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January 26, 2016 

Forest Plan Revision Team  
1839 South Newcomb Street  
Porterville, CA 93257  
 
Email: r5planrevision@fs.fed.us 

Re: Wild and Scenic Rivers and Wilderness Evaluation 

Dear Planning Team: 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the California Four Wheel Drive 
Association (Cal4Wheel) and its membership. Cal4Wheel represents clubs and 
individuals within the state of California that are part of the community of four-wheel 
drive enthusiasts. These comments are directed to the Wild and Scenic Rivers and 
Wilderness Evaluation Process for the Inyo, Sequoia and Sierra National Forests. This 
document shall not supplant the rights of other Cal4Wheel agents and organizational or 
individual members from submitting their own comments and the agency should 
consider and appropriately respond to all comments received to this proposed planning 
project. 

While the main focus of Cal4Wheel is to protect, promote, and provide for motorized 
recreation opportunities on public and private lands, many of our members participate in 
multiple forms of recreation; including but not limited to hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, 
horseback riding, bicycle riding, and gem and mineral collection. 

We recognize the positive health and social benefits that can be achieved through 
outdoor activities. We also recognize that motorized recreation provides the small 
business owners in the local communities a significant financial stimulus. And, our 
members are directly affected by management decisions concerning public land use. 

Our members subscribe to the concepts of: 1) public access to public lands for their 
children and grandchildren; 2) condition and safety of the environment; and 3) sharing 
our natural heritage. The general public desires access to public lands now and for 
future generations. Limiting access today deprives our children the opportunity to view 
the many natural wonders of public lands. The general public is deeply concerned about 
the condition of the environment and personal safety. They desire wildlife available for 
viewing and scenic vistas to enjoy. They also want to feel safe while enjoying these 
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natural wonders. Lastly, the public desires to share the natural heritage with friends and 
family today as well as in the future. How can our children learn and appreciate our 
natural heritage when native species are allowed to deteriorate and historic routes are 
routinely blocked or eradicated from existence? 

Cal4Wheel supports the concept of managed recreation and believes it is prudent and 
appropriate management to identify areas where off-highway vehicle use is appropriate. 
Such use must be consistent with the public lands management plans, the Plan 
Standards, and all other requirements found in the Plans, as well as state and federal 
regulations. Recreation, especially recreation off of paved or gravel roads, is the leading 
growth in visitors to public lands. Improvements in the planning processes help 
minimize conflicts and potential resource damage while providing for recreation access 
to public lands. 

Cal4Wheel supports responsible recreation and encourages individual environmental 
stewardship. Cal4Wheel has members who recreate throughout the Early Adopter 
Forests within “multiple use” public lands, and within recommended wilderness and/or 
inventoried roadless areas via motorized/mechanized means of transport. These 
members have enjoyed all such means of access in the past and have concrete, future 
plans to continue such access in the future. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS EVALUATION 

Cal4Wheel understands the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System was created by 
Congress in 1968 to preserve certain rivers with outstanding natural, cultural and 
recreational values in a free-flowing condition for the enjoyment of present and future 
generations. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act establishing the system is notable for 
safeguarding the special character of these rivers, while recognizing the potential for 
their appropriate use and development. It encourages river management that crosses 
political boundaries and promotes public participation in developing goals for river 
protection. 

Cal4Wheel also understands the Forest Service 2012 Planning Rule specifically 
requires that during plan development or revision, river eligibility must be identified 
unless an inventory has been completed and no changed circumstances or new 
information warrant further review. The rule also requires the Forest Service to manage 
those eligible and suitable rivers to protect the values that support their inclusion in the 
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National Wild and Scenic River System until Congress makes a final determination on 
their designation 

Cal4Wheel commends the agency for their effort to identify motorized recreation in the 
screening process in regard to recommending a wild vs. scenic vs. recreation 
classification for a river course or segment. Cal4Wheel urges the agency to further 
refine the classification process based on input from local user groups and individuals 
as it relates to motorized recreation on roads and trails within the river’s sphere of 
influence. 

However, Cal4Wheel is concerned about the apparent management direction in some 
Regions and Forests to use a “Wild” or “Scenic” designation to ban or severely restrict 
both OHV and OSV recreation within, or adjacent to, the river corridor. In fact, OSV 
recreation does not appear to be included in the screening process for any of the rivers 
in the project area(s). We urge the agency to rectify this oversight. 

We also request full transparency in the WSRA evaluation process, including discussion 
of segments deemed ineligible. Cal4Wheel has participated in processes where certain 
segments were thrust to the forefront of the designation process only at the eleventh 
hour, such as through an effort to resolve objections. This approach has, in our opinion, 
violated notice and disclosure requirements of WSRA, NEPA, and other law. 

Cal4Wheel also requests that due consideration be provided for adjacent land uses, 
including upstream and downstream.  Cal4Wheel recommends that the least restrictive 
recommendation be provided when historical use would be adversely impacted.

WILDERNESS EVALUATION 

Cal4Wheel understands the 2012 Planning Rule requires the U.S. Forest Service to 
identify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System and determine whether to recommend any such lands for 
wilderness designation. The Forest Service does not designate wilderness, only 
Congress can make this final determination. 

Cal4Wheel commends the agency for their effort to identify motorized OHV/OSV 
recreation in the screening process in regard to recommending an area for Wilderness 
designation by Congress. Cal4Wheel urges the agency to further refine the 
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recommendation process based on input from local user groups and individuals as it 
relates to motorized recreation on roads and trails within, or adjacent to, the area(s). 

Cal4Wheel agrees that only Congress can designate Wilderness. However, Cal4Wheel 
is concerned that agency direction in some Regions and Forests to manage 
recommended Wilderness area as de-facto Wilderness areas where both OHV and 
OSV recreation is banned or severely restricted. 

Cal4Wheel’s previous comments have cautioned the agency from using the new “quiet” 
recreation definition. Cal4Wheel believes this new recreation definition can illegally bias 
the recommendation process against OHV, OSV, and other allegedly “non-quiet” forms 
of recreation such as hunting. 

Cal4Wheel recommends that wilderness evaluation criteria be from the viewpoint of at 
or outside the proposed boundary and focus is the quantifiable resources that support 
the qualifications for preservation as wilderness.  The Wilderness Act does not provide 
for buffer zones surrounding the proposed recommendations.  As such, evaluation from 
the “inside looking out” does not address the critical resource being evaluated for 
recommended wilderness protection.

For example, Polygon 1012 (pages 5-7), states the polygon is surrounded by an 
extensive road and motorized trail system. This combined with some of the existing 
uses along the exterior portion of the polygon would make management of this area as 
wilderness difficult. The eastern portion of the polygon has motorized trails that would 
conflict with managing for wilderness character. There is also one motorized trail in the 
southwest portion of the polygon. There is priority sage grouse habitat that has active 
restoration. 

The document also states the eastern portion of the polygon has motorized trails that 
run north to south, and limits the opportunity for solitude in this area. There are areas 
within the polygon that are quiet places free from motorized noise. Yet, there is no 
discussion on how a Wilderness designation or recommended Wilderness designation 
might impact a high quality motorized OHV/OSV experience. 

For example, on page 2 (Polygon 944), it states the topography is highly variable, but 
generally includes broad, open sandy canyons with minimal vegetation cover, which 
provides little screening. A motorized trail bisects the area, and the Benton Crossing 
Road (paved road which receives moderate use) is located along the southern and 
eastern boundary. There is a power line along the northern boundary that may be visible 
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from the area. The potential for encounters with other users is low and mostly 
concentrated on the motorized trail and roads around perimeter. There is limited 
opportunity for solitude due to the proximity of the road and motorized trail system. The 
area is largely undeveloped and there is likely opportunity for primitive-type recreation 
activities, such as cross-country hiking and general forest exploration. 

It appears the planning effort is focused on helping Forest visitors find opportunities for 
solitude, primitive and unconfined recreation in wilderness, Wilderness, and 
recommended Wilderness areas. 

Cal4Wheel believes this creates and illegal bias against legal OHV and OSV recreation. 
The agency should describe what recreation activities area allowed in big “W” 
Wilderness vs. small “w” wilderness and recommended Wilderness areas. Cal4Wheel 
strongly encourages the Early Adopter Forests and Region 5 to avoid entanglement in 
small “w” or RWA surrogates for Wilderness management. We believe that Region 1 
strayed too far over this line, and have advanced such views in Idaho State Snowmobile 
Ass’n/BlueRibbon vs. U.S. Forest Service, Case No. 3:12-cv-447-BLW (D.Idaho), as 
well as recently filed litigation challenging the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle Revised 
Forest Plans. 

Again, Cal4Wheel recommends the agency devote a paragraph and similar narrative for 
OHV and OSV recreation that describes a high quality motorized experience, which is 
independent of and/or specifically distinguishes between motorized recreation 
opportunity and any impacts on wilderness character as distinct evaluation components. 

Cal4Wheel is concerned that the online notice reflects a tendency toward this 
presumptive restriction of motorized/mechanized use and/or a related presumption in 
favor of Wilderness management for recommended wilderness. We agree, as depicted 
in the notice, that FSM 1923.03 provides applicable guidance for RWA management. 
However, rather than simply citing this guidance, the notice states that existing uses, 
and “all plan components applicable to a recommended area must protect and maintain 
the social and ecological characteristics that provide the basis for wilderness 
recommendation.” See, FAQ at p. 3 (at http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/
FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd486869.pdf). In contrast, FSM 1923.03 states “…[a]ctivities 
currently permitted may continue, pending [Wilderness] designation, if the activities do 
not compromise wilderness values of the roadless area.”  See, Declaration of Faye 
Krueger (Doc. No. 48-3) in Case No. 3:12-cv-447-BLW (D. Idaho) (quoting FSM 
1923.03). Our point is “not compromising” is a different standard than “must protect” and 
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the Adopter Forests’ choice of the latter raises our serious concern that this process will 
unfortunately advance our premise, outlined in the above-cited litigation, that agency 
leadership is formally or informally directing line officers to err on the side of imposing 
Wilderness management standards in RWA. Put differently, the “must protect” 
modification of the actual section 1923.03 guidance puts the burden on proving “non-
impacts” on proponents of existing use, in contrast to the correct interpretation that uses 
may continue absent a showing they “compromise” wilderness characteristics. 

Given the large number of historic OHV routes closed in Travel Management Subpart B 
and the potential for further restrictions in Travel Management Subpart C, Cal4Wheel 
urges the agency to refrain from recommending to Congress for Wilderness designation 
any areas that contain meaningful motorized OHV/OSV recreational opportunities. We 
anticipate that Cal4Wheel member feedback and submissions will refine or clarify these 
specific boundaries or route prescriptions within specific areas. 

Cal4Wheel appreciates this opportunity to be involved in the public planning process on 
behalf of its members who enjoy recreation in the project areas. Please contact me if 
you have questions or wish to discuss any aspect of these comments. 

Thank-you,

John Stewart 
Natural Resources Consultant 
California Four Wheel Drive Association
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