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Environmental groups blast Idaho roadless plan

By KEITH RIDLER-Associated Press Writer

More than 50 environmental organizations have attacked Idaho's proposed roadless plan, saying that if it is adopted by the
Bush administration it could set a bad precedent for roadless areas in other states.

In a report released Thursday, the Center for Biological Diversity and other groups looked at how management of Idaho's
roadless areas would change if the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule developed by the Clinton administration was
replaced by the new plan.

The report, "Wild at Heart," said the proposed plan for Idaho's roadless areas would allow eight times more logging than
the 2001 rule. It also said the plan would allow a fourfold increase in road building, an increase of 545 million tons of
phosphate mining, and would open 609,500 acres to other mining, oil and gas exploration, and development.

The 2001 rule banned road building and logging on 58 million acres of remote national forests, mostly in the West. Idaho's
total of 9.3 million acres of roadless areas is second to Alaska, where 14.8 million acres are designated as roadless.

The Bush administration in 2005 allowed states to opt out of the 2001 rule. States were told they could petition the federal
government with their own plans.

Idaho submitted its plan in 2006. At a January public hearing in Washington, D.C., Lt. Gov. Jim Risch said the Idaho plan
would protect remote forests while allowing some activities in areas that should never have been designated as road-free
in the first place.

A federal plan for Idaho closely follows the state's proposal. It could be adopted this fall, said David Hensley, counsel to
Gov. C.L. "Butch" Otter.

"If the Bush administration weakens protection in Idaho, they will surely weaken protection elsewhere," said Paul Spitler
of the Center for Biological Diversity. "As the Idaho forest lands go, so will millions of acres in other states as well."

Hensley said the state's plan for national forests in Idaho takes into account unique features of each forest while also
considering various uses. He said some parts of the Idaho plan are more restrictive than the 2001 rule, while other parts
are less restrictive.

"I think what the (Bush administration) has done, to answer some of the cheap criticisms of the Center for Biological
Diversity, is that it has struck an appropriate balance between the national concerns for these areas and the local needs,"
Hensley said.

"This will simply be the first step in weakening protections for these heritage forests throughout the United States," Spitler
said.

Hensley disagreed.

"We don't see it that way," he said. "We never intended the plan for outside Idaho." 


