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Comments Responses 

 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

A1-1 

A1-2 

A1-3 

A1-4 

A1-1:  Thank you for your review. 
 
A1-2:  Because of the generally low percentage of BLM-

administered lands within many of the 303(d)-listed segments, 
in most cases the activities outlined in the RMP will help, but 
not necessarily achieve, delisting of these segments and resto-
ration of beneficial uses. On the project level, BLM will coor-
dinate with IDEQ to design site-specific BMPs in 303(d)-listed 
segments. This currently involves jointly consulting with 
IDEQ and the Army Corps of Engineers on 404 permit appli-
cations within 303(d)-listed segments. The Corps issues a 404 
permit and IDEQ issues a letter of consent. The BLM will con-
tinue to comply and stay current with IDEQ or EPA regula-
tions regarding 303(d)-listed segments as the process evolves. 
Please also see Objective 2, Actions 3 and 4 on page 2-15 of 
the DRMP/EIS which addresses TMDLs and Objective 3, Ac-
tion 2 page 2-17 of the DRMP/EIS.  

 
A1-3:  Regarding source water, please refer to the response to 

Comment Number A1-15. An action specific to source waters 
for public water supplies has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.  
See new Water Resources, Objective 2, Action 6 (Vol. 1, 
Chapter 2). 

 
A1-4:  Thank you for your comment.  
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A1-5 

A1-8 

A1-6 

A1-7 

A1-9 

A1-10 

A1-11 

A1-12 

A1-5:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A1-6:  Regarding improving water quality, please refer to the re-

sponse to Comment Number A1-2. Regarding source water, 
please refer to the response to Comment Number A1-3. Re-
garding monitoring measures, please refer to the response to 
Comment Number A1-18. 

 
A1-7:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A1-8:  The various management objectives and actions in the For-

est Products, Vegetation-Forests, Livestock Grazing, and Min-
erals sections of Chapter 2 strive to accomplish this.  

 
A1-9:  Thank you for your comment.  
 
A1-10:  Appendix C addresses Alternative C in Table C-2 of the 

DRMP/EIS, “Conservation and Restoration Management Wa-
tersheds – Alternative C.” Alternative B is addressed in Ap-
pendix C, Table C-1 of the DRMP/EIS, “Conservation and 
Restoration Management Watersheds – Alternative B.” 

 
A1-11:  DRMP/EIS, Riparian and Wetlands Management, Objec-

tives 3 and 4, and corresponding actions provides management 
direction for the maintenance and protection of properly func-
tioning riparian areas and movement of non-functional or func-
tional-at-risk sites to proper functioning condition.     

 
A1-12:  DRMP/EIS Appendix F, provides a management strategy 

which incorporates the aquatic and riparian components of the 
Interior Columbia Basin Strategy.  Appendix F (Aquatic and 
Riparian Management Strategy) addresses the six components 
of A Framework for Incorporating the Aquatic and Riparian 
Habitat Component of the Interior Columbia Basin Strategy 
into BLM and Forest Service Plan Revisions (2004).  Appen-
dix F will replace the interim direction provided by PACFISH.  
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A1-12 

A1-13 

A1-14 

A1-15 

A1-16 

A1-17 

A1-13:  The level of environmental review for proposed activities 
on federal lands in the CFO is prescribed via federal laws and 
regulations.  The DRMP/EIS specifically states in the Execu-
tive Summary, Management Alternatives, General Description 
of Each Alternative Section, “All management under any of 
the alternatives would comply with state and federal laws, 
regulations, policies, and standards.”  

 
A1-14:  See DRMP/EIS Appendix Q, “Reasonably Foreseeable 

Development Scenarios for Minerals.”  
 
A1-15:  Section 3.2.4 (Water Resources), in the third paragraph on 

page 3-15 of the DRMP/EIS includes a discussion on source 
water: “As defined by EPA, ‘Source Water is untreated water 
from streams, rivers, lakes, springs, and aquifers that is used as 
a supply of drinking water.’ Source Water Areas within the 
CFO planning area are the sources of drinking water delineated 
and mapped by the IDEQ. The BLM uses the source water 
database provided by the IDEQ to coordinate with the State 
regarding proposed activities within these areas. The BLM also 
continues to notify and coordinate with the public water system 
operator for proposed activities within all source water areas. 
Specific potential contaminants and protective measures for a 
proposed activity are identified at the project level.”  

 
A1-16:  A new Water Resources action under Objective 7 on page 

2-18 of the DRMP/EIS has been added to specifically address 
groundwater.  

 
A1-17:  BLM maintains a record of the type and location of drink-

ing water sources. Specific impacts of and protective measures 
for a proposed activity are identified at the project level.  

 
 There are multiple management objectives, actions, BMPs, and 

other measures throughout the RMP that are designed to pro-
tect water quality in Chapter 2 . Refer to Volume III, Appendix 

 
(continued on the following page)  
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A1-17 (continued): B of the DRMP/EIS, which includes a list of BMPs for protection of source drinking waters.   
  
 Specific risks to Public Water Supplies that require special considerations are identified for a proposed activity at the project level. The BLM regularly 

monitors the effectiveness of its RMPs through plan monitoring and plan maintenance, which is explained in the DRMP/EIS. A new action has been 
added as Objective 1, Action 3 to the Water Resources section. We will follow BLM planning regulations for all project planning.  
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A1-17 

A1-18 

A1-19 

A1-20 

A1-21 

A1-18:  A detailed monitoring plan will be developed as part of the 
implementation/monitoring plan for the RMP.  Monitoring will 
track the success of the implementation of the RMP in moving 
the Field Office lands towards goals and desired conditions.  
Project monitoring is established during the project analysis 
process. 

 
A1-19:  Section 3.2.6, Vegetation – Weeds in the DRMP/EIS dis-

cusses current conditions. Exact acres of areas affected by nox-
ious weeds is unknown, which is disclosed by the statement, 
“Although weeds are spreading rapidly throughout the Upper 
Columbia River Basin (BLM and Forest Service 1997), which 
includes the planning area, a complete inventory of such spe-
cies does not exist” on page 3-19 of the DRMP/EIS.  

 
A1-20:  Vegetation – Weeds Objective 1, Action 1from the DRMP/

EIS shows BLM is to prioritize the use of BLM resources in 
areas with established partnerships.  Currently there are five 
organized Weed Management Areas with a variety of partners.  
Since these efforts are likely to change during the life of the 
plan, a laundry list of potential partners would not be accurate.   
Objective 1, Action 8  for this resource indicates that the BLM 
will monitor control and rehabilitation projects to document 
results.  This information will then be used to assess our move-
ment in relation to goals set out in yearly operating plans 
agreed upon in the WMAs.  

 
A1-21:  Thank you for your comment. 
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A1-21 

A1-22 

A1-22: The plan does not propose any level of old growth harvest-
ing. See response to Comment Number A3-14.        
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A2-1 

A2-2 

A2-4 

A2-3 

A2-5 

A2-6 

A2-7 

A2-1: We have added language to address your concern in the Air 
Quality impacts discussion on page 4-11 of the DRMP/FEIS.  

 
A2-2:  Soil compaction has been linked to OHV use (Iverson et al. 

1981, Wilshire and Nakata 1976, Webb 1983, Raghaven et al. 
1976, Sheridan 1979, Griggs and Walsh 1981), in part because 
of the use of OHVs on wet soils, which are particularly sensi-
tive to compaction.  For Alternatives A and D, no specific ve-
hicle restrictions are identified for cross country travel and for 
areas designated “open” for such use.   Alternatives B and C 
have no areas identified as open for wheeled vehicle cross 
country travel.  

 
A2-3:  The discrepancies have been corrected.  
 
A2-4:  The DRMP/EIS specifies action items specific to Integrated 

Pest Management activities in Table 2-1, Pg 2-21 and 2-22 
including emphasis on prevention (Action 5) and education/
awareness (Action 4).  In addition, Appendix E sets out spe-
cific prevention activities to be considered in the planning area.  
Many of these reiterate the need to prevent weed establishment 
and spread during project activities and to monitor for and treat 
weeds post-project.  The potential for noxious weed spread due 
to disturbance is acknowledged and we address this as part of 
our project planning and project design.  Project level actions 
which are commonly implemented include re-vegetation, prior-
ity emphasis for treatment of disturbed sites, and project mon-
ies devoted to weed control. 

 
A2-5:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A2-6:  The treatment acres and fuels reduction numbers will be 

clarified in the PRMP/FEIS. 
 
A2-7:  BLM considers livestock grazing as a biological control 

method to be implemented as an integrated pest management 
strategy.  We will be using this strategy where appropriate.  
See Livestock Grazing, Objective 1, Action 6 and Objective 3, 
Action 3 in the DRMP/EIS. 
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A2-8 

A2-9 

A2-8: Alternatives A and D of the DRMP/EIS include Open areas 
that would allow cross-country motorized use.  

 
A2-9:  Thank you for your comment. 
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A3-1 

A3-1:  As stated in Section 2.4.2 of the DRMP/EIS, Alternative B 
is the BLM’s preferred alternative based on interdisciplinary 
team recommendations, analysis of environmental conse-
quences of the alternatives, and public input during scoping. 
Alternative B emphasizes a balanced level of protection, resto-
ration, and commodity production to meet needs for resource 
protection and resource use. This alternative reflects recom-
mendations made by the interdisciplinary team in response to 
issues identified through the assessment of current manage-
ment and concerns raised during public scoping.  Changes 
have been incorporated into Alternative B in response to public 
comments.  
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A3-2 

A3-1 

A3-2 

A3-3 

A3-4 

A3-4 

A3-5 

A3-2:  The RMP will provide management direction for the next 
15-20 years.  

 
A3-3:  Periodic review and maintenance or amendment of the RMP 

is standard practice that should have been more clearly defined 
in the DRMP/EIS. The PRMP/FEIS will include this informa-
tion.  

 
A3-4:  See edits to Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 

11, Action 3 of the DRMP/EIS, which now reads: “The BLM 
recognizes IDFG’s role as the agency responsible for manage-
ment of wildlife and fish in Idaho.  The BLM will coordinate 
with IDFG, Tribes, USFWS, and other partners on population 
management of wildlife and habitats. Through coordination 
with the appropriate agencies, Tribes, USFWS, and partners; 
the BLM will allow for transplants, reintroductions, and natu-
ral expansion of native and other desired species populations.”   

 
 Also, see new first paragraphs under Sections 3.2.9 and 3.2.10, 

Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife and Aquatic Resources, 
Fish, and Special Status Fish, respectively, which now read: 
“BLM manages fish and wildlife habitat, while fish and wild-
life populations are administered by IDFG, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), or National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice (NMFS).”  

 
A3-5:  Refer to Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 8, 

Action 5; and Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status 
Fish, Objective 1, Action 5. Appendix C, Conservation and 
Restoration Watersheds of the DRMP/EIS, emphasizes that 
priority for watershed and aquatic restoration efforts would be 
focused in watersheds where other landowners such as U.S. 
Forest Service or Idaho Fish and Game would facilitate and 
enhance management efforts.  See response to Comment Num-
ber A3-4. 
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A3-5 (continued):  Also, new text has been added to DRMP/EIS Chapter 2, Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 3, Action 3; Objective 11, new 
action 4; and Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish, Objective 5, new Action 7.   
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A3-5 

A3-6 

A3-6 

A3-6:  Both the BLM and US Forest Service are guided by com-
mon direction in initiatives such as the Healthy Forest Initia-
tive, National Fire Plan, Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Plan and in legislation, including the Endangered 
Species Act and Clean Water Act, so that direction provided in 
individual administrative unit plans should provide overall 
compatible guidance across administrative boundaries.  This is 
particularly true for watershed and fisheries management on 
public lands, because of the occurrences of federally listed fish 
in rivers and streams that flow across US Forest Service and 
BLM lands in the planning area.  

 
 Specific management strategies will not be exactly the same 

with adjacent Forest plans. However, general similarities do 
exist in regards to overall strategies for aquatic and riparian 
restoration, wildlife habitats, grazing, achievement of HRV, 
recreation, weed management efforts, and travel management. 
The BLM administers lands that occur adjacent to and/or 
within watersheds that includes lands administered by the Nez 
Perce, Clearwater, Payette and Wallowa Whitman National 
Forests.  The majority of our restoration watersheds include 
lands administered by the Forest Service (see Appendix C in 
the DRMP/EIS).  

 
 See Section 1.9, Implementation and Monitoring of the Re-

source Monitoring Plan of the DRMP/EIS, that identifies revi-
sions or amendments to the RMP may be necessary to accom-
modate changes in resource needs.  
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A3-7 

A3-6 

A3-7 

A3-7 

A3-7 

A3-7:  Refer to response to Comment Number A3-1. A socioeco-
nomic analysis and report was conducted at the beginning of 
the planning process (Tetra Tech 2005). It has been available 
on the project web site (www.cottonwoodrmp.com) since that 
time. The conclusions in the DRMP/EIS were reached based in 
large part on that analysis and report.  
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A3-7 

A3-8 

A3-11 

A3-9 

A3-10 

A3-12 

A3-13 

A3-8:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A3-9:  The assumptions listed in Chapter 4 of the DRMP/EIS were 

developed to consider the worst-case scenario for purposes of 
impact analysis. The bulleted assumption pointed out on pages 
4-278 and 4-300 from the DRMP/EIS will be changed to 
“User-created trails could continue to be developed throughout 
the CFO, although such actions are illegal, and creators and 
users of nondesignated trails will be subject to enforcement 
actions.”   

 
A3-10:  The assumptions listed in Chapter 4 of the DRMP/EIS 

were developed to consider the worst-case scenario for pur-
poses of impact analysis.  

 
A3-11:  This assumption has been added to page 4-300 of the 

DRMP/EIS.  
 
A3-12:  This sentence has been changed in the PRMP/FEIS to, 

“Eliminating Open area designations would have a long-term 
direct effect on OHV use by eliminating the area of cross-
country travel permitted on BLM-administered lands.”  

 
A3-13:  There are several maps for Alternatives B, C, and D that 

show areas designated as “Motorized Travel Limited to Desig-
nated Routes” because they do not all fit on one map (see Fig-
ures 31 through 36 in the DRMP/EIS). Throughout these des-
ignated areas, some routes are designated open and some are 
designated closed either seasonally or year round. As you point 
out, some maps only happen to show closed routes even 
though they are within an area that is designated “Motorized 
Travel Limited to Designated Routes.” Despite this, the area/
polygon designation of “Motorized Travel Limited to Desig-
nated Routes” still applies to these areas even though currently 
a particular map does not show any open routes. These maps 
cannot change the area/polygon designation to Closed as you  

 
(continued on the following page) 



Responses  

 Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-18 

A3-13 (continued): suggest because the BLM, by designating the areas “Motorized Travel Limited to Designated Routes,” retains the opportunity to desig-
nate open routes in these areas in the future should the BLM determine that particular routes meet the RMP criteria for a designated route (see criteria 
in Chapter 2  of the DRMP/EIS, Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 3 and all accompanying actions). Changing the map title or area/
polygon designation to Closed would eliminate this flexibility.   
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A3-13 

A3-14 

A3-14 

A3-14:  Tables D-2 and D-5 in Appendix D of the DRMP/EIS pro-
vide a range of structural values and does not indicate an exist-
ing condition or that the existing condition would be altered.  
See page 3-16 of the DRMP/EIS and Objective 1, Action 2 on 
page 2-19, Alternatives B and C.  See modification to Objec-
tive 1, Action 1 on page 2-19 of the DRMP/EIS. 

 
 DFCs were developed to provide a range of structural classes 

consistent with the HRV for the potential vegetation group 
which the various species evolved with. 

 
 See Vegetation – Forest Management, Objective 3 new Ac-

tions 2 and 3 of the DRMP/EIS.  
 
 To the extent practicable, an emphasis will be placed on reten-

tion conservation of large tree sizes of ponderosa pine (Pinus 
ponderosa), western larch (Larix occidentalis), and/or Doug-
las-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii).  

 
 The DRMP/EIS developed alternatives to meet our multiple-

use mandate, as well as to comply with other pertinent laws 
and regulations.  During project development, wildlife values 
would be evaluated in conjunction with other resource values. 
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A3-14 

A3-14 

A3-14 

A3-15 

A3-16 

A3-17 

A3-15:  The DRMP/EIS does not identify the current status of the 
forested areas with respect to the desired natural range of vari-
ability.  Following are some  findings from ICBEMP (BLM 
and Forest Service 1997), and general conclusions from field 
observations: 

 
• Decrease in the amount of old forest characteristic 

ponderosa pine stands and large trees. 
• Loss of old forest stands in dry and wet conifer types. 
• Increase of mid-aged stands. 
• Loss of early seral stands. 
• Loss of whitebark pine trees and stands. 
 

 Page 3-22 of the Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife section 
in Volume 1, Chapter 3 and Table 3-4 of the Vegetation – For-
est Management section of the DRMP/EIS includes additional 
information concerning baseline conditions for forest vegeta-
tion and wildlife habitats.  

 
A3-16:  Additional baseline information has been included in the 

PRMP/FEIS in regards to vegetation and wildlife habitat (see 
DRMP/EIS Section 3.2.9, Wildlife and Special Status Wild-
life).  Also, see Appendix W, Watershed and Aquatic Condi-
tion Indicators, for watershed and aquatic condition indicators.   

 
A3-17:  The DRMP/EIS, Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife 

Management, Objectives 8 – 13, and associated actions pro-
vide management emphasis for non-federally-listed wildlife 
species.  Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish 
Management, Objectives 1 – 5, and associated actions also 
identify actions that would support non-listed fish such as 
westlope cutthroat trout, redband trout, and Pacific lamprey, 
and other native fish and aquatic/riparian dependent species.  
Appendices C and F are not specific to federally listed species, 
but do provide an aquatic and riparian management strategy 
that would be beneficial to a variety of native aquatic and  
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A3-17 (continued):  riparian dependent species.  We also recognize that small intermittent and perennial streams, seeps, and wetlands provide important 
wildlife habitats. Appendix F Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy and Volume 1, Chapter 2, Vegetation – Riparian and Wetland Objectives 
and Actions from the DRMP/EIS are also applicable to small streams, seeps, springs, and wetlands. See response to Comment Number A3-14, which 
provides for additional actions that would benefit forest habitat dependent species with emphasis on management actions that support achievement of 
HRV, with emphasis on large tree and stand retention and old growth/old forest characteristics. 

 
 Additional guidance for green tree snag replacement is included in Appendix D of the PRMP/FEIS. Additionally, new actions for Alternatives B and C 

in Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management, Objective 9, are identified as follows:   
 
 “Action 1. To minimize or avoid adverse effects to elk habitat, Elk Habitat Management Coordinating Guidelines can be used as needed during project 

design, authorization, and implementation of land uses that affect elk habitat. 
 
 “Action 9. The following guidelines can be used when designing vegetation projects in big game habitat:    

• ”To provide forage areas, promote the creation of openings less than 40-acres in size (preferred < than 20 acres) and/or maximum width is 
less than 1,000 feet. 

• “Openings should be bordered on all sides by cover not less than 800 feet in width. 
 
 “Rejuvenate and enhance the shrub and herb component of big game winter ranges by simulating or promoting natural disturbance regimes for early-

seral habitats. 
 
 “Action 10. Provide for migratory bird habitat through implementation of actions supporting habitat diversity (e.g. HRV, guilds, riparian and aquatic 

strategies, etc).”  
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A3-18 

A3-19 

A3-20 

A3-21 

A3-22 

A3-18:  See response to Comment Number A3-16. 
 
A3-19:  A formal plan for effectiveness monitoring will be in-

cluded in the RMP implementation plan.  
 
A3-20:  Baseline information has been added in Chapter 3 of the 

DRMP/EIS.  
 
A3-21:  Appendix F in the DRMP/EIS identifies standards that are 

similar to PACFISH and default RCA widths that will be used 
as indicated below: 

 
 “Default RCA widths apply, unless a watershed analysis or 

site-specific (local) analysis has been completed. Modification 
of RCAs requires watershed or site specific analysis to provide 
the ecological basis for the change.  In all cases, the rationale 
supporting RCA widths and their effect would be documented.  
Refer to previous listed goals, values, and WACIs that should 
be considered for managing RCAs.  In addition to previous 
pertinent resource values, specific RCA watershed, reach, or 
site characteristics should be addressed in supporting rationale 
for modifying RCAs.”  

 
A3-22:  See response to Comment Number A3-37; and response to 

Comment Number O2-39. 
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A3-26 

A3-22 

A3-23 

A3-24 

A3-24 

A3-25 

A3-27 

A3-28 

A3-23:  Refer to the response to Comment Number A3-17. 
 
A3-24:  DRMP/EIS Appendix A, Idaho Standards for Rangeland 

Health and Guidelines Livestock Management, Guideline 2 
states the following, “locate livestock management facilities 
away from riparian areas wherever they conflict with achiev-
ing or maintaining riparian-wetland functions.” Also, see 
Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy – 
Alternatives B, C, and D, GM-2.  

 
A3-25:  The statement on page 4-119 reflects an assumption used 

for the DRMP/EIS alternative impact analysis only.   When the 
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines 
(Appendix A in the DRMP/EIS) are reviewed and if it is deter-
mined that Standard 2 (Riparian Areas) is not being met as the 
result of livestock grazing,  BLM will then modify the live-
stock management practices to meet the riparian objective.   

 
A3-26:  The BLM agrees that it is a good idea to restate manage-

ment goals by resource in the Environmental Consequences 
Chapter and has done so in the PRMP/FEIS.  

 
A3-27:  The DRMP/EIS was already in the process of being printed 

when approval of this withdrawal occurred. This change has 
been reflected in the PRMP/FEIS.  

 
A3-28:  See Lands and Realty, Objective 1 and all accompanying 

actions across all alternatives in the DRMP/EIS that address 
land tenure adjustments. Additionally, management blocks 
identified for Alternatives B, C, and D in Appendix M of the 
DRMP/EIS were developed based on many considerations that 
included consolidating public ownership and disposing of 
some scattered parcels.  
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A3-32 

A3-28 

A3-29 

A3-30 

A3-31 

A3-33 

A3-29:  BLM currently coordinates with IDFG through a state-
wide MOU and IDFG’s position on the Outfitter and Guide 
Licensing Board to address concerns related to hunting and 
fishing.  

 
A3-30:  The DRMP/EIS does keep prescribed fire and mechanical 

treatments separate - (see Wildland Fire Management, Objec-
tive 2, Actions 2, 3, and 4). 

 
A3-31:  Additional discussion regarding risk of disease transmis-

sion between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep has been in-
cluded in the PRMP/FEIS (see DRMP/EIS, Vol. I, Chapter 3, 
page 3-22 and Vol. II, Chapter 4, page 141).  Additional edits 
to actions and new actions have been included in the PRMP/
FEIS to address the concern for risk of domestic sheep trans-
mission of disease to bighorn sheep. See edits to Wildlife and 
Special Status Wildlife, Objective 13, Actions 2 and 3 and new 
additional actions 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the PRMP/FEIS 
(corresponding DRMP/EIS  pages 2-53 and 2-54).  Also, see 
edits to Livestock Grazing, Objective 1, Action 11, and new 
action 15 in the PRMP/FEIS. See response to Comment Num-
ber A5-12.  

 
A3-32:  The DRMP/EIS has been edited as follows:  Protection 

measures to conserve or restore RCAs would vary by alterna-
tive, dependent on RCA widths.  Volumes of timber sales 
would increase for Alternative B and D, and decrease for Al-
ternative C, compared to baseline conditions (Alternative A) 
(see Table 4-12 in Volume II of the DRMP/EIS).   

 
A3-33:  The intent of DRMP/EIS Chapter 3 is to provide a descrip-

tion of the existing biological, physical, and socioeconomic 
characteristics, including human uses that could be affected by 
implementing the alternatives described in Chapter 2. DRMP/
EIS Chapter 3 does not outline actual management direction; 
the Livestock Grazing section of Chapter 2 does. Management 
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A3-33 (continued): direction pertaining to the allotment categorization and prioritization processes is detailed in Livestock Grazing, Objective 3, Action 1 
under all alternatives (this objective and actions speak to continuing the allotment prioritization process); Objective 4 and all accompanying actions 
under all alternates; and Objective 5 and all accompanying actions under all alternatives.  
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A3-33 

A3-34 

A3-35 

A3-35 

A3-36 

A3-37 

A3-34:  The referenced document will be used to guide manage-
ment until a decision is reached on the RMP and any appeals, 
stays and/or litigation have been settled.  

 
A3-35:  Thank you for your comment.  
 
A3-36: Edits to the analysis on cumulative effects have been in-

corporated,, which includes the following in Volume II on 
page 4-66 of the DRMP/EIS:  “Population growth can put in-
creased demand on water resources.  In the CFO planning area 
land uses, such as residential development, urban growth, 
changing land uses, vegetation treatments, and agricultural 
demands are having various impacts on water supply.  Such 
impacts may impact water quality, flow regimes, peak flows, 
and available water supply.”   

 
A3-37: In Chapter 2 of the DRMP/EIS, goals, objectives, and 

actions developed specifically for Water Resources (Section 
3.2.4), Vegetation – Riparian and Wetlands (Section 3.2.8), 
and Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish (Section 
3.2.10) do have actions that are applicable to small streams.  
Refer to Objective 1, Actions 1 and 2 (see Category 2 and 4 
streams) in Volume 1 on pages 2-27 and 2-28 of the DRMP/
EIS and Appendix F.  The PRMP/FEIS has been amended to 
provide additional emphasis for small streams.  See edits to 
Riparian and Wetlands, Objective 3, Action 1 and Objective 4, 
Action 1.  
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A3-42 

A3-41 

A3-40 

A3-39 

A3-38 

A3-38:  See response to Comment Number A3-25.  
 
A3-39:  Errors were noted in summaries and mapping of conserva-

tion and restoration watersheds in the DRMP/EIS.  Maps and 
numbers in the PRMP/FEIS will be corrected. 

 
 In Alternative C we recognize our conservation watersheds are 

not consistent with the FS rating.  In Alternative C we wanted 
to emphasize priority for conservation in the Hard Creek, Haz-
ard Creek and the East Fork of American River. 

 
A3-40:  We will add language to emphasize that the BMPs in Ap-

pendix B of the DRMP/EIS are only a partial listing. 
 
A3-41:  Suggested language has been added to Appendix B of the 

DRMP/EIS.  
 
A3-42:  Appendix B, Road Planning – Design and Location, BMP 

#4 of the DRMP/EIS has been edited as follows: 4) Plan trans-
portation networks to avoid road construction within riparian 
conservation areas.  Vegetation strips between roads and 
streams will be of adequate size to support achievement of 
indicators of watershed/aquatic conditions. Appendix B, Minor 
Road Construction, BMP #1 of the DRMP/EIS has been edited 
to replace “listed fish” with “native fish.” 
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A3-43 

A3-43:  Project design criteria and implementation and effective-
ness of BMPs will be monitored.  BMPs will be modified as 
needed to achieve desired results.    
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A4-1 

A4-1:  While it is true that the alternatives do not vary signifi-
cantly, it is primarily because the routes mentioned as closed 
are already closed for the most part, and we are not proposing 
to open any routes that are already closed.  
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A4-2 

A4-3 

A4-2 

A4-2 

A4-3 

A4-2:  The Switchback Trail, or Broken Leg Trail has never been 
open to public motorized use.  It is not suitable to motorized 
use due to excessively steep gradient, and lack of public access 
by motorized vehicles (it is accessible on the bottom end only 
from the Salmon River crossing private lands).  

 
A4-3:  Thank you for your comment. 
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A4-6 

A4-7 

A4-5 

A4-4 

A4-8 

A4-4:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A4-5:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A4-6:  BLM allocates permits, not licenses.  BLM works closely 

with the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Board, and have jointly 
set the number of outfitter licenses which the board allocates.  
However, the BLM is not required to issue permits to all outfit-
ters who receive a license, and there are commercial uses other 
than outfitting which BLM  permits that do not fall under the 
purview of the state licensing board (such as non-profits, edu-
cational organizations, etc.)  

 
A4-7:  BLM analysis indicated that commercial use is not desirable 

in Lolo Creek for the foreseeable future.  
 
A4-8:  While it is true that the Craig Mountain WMA is heavily 

roaded, nearly all of the roads are now and always have been 
closed to public motorized use.  The majority of the roads in 
the Craig Mountain WMA are administered by IDFG and other 
land owners, not the BLM.     
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A4-12 

A4-11 

A4-10 

A4-9 

A4-9:  Recreation, Objective 4, Action 2 has removed from the 
PRMP/FEIS. 

 
A4-10:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A4-11:  The RMP ROD will be signed in 2007-8, implementing 

our travel management plan.  
 
A4-12:  The Switchback Trail, or Broken Leg trail is proposed for 

closure for motorized use due to excessively steep gradient and 
lack of public access by motorized vehicles.  
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A5-1 

A5-2 

A5-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A5-2:  The statement that you reference on page 4-5 of the DRMP/

EIS is part of Section 4.1.3, Cumulative Impacts, and the list of 
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects or activi-
ties in and near the CFO planning area that could incrementally 
add to the BLM’s proposed management under the alternatives 
considered in Chapter 2 of the DRMP/EIS. This statement in 
Chapter 4 does not indicate that grazing privileges would be 
canceled because the season of use or number of AUMs re-
moved from public lands on isolated tracts is difficult to con-
trol. DRMP/EIS Chapter 2 specifies under what circumstances 
grazing privileges could be changed or revoked. See Chapter 2, 
Livestock Grazing, Objective 4, Action 3 and Objective 5, Ac-
tion 7 in the DRMP/EIS.  
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A5-7 

A5-8 

A5-5 

A5-3 

A5-4 

A5-6 

A5-9 

A5-10 

A5-3:  The vacant allotments in Livestock Grazing Alternative B 
have been vacant for many years because: a) they are impracti-
cal for grazing livestock, or b) the adjoining base property 
owner does want the BLM grazing lease.  BLM is only consid-
ering removing these allotments from the grazing base because 
there is no public demand for these allotments.  

 
A5-4:  As stated on page 4-56 of the DRMP/EIS, under Alternative 

B, three allotments currently not leased would be removed as 
grazing allotments.  These allotments are currently not leased 
and not being used under Alternative A (current management), 
and removing them as allotments under Alternative B would 
not change current management. Therefore there would be no 
change in impacts on water resources compared to Alternative 
A. 

 
 Under Alternative B, 105,619 acres would be available for 

livestock grazing. Under Alternative D, 135,850 acres would 
be available for livestock grazing. This increase is why it states 
on page 4-64 of the DRMP/EIS, there would be increased po-
tential for impacts on water resources.  

 
A5-5:  We have clarified the language in the document.  
 
A5-6:  The Livestock Grazing Summary (Section 4.3.2, page 4-250 

in the DRMP/EIS) will be modified to include the following 
sentence, “Actions under most resource categories have the 
potential to affect livestock grazing.”  

 
A5-7:  In response to your comment, text has been added to page 4-

141 of the DRMP/EIS:  “New water developments would al-
low increased use of an area by wildlife by providing previ-
ously unavailable watering sites for different wildlife species 
when livestock are not in the vicinity or conflicting with wild-
life use of the area.”  

 
A5-8:  Thank you for your comment. 
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A5-9:  In response to your comment text has been added to page 4-152 of the DRMP/EIS“Retiring three allotments could improve wildlife habitats within 
those allotments because any potential competition for forage would be alleviated and cover for wildlife may increase. Habitat for other species might 
not improve.  It needs to be noted that current conditions and trends for wildlife habitat would probably continue, because these allotments are cur-
rently not grazed by livestock.”  

 
A5-10:  Depending upon the desired objectives, livestock grazing could be modified to meet the desired objectives. Typically during vegetation rehabilita-

tion efforts, livestock grazing may need to be temporarily deferred to meet desired vegetation objectives.  
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A5-10 

A5-11 

A5-12 

A5-13 

A5-14 

A5-15 

A5-11:  The BLM assumes you mean DRMP/EIS pages 4-252 and 
253 in your comment, not pages 2-252 and 253. DRMP/EIS 
Chapter 4 is an analysis of expected impacts of the various 
management objectives and actions outlined in the alternatives 
in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 does not outline actual management 
direction; the Livestock Grazing section of Chapter 2 does.  

 
 Specifically, pages 4-252 and 253 of the DRMP/EIS state, 

“Livestock management adjustments would be considered 
when wildlife and livestock conflicts arise as a result of com-
petition for water, forage, or cover” (emphasis added. This 
statement does not indicate that, “livestock management ad-
justment would be implemented…” per your comment.  The 
statement “would be considered” provides flexibility to BLM 
managers.  

 
A5-12:  Because other commenter’s identified concerns for risks of 

disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep, 
additional discussion regarding risk of disease transmission 
between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep has been included 
in the PRMP/FEIS (see DRMP/EIS, Vol. I, Chapter 3, page 3-
22 and Vol. II, Chapter 4, page 141).   

 
 During the fall of 2006, a panel of experts in disease transmis-

sion was convened to provide additional science –based infor-
mation regarding disease transmission and its risks of occur-
ring on the Payette National Forest that the Forest Supervisor 
should consider in conjunction with the risk analysis for do-
mestic sheep transmission of disease to bighorn sheep.  This 
information is pertinent, because BLM sheep allotments are 
used in conjunction with and are adjacent to Payette National 
Forest lands.  

  
 The following excerpts are from the panel of experts in disease 

transmission, and are from the Executive Summary from the 
following document: Disease Transmission between Domestic 
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A5-12 (continued): and Bighorn Sheep Payette National Forest (USDA-FS 2006a). 
• Scientific observation and field studies demonstrate that “contact” between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep is possible under range condi-

tions.  This contact increases risk of subsequent bighorn sheep mortality and reduced recruitment, primarily due to respiratory disease. 
• The complete range of mechanisms/causal agents that lead to epizootic disease events cannot be conclusively proven at this point. 
• Given the previous two statements, it is prudent to undertake management to prevent contact between these species. 
• Not all bighorn sheep epizootic disease events can be attributed to contact with domestic sheep. 
• Gregarious behavior of bighorn sheep and domestic sheep may exacerbate potential for disease introduction and transmission. 
• Dispersal, migratory, and exploratory behaviors of individual bighorn sheep traveling between populations may exacerbate potential for dis-

ease introductions and transmission. 
• There are factors (e.g., translocation, habitat improvement, harvest, weather, nutrition, fire, interspecies competition, and predation), some that 

can be managed and some that cannot, that can influence bighorn sheep population viability. 
• Pasteurellaceae, other bacteria, viruses, and other agents may occur in healthy, free-ranging bighorn sheep. 

 
 In addition to the above, the BLM will also consider the following risk assessment document prepared for Payette National Forest Sheep Allotments 

when making evaluations of BLM sheep allotments for risk of domestic sheep transmission of disease to bighorn sheep: Risk Analysis of Disease 
Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest (USDA-FS 2006b). Also, see response to Comment Num-
ber A3-31.  

 
A5-13:  In response to your comment, the following text has been included in Section 4.3.2 under Effects Common to All – Effects from Wildand Fire 

Management “BLM policy recommends that areas burned by wildland fire and prescribed burns for fuels-reduction project sites receive  a minimum of 
two growing seasons of rest from livestock grazing or until vegetation objectives are met.  Livestock closures for less than two growing seasons may 
be justified on a case-by-case basis, based on sound resource data and experience.” 

 
A5-14:  Alternative A in Appendix I of the DRMP/EIS has been changed to 7,204 AUMs and 168 allotments; Alternative B has been changed to 6,254 AUMs 

and 166 allotments; Alternative C has been changed to 6,020 AUMs and 145 allotments; and Alternative D has been changed to 8,540 AUMs and 170 
allotments.  

 
A5-15:  Thank you for your comment. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-52 

Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-60 

Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-70 

Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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A6-1 

A6-1:  The BLM feels that Alternative B provides a balanced level 
of protection and enhancement of BLM managed lands.  In 
response to public comments received on the DRMP/EIS, Al-
ternative B has been enhanced to include additional protective 
measures. See response to Comment Number O2-2.  
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A6-3 

A6-2    

A6-2:  Given our small land base and land pattern of scattered par-
cels (many surrounded by private lands) opportunities for large 
scale watershed restoration, travel management and withdraw-
als are limited.  The alternatives represent a reasonable range 
of the opportunities for management presented on these lands 
considering both regulatory constraints and Bureau mandates 
for multiple resource use. 

 
 Regarding alternative variation in Potential Sale Quantity, the 

PSQ is the potential output resulting from applying forest treat-
ments to the commercial land base.  The variety of resource 
constraints, coupled with the varying forest productivity and 
rotation length used to determine the PSQ, resulted in these 
two alternatives yielding a similar PSQ.   

 
 Regarding protection and restoration, the DRMP/EIS focused 

on the areas where the BLM has the greatest opportunity to 
improve riparian and aquatic conditions.  We recognized this 
occurs when we share ownership in watersheds with Forest 
Service, Fish & Game and the Tribe.  Please also see Appendix 
C in the DRMP/EIS.  

 
A6-3:  Given our small land base and land pattern of scattered par-

cels (many surrounded by private lands) opportunities for large 
scale watershed restoration, travel management and withdraw-
als are limited.  Alternative B in the DRMP/EIS closes all 
Field Office lands from cross country (motorized) travel in 
contrast with the existing situation with 85,308 acres (or 60% 
of Field Office lands) open to cross country travel.  In Alterna-
tive B, much of the lands along the Salmon River Breaks are 
proposed to be “closed to motorized travel”.  This designation 
will require that any mining proposals provide a Plan of Opera-
tions under the 2001 3809 Mining Regulations.  This gives the 
land manager strong control over the operations of any mining 
that is proposed. 
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A6-3 (continued):  Under Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 3 of the DRMP/ EIS, all alternatives:  future route modifications will be made 
as needed based on several factors including natural and cultural resource protection.  Plan direction does not preclude future closing of additional 
acreage to motorized use. 

 
 Regarding closing additional acreage to domestic grazing, the Taylor Grazing Act requires that BLM issue Section 15 Grazing Leases on public lands 

outside of Grazing Districts to qualified applicants.  Since the Cottonwood Field Office is outside of a designated Grazing District, the BLM is required 
to issue Section 15 Grazing Leases to qualified applicants; and to modify such grazing leases as needed to meet management objectives. Consequently 
for BLM to modify a grazing lease even though resource objectives are being met would conflict with the Taylor Grazing Act. BLM will continue to 
modify grazing leases to meet management objectives as prescribed under the 43 Code of Federal Regulations.  In response to comments received on 
the DRMP, direction has been added  to address the concerns regarding domestic sheep grazing and potential impacts to bighorn sheep. 

 
 Regarding forest management, new actions to protect and contribute toward the restoration of the structure and composition of old growth stands have 

been added to Alternative B in response to public comments. 
 
 Additional protective measures for sensitive and listed wildlife species have been added in response to public comments. 
 
 Regarding riparian habitat restoration, plan direction is intended to be flexible to provide additional protection and restoration as needs are identified.  

Under Alternatives B, C, and D of the DRMP/ EIS, restoration/enhancement changes identified by the commenter are not precluded and could be pur-
sued and achieved. 

 
 The BLM believes that the alternatives provide a reasonable range of proposed management direction and that many of the Tribe’s concerns have been 

incorporated into Alternative B in response to the Tribe’s comments. 
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A6-4 

 
A6-5 

A6-1 

A6-4:  Table 2-1 in the DRMP/EIS provides RMP direction; Table 
2-2 summarizes the expected effects of this direction; and 
Chapter 4 discusses the expected effects in detail. The scope 
and volume of the direction presented in the RMP precludes a 
more simple presentation of the proposal.  More specificity and 
detail is provided during implementation when actions and 
site-specific projects are proposed.  

 
A6-5:  These standards are included as Appendix A of the DRMP/

EIS.  
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A6-9 

A6-6 

A6-7 

 
A6-8 

A6-6:  The DRMP/EIS did not attempt to prioritize the location of 
future projects (as is done with harvest scheduling) but rather it 
established goals and objectives for the program to accomplish.  
The Fuels Management direction through objectives, actions 
and protocols identified fuel reduction in the WUI as one of the 
top priorities.  Where these two programs overlap, forestry 
actions in the WUI would be the top priority.  

 
A6-7:  Refer to the responses to Comment Numbers A6-50 and A6-

53. 
 
A6-8:  Refer to Social and Economic Conditions, Objective 2 in the 

DRMP/EIS, which states:  “Work cooperatively with business 
leaders, community groups and the Nez Perce Tribe to make 
economic opportunities available on public lands.” This objec-
tive states the BLM intent to work with the Tribe to provide 
business opportunities on BLM managed lands.  

 
A6-9:  Additional information has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.  
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A6-14 

A6-10 

A6-11 

 
A6-13 

A6-12 

A6-10:  BLM will coordinate the development of an MOU address-
ing consultation with the Nez Perce Tribe. 

 
A6-11:  See response to Comment Number A3-39. 
 
A6-12:  The PRMP/FEIS has been changed to identify the Tribe’s 

authority for this program.  BLM will fully comply with the 
EPA’s Federal Air Rules for Reservations, which became ef-
fective June 7, 2005.  

 
A6-13:  Land uses in landslide prone areas that have adverse im-

pacts to slope stability will be avoided.  The Soils Objective 2, 
Action 5 on page 2-13 of the DRMP/EIS has been modified.  
Also, see response to Comment Number O2-39.  

 
A6-14:  The BLM recognizes the importance of monitoring re-

quirements and adaptive management.  Please refer to Volume 
III, Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy in 
the DRMP/EIS. Additionally, please note Water Resources, 
Objective 2, Action 2, identifies the following for monitoring 
requirements:  “Conduct implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring commensurate with the level of on-the-ground ac-
tivities. Adaptively change management direction to avoid 
adverse effects on water quality. The appropriate implementa-
tion and effectiveness monitoring will be identified during pro-
ject development and assessment. For ongoing activities and 
programs, develop interdisciplinary monitoring plans as 
needed.” 

 
 An implementation and effectiveness monitoring plan will also 

be created as part of the RMP Implementation Plan.  
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A6-14 

A6-15 

 
A6-17 

A6-16 

 
 

A6-18 

A6-15:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A6-16:  Water Resources, Objective 2, Action 3, Alternatives B, C, 

and D in Chapter 2 of the DRMP/EIS states:  “If receiving wa-
ters are nonconforming (nonachievement or maintenance of 
designated beneficial uses, state and federal water quality stan-
dards and total maximum daily loads [TMDLs]), evaluate con-
tributing sources on BLM land. Identify potential source reduc-
tion/remediation options, and feasibility of implementation. 
Determine if action is required or if no action is justified. If 
action is required or warranted, develop an action plan. Imple-
ment actions based on urgency, cost-effectiveness, or other 
criteria.”  

 
A6-17:  Language has been added to Volume III, Appendix C  on 

page C-2 of the DRMP/EIS, after paragraph 3.  It addresses the 
need for restoration,; while not preventing advance restoration, 
it does not require it.  The text now reads:  “Vegetation man-
agement or land disturbing activities may occur concurrent 
(within 5 years) with soil, water, or aquatic habitat improve-
ments.  Improvement may be the result of restoration project 
implementation, land use restrictions/modification that im-
proves conditions, natural recovery, or a combination of the 
three. “Ground disturbing activities or projects may be de-
signed allowing measurable short-term (up to 4 years, but gen-
erally less than 1 year) sediment production where long-term 
(beyond 4 years) improvement toward natural levels is ex-
pected.”  

 
A6-18:  See responses to Comment Numbers O2-36 and A3-14.   

Regarding “management actions” in old growth stands, for 
example, where it may be considered is if the management 
goal is seral ponderosa pine old growth and the stand is heavily 
encroached with understory Douglas-fir. The management 
action might be to mechanically remove the encroaching spe-
cies and follow up with a prescribed fire treatment, thus reduc-
ing density, removing ladder fuels, and reintroducing fire to the 
site.   
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A6-18 (continued): Natural processes have been interrupted through human management, especially fire suppression.  Current conditions rarely reflect 
natural systems and the response of the forest system to events is typically not natural.   
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A6-25 

A6-19 

A6-20 

 
A6-24 

A6-21 
 

A6-22 
 

A6-23 

A6-26 

A6-19:  The BLM is aware of the services offered by the Biocon-
trol Center and will continue working with the staff to develop 
and utilize new agents.  

 
A6-20:  The DRMP is clarifying travel management on BLM lands 

in the Transportation and Travel Management sections of the 
DRMP which will assist in managing vehicle access. The 
DRMP travel management plan reduces cross country in all 
action alternatives and eliminates cross country travel and re-
duces motorized use of roads and trails in alternatives B and C.   
BLM, along with our partners in the Cooperative Weed Man-
agement Areas, recognizes the role roads, trails, and waterways 
play as pathways of spread for new and established weeds.  
These areas are a priority in our cooperative inventory efforts 
to detect and treat new weeds as well as a focus of our educa-
tion and awareness activities with the user publics.  Prevention 
efforts are also aimed at reducing introduction and spread 
along these travel pathways.  These components of Integrated 
Pest Management (prevention, education, inventory, and treat-
ment) are action items that focus various strategies on all meth-
ods of weed spread including vehicle travel.  

 
A6-21: Thank you for your comment. 
 
A6-22:  Vegetation – Riparian Wetlands, Objective 1 in the 

DRMP/EIS is worded as follows: “Objective 1.  Strive to im-
prove degraded riparian and wetland vegetation relative to site 
potential and potential natural vegetation composition and 
habitat diversity.”  Inserting the word “all” after “improve” and 
“degraded” would not change meaning of the objective.  

 
A6-23:  “Site potential” is relative to specific site characteristics, 

which include a variety of conditions such as: channel types, 
soils, landtypes, natural vegetation, and climatic conditions.  

 
 
 
(continued on following page) 
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A6-24:  Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy in the DRMP/EIS will replace PACFISH.  Also, see response to Comment Number A1-
12.  It is acknowledged that replacement of the interim PACFISH guidance is very important, consequently, the new strategy is included in Appendix 
F, which will focus review and consultation on this specific appendix.  

 
A6-25:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A6-26: Thank you for your comment. 
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A6-32 

A6-27 

A6-28 

A6-29 

A6-30 

A6-31 

A6-33 

A6-27:  Thank you for your comment. See Appendix T in the 
DRMP/EIS, for a list of existing HMPs.   

 
A6-28:  See the DRMP/EIS glossary for definition of “proper func-

tioning condition”.  A definition for “functional at risk” and 
“non-functional” will be added to glossary (Riparian Area 
Management TR 1737-15 – USDI-BLM, USDA - FS, and 
USDA-NRCS 1998).    

 
A6-29:  In response to your comment Vegetation – Riparian and 

Wetlands Management, Objective 3, Action 2 has been edited 
as follows: “Prioritize, inventory and/or monitor riparian/
wetlands sites that are “functional at risk” or “non-functional” 
a minimum of every 3 to 5 years (effectiveness monitoring).”  

 
A6-30:  “Feasible” means not cost prohibitive, logistically possible, 

and technology and methods are available to implement ac-
tions.  

 
A6-31:  Objective 1 in Alternative A is only specific to the existing 

management and is not identified in Alternatives B, C, and D 
in the DRMP/EIS.  

 
A6-32:  The PRMP/FEIS will have the word “cumulative” added to 

Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 2, Actions 1 
and 2.  

 
A6-33:  See Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objectives 8-11 

and associated actions in the DRMP/EIS.  Edits to existing 
actions and new actions have been included in the PRMP/
FEIS. Also, see response to Comment Number A3-14.  
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A6-34 

A6-35 

A6-36 

A6-37 

A6-38 

A6-39 

A6-40 

A6-34:  The Nez Perce Tribe will be added to Wildlife and Special 
Status Wildlife, Objective 5 Action 3 of the DRMP/EIS  

 
A6-35:  See response to Comment Number A3-17.  
 
A6-36:  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 9, Action 5 

in the DRMP/EIS will be edited as recommended to include 
“or eliminate, where possible,” adverse impacts to wildlife 
travel corridors.  

 
A6-37:  Additional language has been incorporated into Wildlife 

and Special Status Wildlife, Alternatives B and C, Objective 9, 
Action 7 in the DRMP/EIS: “In addition to above listed em-
phasis areas, general road management policy will be to main-
tain or improve wildlife security when possible and consistent 
with other resources within the planning area.”  

 
A6-38:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A6-39:  See Appendix F, Roads Management,  RF-3 in the DRMP/

EIS, which identifies the following: 
 “Avoid adverse effects on TES fish by implementing the fol-

lowing: 
• “Relocating or reconstructing roads and drainage fea-

tures that are not effective at controlling sediment 
delivery; 

• “Prioritizing reconstruction based on the current and 
potential habitat damage and the ecological value of 
the riparian resources affected; and 

• “Stabilizing, closing, or obliterating roads not needed 
for future management activities. Prioritize these ac-
tions based on the current and potential damage to 
native fish and the ecological value of riparian re-
sources affected.”  

 
A6-40:   “Tribes” will be included in the PRMP/FEIS’s Wildlife 

and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 11, Action 3 as re-
quested.  
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A6-40 

A6-41 

A6-42 

A6-43 

A6-44 

A6-45 

A6-46 

A6-41:  See response to Comment Number A5-12.  
 
A6-42:  See response to Comment Number A5-12 and Comment 

Number O6-2. 
 
A6-43:  See response to Comment Number A5-12.  
 
A6-44:  See response to Comment Number A5-12.  
 
A6-45:  See response to Comment Number A5-12.  
 
A6-46:  “Tribe” will be included in Aquatic Resources, Fish and 

Special Status Fish Management, Objective 1, Action 9 of the 
PRMP/FEIS as requested.  
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A6-47 

A6-48 

A6-49 

A6-50 

A6-51 

A6-52 

A6-47:  Appendix F and Vegetation – Riparian and Wetlands ob-
jectives and actions in the DRMP/EIS provide management 
direction for all streams flowing across BLM lands (fish bear-
ing and non-fishbearing).       

 
A6-48:  Appendix H, pages H-2 and H-3 in the DRMP/EIS provide 

a list of suppression priorities and protocols.  Several of these 
address the concerns for riparian and aquatic habitats.  Appen-
dix F, Conservation FM-3 in the DRMP/EIS provides direction 
for application of retardant and other additives to surface wa-
ters.  

 
A6-49:  Wildland Fire Management, Objective 2 in the DRMP/ EIS 

references that WUI will be identified through community 
wildfire protection plans (CWPP) or other risk assessments.  
Each county in the planning area has a current, FEMA ap-
proved CWPP that provides a map of the WUI. They are in-
cluded in the project record, available from each county or the 
Clearwater RC&D.  

 
A6-50:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O1-11.  Addi-

tionally, Appendix F page F-10 through F-12 in the DRMP/
EIS provides Conservation Measures to minimize the impact 
from new as well as existing roads.  

 
A6-51:  This action was not carried into the additional alternatives 

because the lineal designation often is not consistent with the 
patch size and arrangement found on project sites.  We recog-
nize the importance of cover and it will be considered in pro-
ject planning,   

 
 See response to Comment Number A3-17.  
 
A6-52:  The Beschta et al. study, often referred to as the Beschta 

Report, while generally discouraging post-fire salvage  
 
 
(continued on the following page) 
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A6-52 (continued): operations, provides a framework of recommendations and considerations for use in developing salvage operations.  This and other 
research need to be considered and evaluated during project development.  To limit all salvage operations at the RMP level, would forgo opportunities 
for developing, evaluating and implementing socially and ecologically sound projects. 

 
 Although Alternative C in the DRMP/EIS is titled the “Conservation Alternative,” it still seeks to balance ecological with social needs.  Properly de-

signed and implemented salvage sales can be implemented with minimal ecological impacts. 
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A6-52 

A6-53 

A6-50 

A6-54 

A6-43 

A6-55 

A6-53:  There are three primary evenaged silvicultural systems for 
completing the regeneration of the stand: clearcut, seedtree and 
shelterwood.  Several forest species evolved and are ecologi-
cally suited to evenaged management.  Lodgepole pine is a 
classic example.  The mature stand is typically replaced by a 
fire which also provides for stand initiation.  Forest Products, 
Objective 4, Action 2 of the DRMP/EIS recognizes that vari-
ous systems are needed to meet the varied resource objectives 
and allows the interdisciplinary team the flexibility to adapt the 
silvicultural system to the stand and the management objec-
tives.  

 
A6-54:  The Tribe’s concerns regarding grazing have been ad-

dressed in Livestock Grazing, Objective 4, Action 3and Objec-
tive 5, Actions 7 and 8 of the DRMP/EIS. 

 
A6-55:  Thank you for your comment. 
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A6-55 

A6-56 

A6-57 

A6-58 

A6-59 

A6-56:  Appendix A, Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management, have incorpo-
rated all of the actions (fencing, off-site watering, etc.) as stan-
dard operating procedures in the DRMP/EIS.  Therefore men-
tioning this type of objective in the RMP would be redundant.  

 
A6-57:  BLM Idaho has established a protocol for conducting stub-

ble height monitoring in riparian areas that the CFO is follow-
ing.  Our protocol is called “Grazing Implementation Monitor-
ing Module.” 

 
A6-58:  BLM has different regulatory requirements for administer-

ing grazing use than the Forest Service as cited in your com-
ment. BLM has been able to manage for multiple use objec-
tives through terms and conditions of the grazing lease.  Graz-
ing use is reviewed on each allotment through the rangeland 
health assessment process (Livestock Grazing, Objective 4 and 
5 Action 1 in the DRMP/EIS) to see if multiple use objectives 
are being met.  The action of re-issuing the lease is then re-
viewed through the NEPA process.  Due to the scattered land 
pattern of the CFO, very few allotments contain the manage-
ment complexity consistent with the need for AMPs.  

 
A6-59: Thank you for your comment.  
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A6-60 

A6-61 

A6-62 

A6-1 

A6-60:  See DRMP/EIS Public Safety - Abandoned Mines and 
Hazardous Materials, Objective 1, Actions 1-6; Objective 3, 
Actions 1-3; and Objective 4, Actions 1-6.  

 
A6-61:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
A6-62:  Refer to the response to Comment Number A6-10.  Both 

the Tribe and the BLM are currently part of the Clearwater 
Management Council which continues to implement coopera-
tive management of the Clearwater River. We have clarified 
the wording in Recreation, Objective 2, Action 3.4 of the 
DRMP/EIS.   
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A7-1 

A7-1:  Refer to the DRMP/EIS, Section 1.6, Planning Criteria and 
Legislative Constraints, which states: “BLM will recognize all 
valid existing rights.” 
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A7-2 

A7-3 

A7-4 

A7-2:  The BLM scoping process did not find that energy develop-
ment was a major issue in the CFO planning area. However, 
the topic is addressed in various sections (e.g. Minerals, Re-
newable Energy, and Lands and Realty) of the DRMP/EIS. 

 
A7-3:  The BLM reviewed and considered “Sustainable Develop-

ment and its Influence on Mining Operations on Federal 
Lands” during development of the RMP.  

 
A7-4:  The BLM is currently conducting a west-wide study of this 

document. When the final document is completed, details from 
that study will be incorporated into the Cottonwood RMP. This 
would be accomplished through an RMP amendment should 
the completion occur after the PRMP/FEIS is complete. Copies 
of the maps you reference were not attached to your letter. 
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A7-4 

A7-5 

A7-5:  Compatibility of right-of-ways is always a concern. This 
type of issue would be addressed in a site-specific analysis but 
not in this land use plan. By regulation, the BLM notifies grant 
holders in writing when it receives an application for a right-
of-way. More detailed information can be found at 43 CFR 
2807.14, Rights-of-Way. 
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A7-5 

A7-6 

A7-6:  This RMP is not intended to prescribe specific decisions for 
implementation-level projects. Rather, it is intended to pre-
scribe a range of actions that may occur and is flexible enough 
to account for the range of variables that will be encountered 
during the life of the plan. The mineral leasing stipulations are 
consistent with BLM policy. The stipulations include excep-
tions and waivers to allow for adaptive management.   

 
 Expressly authorized uses are exempted from OHV restric-

tions. The specific terms contained in individual right-of-way 
grants would govern whether there is an exemption or not. In 
the case of utility rights-of-way, an accompanying road right-
of-way (to provide for maintenance access) is generally re-
quested and granted. Some existing right-of-way grants may 
have to be amended in order to authorize the OHV exemption.  
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A8-1 

A8-1:  Thank you for your review and feedback.  
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O1-1 

O1-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
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O1-2 

O1-3 

O1-3 

O1-1 

O1-4 

O1-2:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O1-3:  There are a multitude of recreational values throughout the 

CFO, so many, in fact, that a discussion of them all would be 
extremely extensive. As such, Chapter 3 (Affected Environ-
ment) in the DRMP/EIS does not specifically call out all rec-
reational aspects, including whitewater boating, of all areas 
managed by the CFO.  

 
O1-4:  Thank you for your comment. 
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O1-5 

O1-6 

O1-7 

O1-8 

O1-5:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O1-6:  Please see response to Comment Number A3-15.  
 
O1-7:  Because of the large amount of private lands and very small 

amount of BLM lands occurring in the Lawyer Creek and Pot-
latch River watersheds or subwatersheds, these drainages did 
not meet land ownership requirements for conservation or res-
toration watersheds. See DRMP/EIS, Appendix C, Conserva-
tion and Restoration Watersheds.   

 
O1-8:  Thank you for your comment. 
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O1-9 

O1-10 

O1-11 

O1-12 

O1-9:  See response to Comment Number A3-37; and response to 
Comment Number O2-39. 

 
O1-10:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
O1-11:  The decision to develop or augment the transportation sys-

tem for a given project proposal can only be determined during 
project development.  Constraints and limitations on the devel-
opment of new roads are contained in Appendices B and K of 
the DRMP/EIS, as well as specific limitations for some 
ACECs. 

 
 Project specific analysis will address the ecological, social, and 

economic aspect of road construction and fuel treatments.  
 
O1-12:  Thank you for your comment. 
 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-101 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-102 

O2-1 

O2-2 
O2-3 

O2-4 

O2-5 

O2-6 

O2-1:  There is neither an occurrence on page 1-6 of the DRMP/
EIS that “dismisses criteria such as water quality for threatened 
and endangered species fish habitat,” nor is there an occur-
rence on page 1-7 that “dismisses criteria such as … reinven-
tory of roadless areas with wilderness potential under sections 
201 and 202 of FLPMA.”  

 
O2-2:  The BLM was careful to ensure that all of the alternatives 

were reasonable. The variation in emphasis of each alternative 
provides for the range. If each alternative equally balanced use 
and protection, then there would be no range. For many re-
sources and uses, the CFO has a very restricted decision space 
due to governing laws, regulations, policies, and standing 
agreements. The result is little to no variation among alterna-
tives for some objectives and actions. An example of this is 
management direction proposed for invasive species and nox-
ious weeds. In addition, for resources or uses for which current 
management was deemed adequate, or somewhat adequate, the 
BLM carried such management forward, with little or no 
change.  

  
 As stated in Section 1.2, Purpose of and Need for the Resource 

Management Plan: 
“The Cottonwood RMP is needed because regulatory and 
resource conditions have changed, as well as public de-
mands, which warrant revisiting decisions in the 1981 
MFP and its amendments. Many new laws, regulations, 
and policies have created additional public land manage-
ment considerations. As a result, some of the decisions in 
the MFP and amendments are no longer valid or have 
been superseded by requirements that did not exist when 
they were prepared. Likewise, user demands and impacts 
have evolved, requiring new management direction.  
 
“The purpose of the RMP is to respond to resource condi-
tions that have changed, to respond to new issues, and to  

 
(continued on the following page) 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

O2-2 (continued):  provide a comprehensive framework to guide management of public lands and interests administered by the CFO with a focus on main-
taining or restoring resource conditions and helping provide community stability through resource use and enjoyment. The RMP provides objectives, 
land use allocations, and management direction to maintain, improve, or restore resource conditions over the long term. The RMP incorporates new 
data, addresses land use issues and conflicts, and specifies where and under what circumstances particular activities will be allowed on BLM-
administered public lands. Public lands addressed in the RMP will be managed on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield, in accordance with 
the FLPMA. The RMP generally does not include a description of how particular programs or projects would be implemented or prioritized; those 
decisions are deferred to implementation-level planning.” 

 
 This need for and purpose of the RMP do not define the specific issues that preclude a reasonable array of alternatives. To the contrary, this purpose and 

need statement does not define the exact issues and, instead, results in a broader range of alternatives (and associated objectives and actions) that meet its 
definition. 

 
 Regarding an alternative that includes not logging in South Fork Clearwater watersheds, refer to the response to Comment Number O2-4. 
 
 Regarding closing some watersheds to mineral entry, the RMP recommendations on closures to mineral entry are based on the various studies and 

evaluations conducted prior to developing alternatives (WSR Eligibility, ACEC Nominations, etc.).  These are provided in the Appendices.  The results 
of these studies and evaluations indicated that no additional lands require closure to mineral entry at this time, only specific management direction in 
specific environmental settings.  Alternatives highlight protection of resources in critical areas based on special designations, cultural concerns, visual 
concerns, and/or special status species and their habitat. This management approach allows protection of critical areas and flexibility to respond to future, 
unforeseen conditions.  This approach is consistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate. 

 
 Regarding roadless areas, please see response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
O2-3:  See response to Comment Number A3- 39.   
 
O2-4:  For purposes of the DRMP/EIS, commercial forest land was defined as those sites having greater than 10% stocking of commercial forest species.  

This broad area was then reduced by visual resource management area I and II, riparian conservation areas, ACECs, RNAs and other resources which 
limit intensive timber production.  The unconstrained lands remained as the commercial forest land from which the potential sale quantity was derived.  
The constrained lands were classified as custodial forest lands.  

 
O2-5:  The BLM is not proposing additional grazing in the East Fork of the American River in either Alternative B or C.  Volume IV-Maps, Grazing Allot-

ment Alternative Maps 16 and 17 are correctly displayed in the DRMP/EIS.  
 
 All of the grazing allotments have gone through the consultation process concerning threatened and endangered fisheries and approved grazing use is not 

contrary to our mandates under the ESA for protecting special status species.   
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O2-5 (continued): The range of alternatives were developed with consideration of resource issues, land ownership and BLMs multiple use mandate to pro-
vide a level of available livestock grazing opportunities across all alternatives.  

 
O2-6:  The potential for leasable minerals occurrence (fluid and solid) is very low in the CFO (Tetra Tech, Inc. and Silverfields Inc. 2005). Leasing is a 

discretionary act; therefore, the need to recommend closure of specific areas to leasing is not considered imperative. Alternatives B, C, and D show a 
range of lands withdrawn from mineral entry and lands subject to leasing stipulations (NSOs and CSUs). Alternatives highlight protection of resources 
in critical areas via NSOs and CSUs based on special designations, cultural concerns, visual concerns, and/or special status species and their habitat. 
This management approach allows protection of critical areas and flexibility to respond to future, unforeseen conditions. 
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O2-6 

O2-5 

O2-7 

O2-8 

O2-2 

O2-2 

O2-2 

O2-7:  Both Alternatives B and C of the DRMP/ EIS identify no 
areas open for cross-country wheeled vehicle travel (exception 
over-snow vehicles).  The selected action in regards to the 
primitive roads at north and south ends of the project area 
(Eastside Township project) have been changed to be the same 
as in the RMP.  Both of these roads will be restricted to ATV 
travel (vehicles less than 50 inches in width). 

 
O2-8:  Thank you for your comment. 
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O2-9 

O2-10 

O2-10 

O2-10 

O2-10 

O2-11 

O2-9:  Research indicates that logging, roads, and other human 
disturbances can promote the spread of diseases and insect 
infestations (BLM and Forest Service 1997). The ICBEMP 
also concludes that the exclusion of fire combined with the 
harvesting of shade-intolerant trees has resulted in a shift of 
forest dominance to smaller shade-tolerant trees that are more 
susceptible to insects, disease, stress, and wildfire.   Refer to 
DRMP/EIS Table 3-16 which describes the current status of 
the CFOs lands relative to their departure from historic condi-
tions.  This indicates that the current conditions are moderately 
to highly departed from historic conditions.  For the forested 
areas, this departure is quantified in the DRMP/EIS Table 3-4 
where forest inventories measured a 1,545% increase in sup-
pressed trees per acre and greater than 90% increase in under-
story stocking and mortality trees per acre.  The design of the 
RMP is to return resiliency to forest stands.  Given the current 
departure, intervention is a tool available to achieve this goal.  

 
O2-10:  Definitions for “Forest Health” and “Historic Range of 

Variability (HRV)” have been added to the Glossary of the 
PRMP/FEIS. HRV was determined from the ICBEMP science 
finding, which has scientific research supporting its conclu-
sions. 

 
 Walder 1995 includes many discussions of vegetation condi-

tions for the last 10,000 years and tries to explain HRV in 
terms of “evolutionary time.”  This information is irrelevant to 
the timeframe the CFO RMP uses for “pre-settlement” condi-
tions.   

 
 The conclusion of the Johnson et al. 1994 paper is that “large-

fire years” defined by the total acres burned is related to 
weather systems and their effects on drying of forest fuels over 
large areas. The article mentions that there was a large-scale 
shift in fire frequencies in the mid-1700s related to climate 
change associated with the Little Ice Age. There is no mention  
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O2-10 (continued): of HRV. The article would appear to support the concept that 1850 or 1900 would be a better representation of historic conditions than 
those of 2,000 to 3,000 years ago given the Little Ice Age climate change.  

 
O2-11:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-22.  
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O2-11 

O2-12 

O2-12 

O2-13 

O2-14 

O2-12:  The DRMP/EIS does not imply that fire risk and fuel 
build-up is the primary risk to native fish populations. The 
DRMP/EIS identifies the following on page 3-28: “Historic 
aquatic and watershed conditions ranged from highly disturbed 
to highly stable. It is assumed that the landscape is constantly 
changing, either by natural or human caused events, or both. 
The influence of human activities on natural watershed proc-
esses and recognition of the natural range of variability is criti-
cal for evaluation of watershed conditions. Insect/disease im-
pact on forests, drought, large fires, floods, and debris torrents 
interact with human-caused disturbances such as timber har-
vest, roads, mining, livestock grazing, and development to ei-
ther accentuate or lessen the intensity and duration of natural 
disturbance (Lee et al. 1997).”     

 
O2-13:  As noted in Section 3.2.12 in the DRMP/EIS, fire suppres-

sion efforts and resource management activities have influ-
enced the structure and composition of these forest woodland 
vegetation types. Table 3-4 in the DRMP/EIS shows that be-
tween 1974 and 1992 there has been substantial increases in 
number of live trees per acre, suppressed trees per acre (both 
are fuel ladders), and number of dead trees per acre. ICBEMP 
shows that continuing current management would lead to a 
decline in ecological integrity. The function and process of the 
ecological process has changed. The risk and severity of fire 
continues to grow. Whereas lethal fires played a lesser role in 
the past on the landscape, lethal fires now exceed non-lethal 
fires.  

 
 BLM agrees that weather does play a role in stand replacing or 

severe fires especially with drought conditions that have per-
sisted; however, research suggests that there is still uncertainty 
to impacts from global warming. Research also suggests that 
wildfire behavior is influenced by physical setting (local to 
regional topography and terrain features) and fuels  
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O2-13 (continued): (composition, structure, moisture content of dead and live vegetation and detritus) (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano 
and others 1998, Graham and others 1999 In Graham, McCaffrey and Jain, 2004). 

 
 Also refer to the responses to Comment Numbers O2-15 and O2-22. 
 
O2-14:  The data used during development of the DRMP/EIS is in the administrative record and is available for review.   Please refer to response to Com-

ment Number O2-10.  Fire, insects, disease and other natural disturbances are considered in HRV. The alternatives presented would attempt to put the 
forest in a condition where the effects from natural disturbances are less damaging.  

 
 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-110 

O2-14 

O2-15 

O2-15 

O2-16 

O2-15:  The DRMP/EIS is different than the Chief Joseph Manage-
ment Framework Plan (BLM 1981a) under which the BLM 
CFO is currently operating. The Management Framework Plan 
places emphasis on meeting an allowable sale quantity. The 
DRMP places emphasis on returning the forest to historic spe-
cies composition, structure, and function (see the Goal for 
Vegetation – Forests). Removal of forest products would be a 
result of the treatment applications applied, not the purpose for 
applying the treatment.   

 
 Use of natural fire (WFU) is not rejected and is, in fact, consid-

ered in all Alternatives (see Wildland Fire Management, Ob-
jective 1, Action 3 in the DRMP/EIS).  Prior to applying fire 
use to a wildland fire, an implementation plan must be devel-
oped and approved.  

 
 The BLM’s fire suppression strategy is to use the appropriate 

management response to each wildfire in accordance with the 
priorities and protocols described in Appendix H of the 
DRMP/EIS.  This includes direct and indirect attack, as well as 
containment strategies.    

 
 The fuels management program described in the DRMP/EIS is 

designed to achieve forest characteristics more representative 
of historic conditions, as long as they support protection of 
human, cultural, and natural resources. At the same time, the 
BLM must preserve and restore listed species habitat. The fire 
management actions described in the alternatives were devel-
oped to give BLM staff the flexibility needed to respond to an 
altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a changing 
regulatory environment. 

 
 The BLM agrees that natural fire regimes are the objective 

outside the wildland urban interface and, where feasible, plans 
to use fire, prescribed and natural, as well as other tools to 
achieve this goal (DRMP/EIS Wildland Fire Management,  
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O2-15 (continued): Objective 3, Action 3). The issue is complicated by landownership patterns, human habitation, current forest species composition, past 
management actions, and public sentiment.  Alternatives A and C (DRMP/EIS Wildland Fire Management Objective 1, Action 3) provide for all wild-
land fires to be considered for WFU.  The remaining Alternatives provide for WFU in specific areas.  

 
O2-16:  The timeframe analyzed for the DRMP in the DEIS is approximately 15 years, and the effects on HRV (as measured by FRCC) are indicated in the 

analysis at the end of the 15-year analysis period. Assuming the anticipated treatments are fully implemented, the effectiveness or restoring FRCC 1 
varies from 12% of the area to 40% of the area (see Table 4-20 in the DRMP/EIS).  Across the field office, it is unlikely that HRV will be fully re-
stored, although the RMP provides direction to attempt to restore and maintain some large areas in FRCC 1. 
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O2-17 

O2-18 

O2-18 

O2-17:  The analysis and management actions are not based solely 
on fire regimes, but also include species composition, stand 
density, structure, and available fuels. The alternatives and 
actions in the DRMP/ EIS are based on the best information 
available to BLM staff, as well as their institutional knowledge 
of on-the-ground conditions.  The DRMP/EIS also allows for 
incorporating evolving research and technology to make these 
determinations.  

 
O2-18:  Regarding HRV, please refer to the response to Comment 

Number O2-10.  Also, see the response to Comment Number 
O2- 17. The analysis and management actions are not based 
solely on fire regimes, but also include species composition, 
structure, stand density, and available fuels.  Additionally, log-
ging is not proposed on 40% of the CFO. Please refer to the 
response to Comment Number I7-4.  
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O2-19 

O2-20 

O2-21 

O2-22 

O2-23 

O2-19:  Large stand-replacing fires are not desired in the WUI or in 
vegetation types where stand-replacing fire is not the historic 
fire regime (regardless of the fire return interval). Although 
within the HRV, stand replacing fire may result in severe im-
pacts to other resources including habitat for endangered fish 
species. 

 
O2-20:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I2-2.  
 
O2-21:  Research does show that thinning can minimize the effects 

of fire. Thinning from below and possibly free thinning can 
most effectively alter fire behavior by reducing crown bulk 
density, increasing crown base height, and changing species 
composition to lighter, crown-fire adapted species. Such inter-
mediated treatments can reduce the severity and intensity of 
wildfires for a given set of physical and weather variables 
(Graham, Harvey, Jain, and Tonn 1999). 

 
 While it is reasonable to agree that fires will spread through 

managed forests, and that extreme weather conditions can 
overshadow benefits of fuel reduction, the evidence provided 
does not make the case that salvage, thinning, and logging, 
when designed to reduce fuel hazards and implemented as 
planned, do not reduce the risk of unnaturally large or severe 
wildland fires.  It is standard practice and knowledge in the 
wildland firefighting community that containment opportuni-
ties and efforts are generally far more successful and safer for 
both the public and firefighters in areas that have been man-
aged in the past. When management activities reduce fuel load 
and continuity, they can alter existing fire behavior.  This is 
dramatically illustrated in the Moose Fire Progression maps 
from 2001. This fire, in the course of making major runs of 
15,000 plus acres, split at the head and burned around both 
sides of an area that was burned in the 1980’s (http://
www.nps.gov/glac/resources/fires_2001/moose/index.htm).  
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O2-21 (continued): Henjum et al. 1994 is a “Report to Congress” about old growth forest management in forests east of the Cascade crest in Washington and 
Oregon. In the summary of the report, the statement is made that, “Many ecologists believe that the combined effects of logging old growth and fire pre-
vention have significantly increased the vulnerability of Eastside landscapes to catastrophic disturbances….” The report states that, “Salvage (removing 
dead, fallen woody materials) and thinning (cutting small live trees) are two legitimate techniques – but not the only ones – for lowering risk from such 
disturbances...” (referring to drought, fire, insects, and pathogens) and states that “no consensus exists on silvicultural practices for minimizing effects…
on the conditions under which LS/OG (late-successional/old growth) should be entered….” The report challenges that “scientific evidence does not sup-
port the hypothesis that logging, thinning, minimize the effects of fire.”  

 
O2-22:  The BLM agrees that weather does play a role in stand-replacing or severe fires; however, research also suggests that wildfire behavior is influenced 

by physical setting (local to regional topography and terrain features) and fuels (composition, structure, moisture content of dead and live vegetation and 
detritus) (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano and others 1998, Graham and others 1999 In Graham, McCaffrey and Jain 2004). 

 
 The subject of Turner et al. 1994 is the relationship between crown fire and landscape pattern. You are correct about what this paper says about Yellow-

stone fire return intervals (200 to 400 years from Romme 1982, and Romme and Despain 1989). The paper also indicates that the fire return interval for 
western Montana and northern Idaho (the CFO RMP planning area) is 90 to 150-plus years based on Arno 1980. The implication in the paper regarding 
the effect of weather on fire regime is specifically related to New Mexico, Arizona, and Colorado. The “research in Yellowstone” concerning altered fire 
regimes was attributed to a “non-equilibrium landscape.”  In the article, a landscape in equilibrium is one where “…distributions of stand age classes or 
successional stages that show little or no change over time.”  The paper does not discuss the condition of northern Idaho’s lodgepole pine forest as being 
in equilibrium or not. A critical element to the understanding and use of information in this article is to remember that “crown fire” can not be directly 
translated to mean “high intensity” or “stand replacing.” Stand-replacing fires are often low intensity, and stand-replacing fires are not always crown 
fires.  

 
O2-23:  The HRV was determined from the ICBEMP science finding, which has scientific research supporting its conclusions. The ICEBMP uses local and 

regional information.   
 
 The information presented in Section 3.2.12 of the DRMP/EIS uses information provided by GAP, ICBEMP, BLM, and US Forest Service. 
 
 Table 3-16 in the DRMP/EIS shows that the Dry Conifer comprises approximately 46% of the two major forest vegetation types and is in a Historic Fire 

Regime I that generally has low-severity fires (small cool fires). The Wet/Cold Conifer comprises approximately the remaining 24% of the two major 
forest vegetation types and is in Historic Fire Regime IV that has stand-replacement severity fires. 

 
 From GAP analysis, Table 3-16 also shows that the Dry Conifer vegetation is in a Fire Regime Condition Class 3 and the Wet/Cold Conifer type is in a 

Fire Regime Condition Class 2. Neither are in Fire Regime Condition Class I but instead are considered to be unhealthy, nonfunctioning, and at risk for 
losing key ecosystem components.   

 
(continued on the following page)  



Responses  
(Continued from Previous Page) 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-115 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

O2-23 (continued): Refer also to the response to Comment Number O2-13.  
 
 The BAER report provides estimates of burn severity on National Forest and Plum Creek Timber Company. The report indicates that Plum Creek lands 

had a higher percentage of moderate and high burn severity than the National Forest. The report authors attribute the outcome to “the presence of red 
logging slash on portions of their [Plum Creek] land.” The report goes on to say that “slope, aspect, fuel loadings, and the type of vegetative cover pre-
sent when the fire burned influenced the severity of the burn.” The report does not address fire suppression effect on fire severity. The report also does 
not indicate whether National Forest lands were logged.  
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O2-24 

O2-25 

O2-26 

O2-23 
O2-24:  VRU (vegetation response units) are not used in the Cot-

tonwood DRMP/EIS. Table 3-5 of the DRMP/EIS shows the 
crosswalk between vegetation types and cover types.  

 
O2-25:  Native forest vegetation (which does not include weeds), 

insects, and diseases are not referred to as “invasive,” “pests,” 
or “bad” in the DRMP/EIS.  

 
 Reference is made to terms such as “generally poor” and 

“poor” to describe forest condition.  
 
O2-26:  There is research that suggests human disturbances can 

promote the spread of some diseases and insect infestations 
(BLM and Forest Service 1997). Logging is not meant as an 
equivalent to land treatment actions.  Rather, logging may be 
part of the land treatment action to recover commercial forest 
products (e.g., hew wood, sawlogs, hog fuel). Under Alterna-
tives B, C, and D, the BLM proposes a variety of silvicultural 
treatments including thinning and prescribed fire to reduce 
insect and disease damage to timber stands. 

 
 Treatments could be designed to reduce the number of trees 

that are susceptible to insect and disease mortality. Also, stress 
from overstocking and drought is a known contributor to insect 
and disease mortality, and reducing stand density has been 
shown to reduce stress from nutrient and water competition. As 
an example, research has shown that thinning overly dense 
forests before rather than after an outbreak has started is one of 
the best methods of reducing infestation and preventing mor-
tality caused by bark beetles on residual trees (Sartwell and 
Stevens 1975; Cole and Cahill 1976; McDowell et al. 2003).  
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O2-27 

O2-28 

O2-29 

O2-30 

O2-31 

O2-32 

O2-27:  The DRMP/EIS is intended not to propose actions specific 
to any particular project, but to propose and evaluate actions 
that encompass the range of possible projects that could occur 
throughout the life of the RMP. The DRMP/EIS is intended to 
be flexible and provide a framework for a range of project-
specific options. 

 
 The leasing of minerals on public lands is a discretionary act; 

thus, the BLM will determine prior to issuing any exploration 
license if an area needs special protection, hence the NSOs and 
CSUs developed during the RMP process. Areas designated as 
WSAs are closed to leasing (H-8550-1, Interim Management 
Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review) until Congress 
makes a determination on its status. If an area achieves Wilder-
ness status, then it remains withdrawn from the leasing laws. If 
Congress does not designate the area as Wilderness, then the 
RMP recommends specific management prescriptions for each 
of these areas. In the case of Snowhole Rapids WSA, it would 
be closed to mineral location and leasing. In the case of Mar-
shall Mountain WSA, it would be open to mineral location and 
open to mineral leasing with NSO restrictions (on all acres) 
and CSU restrictions (on 74 acres). See Chapter 2, Wilderness 
and Wilderness Study Areas Management, Objective 2 and its 
accompanying actions. It is true that these stipulations can be 
excepted or waived, but that is a determination made at the 
project level.  

 
O2-28:  The fact that a specific action is not mentioned in the 

DRMP/EIS does not preclude it from happening. If Congress 
designates the Snowhole Rapids or Marshall Mountain WSAs 
as Wilderness, they will be withdrawn from mineral entry, 
leasing, and sale. The RMP’s focus is to prescribe management 
direction to ensure the area retains its wilderness values until 
Congress determines its status (H-8550-1, Interim Manage-
ment Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review). If Congress 
does not designate the area as Wilderness, then the RMP pro-
vides management direction that will protect identified special 
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O2-28 (continued): status species and unique environments while balancing the BLM’s mission of multiple use of the public lands. Please also see response 
to Comment Number O2-27.  

 
O2-29:  All areas designated under the ROS system as non-motorized were developed from internal and external scoping during the planning process.  The 

areas designated as non-motorized are deemed to be the areas where a reasonable amount of solitude and remoteness are physically possible.  The ar-
eas designated as motorized are generally those areas which have general public motorized use on routes which are not controlled by BLM.   

 
O2-30:  Under the agency preferred alternative in the DRMP/EIS, Alternative B, the lands around Elk City would be designated as “Motorized Vehicle 

Travel Limited to Designated Routes” (see Figure 33 in the DRMP/EIS). By designating the areas as “Motorized Travel Limited to Designated 
Routes,” the BLM retains the opportunity to change route designations in the future should the BLM determine that particular routes have significant 
resource damage. See criteria in Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 3 and all accompanying actions under Alternatives B, C, and D in 
the DRMP/EIS.  

 
O2-31:  Additional routes can be closed or have additional vehicle restrictions as a result of project specific analysis, as stated by the RMP travel manage-

ment direction.   
 
O2-32:  Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 1, Actions 6 and 7 in the DRMP/ EIS prescribe management of over-snow motorized use, in-

cluding snowmobiles. In summary, 100,861 acres would be open to over-snow motorized travel under all alternatives, and the 24,884-acre Craig 
Mountain WMA would limit over-snow motorized travel be to designated routes and areas.  Under no alternatives are we proposing an increase in 
groomed snowmobile trails. Please refer to the response to Comment Number  O2-34. 

 
 Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 8, Actions 1 through 5 in the DRMP/EIS and site specific project analysis for wolverine would be con-

ducted for BLM discretionary actions involving snowmobile use.    
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O2-32 

O2-33 

O2-34 

O2-35 
O2-36 

O2-37 

O2-37 

O2-38 

O2-39 

O2-40 

O2-41 

O2-42 

O2-33:  See response to Comment Number A3-17.  
 
O2-34:  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 4, Actions 

1 through 6 in the DRMP/EIS are specifically designed for 
Canada lynx and are derived from the Canada Lynx Conserva-
tion Assessment and Strategy (Ruediger et al. 2000) and/or 
Recovery Plan for Canada lynx. The BLM submitted a Bio-
logical Assessment to US Fish and Wildlife Service and Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service for consultation regarding the Cotton-
wood RMP project.  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Ob-
jective 8, Actions 1 – 5 in the DRMP/EIS, provide for project 
specific review to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts to 
sensitive species such as the wolverine and fisher.  Appendix D 
in the DRMP/EIS provides management direction for snag 
management.    

 
 The PRMP/FEIS is not proposing to designate additional 

snowmobile trails in suitable lynx habitat.  
 
O2-35:  See Appendix D in the DRMP/EIS and response to Com-

ment Number A3-17.  
 
O2-36:  See response to Comment Number A3-14.  Also, see the 

additions to Appendix D, Tables D-2 and D-5 of the DRMP/
EIS.  Each Regional criterion will be used as appropriate.  Ex-
isting and/or updated research and science may be used to fur-
ther define old-growth/old forest characteristics if applicable to 
site and landscape characteristics.  

 
O2-37: Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy 

and Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds in 
the DRMP/EIS replaces PACFISH.  The goals, objectives, 
guidance, and standards are very similar to PACFISH.   Water-
shed and Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs) have been 
identified to provide management direction and objectives (see 
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O2-37 (continued): Appendix U, Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators in the DRMP/EIS).     
 
 Appendix F, Standard TM-1 in the DRMP/EIS, identifies the following: “Vegetation treatments will be allowed only to restore or enhance physical and 

biological characteristics of the RCA. Implemented treatments will, at a minimum, maintain WACIs.”  Actions that occur within RCAs (Riparian Con-
servation Areas) which “may affect” a listed species are subject to Section 7 consultation in accordance with ESA. 

 
O2-38:  See response to Comment Number O2-39.  
 
O2-39: Action 6 identifies that a 100-foot slope distance buffer for landslide prone areas will be increased where warranted.  Also, see amendments to 

Soils, Objective 2, Action 2 of the DRMP/EIS. 
 
 The PRMP/FEIS identifies that RCA buffer widths (specific to each alternative) would be the designated distance (e.g., 100 feet, 150 feet, 300 feet) or 

the width of riparian area, whichever is greatest.   If resource conditions warrant increasing an RCA width, it can be modified in accord with Appendix 
F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy, which states: 

 
 “Default RCA widths apply, unless a watershed analysis or site-specific (local) analysis has been completed. Modification of RCAs requires watershed 

or site specific analysis to provide the ecological basis for the change.  In all cases, the rationale supporting RCA widths and their effect would be 
documented.  Refer to previous listed goals, values, and WACIs that should be considered for managing RCAs.  In addition to pertinent resource val-
ues; specific RCA watershed, reach, or site characteristics should be addressed in supporting rationale for modifying RCAs.”  

 
O2-40:  BLM feels that a regional approach to weed control combined with prevention of the types of disturbance that commonly promote weed infestation 

is the best option to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. By continuing the BLM’s participation in Cooperative Weeds Management Areas, eliminating 
cross-country off-highway-vehicle travel, implementing BMPs to minimize and mitigate for ground-disturbing activities, reducing vectors for weed 
seed transport, and closing unnecessary roads, the BLM is actively addressing the problem of invasive species in the CFO. These BLM prevention 
measures, along with education efforts designed to inform the public of weed-prevention issues, will help reduce the spread of noxious weeds on BLM 
lands.  The BLM does feel that prevention is a vital part of any successful weed management strategy.  

 
O2-41:  The BLM feels that a regional approach to weed control combined with prevention of the types of disturbance that commonly promote weed infes-

tation is the best option. By continuing the BLM’s participation in CWMAs, eliminating cross-country OHV travel, implementing BMPs to minimize 
and mitigate for ground-disturbing activities, reducing vectors for weed seed transport, and closing unnecessary roads, the BLM is actively addressing 
the problem of invasive species in the CFO. These BLM prevention measures, along with education efforts designed to inform the public of weed pre-
vention issues, will help reduce the spread of noxious weeds on BLM lands.  The BLM does feel that prevention is a vital part of any successful weed 
management strategy. 

 
O2-42:  The suggestion is a prevention item and as such is covered in Objective 1, Action 5 page 2-22 and Objective 3 Action 2 page 2-23.  
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O2-42 

O2-43 

O2-44 

O2-45 

O2-46 

O2-47 

O2-48 

O2-49 

O2-50 

O2-51 
O2-52 
O2-53 

O2-54 

O2-55 

O2-43:  Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 3 and 
all accompanying actions in the DRMP/EIS address closing 
unneeded roads, etc. Please also see response to letter O2-41 
regarding weeds.  

 
O2-44:  Most or all roads in the CFO have weeds of some sort. All 

such sites are subject to weed-control measures designed to 
contain their spread and eliminate new occurrences. 

 
O2-45:  Most or all recreational and administrative sites have weed 

populations to a certain degree. All such sites are subject to 
weed-control measures designed to contain their spread and 
eliminate new occurrences. 

 
O2-46:  The BLM Idaho State Office is currently proposing actions 

that would require the use of certified weed-free hay, straw, 
and mulch on BLM-administered public land in Idaho.  This 
proposed action would require all visitors, permittees, and op-
erators to use certified weed-free hay, straw, and mulch when 
visiting or conducting authorized activities on BLM-
administered public land in Idaho. This measure is needed to 
prevent and slow the continued spread of noxious and invasive 
weeds on public land. This policy is similar to the US Forest 
Service weed-free hay order and would provide consistency for 
users of both BLM public land and National Forest land in 
Idaho. 

 
O2-47:  Refer to the response to Comment Numbers O2- 42 and 

O2-46.  
 
O2-48:  Site-specific recreation management actions are analyzed, 

evaluated, and determined at the activity planning level that 
follows Special Recreation Management Area designations 
made in the DRMP/EIS. Some of the DRMP/EIS proposed 
actions do describe a “framework” for the activity planning 
that will follow. 
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O2-49:  In Section 3.5 of the Cottonwood RMP Scoping Report (BLM 2005b) provides a comprehensive list of issues outside the scope of the RMP. It 
indicates that roadless area inventories and wilderness suitability determinations are beyond the scope of the RMP. The Scoping Report has been avail-
able at the BLM in Cottonwood, Idaho, and via the public web site at www.cottonwood.com since it was completed in February 2005. 

 
 The BLM’s recommendations on WSAs were forwarded to the President in 1991. Those recommendations were later forwarded to Congress, and con-

tinue to await Congressional action. BLM Instruction Memorandum No. 2003-275 states, “the BLM’s authority to conduct wilderness reviews, includ-
ing the establishment of new WSAs, expired no later then October 21, 1993, with the submission of the wilderness suitability recommendations to 
Congress pursuant to Section 603 of the FLPMA” and also, “that the BLM is without authority to establish new WSAs.” The two BLM WSAs 
(Snowhole Rapids and Marshall Mountain) within the CFO planning area were recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation. As such, manag-
ing these nonsuitable WSAs as if they were wilderness is inconsistent with and contrary to the recommendations before Congress. 

 
 The BLM does have the responsibility to manage WSAs in accordance with BLM Handbook H-8550-1, Interim Management Policy for Lands Under 

Wilderness Review (IMP) until such time as Congress acts to designate them as wilderness or release them from further consideration. The basic in-
terim management standard is termed the “non-impairment” standard and says WSAs shall be managed “in a manner so as not to impair the suitability 
of such areas for preservation as wilderness...Management to the non-impairment standard does not mean that the lands will be managed as though 
they had already been designated as wilderness.”  

 
 The BLM used “roadless” as a criterion during the wilderness inventory process in accordance with FLPMA. However, the BLM carries out no 

“roadless area” management outside of designated WSAs.  Consequently, the BLM does not use the term “roadless area” as a land use classification or 
as a specific designation similar to how the US Forest Service does. 

 
 In accordance with the BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1 and Instruction Memorandum No. 2003-275, characteristics may be consid-

ered in the land use planning process. “The BLM can make a variety of land use plan decisions to protect wilderness characteristics, such as establish-
ing Visual Resource Management (VRM) class objectives to guide placement of roads, trails, and other facilities; establishing conditions of use to be 
attached to permits, leases and other authorizations to achieve the desired level of resource protection; and designating lands as open, closed or limited 
to Off Highway Vehicles (OHV) to achieve a desired visitor experience.” Actions in all these areas and more are proposed in the DRMP/EIS. In addi-
tion, the DRMP/EIS outlines management direction for WSAs should they be released from wilderness consideration by Congress.  

 
O2-50:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O2-51:  This portion of the Salmon River was evaluated previously and is described as the Lower Salmon River in the DRMP/EIS.  The Lower Salmon 

River has been found eligible and suitable under the Recreational classification in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, has been recommended 
to Congress for designation, and is managed under interim management guidelines until congressional action is taken. See DRMP/EIS Appendix K, 
pages K-1 and K-2.  
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O2-52:  The South Fork Clearwater River was evaluated for eligibility (see DRMP/EIS Appendix K, Table K-4-1), but did not meet the free-flowing crite-
ria. The BLM manages 5.9 miles of the river, all of which has been severely channelized as a result of mining activities. Free flowing means existing 
or flowing in a natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, riprapping, or other modification of the water.  

 
O2-53:  Lower Lolo Creek does not meet the criteria for a Wild river due to water quality issues. This segment is listed on the US Environmental Protec-

tion Agency’s 303(d) list (see DRMP/EIS Appendix K, page K-32). In order to be classified Wild, the segment must meet or exceed federal criteria or 
federally approved state standards for aesthetics, for propagation of fish and wildlife normally adapted to the habitat of the river, and for primary con-
tact recreation, except where exceeded by natural conditions (see DRMP/EIS Appendix K, page K-38).  

 
O2-54:  In Chapter 2, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Research Natural Areas of the DRMP/EIS, all Objectives and all Actions for the vari-

ous ACECs and ACEC/ RNAs prescribe special management direction to protect the relevant and important values of these areas. 
 
 As stated in DRMP/EIS Appendix K, Wild and Scienic Rivers Eligibility and Suitatiliby Study, page K-11, “BLM guidance requires that interim man-

agement be developed and followed to protect the free-flowing nature, outstandingly remarkable values, and recommended classification of suitable 
segments until congressional action regarding designation is taken.” Interim management is also outlined in Appendix K on page K-3 of the DRMP/
EIS.  

 
O2-55:  A number of options for land adjustments will be considered on a project-level basis. 
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O2-55 

O2-56 

O2-57 

O2-56:  No lands are identified for “non-retention.”  Those lands 
not included in designated management blocks lack public 
access, offer limited (if any) public benefits, and are isolated, 
i.e. not adjacent to other public lands.  These small tracts may 
be considered for future disposal actions as long as there would 
be sufficient public benefits.  The lands outside of management 
blocks are not adjacent to Forest Service boundaries and of no 
interest to the Forest Service.  Transfer of BLM managed pub-
lic lands in the CFO to the Forest Service would take special 
legislation and has been proposed in the past.   

 
O2-57:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-2.  
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O3-1 

O3-2 

O3-3 

O3-4 

O3-1:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
O3-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
O3-3:  Regarding vehicle use near Elk City, please refer to re-

sponse to letter I6-13, letter I1-2, and letter O2-30. Regarding 
special areas, please see response to letter I3-1.  

 
O3-4:  No sheep grazing on BLM lands in Hells Canyon (Snake 

River drainage) is authorized (see DRMP/EIS, Wildlife and 
Special Status Wildlife, Objective 13, Action 3).  In addition, 
see response to Comment Number A3- 31.  
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O4-1 

O4-2 

O4-3 

O4-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-2:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-3:  Thank you for your comment. 
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O4-4 

O4-4 

O4-5 

O4-6 

O4-4:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-5: See response to Comment Number A3- 39.The BLM recog-

nizes that because of the small percentage of BLM lands in the 
planning area that the most opportunities for restoration are 
accomplished in watersheds that contain a large percentage of 
other public lands, such as FS or IDFG (see Appendix C).  

 
O4-6:  The BLM preferred alternative, Alternative B from the 

DRMP/EIS, would recommend the Lower Salmon River seg-
ment for Congressional designation. Lolo Creek, Lake Creek, 
Hazard Creek, and Hard Creek would be determined suitable but 
not recommended for Congressional designation. However, only 
Congress can designate rivers into the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System.  
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O4-7 

O4-8 

O4-9 

O4-10 

O4-11 

O4-7:  Forest Products, Object 2, Action 2 in the DRMP/EIS fur-
ther clarifies that vegetation treatments will only be allowed 
for enhancement of the physical or biological characteristics of 
the RCA and then only if the treatment would maintain the 
riparian management objectives.  The scenario presented 
would not be allowed if the treatment reduced the LWD pre-
venting maintenance of the RMO. 

 
O4-8:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-9:  A silvicultural review is completed prior to the implementa-

tion of any salvage harvest.  Depending on the species and 
disturbance involved, typically the objective is to retain those 
individuals which survived the disturbance.  A common excep-
tion is lodgepole pine.  This is based on the even-aged nature 
of this species.  

 
O4-10:  See response to Comment Numbers A3-14 and O2-36.     
 
O4-11:  See Appendix D of the DRMP/EIS and response to Com-

ment Number A3-14.   
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O4-11 

O4-12 

O4-12 

O4-13 

O4-14 

O4-12:  Standards for ECA will be included in the PRMP/FEIS.  
See Water Resources, Objective 2, Action 7 of the PRMP/
FEIS. However, identifying a standard at a 4th code HUC scale 
(subbasin) would not be appropriate for minimizing the effects 
on peak flows at the project level, particularly for smaller 
drainages and project level planning and assessment.  

 
O4-13:  Opportunity for wildland fire use by alternative can be 

found in Chapter 2 (see Wildland Fire Management, Objective 
1 Action 3) of the DRMP/EIS.  

 
O4-14:  Fuel treatments would be prioritized. Fires would be as-

sessed to determine if there is a need for suppression to protect 
human life, property, and resources, and salvage logging would 
only occur where resource values can be protected.  
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O4-15 

O4-16 

O4-16 

O4-17 

O4-18 
O4-19 

O4-15:  Wildland Fire Management, Objective 2 in the DRMP/EIS 
states that the Actions that follow are directed to the WUI and/
or municipal watersheds as identified in community wildfire 
protection plans. Refer also to Appendix H, Wildland Fire 
Management – Alternatives A, B, C, and D in the DRMP/EIS. 
WUI treatments would be priority 1 and 2 out of 4 for fuel 
reduction.   The referenced actions are intended for manage-
ment of the WUI where stand replacing fires are not socially 
acceptable.  Wildland Fire Management , Objective 3 of the 
DRMP/EIS addresses those areas outside the WUI.  

 
O4-16:  Thank you for your comment.  
 
O4-17:  Much of the CFO is not in a ‘natural’ vegetative state.  

DRMP/EIS Tables 3-14 through 3-16 indicate that most of the 
CFO is moderately or highly departed from historic conditions.  
As such, expected fire behavior would be more severe than 
natural and recovery may not proceed along historical path-
ways.  Planting would insure the presence of conifers and 
would actually provide for vertical and horizontal structure.  
The planted trees would augment natural regeneration with a 
varied age and species classes and provide variety to site domi-
nance by brush species.  It would not replace the early seral 
stage, but shorten it.  Natural regeneration would be used 
where it is appropriate for revegetation purposes considering 
land allocation, available resources, and estimated time of re-
covery.  

 
O4-18:  Prescribed fire is a management tool available where ap-

propriate.  
 
O4-19:  The alternatives developed allow this as a management 

option.  
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O4-19 

O4-20 

O4-21 

O4-22 

O4-23 

O4-24 

O4-25 

O4-20:  Appendix H, pages H-2 and H-3 in the DRMP/EIS provide 
a list of suppression priorities and protocols.  The issues raised 
in your comment are addressed in the Suppression Protocols.  

 
O4-21:  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 8, Actions 

1 – 5 in the DRMP/EIS provide for project specific review to 
minimize or eliminate adverse impacts to sensitive species.  
Various alternatives provide a range of actions that provide 
direct and indirect beneficial effects to sensitive species.  Also, 
please refer to the response to Comment Number O2-2.  

 
O4-22:  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 2 in the 

DRMP/EIS, and all accompanying actions under all alterna-
tives reaffirm BLM policy to conserve listed species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend. Objective 2 in the 
DRMP/EIS and its actions also speak to BLM policy to imple-
ment management plans that conserve candidate and sensitive 
species and their habitats, and shall ensure that actions author-
ized, funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to 
the need for the species to become listed. Objectives 3, 4, 5, 6, 
and 7 in the DRMP/EIS and their accompanying actions fur-
ther detail explicit management measures for specific listed 
and candidate species. In addition, Aquatic Resources, Fish, 
and Special Status Fish, Objective 1 (and all accompanying 
actions), as well as Special Status Plants, Objectives 1, 2, and 3 
(and all accompanying actions) in the DRMP/EIS detail ex-
plicit management measures for specific listed and candidate 
fish and plant species, respectively.  Also refer to Appendix C 
in the DRMP/EIS, which identifies emphasis watersheds for 
restoration and conservation;  Appendix F in the DRMP/EIS, 
which identifies an aquatic and riparian management strategy; 
Appendix G in the DRMP/EIS, which identifies special status 
species and preferred habitats; Appendix S in the DRMP/EIS, 
which identifies species-specific habitat definitions for listed 
and candidate wildlife and plants; and Appendix V, Conserva-
tion Measures for Listed Species, in the DRMP/EIS, which  
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O4-22 (continued):  identifies a summary of management, conservation, and restoration measures identified for federally listed and candidate species.  
 
 Only US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service can designate critical habitat.  
 
O4-23:  Provisions to ensure that these types of activities minimize or avoid impacts to aquatic species and their habitats are contained in the conservation 

measures listed under the alternatives in the DRMP/EIS and by specifying restrictions on actions occurring in RCAs and reducing or minimizing im-
pacts to WACIs (see Appendix F in the DRMP/EIS). General guidance for aquatic fish passage is provided in Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special 
Status Fish Management, Objective 3, Action 5 and Appendix F, Standard and Guideline RF-4 in the DRMP/EIS.  Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Spe-
cial Status Fish Management, Objective 2, Action 5, has also been changed to include an evaluation of aquatic species passage barriers and develop-
ment of a prioritization strategy to enhance upstream and downstream passage for all life stages of aquatic dependent species.  

 
O4-24:  The BLM does not manage any dams in the CFO. Fish passage at road crossings is addressed in the Road Management Guidelines in Appendix B 

(Best Management Practices), Appendix F ( Standard and Guideline RF-4), and in Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management, Ob-
jective 3, Action 5 of the DRMP/EIS. Thermal pollution is addressed by ensuring that adequate canopy cover remains in riparian zones to provide ade-
quate shading. Identification of temperature guidelines for streams is outlined in Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy—
Alternatives B, C, and D in the DRMP/EIS.  See response to Comment Number O4-23.  

 
O4-25:  Appendix F (Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy—Alternatives B, C, and D) of the DRMP/EIS, such requires that RCAs be established 

around landslide-prone areas as well as streams, lakes, and wetlands. Activities in RCAs would be designed to enhance, restore, or maintain the physi-
cal and biological characteristics of the RCA (see Appendix F, RCA-1 on page F-10 in the DRMP/EIS). Actions that may degrade the riparian area or 
aquatic habitat or delay or prevent attainment of WACIs (including those actions that would cause siltation) are subject to the Standards and Guidelines 
beginning on page F-10. The BLM abides by the State of Idaho standards for turbidity when implementing projects that have the potential to cause 
turbidity, such as culvert replacements or instream restoration.  
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O4-26 

O4-27 

O4-28 

O4-29 

O4-29 

O4-30 

O4-26: The BLM does not manage any fish or wildlife species. The 
BLM only manages fish and wildlife species habitat that falls 
within BLM-administered public land boundaries. Wildlife and 
fish are under the jurisdiction of Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG) therefore, the BLM does not control or conduct 
stocking or removal of fish without authorization from IDFG.  
The National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service also have management authority over specific 
wildlife and fish species (i.e., federally listed species).  BLM 
management actions which may potentially impact federally 
listed species would be consulted on in accordance with the 
Endangered Species Act. 

 
 Please see Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish 

Management, Objective 2, Action 1, A1ternatives A, B, C, and 
D in the DRMP/EIS which identify the following:  “Support 
conservation measures that: (1) support genetic integrity of 
special status fish; (2) reduce adverse competition between 
special status fish and nonnative species; and (3) documenta-
tion of genetic identification that supports fisheries manage-
ment.”  

 
O4-27:  Increased public education is proposed for a variety of re-

source areas and under a number of actions, including Geology 
(Objective 1, Action 1), Vegetation – Weeds (Objective 1, Ac-
tion 4), Cultural Resources (Objective 2, Action 4), Transpor-
tation and Travel Management (Objective 4, Action 4), and 
Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites (Objective 1, Action 3) in 
the DRMP/EIS.  The following new actions have been in-
cluded in the PRMP/FEIS: 

 
 “Aquatic Resources, Fish and Special Status Fish Manage-

ment, Objective 1, Action 10: Public education would be con-
ducted to inform the public about special status and native fish 
species, aquatic habitat needs, aquatic/riparian ecosystem  
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O4-27 (continued):  functions, and BLM conservation and restoration management strategies.  As needed, information would also be provided at key sites 
to inform the public about the presence of special status fish, how to identify them, and how to release them (if not legal to keep).  Key sites may in-
clude recreation sites, boat ramps, trail heads, and other public fishing access areas.  

 
 “Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management, Objective 9, Action 9. Public education would be conducted to inform the public about special 

status and other native wildlife species, species habitat needs, ecosystem functions, and BLM conservation and restoration management strategies.”  
 
O4-28:  Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 8 in the DRMP/EIS, and all accompanying actions under all alternatives are intended to provide 

special management direction for habitats occupied by sensitive species. Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 9, Action 5 in the DRMP/EIS 
intends to minimize adverse impacts to wildlife travel corridors and fragmentation of habitats.  

 
O4-29:  Soils Action 1 refers to mapping sensitive land types and does not refer to logging on slopes up to 55%.  Depending on land-type characteristics 

(including geology, aspect, and slope hydrology) slopes can vary greatly in inherent sensitivity to management activities.  Design of projects considers 
slope stability.  Also, see response to Comment Number O2-39.  

 
O4-30:  During project development, site specific analysis will consider soil concerns.  
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O4-30 

O4-31 

O4-32 

O4-33 

O4-31:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-32:  The travel management planning process conducted as part 

of the RMP process builds in flexibility for future changes to 
travel area polygons and routes. See criteria in Transportation 
and Travel Management, Objective 3 and all accompanying 
actions identified in the DRMP/EIS, which provide the flexi-
bility to make travel plan modifications based on the issues 
you specify.  

 
O4-33:  The RMP will include travel management maps for the 

CFO. They will be similar to the travel management maps 
shown in Volume IV as Figures 31 through 33 of the DRMP/
EIS. Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 4 and 
all accompanying actions in the DRMP/EIS include direction 
for public education and outreach.  
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O4-34 

O4-35 

O4-36 

O4-37 

O4-34:  This is not an RMP decision.  Bonding for reclamation on 
minerals activities is required by Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 43, Subchapter C - Minerals Management (3000).  All 
types of allowable minerals activities have their own bonding 
requirements provided under specific Subparts (i.e.; 3104 for 
Oil and Gas Leasing, or 3809.500-599 for operations con-
ducted on Mining Claims Under The General Mining Laws).  
Please also see response to Comment Number A1-13.  

 
O4-35:  The approval process for a Plan of Operation is described 

in relevant BLM documentation and includes completing a 
CWA-compliant environmental assessment process.  The RMP 
is not the appropriate document to further describe the environ-
mental assessment and CWA compliance associated with pro-
ject-specific Plans of Operation. 

 
O4-36:  Water Resources, Objective 3 and its accompanying ac-

tions in the DRMP/EIS address authorizing management ac-
tions with respect to Clean Water Act 303(d)-listed streams.  

 
O4-37:  Your proposal is consistent with the CFO’s land tenure 

adjustment process.  
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O4-37 

O4-38 

O4-39 

O4-40 

O4-41 

O4-42 

O4-38:  All power site withdrawals have been reviewed and recom-
mended for revocation, where appropriate.  This is a separate 
administrative procedure and not an action that can be accom-
plished in an RMP.  

 
O4-39:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-40:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-41:  The proposed ACEC designation for the American River 

Historic Sites District ACEC and restoration projects for 
aquatic and riparian areas would be subject to site-specific 
analysis through the NEPA process to determine potential im-
pacts.  DRMP/EIS Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration 
Watersheds, identifies the American River watershed and 
tributaries as a high priority watershed for restoration efforts. 

  
O4-42:  Refer to DRMP/EIS Appendix N, and the specific rele-

vance and importance evaluation that was prepared for Lucile 
Caves (Pages N-7 and N-8).  The supporting rationale for the 
proposed reduction in size are summarized in the findings sec-
tion, which states: “Findings:  It is proposed to reduce the size 
of the existing RNA/ACEC from 404 acres to 136 acres.  The 
supporting rationale for the reduction was that updated inven-
tory and analysis has determined that portions of the area did 
not fully meet the relevance and importance criteria identified 
for the original designation.  Portions (i.e., 136 acres) of this 
existing RNA/ACEC meets the relevance and importance crite-
ria for a federally listed plant, BLM sensitive wildlife, snails, 
plants, geology, and natural processes and will be carried for-
ward for additional analysis and consideration in the draft 
RMP/EIS.”  

 
 The reduced size of this ACEC/RNA will protect the resources 

for which it was established.  
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O4-43 

O4-44 

O4-45 

O4-46 

O4-47 

O4-43:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-44:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-45:  Upland and riparian vegetation is monitored on grazing 

allotments to determine if management objectives are being 
met.  Please see DRMP/EIS Appendix A, Idaho Standard for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Man-
agement, Standards for Rangeland Health, on page 3, third 
paragraph.  

 
O4-46:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O4-47.  
 
O4-47:  BLMs standards and guides process Appendix A (see 

DRMP/EIS Volume III) requires reviewers to look at plant 
health and vigor in Standard 4, Standard 5, and Standard 6 
when Allotments are assessed to insure Standards for Range-
land health are being met.  Livestock grazing leases are re-
viewed on a regular basis, at which time they can be modified 
to meet such principles.  
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O4-47 

O4-48 

O4-49 

O4-50 

O4-51 

O4-52 

O4-53 

O4-48:  Vegetation – Riparian and Wetlands, Objective 1, Action 1 
in the DRMP/EIS includes measures to protect riparian areas 
from livestock grazing trampling: “Improvement of riparian 
condition may be accomplished in a variety of ways, examples 
include: (1) riparian restoration (e.g., plantings, seedings, re-
contouring, placement of topsoil, control of undesirable vege-
tation); (2) modifying lands uses that further degrade riparian 
conditions (e.g., livestock grazing; vehicle use, recreation use); 
and (3) implementation of Aquatic and Riparian Management 
Strategy (Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management 
Strategy, Alternative B [see Volume III of the DRMP/EIS]).” 
Also refer to the response to Comment Number O4-45 regard-
ing Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  

 
O4-49:  Season of use is addressed in Livestock Grazing, Objective 

4, Action 3 and Objective 5, Action 7 of the DRMP/EIS.  
 
O4-50:  BLM conducts Rangeland Health Assessments on each 

allotment to determine if resource objectives are being met. 
During the assessment process watersheds; riparian areas and 
wetlands; stream channel/floodplains; native plant communi-
ties; seedings; exotic plant communities; water quality; and 
threatened and endangered plants and animals are reviewed to 
see if standards are being met.  If standards are being met, then 
the existing livestock management is authorized.  However, if 
a standard is not being met, then the BLM modifies the live-
stock management so that all standards will be met.  Conse-
quently Allotment Management Plans are not always needed.  
Season of use is addressed in Also, please refer to the response 
to Comment Number O4-49.  

 
O4-51:  This is a BLM planning document and not that of the US 

Forest Service. Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 
5 and all accompanying actions in the DRMP/EIS address the 
gray wolf. Please also refer to the response to Comment Num-
ber O4-52.  
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O4-52:  This is a BLM planning document and not that of the US Forest Service. Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife, Objective 10, Action 4 in the 
DRMP/EIS addresses livestock grazing with respect to riparian areas, fish habitat, and water quality. In addition, Appendix A of the DRMP/EIS in-
cludes the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a), which provide policy and direc-
tion for livestock grazing. These are used as the BLM’s management goals for the betterment of the environment, protection of cultural resources, and 
sustained productivity of the range. Standards address watersheds, riparian areas and wetlands, stream channels/floodplains, native plant communities, 
seedings, exotic plant communities other than seedings, water quality, and threatened and endangered plants and animals. Rangelands should be meet-
ing the Standards for Rangeland Health or making significant progress toward meeting the standards. Meeting the standards provides for proper nutri-
ent cycling, hydrologic cycling, and energy flow. Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management direct the selection of grazing management practices 
to promote significant progress toward, or the attainment and maintenance of, the Standards.  

 
O4-53:  Please also refer to the response to Comment Number O4-52.Also refer to Grazing Management measures GM-1 through GM-4 in Appendix F 

(Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy—Alternatives B, C, and D).  
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O4-54 

O4-55 

O4-56 

O4-57 

O4-58 

O4-54:  Refer to the responses to Comment Numbers O4-52 and 
O4-53.  

 
O4-55:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
O4-56:  Water Resources, Objective 3 and its accompanying ac-

tions within the DRMP/EIS address authorizing management 
actions with respect to Clean water Act 303(d)-listed streams. 
Please also refer to the response to Comment Number O4-52.  

 
O4-57:  Please refer to the responses to Comment Number O4-56.  
 
O4-58:  The CFO is following the BLM Idaho protocol for range-

land and riparian monitoring. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-146 

O4-58 

O4-59 

O4-60 

O4-59:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O4-58.  If man-
agement objectives are not being met, adjustment in grazing 
and range management practices are applied through the ad-
ministrative process. 

 
 Also see Appendix F regarding monitoring/adaptive manage-

ment.  
 
O4-60:  The nature of BLM’s weed control program, in scope, em-

phasis, and effectiveness is tied to local WMA partnerships.  
Due to a scattered land pattern, BLM does not have the ability 
to effectively manage weeds alone, nor do we have a broad 
range of alternatives available to us other than to implement 
Integrated Pest Management components through a coopera-
tive effort as budgets and workforce allow.  We will be imple-
menting the strategy as prescribed in the DRMP/EIS regardless 
of alternative.  The alternatives do not vary because under all 
scenarios, all management options for noxious weeds will be 
available to BLM managers. The BLM’s participation in and 
commitment to Cooperative Weeds Management Areas neces-
sitates flexibility in noxious weed control treatments to meet 
the BLM’s obligations in weed management strategies that 
cross numerous ownership boundaries. Development and im-
plementation of weed control on BLM lands is site specific and 
will be analyzed through the NEPA process at the project level.  
Potential impacts are assessed at that time and the project must 
conform to applicable BLM policy and guidance as shown in 
Table 1-3 p 1-9 of the DRMP/EIS.  

  
 Regarding requiring those with livestock to utilize certified 

weed free straw and feed, please refer to the response to Com-
ment Number O2-42.  
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O5-1 

O5-2 

O5-3 

O5-1:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
 
O5-2:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
 
O5-3:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
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O6-1 

O6-2 

O6-1:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
 
O6-2:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-151 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-152 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-153 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-154 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-155 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-156 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-157 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-158 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-159 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-161 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-170 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-172 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-173 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-174 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-175 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-176 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-177 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-178 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-179 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-180 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-181 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-183 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-184 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-185 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-186 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-187 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-188 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-189 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-190 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-191 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-192 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-193 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-194 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-195 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-196 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-197 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-198 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-199 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-200 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-201 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-202 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-203 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-204 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-205 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-206 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-207 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-208 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-210 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-211 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-212 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-213 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-214 

Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-215 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-216 

O7-1 

O7-2 

O7-3 

O7-1:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
 
O7-2:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
 
O7-3:  See response to Comment Number A3-31. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-219 

I1-1 

I1-2 

I1-3 

I1-1:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I1-2:  See response to Comment Number A3-8.  
 
I1-3:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-220 

I2-1 

I2-2 

I2-1: Under Alternatives B, C and D of the DRMP/EIS no cross 
country travel would be allowed around Elk City.  

 
I2-2:  Cohen (1999) states that a structure can be threatened in sev-

eral different ways, including direct exposure from flames, 
radiant heat, and airborne firebrands. He also states that to be 
effective, fuel management needs to significantly reduce fire-
brand production and extend for several kilometers away from 
homes.  

 
 Please refer to Table 3-16 in the DRMP/EIS which describes 

the current status of the CFOs lands relative to their departure 
from historic conditions.  This table identifies that 90 percent 
of the CFO lands are in fire regime condition class 2 and 3.  
This indicates that the current conditions are moderately to 
highly departed from historic conditions. 

 
 Fuel reduction benefits forest health as a whole and is not lim-

ited to “structure protection,” which is where a 300-foot dis-
tance is effective. It is important to remember that other values 
are at risk from fire that would not occur in a “natural” forest, 
including wildland urban interface, habitat for federally listed 
species, noxious weeds and invasive plants, and intermingled 
ownership. Please refer to DRMP/EIS pages 2-72 and 2-76 
which provide direction for wildland fire use.  
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I2-2 

I2-3 

I2-4 

I2-5 

I2-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I2-4:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
I2-5:  Appendix C in the DRMP/ EIS provides a description of 

some of the considerations for identification of “restoration 
watersheds”.  A definition of “restoration” will also be in-
cluded in the PRMP/FEIS glossary.  Your specific questions 
are correct in that identification of baseline conditions, natural 
and human impacts on resource conditions and what are de-
sired resource objectives or conditions are the specific infor-
mation needed to properly address “restoration” or “restore.” 
Specific resources have identified goals and objectives (desired 
conditions).   
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-222 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-223 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-224 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-225 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-226 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-227 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-229 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-230 

Attachment to Letter I2, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-231 

I3-1 

I3-2 

I3-3 

I3-4 

I3-1:  All Objectives and Actions under all alternatives in various 
resource sections of Chapter 2 in the DRMP/EIS, such as the 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Research Natural 
Areas section, the Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas 
section, the Livestock Grazing section, and the Transportation 
and Travel Management section (among others), address man-
agement direction for ACECs and WSAs. These actions in-
clude restrictions on some physical impacts, such as OHVs, 
logging, mining, and/or grazing. Please also see response to 
Comment Number O2-49.  

 
I3-2:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
I3-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I3-4:  See response to Comment Number O3-3.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-232 

I4-1 

I4-2 

I4-1:  See response to Comment Number I3-1.  
 
I4-2:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-15.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-233 

I5-4 
I5-5 

I5-1 

I5-2 

I5-3 

I5-1:  As stated in Wild and Scenic Rivers, Objective 2, Action 2 of 
the DRMP/EIS, the 24-mile Lolo Creek segment from the 
Clearwater National Forest Boundary to the mouth would be 
determined suitable but not recommended for congressional 
designation in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
under the Scenic classification. Only Congress can designate 
rivers into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.  

 
I5-2:  Fire would be allowed to play its natural role where resource 

values can be protected. Refer to the response to Comment 
Number O2-15.  

 
I5-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I5-4:  The Idaho giant salamander and Coeur d’Alene salamander 

are BLM sensitive species.  Wildlife and Special Status Wild-
life, Objective 8, Action 2 in the DRMP/EIS, “Promotes sensi-
tive species surveys, monitoring, and studies that support con-
servation efforts while updating existing habitat records.”  

 
I5-5:  Refer to response to Comment Number I5-1.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-234 

I6-1 

I6-2 

I6-3 

I6-4 

I6-5 

I6-6 

I6-7 

I6-8 

I6-9 

I6-10 

I6-11 

I6-12 

I6-1:  See response to Comment Number I3-1. Regarding wild and 
scenic rivers, all Objectives and all Actions under Wild and 
Scenic Rivers in Chapter 2 of the DRMP/EIS address manage-
ment direction for eligible and preliminarily suitable river seg-
ments. However, only Congress can designate rivers into the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.  

 
I6-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I6-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I6-4:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I6-5:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I6-6:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
I6-7:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
I6-8:  Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-15.  
 
I6-9:  The DRMP/DEIS reflects currently available pertinent infor-

mation and science of which the BLM is aware.  
 
I6-10:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I6-9.  
 
I6-11:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I6-9.  
 
I6-12:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I6-9.  Alterna-

tives B and C propose no off-road or cross country travel.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-235 

I6-13 I6-13:  See response to Comment Number A3-8.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-236 

I7-1 

I7-2 

I7-3 

I7-4 

I7-5 

I7-6 

I7-1:  See response to Comment Number I3-1.  
 
I7-2:  Fire would be allowed to play its natural role where resource 

values can be protected. The DRMP/EIS does not intend to 
suggest that logging mimics fire, nor does it indicate that there 
would be negative long-term consequences for timber harvest-
ing at the levels proposed in any alternatives. Also see re-
sponse to Comment Number I2-2  

 
I7-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I7-4:  The 40% figure referenced is the percent of moderate and 

high hazard areas that could be treated under DRMP/EIS Wild-
land Fire Management, Objective 2, Action 1, Alternative B.  
Fuels reduction would include the use of prescribed fire, me-
chanical and biological/chemical treatments.   Actions 2, 3 and 
4 under the same Objective in the DRMP/EIS describe the per-
centage of each of these methods.  

 
I7-5:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I7-6:  See response to Comment Number O3-3.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-237 

I8-1 

I8-2 

I8-3 

I8-4 

I8-1:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
I8-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I8-3:  See response to Comment Number O3-3.  
 
I8-4:  See response to Comment Number I3-1.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-238 

I9-1 

I9-2 

I9-3 

I9-1:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
I9-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I9-3:  See response to Comment Number O3-3.  
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Comments Responses 

 

 

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-239 

I10-1 

I10-2 

I10-3 

I10-4 

I10-1:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I10-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I10-3:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I7-4.  
 
I10-4:  Refer to response to Comment Number A3-8.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-240 

I11-1 
I11-2 

I11-3 

I11-4 

I11-1:  As stated in Section 3.4.4, Wild and Scenic Rivers, of the 
DRMP/EIS, there are five rivers in the CFO planning area cur-
rently managed under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: four are 
designated in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and 
one has been recommended to Congress for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. None are managed 
by the BLM. Because none are under management by the 
BLM, the BLM cannot dictate what activities can or cannot 
occur on these segments. 

 
 For segments on BLM-administered lands, all Objectives and 

Actions in the Wild and Scenic Rivers section of Chapter 2 
provide management direction of eligible and preliminarily 
suitable river segments.  

 
I11-2:  See response to Comment Number I2-5.  
 
I11-3:  See response to Comment Number I3-1.  
 
I11-4:  An ACEC has been proposed for the East Fork of the 

American River.   
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-241 

I12-1 

I12-2 

I12-1:  The CFO is actively recording archeological sites (including 
historic mine sites), monitoring site condition, and developing 
site protection measures.  

 
I12-2:  The CFO is actively recording prehistoric archeological 

sites, monitoring site condition, and developing site protection 
measures.  We also are working with universities through our 
challenge cost share program to gain a better understanding of 
past cultures.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-242 

I13-1 

I13-2 

I13-3 

I13-1:  Thank you for your comment.  
 
I13-2:  Thank you for your comment.  
 
I13-3:  Thank you for your comment.  
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-243 

I14-1 

I14-2 

I14-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
I14-2:  Thank you for your comment. 
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June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS        U-244 

I15-1 
I15-2 

I15-3 

I15-5 

I15-4 

I15-1:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I15-2:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I15-3:  See response to Comment Number O2-49.  
 
I15-4:  Thank you for your comment. 
 
I15-5:  Refer to the response to Comment Number I6-9.  
 




