
Appendix 3. Additional description and analysis of the Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory 

 

In this appendix, we provide additional details about the Lemhi-Custer Grassroots Advisory 

(Grassroots Advisory), including why it formed, its leadership, issues of interest, and strategies. 

The Grassroots Advisory is not a collaboration of diverse groups, but an alliance of like-minded 

actors that sought to represent “the general public” and felt their interests were not otherwise 

meaningfully represented in the USFS planning process or the Central Idaho Public Lands 

Collaborative (Collaborative). While interviewees shared concern that the Grassroots Advisory 

was not operating in good faith and only sought to undermine the USFS planning process, most 

also recognized that legitimate concerns with both the USFS and Collaborative drove 

participation in the Grassroots Advisory and allowed them to ultimately derail the USFS 

planning process.  

 

High-profile issues for this group include maintenance of multiple use activities and extractive 

industries, active timber management and logging, decreasing the gray wolf population, and 

revocation of wilderness study area designations. As described by one Collaborative member, 

“the attitudes and the things that they're opposing, right now, supports the ultra-conservative 

perspective on how to deal socially with natural resources.” One Collaborative member said, 

“The sentiment was very anti-government. Forest service is government,” and the anti-

government ideology impacts their goals in relation to forest planning. While these issues 

politically align with the far-right, many Collaborative members also acknowledged that the 

divisions driving the Grassroots Advisory are not only about extractive use versus conservation, 

or liberal versus conservative. Citizens of Lemhi and Custer county express significant anxiety 

about inclusion in a changing community. The largest-capacity timber mill is long since closed. 

Grazing has reduced dramatically on the National Forests (Swette and Lambin 2021). Reflecting 

on who attended one of the first Grassroots Advisory group meetings, a Collaborative member 

described, 

“[Elected representative] was leading it and then it was mostly ranchers that I hadn't met 

yet. And it was a lot of wood cutters…people that cut wood for firewood for their 

economic benefit and in Salmon. 90% of the people have heat with wood stove, and they 

had taken some hits from the Forest Service in how those permits were managed. And so 

there was a lot of anger with that…And the pain of what had happened to their 

grandparents had lost financial stability, or livelihood or whatever was very current to 

them…I think that's something people don't understand. If you haven't been hearing from 

folks what they had gone through to try to manage and live on the land. There were so 

many moments that I was like, wow, they do have something to be heard about.” 

 

The response to the “angry villager” comment made by a USFS staff and is described in the main 

text as a precipitating incident that led to the group’s formation, is indicative of a feeling of 

exclusion from past processes. Many in the community are skeptical of agency management of 

local resources and are wary of the ENGO apparatus that has grown up to support and influence 

those agencies. Some believed that ENGOs had effectively captured the agency, and that the 

Collaborative itself was a strategy of containment by both parties. These beliefs were driven by a 

history of feeling marginalized. Many interviewees believed that the Grassroots Advisory largely 

developed into an active group in response to the progress being made by the Collaborative. 



These members did not feel that the Collaborative was a true invitation to collaborate and 

deliberate on the issues they cared about. One Collaborative member shared, 

“Those two communities are significantly different and I think part of the big rift is that 

they saw this big Collaborative being built. A lot of NGOs, a lot of federal money coming 

from the outside, a lot of donations to pay full time professional mediators over here. 

These guys felt a little left out.” 

 

Like all good rumors, there's partial truth to it. The fact is that Salmon Valley 

Stewardship could go over and talk to people in Forest Service. They were invited to 

meetings and they probably did have more access. It's not that the Forest Service 

wouldn't tell the other collaborative, but the other collaborative didn't feel that they were 

welcome. 

 

Concern over lack of principled engagement from the Grassroots Advisory stems largely from 

the tactics and rhetoric of political leadership that are prevalent in an era of affective 

polarization. Dorothy Moon, who was elected to the Idaho State House in 2016 as part of the 

Idaho Tea party, is a prominent example as a leader of the group. One Collaborative member 

shared, “[The Grassroots Advisory] is basically three people. They claim 200, but I've only ever 

seen three of them.” Answering a question about what they believed this other group’s goal was, 

one Collaborative member replied, “Shut it down. Dorothy Moon is very open about public lands 

in state hands. I think that was her mission from the beginning, make these guys look inept and 

inefficient as possible. It was never about providing input to the final revision.” Another 

described, “They don't want change. They want to hurt the Forest Service. They don't believe in 

public lands, so I don't think a collaborative effort from them was ever given a 

chance…Collaboration is based on good faith. That's not good faith.” 

 

Their approach in public settings, such as public meetings or in local newspaper editorials, was 

particularly aggressive and antagonistic. Collaborative members shared,  

“I sat in a room and watched a State Representative from Custer County spin lies. I mean 

just lied. Not even anywhere even tethered to reality. How do you collaborate with that?”  

 

“I was terrified. It was rabble rousing, it was anger. It was we're going to get this other 

group. And it was the first time I was like, what is this? They targeted the Forest Service 

mostly, but they were like, ‘and this other [Collaborative] and they work for the Forest 

Service.’ It definitely was anger at the SVS, at the collaborative. But it was mostly, ‘how 

dare the Forest Service favor this other group? We're not going to let that happen. We're 

not going to let that happen to you all.’ But the energy in the room was ... It was really 

hard to be around.”  

 

However these tactics are not necessarily new or confined to one side of the political spectrum. 

One agency staff reflected that the only time they felt similar rudeness exhibited by the 

Grassroots Advocacy was from a leader of a regional ENGO that is vehemently opposed to 

grazing on public lands. Collaborative members also recognize this fact, explaining, “Well, a lot 

of the discussion on both the conservation side and the Grassroots advisory side is 

misinformation. It's based on politics…” Another shared, “There are bad actors on both sides of 

the spectrum. I have made a great deal about the far right, but there are bad actors on the left. 



And we had bad actors on the left in this Collaborative.” These types of tactics are a challenge 

for collaboration but are also precisely the dynamic that CGRs are trying to overcome by 

promoting principled engagement.  

 

Despite the tactics of leadership within the Grassroots Advisory, individual Grassroots Advisory 

members that interacted with the Collaborative were generally respectful. Members valued their 

knowledge and perspective. At the same meeting that one Collaborative member witnessed a 

Grassroots Advisory member “spin lies”, another reflected that he felt and recognized a common 

understanding and goal between these groups. Interviewees often reflected that this group had 

legitimate concerns with both the USFS planning process and the Collaborative, and witnessed 

how specific elements of the USFS and Collaborative processes pushed stakeholders toward the 

Grassroots Advisory.  When conflict on some issues felt intractable, such as wildfire risk, 

facilitators were conflicted about how to address concerns without stalling progress of the 

broader group and that further marginalized these members. The Collaborative shied away from 

meaningfully engaging the divisions that were derailing the planning process. Collaborative 

members reflected,  

“They tried and they were successful at getting some members with different viewpoints 

on the committee. But I feel that those folks that were on the committee, for whatever 

reasons, didn't feel that either their voices weren't being heard or that the collaborative 

was the right avenue for them or that the collaborative was going in the right direction. 

That's why I feel that the Lemhi-Custer Grassroots group ended up forming.” 

 

“They didn't respond to it…and that was probably as self-defeating. When you look at the 

letters to the editor and all of the kind of crap that was coming out like that, against not 

only the USFS, but then SVS staff and other individuals, if you respond to that stuff, all 

you do is you get bogged down even further, it's counterproductive. But, you kind of think 

at some point that you got to do something, and we didn't, from my perspective.” 

 

“So we're about year three now in the process. And the Forest Service or somebody 

hasn’t been able to address their concerns… I agree with a lot of the things that group 

said. We wanted the same things they wanted. But they were willing to say, "I want them 

and you shouldn't be hiding from them. I asked for this information, why won't you give it 

to me?” 

 

Both the Collaborative and USFS staff recognized that the Grassroots Advisory was successful 

in ultimately derailing the process because of an increase in political power due to recent 

elections and their persistent tactics with the USFS. One USFS staff shared,  

“We had a couple of folks from our DC office come out here. That's not normal for a 

forest planning project, you don't see that. I've never seen that in my career. My guess 

was that was in response to those complaints going to those offices.” 

Two Collaborative members also reflected, 

“They had some members that understood the system. Not only the way the system 

worked, but also understood the political system and knew who to talk to and how to talk 

to them to gain more influence.”  

 



“They have been so totally persistent…It sounds like that there have been phone calls, 

there's been visits, there's been emails on, not necessarily a daily, but at least a weekly 

basis, from the ESO here, to the regional office, and directly to the Washington office. At 

least in my experience, that's generally not something that people do. From that 

standpoint, it got some attention.” 

 

While shifting politics and recent elections emboldened the group to use aggressive tactics, their 

formation and ability to gain support and impact USFS decision-making over time depended on 

not just shifting power dynamics but their interactions with the USFS and the Collaborative 

through the planning process. Going to higher levels of power was successful not only because 

people in power were sympathetic to the cause, but because the USFS acknowledged that the 

current approach to public participation was not getting to a broadly supportable plan, and that 

there could be broader implications for forest planning. One agency staff shared,  

“There was quite a bit of concern about just how it was going down there on the Salmon-

Challis and whether that could affect other parts of the agency's business in terms of 

forest planning. They were looking to find some way to make this planning effort more 

digestible or relatable to those folks.”  

“One of the things that is very important in making plans successful in the eyes of the 

agency is whether they're supportable by people. And if they're not, they're not a good 

idea in the agency's view…And I remember seeing the great diversions and viewpoints 

between some of the stakeholders. Like the timber thing for example, some people think 

it's a gold mine of wood here…And other people think the exact opposite. So you're 

nowhere close. And so trying to have a lucid discussion about what the allowable sale 

quantity is given those two viewpoints from stakeholders that matter becomes next to 

impossible…It's not a legal issue at all. It's really just more about, do you want plan that 

no one supports? Do you really want that? Even if it's a good one. Or would you rather 

try to build that support and then write it?” 

We outline in the main text how specific collaboration dynamics contributed to the formation of 

the Grassroots Advisory, limited the Collaborative’s ability to be successful in overcoming 

conflict, and the ultimately derailment of the USFS planning process.  

 

 


