policy serves both the mandate to preserve the wilderness character of the Wilderness as well as provide opportunities for wilderness recreation.





Unfortunately, this proposal appears to violate that sensible direction and it harms both wilderness recreation and wilderness character. It seems inconsistent with the law.  For example, steep rocky grades are, in and of themselves, not a problem.  The scoping letter makes no mention of resource damage on this stretch of trail so there appears to be no reason for re-routing.  As such, blasting away natural rock outcrops is not needed.  The same is true for the proposal to blast away 12 other sections of natural rock outcrops.  Altering landscapes harm the wilderness recreational experience and the wilderness character of the area





The USFS does not have a legal obligation to take pro-active actions to enhance visitor safety in wilderness, nor to make travel possible or easier for packstock.  Although packstock are allowed in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, the USFS is not required to widen and upgrade trails to accommodate their access and use.





Clearing a trail 4 feet on either side of a trail two-feet wide (10 feet total) and 10 feet high is excessive even for pack stock.  It is not the minimum necessary and harms the visitor seeking a wilderness experience.  Removing rocks in the creek and then filling in holes with gravel is not needed.  Stream fords have inherent risks and that is what part of the wilderness recreational experience  The landscape should not be altered for visitor convenience.  This is not an emergency situation as described in section 4(c).  Furthermore, altering the stream bed could have a negative impact on aquatic values.





The scoping letter justifies the puncheon bridges solely on visitor convenience.  It does not indicate any resource damage is occurring under the current situation.  Again, the Act and regulations make it clear that visitor convenience is not a rationale for structures in the Wilderness so these strucutres appear to be unnecessary.





It is positve that a "minimum tool analysis" is being completed for explosives.  Reconsidering this proposal in context of the Wilderness Act could make the use of explosives unnecessary.  It will also likely require substantial changes to this proposal form the current form to one that fits into the wilderness landscape.





Finally, given the fact this is trail reconstruction that proposes alteration and use of explosives in this area, an EA is required.  Please send us a copy of the EA.





Sincerely,








Gary Macfarlane					TinaMarie Ekker


Friends of the Clearwater				Policy Coordinator


PO Box 9241						Wilderness Watch


Moscow, ID  83843					PO Box 8175


							Missoula, MT  59807








Rein Attemann						Jeff Juel


Forest Watch/Selkirk Project Coordinator		The Ecology Center


The Lands Council					801 Sherwood, Suite B


423 West 1st Ave. Suite 240				Missoula, MT  59802


Spokane, WA 99201


