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Comments
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P I _ RECEIVE D
@ 3 ' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY NOV 2 7 2006
& ' REGION 1 o

: BLM Comonwood
1200 Sixth A .
' Seatfle, Wastinglon ton 98101 - Mo beSe

‘November 22, 2006

Reply To

Attn Of: ETPA-088 Ref: 04-048-BLM
Carrie Christman

Burean of Land Management,

Cottonwood Field Office

ATTN: RMP, House 1

Butte Drive Route 3, Box 181

Cottonwood, ID 83522-9498

Dear Ms. Christman:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft Environmental
Impact Stat t (EIS) for C: d Resource Management Plan (RMFP) (CEQ No.
20060347) in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Section 309, mdcpmd:m of NEPA, specifically
directs EPA to review and comment in writing on the envi iated with all
major federal actions, Under our policies and procedures we evaluate the document's adequacy
in meeting NEPA requirements.

The draft EIS was prepared to provide the BLM Cottonwood Field Office with a
framework for managing lands in the planning area that consists of 8.8 million acres of which
143,830 acres are administered by BLM. Four alternatives were analyzed including the No
‘Action Alternative and the agency’s Preferred Alternative. Alternative A is the No Action;
Alternative B is the Preferred Alternative and emphasizes a balanced level of protection,
restoration, and commodity production; Altemative C emphasizes the preservation and
protection of ecosystem health; and Altemative D emphasi dity production, amenities,
and services.

Based on our review, we have rated the Preferred Alternative EC-2 (Eavironmental

Responses

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 involvesjointly consulting with
IDEQ and the Army Corps of Engineers on 404 permit appli-
cations within 303(d)-listed segments. The Corpsissues a404
permit and IDEQ issues aletter 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 TMDL s 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 (Val. 1,
Chapter 2).

A1l-4: Thank you for your comment.

Al-] Concans,lmuﬂinmtlnformaﬂnn} This rating and a summary of our comments will be i
published in the Federal Register. A summary of the rating system we used in conducting our
review of the Draft EIS is enclosed for your reference. We have concerns regarding water quality
A1-2| impactsdue tothe current level of impaired water bodies discussed in the EIS and the ability of
the proposed project to yestore designated beneficial uses and achieve the delisting of 303(d)
A1-3 listed stream seg ts. | We also believe that there is insufficient information regarding source
water for public water supplies in the project area and monitoring requirements. [We support the
activities to improve watershed conditions and promote forest stand health and species
A1-4| composition as proposed in Alterniative B; however, we recommend consideration of an
alternative with a higher level of ecosystem protection and restoration. '
€ vt o oyt Pt e
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Comments Responses

Kov-28-2006 10:21am  From- T-932  P.O0OS/0T1  F-343

11/27/2886 17:83 2883623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE B85

EPA apprec'lates the opportunity to provide comments on the Cottonwood RMP and EIS.
If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me at (206) 553-1601. Please
also feel free to contact Lynne McWhorter at (206) 553-0205. )

,Eb( Christine B. Reichgott, Managec
NEPA Review Unit

Enclosure

ce:  Don Marﬁu, EPA, Coeur d’'Alene, ID
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Nov-28-2006 10:21am  From-
11/27/2886 17:89

Al-5

Al1-6
Al-7]

Al—B‘

A1-9

Al1-10

Al-11

Al-12

Comments

T-932  P.O0G/DI1  F-343

2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD

EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON COTTONWOOD -
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN and EIS
General Comments

The draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) clearly describes the driving issues for the
development of alternatives and organizes the current conditions of resources and potential
impacts clearly. We appreciate the attention given to the discussion of management goals;
objectives; comparison of alternatives; as well as connection to other federal, Jocal, and
interagency management plans and authorities. We feel there was a high level of consideration
of the various stakeholders and agencies related to the projéct area and developing a large scale
management plan that also considers site specific conditions and impacts,

Our concerns are related to improving water quality, protecting source water used as
public drinking water supplies and including monitoring measures in the EIS. Also, we support
the higher level of resource protection described in Altemative C related to forestry prescriptions,
road activities, and fishery resources.

Water Quality

The EIS lists water quality impaired 303(d) listed waterbodies as well as the Total
Maximum Daily Load Status for each segment. Alternative C appears to be more protective and
restorative of riparian corridors and fish habitat than the Preferred Alternative, Alternative B.

* Alternative C would implement Riparian Conservation Buffers on 27,624 acres-versus

Alternative B with 22,847 acres. Also, Alternative C would implement riparian management
objectives on 68,359 acres versus 64,481 with Alterative B. We récommend providing the
highest level of maintaining and improving water quality in the project area by managing forest
prescriptions, grazing, and minerals extraction in a way that supports this goal.

We appreciate the inclusion and reference to Appendices B and C that describe Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and information about conservation and restoration watersheds;
we support these activitics. It should be noted that in Table 2-1 for water resources Alternative C
is consistent with Alternative B except on one action under Objective 2 and two actions under
Objective 4 where it refers to Appendix C, Altemative C. However, Appendix C does not
specifically address Alternative C and therefore, it is unclear what the different measures would
be from Altenative B. Please explain this in the EIS. .

EPA believes the RMP should include direction that assures that projects tiered from the
management plan adequately assess the potential impacts on riparian functions and protect those
functions. We support the establishment of riparian conservation areas (i.e., buffer zones) to
avoid adverse impacts to streams and riparian areas, such as the INFISH and PACFISH riparian
protection guidelines that promote recovery of native fish populations as discussed in the RMP.
We would like to add that the Interior Columbia Basin Strategy indicates that riparian
consen_raﬁim areas or appropriate direction need to be identified in BLM and USFS management

3

PAGE @E

Responses

A1-5: Thank you for your comment.

A1l-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 actionsin 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
DRMPYEIS, “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 sitesto proper functioning condition.

A1-12: DRMP/EIS Appendix F, provides a management strategy
which incorporates the aguatic 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.

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS
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Comments

T-932  P.0OT/011  F-343

From-

2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE &%

Responses

A1-13: Thelevd of environmental review for proposed activities
on federal landsin the CFO is prescribed viafederal laws and
regulations. The DRMP/EIS specifically statesin the Execu-
tive Summary, Management Alternatives, General Description
of Each Alternative Section, “ All management under any of

- . plaﬁs based on the best available science and appropriate ecological and geomorphic criterie. We . .
Al 12, G R RS U RS A the alternatives would comply with state and federal laws,
IO TR _ . regulations, policies, and standards.
The EIS identifies gold and silver mining as the main source 21f n}meral resources. Water
quality is a major concern associated with mining due to the high level of in-stream disturbance A . w
from recreational mining and the resulting increased sediment load. We recommend that EISs be Al-14: See DRMP/EIS A ppendi X_ Q, Ref&)nably Foreseeable
A1-13 developed to analyze impacts associated with approving plans of operations. These should be Development Scenarios for Minerals.
developed in conjunction with any relative permits that would need to be obtained. Also, it }ls
unclear whether or not other mining activities such as underground or open pit are foreseeable 1 . . .
Al-14 actions. The EIS should clearly discuss the type and level of mining activities that may ocour in A1-15: Section 3.2.4 (Water Ree_ourc&s), in t_he thi r'd paragraph on
the area. - page 3-15 of the DRMP/EIS includes a discussion on source
A water: “As defined by EPA, ‘ Source Water is untreated water
; 'IhaEISdoesnatappeartopmvideadiscuasicncnsou:ccmfmpuhbcdqnhngm- . v A -
o projctars. Souroe wte for many pblic water supplics (PWS) origntcson Fedeal from sltrea¥n3, fvers Izlies, prings \e;vn; aql:\lfers thfattthl_s t:ﬁed as
1 0
A1-15 lands. Pubthah;t Sﬁyggs&m g'mp;ﬂe;mﬁn;ﬁfyﬁﬁwmm g asupply of drinking water.” Source Water Areas within the
3’““.“"“}““ i Lo T e g o s CFO planning area are the sources of drinking water delineated
tﬁfgn:nu ttuu:Zh the mugr must bce disc!oa:il.}p prol _ and mapped by the IDEQ. The BLM uses the source water
. . i diiiatatiling database provided by the IDEQ to coordinate with the State
The 1996 Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act require ‘with primary . Lo L.
enforcement authority for public water supply supervision programs to carry out a source water rega_rdl ng propo$d activiti eS.WI thin _these areas.. The BLM aso
assessment program for all public water systems (PWSs) within the State. It may also be of continues to notify and coordinate with the public water system
interest to know that there is a Memorandum oqud:standuSlB mﬂn“g:h:m] Fﬂd*:'i ?hifﬂcff’ operator for proposed activities within all source water areas.
o o ot i Mﬂ% T AGLE Apopnews ? _ Specific potential contaminants and protective measures for a
' proposed activity are identified at the project level.”
Ground water under a project area may serve as a drinking water supply and/or areru-l;:rge
f surface water bodies. Contamination from land management activities cor . . —
Py oublic health or ecological impact on such resouross. Managerment direétion A1-16: A new Water Resources action under Objective 7 on page
should assure that ground water is adequately protected from risks (.. use of mitigation 2-18 of the DRMP/EIS has been added to specifically address
measures and barriers). The discussion of ground water bm may ].[I;glde, :dmhﬁ(qmon, groundwater.
‘characterization and mapping of aquifers and confining - ition of flow system (i.e,
Al-16 recharge and discharge areas, flow direction); identification of current and anticipated ground o _ _
water uses (¢.g., domestic, municipal, industrial); and listing BMPs to be used as barriers for A1-17: BLM maintains arecord of the type and location of drink-
Sl peosesiion. We v e Retmcs Mstgonart F: ' ing water sources. Specific impacts of and protective measures
1. Identify the locations of drinking water sources (i.e., surface water intakes, ground - for aproposed activity are identified at the project level.
m we]ls} for Public Wa.tcr Supplies aﬁ'ectod by m‘nhu caused by the RMP;.
= fmmﬁmﬂﬁim“ﬁbﬁﬂﬁﬁomﬁiﬁmld o iv"'f“;fi:;w L There are multiple management objectives, actions, BMPs, and
Al-11 chemicals; bacteriological/viral/pathogenic organisms, pesticides, radionuclides, other measures throughout the RMP that are designed to pro-
hﬂ"i‘fi‘li“t;:;;; ﬁe;'z;ﬂﬂf'w characteristics potentially affecting water quality like tect water quality in Chapter 2 . Refer to Volume |11, Appendix
channel si 1ty, H ;
3 Disclose m (i.e., Mi 1ent prescriptions, standards, guidelines, BMP's, ) .
" (continued on the following page)
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS u-4
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

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

monitors the effectiveness of its RM Ps 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.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-5
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Al-17

A1-18

A1-19{

Kov-28-2006 10:24am  From-
11/27/2086 17:89

Comments

T-432  P.0DB/0N1  F-343

2889623275 ELM COTTONWOOD

batriers, etc.) designed to protect water quality of the affected sources;
4. Review agency programs, permits and projects to identify and categorize risks to
" Public Water Supplies that require special considerations. Review or establish a
monitoring program to determine whether established RMP guidance adequately
protects drinking water delivered to Public Water Supplies or if add.lhom.l
measures are needed;

5. For projects mdpmgrams having high risks for pollution (sucha.sOﬂ&Gas,
cyanide heap leach) to sources of drinking water, escrow accounts adequate for
protection, emergency cleanup and proper post-operation rehabilitation are
strongly recommended; and

6. Include language in RMP areawide smnda:rds that requires separate NEPA.
analysis and approval of any proposed application of toxic substances.

Monitoring
' It is unclear in the EIS what mionitoring will be required, who will monitor, and what

.mggmmndatermmeamanagunmtmonaswellashnwﬂwmnagummtwﬂl adjust

depending on results. The EIS should describe project monitoring in some detail. ' We
recommend that the level of effort afforded monitoring be commensurate with the complexity of
the project and the risk to and sensitivity of the affected eavironment if a project is permitted
and/or approved. As a first step, we recommend that the EIS clearly define the goals and
objectives of monitoring, and present an overall monitoring strategy for the project. Second, the
EIS should provide enough detail on the monitoring program for reviewers to evaluate whether
the goals and objectives of monitoring will be achieved. This can generally be satisfied by
providing summary information on monitoring (including a list of measurement parameters, .
methods, Jocations, and frequency), data analysis, and reporting. In addition, we recommend that
alternatives include clear requirements for regular analysis and reporting of data to oversight
agencies, and include a requirement that the operator submit a full sampling and quality
assurance plan for agency approval.

Noxious Weed Management

The EIS discusses prevention of future spread of noxious weeds in great detail. However,
the degree of current infestation is unclear. We recommend including a discussion on spectes
and acres affected :md success of current management activities.

Under the description of alternatives part of the goal states “reduce infested acreage of
established invasive plant species.” For Altematives B, C and D the objective is to work with
partners and coordinate weed t areas and devel 1 treatment str ies. We

FAGE BB

Responses

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
ColumbiaRiver 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/
ElS shows BLM isto prioritize the use of BLM resourcesin
areas with established partnerships. Currently there are five
organized Weed Management Areas with avariety of partners.
Since these efforts are likely to change during the life of the
plan, alaundry 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. Thisinformation 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.

support working with partners to dwelnrp coordinated slrategnes in order to increase the success
Al-2 of weed reduction and recommend including a discussion of ‘what agencies and stakeholders
would be included and hnw the goal could be met.
A1-21| " The EIS states that control methods include physical, mechanical, biological, and
! 5
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-6
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Comments
Nov=-28-2006 10:25am From- T-332  P.009/010  F-343

11/27/2886 17:89 2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE 89

chemical. We support the commitment to not use persistent herbicides in sensitive areas and we
recommend integrated weed management with mitigation to avoid herbicide transport to surface
or ground waters.

A1-2].~

0ld Growth/Late Seral

The EIS states that management actions would improve forest health, including species
composition and stand density. EPA supports maintaining and restoring large, native, late-seral
overstory trees and forest composition and structure within ranges of historic natural variability
(¢.g., Ponderosa pine, western larch, Western white pine). We support maintaining a higher level

Responses

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

Al-22 of old growth as described in Alternative C versus Alternative B and we believe that the EIS
should more fully discuss why a higher level of harvesting old growth would be preferable and
suppnmmpmvudfowsthsalﬂi including habitat.
6.
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-7
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C
omments Responses
Nov-28-2006 10:26am  From- T-932  P.010/010  F-343
11/27/2886 17:89 2889623275 ELM COTTONWOOD PAGE 18
11.8. Eavi 1 Protection A y Rating System for

Draft Eavironmental h;m Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action®

LO -~ Lack of Objections ' ;

Th:Em-irmme.nhle&:cdonAgumy@?&mdmhunoli&nﬁﬁdmypmﬁdﬁv{i@mmul
imp quiring sul ive changes to the prop I. The review may bave disclosed opporrunities for
appl.iwﬁonnl‘milign&onmmamatmldbemp}idﬂﬁmmmnﬁmmchmsuwm
pro

EC - - Enviropmental C

Th¢EPArwi:whuidmﬁﬁ:denvimmjnmn!inipmu&m:hmﬂdb:avqid:,dinord:n_qﬁ.‘\llypwm
the ‘envi Ci i 'maquuin:hmgummeprdmda]mm&wnrapphmmncf
miﬁpﬁnnmu;ﬂthnmu&ucerheumpam : )

EO - - Environmental Objections .

The EPA revicw has identified signific antenvirmn:nulhnpa;cmhauhnuldbeamidedinmduw
provide adequate protection for the envi C i mafreqlﬁremhmmialchugu_mthe
preferred alternative or consideration of sorne other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a
siew alernative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency 1o reduce these impacts. d E

EU - - Envir Ity Unsatisfactory

The.EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that
they are isf: from the standpoi ufpnblichzalthmwlfar:wcnwnnmmmlqualixy. EPA intends
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the p ial isfs y i _mnptcorm:::_d
aé'ga}ﬁmlmmg:.this, posal will be It ’ermfardmd:eCmdlm%n\umnmmlepahty
{ N . ' . .

Category 1 - - Adequate )
EPA belicves the draft EIS adequat mmmmmmmwwm-)dmm&na
alternatve and those of the adeq MY“‘ ilabl mrhepmjuaoruuwlu. anm‘thar:,nﬂyli-!of

data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying languag ori
Category 2 - - Insufficient Information )

The draft EIS does not in sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the envi or the EPA revi has identified new
reasonaby available alternatives that are within the sp of all i lyzed in the draft EIS, which
could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or
di jon should be included in the final EIS. . !

Category 3 -- Inadeq

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequatcly potentially significant envi 1
impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably avai alternatives that are outside
oftbel'peummgl‘almaﬁvuualyzxdhthedﬂ&ﬂs,whichshuuldbcamlyudinomdﬂmmdumm: .
potentially significant envi EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or di i morsuchamagninidedmdzy:huuldhuv!ﬁ:ﬂpublicmﬁewatadm&mgz. EPA

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-8
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Comments Responses
Nov-28-2006 10:27am  From- T-832  P.OI1/011  F-343

11/27/2886 17:83 2889623275 ELM COTTONWOOD PAGE 11

does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Enmn:mnta.l ?ohcyma.nd

anncuou‘&Oqucw and thus should be formally revised and made availabl forpubbc ina
lemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the poteritial significant img 3, this proposal
be a candidate for referral to the CEQ,

= thEPi‘\ Man

640 Policy
Eavironment. February, 198?

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS uU-9
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A2-2

A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

A2-

o)

Comments

Cottonwood BLM
Resource Management Plan Comments

Randy Doman, Idaho County Commissioner

I have not read the whole plan but have a few comments after reading through the
executive summary. Comments are mostly on the summary of effects tables.

Air Quality: No mention is made of the effects of the increased fire use program on air
quality. I would think that this would have potential for large adverse effects as the
smoke combines with other fire use or wildfire events.

Soils: [ just have a question here on cross country travel and soil compaction, is the
compaction from ATVs, motorcycles, or full sized vehicles. Have there been any studies
to differentiate the differences in compaction from the different vehicles. My
observations would indicate much less compaction from ATVs than the other vehicles.
Would your plan regulate the different vehicles for cross country travel?

Vegetation Forests: ['m not sure about your numbers here, in the soils effects you state
that Alt A would treat 358 acres and Alt DD would treat 361 acres. But in the veg effects
you state that Alt A would have the highest level of treatment to maintain .... forest
vigor. | must be missing something.

Vegetation Weeds: [ think we may miss the boat here if we don’t talk about some
measures to deter weed spread that would be implemented across all alternatives.
Heightened awareness programs, required washing of vehicles, ete. Couldn’t you in your
timber sale contracts collect money to treat weeds for 3-5 years after sale closure to
contain the spread of the invader species? | would think that you should have many
options to keep weed invasions minimized in your timber sale areas.

Wildland Fire Management: | seriously question whether you have the time (days,
weeks and months of fire burning) and space (distance to areas where fire is not
desirable) needed to carry out an effective fire use program. | would be happy to sit down
at a map and have you explain your thoughts on fire use.

Again your numbers for forest management activities and your effects write-up don’t
match. Alt A shows 35,757 acres treated and Alt D 45,190 acres, but, your effects write-
up states that Alt D would result in 27% less fuels reduction???

Livestock Grazing: | think we are missing a great opportunity to integrate grazing into
our weed control program. I don’t think pouring out all the chemicals we all do to control

Responses
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 OHV's 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 activitiesin 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.

A2-7| weeds is a sustainable practice and we need to start finding more environmentally
friendly practices. | believe managed grazing could be one of those practices. We need to See Livestock Grazing, Objective 1, Action 6 and Objective 3,
demand more research on how to integrate grazing into our weed management program. Action 3in the DRMP/EIS.
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-10
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Comments Responses
Transportation and Travel Management: I have talked to the Nez Perce Forest about A2-8: Alternatives A and D of the DRMP/EIS include Open areas
the issue of having an area somewhere in Idaho County open to cross country travel. | that would allow cross-country motorized use.
believe that the BLM, Forest Service and IDL need to get together and find some place
AZ_B‘ where folks can “turn it loose.” If we don’t designate and area then folks will find one on A2-9: Thank you for your comment.
their own and then we all have an enforcement problem. I would be happy to sit down

with all three agencies and see if we can wrestle this issue into a corner.

Lands and Reality: Not sure if this is the proper place or proper procedure but [daho
County wants to go on record as wanting to acquire BLM land near the old Bennett
Lumber Mill at Elk City. We would like to acquire the land across the river where the

A2- shop sits as well as the land for road access to the shop. Additionally we would like to
acquire the land across the highway to develop a gravel source that all road agencies in
the area could use. Ron Grant has knowledge and I believe a map of the areas we would
like to acquire.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-11
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Comments Responses
RECEIVED . . H
‘ T VB A3-1. Asstated in Section 2.4.2 of the DRMP/EIS, Alternative B
MOV 2 8 2006 isthe BLM’s preferred aternative based on interdisciplinary
HLA koo team recommendations, analysis of environmental conse-
. - guences of the alternatives, and public input during scoping.
:"Jﬁ'g\!ﬁ;]}‘gl‘“&’ or FisH aNp Game Alternative B emphasizes a balanced level of protection, resto-
ARV AGIOT Lsnes E. RisclvGovernor . H :
3316 6 Sweet Stcven M. Huffuker/Director ration, and commodity production to meet needs for resource
Luswinion, Jaiss 53501 protection and resource use. This alternative reflects recom-
mendations made by the interdisciplinary team in response to
November 25, 2006 issues identified through the assessment of current manage-
Greg M, Yorkevich ment and concerns rajse_d during pub.lic scqpi ng. Changes .
Bureau of Land Management have been incorporated into Alternative B in response to public
Cottonwood Field Office comments.

1 Butte Drive
Cottonwaood, Idaho 83522

Email: comments@cottonwoodrmp.com

RE: COTTONWQOQD FIELD OFFICE DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Mr, Yunkevich:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Coltonwood Field Office Draft Resource
Management Plan (RMP)/Envircnmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We also want to express
special appreciation to your planning team members for the time they've taken lo meet with us
to discuss our interests and ta resolve questions we had aboul the Draft EIS and the RMP
development process.  BLM leam members helped us belter understand your planning process
and helped resolve many of our initial questions and concermns with the RMP. Still, new
questions arose with as we continued to review, and we feel it is important to reiterate here
some of aur pravious cancerns with the RMP.

As you can well imagine, IDFG has a greal deal of interest in the management of BLM land in
the Clearwater Region as a sister resource managementl agency. IDFG Clearwater Region
shares property boundaries with many BLM owned parcels and IDFG and BLM have a long
history of co-managing resources with shared houndaries in the region, particularly in the Craig
Maountain area. We offer the fallowing comments in the spirit of continued cooperation

A3-1| General Comments:
« We recommend selection of Alternative C as the Preferred Alternafive.

It appears frem the DEIS and from our discussions with BLM staff that all of the Alternatives
axcept Altarnative A (the ‘no-changs” Alternative) meet the stated goals and objectives. Of
lhe Allernatives analyzed, Alternative C offers the greatest resource proteclions and
enhancements while still maating the stated purpose and need. Desplte lhe greater
resource protections afforded under Alternative C, BLM has idenlified Alternative B as the

Keaping iuho's WIS Horlrapy

Lguad Gopavinatty Enplover o 207095006 » Fur: 208700301 2 o fdokie fotay (TDO) Servive: 1800377 1370 @ gt fgame, fdadio.por
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A3-1

A3-2

A3-2

A3-

A3-4 -

A3-5 *

Comments

preferred Alternative. We do not believe the DEIS provided sufficient reasons to select
Alternative B over C (See our comments below, especially those on the Social and
Economic Conditions). Therefore, we recommend selection of Alternative C as the Preferred
Alternative, unless compelling evidence can be presented in the analysis to support
selection of the less environmentally protective Alternative B.

We recommend that the Resource Management Plan have a clearly specified lifetime,
with a schedule for periodic review to update the Plan to incorporate new knowledge
or respond to new technology.

The RMP does not have a specified lifetime. In fact, there are contradictory indications of
the anticipated longevity of the plan in the EIS. For instance, there is a reference to the 20-
year life of the RMP in Appendix C (C-1), but forest products management is expressed in
terms of 15 years.

The BLM planning team explained to us that setting a RMP lifetime was purposely avoided,
primarily because of past Planning experience, in which Plans typically remained in effect
well past their expiration date.

We believe that specifying a lifetime for the Plan, including an outline of interim milestones
and objectives, is critical. A schedule for meeting objectives is a cornerstone for building
any strong, workable plan. A schedule not only provides a target, but serves as a
benchmark against which to define and measure success. And it provides an incentive to
ensure that the Plan does not outlive its usefulness.

Also, we believe the Plan would be strengthened by a schedule for periodic review and
updating to incorporate new scientific knowledge or changes in technology to improve the
effectiveness of the Plan. Perhaps better would be a direction in the RMP that would allow
BLM to revisit and, if necessary, update the Plan whenever new knowledge and technology
become available that would help meet resource goals.

We recommend that the EIS clearly recognize Idaho Fish and Game's role as the
agency responsible for management of wildlife, fish and plants.

IDFG Clearwater Region and the Cottonwood BLM Field Office have maintained a long,
healthy and very productive partnership as resource management agencies. Our
responsibilities often differ, but we share many of the same goals for the state’s natural
resources. We anticipate that our partnership will continue to grow and strengthen over
time. Even so, we would like to see language in the RMP that formally recognizes IDFG's
role, as well as a firm commitment from BLM to continue to consult and coordinate with
IDFG regarding management of public lands.

For purpose of clarity, we noted statements or inferences in several places in the DEIS
that BLM has a wildlife management role. BLM staff have affirmed to us those
references should have stated the role as habitat management to benefit wildlife. We
anticipate the RMP will be edited so that this distinction is clear.

We recommend strengthening RMP by adding language about building relationships
and coordination with other agencies, organizations and individuals.

Responses

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: Seeeditsto Wildlife and Special Satus 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 fishin 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 Satus 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 Satus
Fish, Objective 1, Action 5. Appendix C, Conservation and
Restoration Water sheds of the DRMP/EIS, emphasizes that
priority for watershed and aguatic 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.

(continued on the following page)
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Responses

A3-5 (continued): Also, new text has been added to DRMP/EIS Chapter 2, Wildlife and Special Satus Wildlife, Objective 3, Action 3; Objective 11, new
action 4; and Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Satus Fish, Objective 5, new Action 7.
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A3-5

A3-

A3-

Comments

The DEIS contains a number of statements that BLM often has little control over the ultimate
condition of its diverse properties because it is a minor landholder in some areas and has no
control over activities outside its boundaries. Although true, this statement seems to be
offered as a reason, even as an excuse, for perhaps not meeting RMP goals and objectives
on some properties.

Attaining the RMP goals will, undeniably, be more difficult when BLM has little to no
influence on land management outside its property boundaries. However, we believe the
Plan would benefit by a more positive approach to this dilemma. We agree that it's
necessary to identify BLM limitations because of mixed or isolated ownership; but we
recommend definitive statements throughout the RMP that BLM will do its best to move
toward meeting all objectives on its own property, regardless of impacts from neighboring
properties. In short, don't let bad behavior by neighbors, if there is any, constrain efforts.
And take advantage of every opportunity to support and build on resource enhancements
made by neighbors who wisely manage their resources.

In addition, we believe the Plan could be strengthened with specific direction to identify new
opportunities and expand and improve existing relationships with other agencies,
organizations and private landholders in the CFO as a primary tool for achieving BLM goals
in the area.

The BLM DEIS should describe the relationship between BLM Plans and the
Clearwater and Nez Perce National Forest Plans, which are also in the revision
process. Goals and objectives in the BLM RMP for those BLM properties which
shared boundaries with National Forests should reflect anticipated goals and
objectives for Forest Service lands as outlined in the Draft FS Plans.

BLM Cottonwood Field Office holdings abut National Forest property in many places. The
Clearwater and Nez Perce National Forests are currently revising their Forest Plans, which
are essentially the Forest Service version of this RMP. We believe that integration of Forest
Service Plans and BLM this RMP may be essential to successful Plan implementation for
both agencies. For instance, will RMP prescriptions and designations for shared streams be
the same (i.e., conserve and restore designations), will riparian buffer widths be maintained
contiguously across FS/BLM boundaries, etc.? Or will the two federal land managers have
different prescriptions on abutting properties that might effect goals attainment by either

agency?

The RMP acknowledges the on-going Forest Planning process on Page 4-9, but does not
indicate how the BLM and forest plans can or will be integrated. In our recent meeting, BLM
indicated that this was primarily due to differences in the planning process schedules which,
in turn, effect the NEPA decision-making process so, once adopted, any differences
between Forest Service Plans and BLM RMP would require re-initiation of the NEPA
process to amend the RMP (which will be finalized before Forest Plans). BLM's concern —
and a valid one — for not integrating with the Forest Plan revisions is that FS Plans and the
RMP are on different timetables and the first out of the NEPA box would have to reinitiate a
very demanding NEPA process to be retrofitted, if there are substantive differences.

To accommodate the differences in the BLM/FS planning process schedules, we submit that
the RMP could contain language — perhaps a specific action item or direction -- that will
permit modification of the RMP to eliminate differences in management between Forests
and BLM where the two agencies share boundaries. We also submit that, although the

Responses

A3-6: Boththe BLM and US Forest Service are guided by com-
mon direction in initiatives such as the Healthy Forest Initia-
tive, Nationa 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. Thisis
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 landsin the planning area.

Specific management strategies will not be exactly the same
with adjacent Forest plans. However, general similarities do
exist in regardsto 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 mgjority of our restoration watersheds include
lands administered by the Forest Service (see Appendix Cin
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.

June 2008
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Comments Responses
Farest Service planning process is on a different schedule than the BLM process, the i .
timetable for and current development status of FS plans are not so different from the BLM A3-T: R?fer to response to Comment Number A3-1. A SOCIOoeco-
schedule that they preclude preliminary discussion of similarities/diferences in resource nomic analysis and report was conducted at the beginning of
A3- management direction and goals. There are opportunities now to identify and eliminate the p| anni ng process (Tetra Tech 2005)_ It has been available

potential conflicts and to strengthen opportunities for mutual benefit. Many elements of the . . . h
Forest Service plans are now well enough developed to indicate what the FS is likely to on the project web site (www.cottonwoodrmp.com) since that

propose in their DEIS. time. The conclusions in the DRMP/EIS were reached based in
large part on that analysis and report.

Social and Economic Conditions

A 3_7| We did not find sufficient evidence the Social and Economic Conditions section to support
selection of Alternative B as the Preferred Alternative.

Since the goal of the RMP is to strike a balance between maintenance or restoration of natural
resources and providing community stability through resource use and enjoyment (see ES-2), a
detailed analysis of social and economic impacts must be weighed against resource impacts as
a critical part of this analysis. Logic dictates that the Preferred Alternative would be that which
affords the best balance between meeting social/economic needs and providing natural
resource protection and restoration.

The DEIS states that Alternative C would have the least impact on physical and biological
resources but a greater potential for adverse impact on local economies and businesses that
A3-7| depend on BLM managed lands for tourism, recreation, and resource extraction (ES-13). We
don't believe that the DEIS presents sufficient evidence to make that case. In fact, much of the
information provided seems to contradict that premise. Barring a stronger socio-economic
justification for Alternative B as the best alternative for meeting both resource objectives and
economic objectives, the more resource-protective Alternative C should be chosen as the
Preferred Alternative.

» We found this section to be a somewhat confusing mixture of state-wide and planning area
data. Most of the economic indicators cited are from state-wide data; these are likely to
have little relevance in the CFO. Has a detailed social/economic analysis been done for the
planning area? If not, the EIS should describe how the authors applied the state-wide data

A3-7 to determine how RMP direction would effect the planning area, including calculations of

current resource/activity values, projected values, comparisons of various resource uses,

etc.

* Economic trends or projections were not provided in this section of the RMP for any
economic indicators except recreation” — and those were not very detailed. Clearly,
recreation contributes significantly to local economies statewide (Page 3-78,) And recreation
is cited as the most important industry sector in the CFO (Page 4-371). Recreation is
expected to increase from 1-4% annually over the unspecified lifetime of the Plan (pp 3-78).

A3-7l What kind of real dollar values, local income and job opportunities do these recreation data
predict for the lifetime of the plan? How do recreation and tourism dollars compare with

predicted income from the other resource uses that effect the local economy (forest

products, grazing, mining)? We suggest that comparisons of resource-driven economies is
key to providing direction for the plan - for striking the balance between resource protection
and use and for developing a sound argument for selection of the Preferred Alternative.
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A3-7

Comments

* Trends were discussed in the DEIS for forest products, but not in the Social and
Economic Conditions analysis. There are references to anticipated trends for some
other economic indicators scattered in the text as well, but these have not been
incorporated into the socio-economic analysis.

For instance, a discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.1.3 (P 4-6) indicates that
BLM expects “declines (in timber harvest) in the CFO unless national direction places
more emphasis on timber production on federal lands” in the future. (We wonder,
though, if changes in the national direction would matter, since the number of acres
available for harvest is designated for each of the various Alternatives? That is, the Plan
would determine the “trend” for harvest on BLM lands.) The more difficult task of trying
to forecast the economic impact in the highly volatile timber products market, whether or
not national direction changes, would appear to be necessary despite the difficulty.

Travel Management:

IDFG fully supports RMP direction to restrict motorized travel to designated trails (i.e., no travel
off designated roads or trails will be allowed in the CFO, except for snow machine travel) 4.3.6.

Responses
A3-8: Thank you for your comment.

A3-9: Theassumptionslisted 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 areillegal, 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.

« Both fo clarify and to emphasize Plan direction to restrict motorized travel to designated
trails, we recommend that you remove from the Plan the assumption that “User-created ) )
trails would continue to be developed throughout the CFO . . . * (P. 4-300) The assumption | A3-11: Thisassumption has been added to page 4-300 of the
that users would continue to pioneer new trails contradicts Plan direction, and gives the DRMPI/EIS
A3-9 impression that BLM either condones that illegal practice, or would be unable to stop it. We )
recommend instead that you include an assumption that user-created trails are illegal and )
that creators and users of non-designated open trails w_‘lll be subject to enforcement and A3-12: This sentence has been changed in the PRMP/FEIS to,
:-gﬁ;c;gr;ﬁ;e g;noalnes, The RMP should reinforce your intent to have no new user-created “ Eliminati ng Open area desi gnati onswould have alon g-term
direct effect on OHV use by diminating the area of cross-
« Similarly, the assumption that “The incidence or resource damage and contflicts among country travel permitted on BLM-administered lands.”
recreationists involved in mechanized, motorized, and nonmotorized activities would
A3-10 increase with increasing use . . ." (P. 4-300 and 4-278) is defeatist and contradicts RMP . .
goals to manage resources for the mutual benefit and enjoyment of diverse users. A3-13: There are several maps for Alternatives B, C, and D that
- il R mn—— — show areas designated as “Motorized Travel Limited to Desig-
. e also recommend adding an assumption: Technology will continue to advance the ability ) . .
of motorized vehicles to travel in previously inaccessible terrain. (l.e., the RMP should nated Routes beca%lse they do not all fit on one map (%e Fi o-
A3-1] anticipate technological advances and set management direction with the assumption that ures 31 through 36 in the DRMP/EIS). Throughout these des-
motorized vehicles can traverse any terrain in the CFO.) ignated areas, some routes are designated open and some are
« P 4-305. Effects from Transportation and Travel Management: says, “Eliminating Open designated closed either seasonally or year round. As you point
A3-12) area designations would . . . .have effect . . . by reducing the area of cross-country travel out, some maps only happen to show closed routes even
permitted . . . “ Doesn't eliminating open areas eliminate , not “reduce” cross-country travel? though they are within an area that is designated “Motorized
Or-ikningte:af but winter croo-ooully tvel? Travel Limited to Designated Routes.” Despite this, the area/
« A similar confusion is created in some of the Travel Management maps. Numerous areas polygon designation of “Motorized Travel Limited to Desig-
are mapped as “Motorized Travel Limited to Designated Routes,” and all trails/roads in nated Routes” still app| ies to these areas even though currently
A3-13 those areas are designated as “closed to motorized vehicle travel yearlong.” If all .
trails/roads are closed yearlong, and no cross-country travel is allowed, these areas are for aparticular map does not show any open routes. These maps
all practical purposes closed to motorized travel yearlong. For consistency and clarity, we cannot change the area/polygon designation to Closed as you
(continued on the following page)
[
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Responses

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 criteriafor 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

A3-1

Comments

recommend those areas be designated and mapped as Closed to Motorized Travel
Yeariong.

Desired Future Condition:

When we met with BLM staff recently, we expressed confusion and concerns about the RMP's
descriptions of Desired Future Conditions (DFC). We appreciate the time your staff spent
helping us better understand this aspect of the RMP. However, we still have numerous
questions and concerns about this topic that we feel need to be addressed. We remain
particularly concerned with RMP directions regarding management of Forest Vegetation and
Wildlife Habitat (Chapter 4; Appendix D).

We believe that the proposed DFCs outlined in Appendix D, Tables D-2 and D-5 may be
inadequate to protect wildlife. Appendix D contains DFCs for Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat
for Alternatives B and C (Table D-2) in general. Appendix D, Table D-5 describes the DFCs
more specifically for ACECs. DFCs specified in these tables indicate that large tree and old
forest classes are not likely to be maintained at their current availability, and may even fall
below what is currently available. This is troublesome, especially for Low Elevation Dry Conifer
(PVGs 1 & 2). BLM direction is to ensure there are no significant adverse effects to sensitive
species or habitats (page 4-136); however, the DFCs outlined indicate to us that adverse effects
are likely to result if implemented. For instance, sensitive species such as white-headed
woodpeckers and flammulated owls rely on this already-limited type of forest structure, so
failure to maintain the current levels of large and/or old forest structure would adversely effect
these, as well as other, species over the long term. We recommend adjusting the standards for
these vegetation categories to maintain them at or, preferably, to increase percentages currently
on the landscape.

We find the “DFC block” management approach to implementing Forest Vegetation and Wildlife
Habitat DFCs particularly troubling. All BLM lands, regardless of size, should be managed to
help achieve the highest wildlife habitat and other resource values possible, consistent with your
stated purpose for the RMP. We feel that the DFC block approach used for forest
vegetation/wildlife habitat not only fails to meet that RMP direction, but is likely to impede
achieving stated resource management goals.

The proposed DFCs for forest vegetation/wildlife habitat do not apply to the entire CFO, or even
to large management areas or units, like a watershed. Instead, DFCs are described for and
meant to be applied only in “DFC blocks” that meet a defined minimum size. The DFCs
themselves (e.g., area-wide range of size classes, percent old growth, number of snags, etc.)
vary between Alternatives. The minimum size of the “DFC blocks” that would receive
treatments aimed at achieving those DFCs vary between Alternatives. And the DFCs for each
Alternative described in Appendix D (e.g., area-wide range of size classes) are not expressed
as an expected natural range of variability for each vegetative type, but as a single point from
within the natural range.

If Alternative B were to be implemented, forest vegetation/wildlife habitat DFCs and the
management actions identified to attain those DFCs would apply only to areas larger than 1000
acres. The RMP offers no management direction to maintain or achieve the DFCs in smaller
areas, regardless of the current condition or wildlife value of smaller parcels. Similarly, if
Alternative C were selected, only blocks larger than 500 acres would receive the management
protections needed to achieve DFCs (and the DFCs themselves differ). This “DFC block,
minimum size" approach ignores existing or potential habitat values that many smaller BLM

Responses

A3-14: Tables D-2 and D-5in Appendix D of the DRMP/EIS pro-

vide arange 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 arange 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 DRMPY/EIS devel oped alternatives to meet our multiple-
use mandate, as well asto 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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Comments Responses
A3 14, parcels afford and may place valuable habitat in those smaller parcels in jeopardy by failing to A3-15. The DRMP/ E' S does not |dent|f¥ the current status of the'
provide sufficient protections and clear RMP direction for their management. forested areas with respect to the desired natural range of vari-
+ We recommend developing DFCs that apply across the entire CFO, for all forest and abil Ity. Fall OWI'ng are some findi ngs from ICB EMP (BL_M
habitat types, rather than setting goals and limiting management to minimum sized and Forest Service 1997), and general conclusions from field
A3-1. blocks. DFCs should be developed that can be used to direct management of gll parcels observations:
under BLM control, regardiess of size, to achieve “the estimated range of historic
variability in the distribution of tree sizes and ages,” as well as to protect forest and other ) o
habitat type values on an integrated, landscape scale. We aﬁp;eciate thalt m:r;y BLM e Decreasein the amount of old forest characteristic
holdings may be too small to manage effectively for old growth, for example; bu .
collectively and in relation to the broader landscape, the smaller parcels contain ‘ ponderosa pine stands and large trees. _
important habitat and play a critical role, for instance in providing habitat for wide-ranging e Lossof old forest standsin dry and wet conifer types.
'IF:!I'T Even th llest isolated holdings d d a high level of management; in
wilalite. Even the smallest isola oldings demand a nig ' i
some cases, perhaps greater attention than large parcels. We suggest treating the CFO e Increase of mid-aged stands.
forests as a whole, and managing individual blocks as part of the whole — gearing e Lossof early seral stands.
management and RMP direction toward meeting CFO-wide DFCs. One effective . .
A3-14 approach might be to employ a multiple-scale assessment of forest vegetation like thalt ® Loss of whitebark pinetrees and stands.
described in Aquatic and Riparian Management (F-,8) when developing forest vegetation
management strategies. Page 3-22 of the Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife section
e The lack of baselines or discussion of the BLM forest “existing condition” is a critical inVolume 1, Chapte'_' 3 and Table 3-4 of th? Vegetatlon-—- For-
A3-15 missing element in describing DFCs and directing management activities for forest est Management section of the DRMP/EIS includes additional
i vegetation. What is the current status of the forested areas with respect to the desired information concernin g basdline conditions for forest vegeta-
natural range of variability? . o .
tion and wildlife habitats.
A clearly defined DFC is provided in the RMP only for vegetation, although there are repeated
references to attaining a DFC (by another name) for various environmental attributes; for . . L . . .
instance, for riparian areas and streams. Based on narrative in many places in the RMP (e.g., A3-16: Addltlond baseline InfOI’ma[IQn has begn mcl udeq inthe
Chapter 4), the desired condition or goal is to restore and maintain a natulral range o: vaTabmty PRMP/FEIS in regards to vegetation and wildlife habitat (see
for forest, streams, grasslands, and other attributes. However, those goals are not clearly . S . el
expressed in the summary, which says, for streams for example, a goal is to maintain or [_)RM P/EIS Section 3-2-.91 Wildlife and Special Stams W”d'
A3-16  improve biological/physical and chemical integrity. There is similar non-specific language life). Also, see Appendix W, Watershed and Aquatic Condi-
describing goals for other resource values. Clearly stating DFCs for all resource attributes, as tion Indicators, for watershed and aquatic condition indicators.
has been done for forest vegetation/wildlife habitat, is important because the plan and,
subsequently, every more detailed step toward individual project implementation should be o ) o
expressed in terms of moving toward that desired condition. A3-17: The DRMP/EIS, Wildlifeand Speci al Status Wildlife
Narrow focus on Threatened and Endangered Species: M anagement, ObJeCtlveS 8 -13, and associ a[eq acti OI’].S pro'
vide management emphasis for non-federally-listed wildlife
We are concerned with the BMP_'S narrow foclus on federally-listed threatened ?]nd e?.'dziﬁfred speci es. A quati ¢ Resources, FiSh, and Speci a Status Fish
species (TES) expressed primarily in Appendices C and F, but also scattered throughout the L iated acti a
RMP. Resource management actions that protect TES will incidentally benefit other species |V| anggemept, Objectives1 -5, and BSSO(.:Iat f’:\CtI ons also
that share the same habitat; however, tgere is no s;;vrnilar direcii?hn ?trhemphamls cmI aciflohn :)r]ttr:e |dent|fy actions that would support non-listed fish such as
RMP for habitat that supports non-listed species. We propose that the same levels of habita .
protection are appropriate whether or not TES are present. For example, non-TES streams that westlope CUtt'hroa_I trout, redbaﬂd t.rout_, and Pacific Iampr_ey,
A3-17|  support BLM sensitive species like westslope cutthroat trout, redband trout and Pacific lamprey and other native fish and aguatic/riparian dependent species.
should be afforded the same protections as TES streams. Similarly, intermittent streams, Appendices C and F are not specific to federally listed species,
seeps, and wetlands that are critical habitat for a number of amphibians, some of which are > ’ =
BLM sensitive species-listed, deserve high levels of protection. These are not directly s but do prowde an aqu_atlc andri par 1an management_strategy
addressed in the RMP. The RMP should better describe how both listed- and non-listed wildlife that would be beneficial to avariety of native aquatic and
species and habitat will be protected.
(continued on the following page)
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Responses

A3-17 (continued): riparian dependent species. We also recognize that small intermittent and perennia 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 al so 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 isincluded in Appendix D of the PRMP/FEIS. Additionally, new actions for Alternatives B and C
in Wildlife and Specia 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:
e "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.
e “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).”

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-21



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

A3-18

A3-19

A3-20

A3-21,

A3-22

Comments
Baseline Conditions and Monitoring:

Two troubling omissions in the Draft RMP are discussions of baseline conditions and
monitoring.

The RMP does not describe baseline conditions for vegetation/wildlife habitat, stream and
riparian conditions, fisheries, and other resource attributes. We believe that a description of
baseline conditions is very necessary not only to identify RMP management needs and
direction, but to establish the criteria that will be used to measure progress toward stated goals.
For instance, how close to meeting the described DFCs (or natural range of variability) are
current forest vegetation conditions, riparian zones, grasslands, etc.? What actions are needed
to maintain areas which currently meet DFCs or to restore those not meeting DFCs? We
recommend that the FEIS include baseline information on the current status of resources
relative to the DFCs. Where DFCs are not clearly specified in the RMP (e.g., stream condition),
other baseline criteria (e.g., stream condition indicators) need to be established and outlined in
the RMP.

We believe it is equally important to monitor progress from the baseline toward goals identified
in the Plan. The RMP should include an effectiveness monitoring plan. The only commitment
we saw to monitoring (and adaptive management) to ensure the Plan is achieving desired
outcomes was in Appendix F — Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy (Page F-1). We
recommend that a similar monitoring outline be developed for all RMP implementation
strategies.

Conservation and Restoration Watersheds and Aquatic/Riparian Management Strategy:

The Aquatic/Riparian Management Strategy (Appendix F), supported by the Conservation and
Restoration Watersheds approach (Appendix C) could serve as a model for the other strategies
in the RMP. Although a solid baseline still needs to be developed for aquatics indicators, this
strategy contains all of the essential elements we feel are needed, but mostly missing, in other
parts of the RMP: clear direction, parameters to measure success, and a commitment to
monitoring and adaptive management.

Additional comments on these topics:

 We recommend that PACFISH/INFISH standards be used as the default where
watershed analysis has not been completed or sufficient data are not available to modify
those standards.

= Barring adoption of PACFISH/INFISH, we recommend adoption of the standards
described for Alternative C at a minimum; but with stronger protections for permanently
flowing streams, whether or not fish-bearing, and for intermittent streams and wetlands
smaller than one acre. There is a rapidly growing body of literature describing the
importance of small streams, including intermittent flows, to the health and condition of
downstream fisheries and receiving waters. Small tributaries store water for recharge,
are a source of beneficial sediments and wood, a source of nutrients, and they supply
essential insects and other forage for fish. Nor do streams have to be perennial to
support fish -- many intermittent streams support fish seasonally or year round, including
listed species. Small intermittent and perennial streams, ponds and wetlands also
provide critical habitat for a host of wildlife other than fish, many of which are at risk,

Responses
A3-18: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-16.

A3-19: A formal plan for effectiveness monitoring will bein-
cluded in the RMP implementation plan.

A3-20: Baseline information has been added in Chapter 3 of the
DRMPJ/EIS.

A3-21: Appendix Finthe 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 awatershed analysis or
site-specific (local) analysis has been completed. Modification
of RCAs requires watershed or site specific analysisto provide
the ecological basisfor the change. In al cases, therationale
supporting RCA widths and their effect would be documented.
Refer to previous listed goals, values, and WACls 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: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-37; and response to
Comment Number O2-39.
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A3-22

A3-23

A3-24

A3-25

A3-24

A3-26

A3-27

A3-28

Comments

including some BLM-listed sensitive species. Protecting small streams is important to
protecting the fish-bearing streams to which they are tributary. The critical values of non-
fish bearing and intermittent streams deserve protection. At a minimum, we recommend
adopting a 300 foot buffer for non-fish bearing perennial streams and 150 foot buffers for
ponds, lakes, wetlands, and intermittent streams.

« The BMP’s focus on federally-listed threatened and endangered species (TES) is
especially narrow in these sections. Providing only “. . . for optimal aquatic, riparian,
and watershed conditions for TES species” (Page F-3, conservation measures) will
incidentally benefit other species that share habitat with TES; however, as written, the
RMP infers that non-TES habitat may not receive the same level of analysis or
protection. Per our previous comments, we propose that the same levels of protection
will often be appropriate whether or not TES are present.

« We recommend strengthening conservation measures for Grazing Management. For
instance, don’t delay locating livestock handling facilities outside of RCAs. Also, please
clarify an apparent contradiction between conservation measures to modify stocking
rates and assumptions on Page 4-119 that, “Livestock type and stocking rates would
remain the same over the planning period.”

s Also, reduced * “trampling of (TES) redds and other direct and indirect effects that may
result in adverse impacts on the (TES) species”by livestock is not only undesirable, it
probably constitutes a “take” under ESA. To improve, we suggest borrowing language
from the Recreation Management conservation measures which states the action will be
to, “Relocate or close (livestock handling facilities)where . . . effects on TES fish cannot
be avoided.” . . . though we would not limit that standard to fish and, again, contend that
the same protections should be afforded all water bodies, regardless of presence or
absence of TES.

Miscellaneous notes and comments:

Management goals:

It would be very helpful to restate the management goals by resource in other sections of the
EIS (e.g., Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences subheadings Air Quality,
etc.) as they were presented in the Executive Summary (ES-4,5,6) so proposed actions can be
more easily compared to desired outcomes.

P 3-61. Mineral withdrawals:

Salmon River withdrawals were described in the DEIS as pending. We understand that the
withdrawals have been approved. We assume this change will be reflected in the FEIS/RMP.

Page 4-45. re. Effects from Recreation Mgt and land acquisition:

A stated goal for all of the Alternatives is to attempt to acquire more land to increase

recreational opportunity, a direction we fully support. However, public and even administrative
access across private lands to reach some BLM properties will remain a problem, and smaller
scattered BLM parcels complicate management. We suggest including an “action” in the RMP

Responses
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 analysisonly. When the
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines
(Appendix A inthe DRMP/EIS) arereviewed 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 agreesthat it isagood 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 thiswithdrawal occurred. This change has
been reflected in the PRMP/FEIS.

A3-28: See Landsand 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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A3-29

A3-29

A3-30

A3-31

A3-32

A3-33

Comments
to attempt to acquire or exchange land to consolidate public ownership and management in the
CFO where that makes sense from administrative and resource management perspectives.

Page 4-51. Effects from Recreation Management : re: Outfitters

The DEIS states that commercial permits in SRMAs would be coordinated through the state
licensing board for outfitters and guides. We recommend the following language that better
reflects the long-standing coordination that has taken place between federal agencies, IDFG
and the Outfitters and Guides per interagency Memorandum of Agreement: “Whenever
considering Conditional Use Permits for new or modified activities related to hunting and fishing,
BLM will consult with IDFG regarding the need, resource capacity and allocation to the
industry.”

Forest Management — Environmental Consequences:

For clarity, we recommend separating mechanical treatment from prescribed fire treatment and
from wildland fire (area of mechanical treatment versus area treated with fire in the descriptions
of action and comparisons of Alternatives)

Wildlife (Ch 4.2.9) Effects Common to All Alternatives:

Effects of livestock grazing on wildlife on P-4-140 (and the antithesis in Livestock Grazing
effects, P 4-252 “Grazing conflicts could arise where . . .") sections should include a reference tc
the potential risk for transfer of diseases to wild bighorn sheep by domestic sheep and goats.
The Plan should have a grazing management plan that 1) is designed to avoid contact between
domestic goats and sheep and wild bighorn sheep, and 2) that can/will be readily adapted in
response to new information about wild bighorn sheep movement and/or expanded range.

That BLM is aware of the potential for disease transfer from domestic sheep and goats to wild
bighorn sheep is reflected in Action 11 (Alternatives B, C, and D) to limit class of livestock in
Hells Canyon and the lower Salmon downstream of and including Maloney Creek to cattle
and/or horses. We recommend expanding that protection to include all allotments where the
potential exists for wild bighorn sheep contact with domestic sheep or goats. The Salmon, from
the Middle Fork down, is the home for the only native (i.e., not reintroduced) bighorn sheep in
Idaho. The Plan should direct that grazing allotments will be limited to cattle/horses in all areas
where there is potential for conflict between bighorns and domestic sheep or goats. This
management direction should be flexible enough to readily adapt grazing management

to respond to changes in knowledge about bighorn sheep movements, and to reflect changing
conditions if bighorn sheep populations increase and re-colonize historically occupied habitat in
the Salmon and Snake River canyons.

4-374. Effects from vegetation-riparian and wetlands management (on social/econ
conditions):

The RMP states that ‘protecting riparian buffers could reduce the potential volumes of timber
sales.” Based on the assumption that PACFISH/INFISH standards have been adhered to in the
past and would continue to be used under Alternative A, this statement is only true for
Alternative A; the other Alternatives all recommend variously less restrictive riparian
designations and could, therefore, increase the potential timber volumes.

P 3-48. Allotment Categorization Process and Prioritization Process:

10

Responses

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 DRMPJ/EIS, Val. |, Chapter 3,
page 3-22 and VVal. |1, Chapter 4, page 141). Additiona 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
editsto 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 RCAswould 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 Il of the DRMP/ELS).

A3-33: Theintent of DRMP/EIS Chapter 3 isto 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

(continued on the following page)

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

U-24



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses

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 al alternates; and Objective 5 and all accompanying actions under all alternatives.
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A3-33

A3-34

A3-35

A3-36

A3-37|

Comments

This section describes the current Livestock Grazing allotment categorization and prioritization
processes, but does not indicate how these have been used to develop the RMP, or if BLM's
intent is to continue to use those processes to manage its grazing allotments. Is it Plan
direction to continue to use these processes to determine implementation of the RMP with
respect to specific grazing actions? Can and how are these grazing allotment and
categorization processes integrated into the Conservation/restoration watershed --
Aquatic/Riparian management strategy and other resource management strategies in the RMP?

BLM North Idaho Timber Management Plan:

The BLM North Idaho Timber Management Plan (TMP) was completed in 1982; it was
developed as a 10-year plan. BLM informed us that the TMP is still in effect and will continue to
be used to direct timber management activities in the CFO. The RMP should include language
that allows the Plan to be easily modified when and if elements of the now 25-year old Timber
Management Plan need to be changed to accommodate new state or federal mandates, new
technologies, etc.

Lolo Creek:

We wholeheartedly support the Plan direction for greater protections for water resources and
other criteria. We especially recommend that protections identified in Alternative C for Lolo
Creek (P 4-62) be implemented to protect this important watershed. IDFG has recommend
withdrawal of Lolo Creek from state Recreational Dredge Mining Permits in comments to be
submitted to IDWR by November 13, 2006 regarding the 2007 Idaho Recreational Dredge
Mining Program proposals. Although IDWR has yet to respond to our request, we recommend
that BLM withdraw Lolo Creek watershed from those off-stream mining activities under its
jurisdiction to further protect Lolo Creek watershed.

Water resources cumulative effects analysis:

The water resources cumulative effects analysis is based on faulty assumptions that demands
from future growth and development on water sources in the CFO are limited and will be
restricted to large water bodies (e.g., P 4-66 “. . . high quality supplies are plentiful in most
areas.” “. .. there is limited agricultural and industrial demand . . ." and a discussion of dams
on rivers). Our experience is that residential development, urban growth, changing land use
and agricultural demands are having an increasing impact on water supply throughout the
planning area. The impacts are most pronounced on, but by no means limited to, small
streams. Many of our local streams, once perennial, have been reduced to intermittent or
seasonal flow by water withdrawals and changes in land use. This trend in increasing
demand/impact is already having adverse effects on some larger bodies of water that the DEIS
describes as currently “plentiful.” The cumulative impact assessment should assess not only
the effects of increasing demands on our large rivers, but also on their tributaries and the
subsequent impact on larger streams and rivers. Furthermore, the RMP should identify goals to
protect and restore small streams, including perennial, intermittent and seasonal streams, and
identify actions to move toward meeting those goals.

11

Responses

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: Editsto the analysis on cumulative effects have been in-
corporated,, which includes the following in Volume Il 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 devel oped 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/
ElS and Appendix F. The PRMP/FEIS has been amended to
provide additional emphasis for small streams. See editsto
Riparian and Wetlands, Objective 3, Action 1 and Objective 4,
Action 1.
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A3-38

A3-3

A3-40

A3-41

A3-42

Comments
Vegetation - Riparian and Wetlands (Ch. 4) Assumptions:

The first (Methods and Assumptions, Page 4-118,119) assumption is that most activities in RCA
stream buffers would be restricted “to those that benefit or restore the quality of habitat within
these areas”is followed by another assumption that “Livestock type and stocking rates would
remain the same over the planning period.” To be consistent with the first assumption, it would
appear that the second assumption requires a caveat that says livestock type and stocking rates
would remain the same — but only as long as they can be demonstrated to benefit or restore the
quality of habitat within RCAs. This caveat is consistent with Idaho Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management, especially Guidelines 2 and 5, that the RMP incorporates by reference.

Differences in number of conservation and restoration watersheds between Alternatives:

Alternative B has 1 conservation watershed and 32 restore watersheds; Alternative C has 3
conservation watersheds and 40 restore; and Alternative D has 1 conservation watershed and
27 restore. Since there are specific definitions for “conservation watershed” and “restoration
watershed,” and since all alternatives share the same goal and objectives, it would follow that
there should be an equal number of conservation and restoration watersheds for each definition,
regardless of Alternative (Definitions and designations in Appendix C). Please provide an
explanation for the differences in the EIS.

Best Management Practices — Appendix B:

Appendix B attempts to provide a list, or lists, of best management practices (BMPs) that would
be used to mitigate various activities. As with many lists, Appendix B provides an incomplete
accounting of the scores of BMPs that are available for the diverse management activities BLM
might implement on its properties. We believe that it is important to emphasize that the BMPs in
Appendix B are not limiting, but represent only a partial menu of options that can be used to
mitigate impacts to, for instance, water quality.

It's also important to recognize that BMP technology is constantly improving. A statement in the
Appendix and/or a Plan directive should indicate that the most current and effective BMPs will
be selected for every project, whether or not those BMPs are on this list.*

* We believe this approach would not only make the Plan more effective, but more
efficient. Identifying the lists in Appendix B as partial and adaptable to project demands
and/or developing technology could eliminate the need for the administrative process of
interdisciplinary review and/or interagency cooperation, followed by a RMP supplement,
you have committed to in the introduction.

We recommend an emphasis throughout the RMP on avoidance first as a BMP for any and all
activities that could have adverse impacts on resources. For instance, the Road Planning --
Design and Location BMP #4 is to plan transportation networks to “minimize road construction
within RCAs." We suggest the priority should be to plan roads to avoid RCAs.

In Minor Road Construction, BMP #1 is timing to avoid work in streams occupied by listed fish to
avoid disturbing redds, etc. The same protections should be afforded for all fish, regardless of
their federal ESA status. Typically, ldaho Stream Alterations permits, needed to conduct work
in streams, are conditioned in consultation with Idaho Fish and Game to protect all species of
fish, other aquatic organisms and other resource values.

Responses
A3-38: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-25.

A3-39: Errorswere 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 FSrating. 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: Wewill add language to emphasize that the BMPsin Ap-
pendix B of the DRMP/EIS are only a partia 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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Comments Responses
BMPs are only effective when scrupulously maintained and monitored. BMPs must be . . . L . . .
monitored for effectiveness and corrections made quickly and efficiently when they fail to A3-43: PI’OJ ect des an criteriaand 'mplementat'on and effective-
perfarm. There are no references to effectiveness monitoring of BMPs, except as a spedific ness of BMPswill be monitored. BMPswill be modified as

A3-4 Watershed Management BMP (Page B-7). The BMP section of the Plan should include
provisions for effectiveness monitoring of all BMPs and a response plan for those times when
BMPs fail to perform as infended.

needed to achieve desired results.

Again, thank you for the opporlunity to comment on the Cottonwood Field Office Draft Resource
Management Plan. We recognize the demands an effort like writing the new RMP has been on
your staff and we hope that you take our comments in the spirit we intended. We hope you find
our input informative and constructive. If you have any questions about our comments, please
contact Ray Hennekey at our IDFG Clearwater Regional Office. We look forward to receiving

the Final RMP.
Sinceraly,
Cal Groen
Clearwater Regional Supervisor
0% Tracey Trent
Jeif Rohiman

13
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JAMES E. RISCH
govemnor

Robert L. Meinen
director

dministrator

A4-1

www.pal’ksmdlion.idﬂ.ha.gm'

Comments

November 27, 2006

Greg Yuncevich, Field Manager
Cottonwood Field Office

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, 1D 83522

RE:  Draft Resource Management Plan/EIS
Dear Mr. Yuncevich:

The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) staff reviewed the
Cottonwood Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) /EIS. This RMP
will guide management activities in the Cottonwood Field Office (CFO)
for the next 15 to 20 years.

Our staff is familiar with BLM's RMP revision process. We have been
involved in the Craters of the Moon, Challis, Bruneau, Snake River Birds
of Prey, and Coeur d' Alene Field Office RMP revisions.

The CFO is somewhat unique to other BLM Field Offices in Idaho. The
large land area (8.8 million acres) and small, scattered ownership
(143,830 acres) can make management difficult. These BLM lands are
important though because they provide valuable recreation access to
North Central Idaho's rivers and National Forest land.

The CFO is much like the Coeur d' Alene Field office with its ownership
patterns. We were surprised to see that the two RMP revisions were much
different because ownership patterns and the planning timelines were
similar.

The draft RMP/EIS presents four alternatives. These alternatives range
from the no-action to three action alternatives. This RMP is somewhat
unique because the RMP is also a travel plan,

We are concerned that the draft RMP is trying to implement a Travel Plan
during the RMP process. Travel Planning is controversial and can derail
an RMP Process. The small amount of land area and number of routes
might make this effort successful, but we are troubled with the lack of
travel alternatives.

The draft RMP closes 108.76 to 108.74 miles of routes in the CFO. This is
an inadequate range of alternatives for a Travel Plan. Typically, a travel
plan varies its amount of motorized access on routes from 105% to 85%
of total available routes.

Responses

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

-

A4-2)

A4-3

A4-3

Comments

Cottonwood Draft Resource Management Plan/EIS
November 27, 2006
Page 2

The IDPR requests that the BLM reconsider its decision to close the Broken Leg Trail in Township 24
North Range 3 East to two-wheel motorized use. This trail connects with the Hershey Butte Lookout
Trail #373 on the Payette National Forest.

The Hershey Butte Lookout Trail #373 is currently open to two-wheeled motorized use on the Payette
Forest Travel Management Plan. This plan is currently undergoing revision from the draft EIS stage to
the final EIS stage.

The IDPR has been an informal cooperating agency partner in the Payette National Forest Travel Plan
process. To the best of our knowledge, Trail #373 will remain open to two-wheeled motorized use in the
final decision.

The Broken Leg Trail is very steep with an average grade of 21%. This grade is unsustainable for either
motorized or non-motorized use. The BLM should apply for either an Off Road Motor Vehicle Fund
grant or Recreation Trail Program grant from our department to reconstruct this trail.

The Recreation Trails Program (RTP) received a significant boost in funding with the passage of the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETA-LU).
Idaho will receive $1.1 million in FY 2006 that will increase to $1.3 million in FY 2009,

Our Motorbike Recreation Fund has grown by an average of 16% per year for the last ten years. As a
result of the revenue growth, we are expanding our Trail Cat Program by one machine and an additional
Trail Ranger crew by next summer. The IDPR has the resources and funding to assist the Cottonwood
Field Office with the reconstruction of this trail.

Table ES-2 lists CFO Planning Area Management Goals by Resource on Pages ES-4 and ES-5. The
Recreation Goal is as follows:

"Manage public lands and waters to provide a broad spectrum of recreation experiences and
benefits. Emphasize resource-based river recreation. Ensure that developed facilities and sites are
appropriate for the resource setting, well maintained, safe, secure, and accessible. Provide high
value recreation opportunities and receive a fair return for commercial and specialized recreation
use.

We believe that this goal, while outlining a number of admirable attributes is too complicated. The
Coeur d' Alene Field Office has a much simpler goal to "Provide opportunities for quality outdoor
recreation experiences ensuring enjoyment of natural and cultural resources on BLM-managed or
partnered lands and waters."

The CFO should consider simplifying the recreation goal. The objectives can further specify those items
outlined in the original goal.

The draft plan covers the goals, objectives, and action items for recreation on Pages 2-112 through 2-
121. The action items differ little within the range of alternatives. The biggest difference between
Alternative B and Alternative D is that the Craig Mountain SRMA would be managed for backcountry
experience under Alternative B and a rural experience under Alternative D.

Responses

A4-2: The Switchback Trail, or Broken Leg Trail has never been
open to public motorized use. It isnot 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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Comments Responses

A4-4: Thank you for your comment.
Cottonwood Draft Resource Management Plan/EIS
MNovember 27, 2006

Page 3 A4-5: Thank you for your comment.

A4-6: BLM allocates permits, not licenses. BLM works closely

Objective 1, Action 1 on Page 2-112 uses the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) to maintain A N " o
with the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Board, and have jointly

physical, social, and administrative settings for recreation opportunities and experiences. All of the

action alternatives reduce the semi-primitive motorized acreage by 2,613 acres and the primitive acreage set the number of outfitter licenses which the board allocates.
oy gk ace. However, the BLM is not required to issue permitsto all outfit-
Chapter 4 uses this acreage reduction to justify greater impacts on a variety of resources. ROS is terswho receive alicense, and there are commercial uses other
dependant on variety of factors, many which are not in the control of the CFO. For example, the CFO than outfitti ng which BLM permits that do not fall under the
Ad4-4i does not have the tools currently to manage the number of human contacts a visitor receives. The more pUI’Vi aw of the state licensi ng board (S,ICh asnon- profits, edu-

visitor contacts that are encountered in a setting can move the ROS to a higher setting. . A
cational organizations, etc.)

North Central Idaho's increasing population and visitation are the most likely culprits for the shift in

primitive ROS setting. When the original Cottonwood Field Office RMP was written, the population and i .. . . .
visitation was much lower. The BLM doesn't have much control over these factors. The draft plan's A4-7: BLM and ysIs indicated that commercial useis not desirable

current ROS setting is actually more reflective of what is going on now, then the prior plan's ROS in Lolo Creek for the foreseeable future.

setting.

Objective 2 on Page 2-112 provides intensive management of Special Recreation Management Areas A4-8: Whileitistruethat the Crai g Mountain WMA is heavi Iy
(SRMA). SRMA status varies across the range of alternatives with Alternative A providing three roaded, nearly all of the roads are now and always have been
SRMAs and Altematives B, C and D providing five SMRAs. closed to public motorized use. The mgjority of the roadsin

Chapter 4 asserts that additional SRMA status could draw more people into the management area. the Craig Mountain WMA are administered by IDFG and other

SRMA status does not necessarily draw more people into a management area. SRMAs more intensively land owners, not the BLM.
A4-5 manage recreation than Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMA). These additional SRMAs
are needed to reduce the impacts from increased visitation in the future.

The draft RMP allocates commercial and non-commercial licenses in the Salmon River SRMA with the
coordination of the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board under Action Item 1.1 on Page 2-113.
The Idaho Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board sets the number of licenses allowed on a particular
A4-8  stretch of river under the Idaho Administrative Rules (IDAPA) 25.01.01.059. The CFO should examine
this action with IDAPA to make sure the number of licenses isn't under allocated. If they are under
allocated in the RMP, it could set up a conflict between the RMP and IDAPA.

Action 4.1 on Page 2-117 covers whether commercial water-based permits would be allowed in the new
Lolo Creek SRMA. Alternatives B and C would not allow any commercial permits while Alternative D
AA4-7| delays that decision until a SRMA plan is in place. The CFO should consider adopting the Alternative D
action item. This would give both the CFO and the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Licensing Board more
discretion at a later date.

Action 5 designates part of the Craig Mountain WMA as an SRMA under all action alternatives (B, C,
and D). The only difference between the alternatives is that Altemnatives B and C would manage the area
for a remote backcountry experience while Alternative D manages the area for a rural developed
experience.

A 4_8i The Craig Mountain WMA is heavily roaded from past timber activity. The CFO needs to consider
managing this area for a roaded natural experience rather than a backcountry experience. Many people
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A4-9

A4-10

A4-11]

A4- 12‘

Comments

Cottonwood Draft Resource Management Plan/EIS
November 27, 2006
Page 4

think of backcountry areas as being roadless. The Craig Mountain WMA and surrounding BLM lands
are not roadless.

Objective 4, Action 2 states "Coordinate with Idaho Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
for developing new trails and facilities." We appreciate the reference to Idaho State Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Plan (SCORTP), but this action item misses the purpose of SCORTP,
SCORTP is an analysis of supply and demand as well as an overview of outdoor recreation in the state.
SCORTP does not dictate new trails and facilities. Its intent is to be used and a guide and a reference for
justifying the demand for maintaining and creating new recreation facilities.

The National Park Service will approve the new_2006-2010 Idaho Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan soon. The plan may be downloaded at
http://parksandrecreation.idaho.gov/datacenter/statewide

lanning.aspx.

Travel and Transportation Action 2 on Page 2-124 eliminates summer cross-country motorized travel
under Alternatives B and C. Alternative D keeps 23,189 acres open to cross-country motorized travel.
The IDPR support the elimination of cross-country travel. BLM staff and permittees also limit cross-
country travel. Once a track is made, it can be difficult for the average visitor to distinguish the new
created route from the designated route. We encourage the BLM to carry this action forward as outlined
in Alternative B into the final decision.

The DEIS states "The travel management plan is expected to be completed in 2006." on page 4-19.
IDPR is an informal cooperating agency in this planning process and we have updated information. The
Payette National Forest Travel Plan Decision will not be signed until the summer of 2007. Winter travel
regulations will go into effect in 2007-2008 and summer travel regulations will be effective in the
sumnmer of 2008.

In conclusion, we believe that the goal for recreation is too complicated. It to be simple like the Coeur d'
Alene Field Office Recreation Goal. The Switchback Trail should remain open to two-wheeled
motorized use and be reconstructed.

It is our hope that once this RMP is finished, we can continue to work cooperatively on providing
outstanding recreation opportunity and resource stewardship in the Cottonwood Field Office. If you
have any questions about our comments, please contact me at (208) 334-4180 ext. 230.

Sincerely,

Gt

Jeff Cook, Outdoor Recreation Analyst
Comprehensive Planning, Research and Review

Responses

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

Comments

2889623275
» REcE IVED
Noy 13 2008
B%ﬁ‘”&"‘g“

ELM COTTONWOOD PAGE 82

\STATE OF IDAHO

JAMES E. RISEH

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE g,
PATRICK Tﬂrﬁwm
Dirgelor /. Srersfury

November 9, 2006

Greg Yuncevich, Field Manager
Cottonwood Field Office

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, ID 83522-5200

RE: Cottonwood Field Office Draft Resource M
Impact Statement

t Plan/Envir tal

Dear Mr. Yuncevich:

The Idaho State Department of Agriculture (ISDA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Cottonwood Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan
(RMP)/Environmental Impact Statement (BIS). Since this document outlines
management alternatives for public lands within the field office boundaries, and will be
the gmdl.u:g management document for many years to come, it is important that all issues
and options for addressing them are considered and discussed. Hopefully our comments
will help in the analysis of environmental impacts of the management alternatives, and
will be considered by the planning team when finalizing the RMP,

Most of our comment will focus on the livestock prazing aspect of the commercial land
uses 1f\nh.u:_h were identified. However, the Burean of Land Management (BLM) should
keep in mind that, since private lands are intermingled with BLM lands, actions proposed
uno;er ‘the.Cottonwood RMP could directly or indirectly affect private individuals and
their livelihood (even apart from the grazing adjustments identified under the different
alternatives).

Certainly the f‘ac! that many of the grazing allotments are small in acreage, often
surrounded by private land, and possibly lack access, makes it difficult to “control”

grazing (as stated on page 4-5). However, this should not be a reason for canceling

grazing privileges if the grazing lessee needs to use the public lands in conjunction with

's grazing operation, and if Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for
Livestock Grazing Management are being met. The document does, indeed, show that a]]
;:l::l:timts cvaluated so far under the S&G process have met Standards for Rangeland

1

Responses
A5-1: Thank you for your comment.

A5-2: The statement that you reference on page 4-5 of the DRMP/
ElSis part of Section 4.1.3, Cumulative Impacts, and the list of
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects or activi-
tiesin 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 tractsis 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 inthe DRMP/EIS.
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Comments

11/14/2886 11:18 2889623275 ELM COTTOMWOOD PAGE B3

A5-3

A5-4

A5-6

A5-7]

A5-§

A5-9

A5-10

‘We notice that the allotments identified for cancellation in Alternative B are presently not
being leased for livestock grazing. We suggest that there is an advantage to leaving these
areas as prazing allotments in case the opportunity arises in the future to make use of
them. '

In relation to the environmental consequences section of the plan, page 4-56 of the
document discusses the fact that altemative B would not allow grazing on 15,000
acres LESS than at present, but states that there would be "no change in impacts on water
resources compared to altemative A". However, on page 4-64 the document states the
impact on water resources dus to grazing under altemative D (where there are more acres
allowed for grazing than under other altemnatives) would be greater than all other
alternatives, Thus, there is not consistency in'determining increased or decreased impact
to water resources based on grazing, .

In the Livestock Grazing Effects section on page 4-69, the term “grazing encroachment”
is unclear.

Throughout the document and for all alternatives, quite often the discussion under the
Rangelands Management impact section centers on livestock grazing. We point out that
(as stated on page 4-100) “actions under most resource categories have the potential to
a;fec: rangeland vegetation”. There is the separate Livestock Grazing Management
discussion section where grazing related impacts should be specified.

Similarly, the weeds management impact section under the various altematives too often
centers on grazing impacts while not even mentioning other factors such as all-terrain
vehicles (ATV), etc.

Impacts on wildlife as a result of the livestock grazing program (page 4-141) show new
water developments resulting only in 2 situation where livestock and wildlife would have
increased competition for forage in a given area. This section should also discuss the fact
that new water developments would allow increased use of an area by wildlife (by
p}nﬂdmg previously unavailable watering sites for many different wildlife species) when
livestock are not in the vicinity.

"{‘he Iivest‘ock Impact discussion, as it pertains to wildlife, also mentions “overuse” and

overgrazing” by livestock — resulting in declining range condition and- unwanted
chan_ges to plant species composition. This document also mentions that livestock
grazing stimulating growth of grazed plants, the fact that desired changes in plant
composition for the use of wildlife species can also be the result of proper livestock
grazing management.

Anuthq example of inconsistency is on pages 4-152, and 4-157. One of the “Effects

ﬁmg Lwcstoc_k Grazing Management” sections talks only about an improvement of
habitat for wildlife if grazing privileges are retired; but the discussion for the other

alternative (further reduction in grazing) says thiat habitat will improve for somie species
and not for others.

The last sentence in the narrative on page 4-252 (Effects from Vegetation — Riparian and
WGMS IManaggmmt) implies oply that livestock forage availability would be reduced
by achieving desired future conditions (DFC). We are assuming that your thoughts are
that DFC, in this instance, would be for more woody vegetation (and, thus, less

2

Responses
A5-3: Thevacant alotmentsin 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 isonly 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 alotments. 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. Thisincrease iswhy 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: Inresponse 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.

(continued on the following page)

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-34



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

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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Comments
11/14/2886 11:18 2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE B4
I
A5- 1(1 . * herbaceous cover) on a given site. Even if this is the case, the livestock forage base could
be increased through an overall improvement of site conditions.

On page 2-252 & 253 (Effects from Wildlife and' Special Status Wildlife Management)
has absolute statements “livestock management adjustment would be implemented to
reduce short- and long-term livestock impacts on wildlife.” There is no flexibility in this

A5-1 statement that would allow BLM to take other management actions that would not impact
wildlife and livestock users. There should also be statements that would address the
reduction of wildlife populations when they have impacts on the livestock user and other
wildlife populations. *

Since the RMP will outline livestock managément on public lands under jurisdiction of
the Cot‘tonwoo:l Field Office (CFO) for many years to come, it is important that only the
best science is considered in relation to impacts on the domestic livestock industry.
Rocky Mountain bighom sheep were mentioned on page 3-22 of being within the
planning area, but a discussion of 2 possible conflict with domestic sheep is not found in
the document. ISDA, appreciates the fact that this perceived conflict is not brought forth
AB5-12) in the RMP as it has been in other land management agency documents. We would like to
agd to the information, that no single report has ever documented mortality through
disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighom sheep in their natural habitat. (See
Attached Letters). We hope that flexibility of management be incorporated into the RMP
to allow any wildlife and livestock conflict to be addressed on a case by case basis.

On page 4-253, the following statement is made in the “Effects from Wildland Fire
Management” section: BLM policy requires that areas burned by wildland fires and
prescribed burns for fuel-reduction project sites receive a minimum of two. growing
seasons of rest from livestock grazing to ensure species regrowth and that existing

P

veg ion or vegel, ion become established.

We agree with the need to have vegetation recovered or well established before livestock
grazing can ocowr. However, we have not found that the BLM policy is officially to keep
Iw_esmck off an area for a minimum of two years. This is generally understood to be the
guidance that is followed in most cases, but the BLM Emergency Fire Rehabilitation
A5-13 Handbook, H-1742-1; Chapter III states: "Livestock closures Jor less than two growing

seasons may be justified, on a case-by-case basis, based on sound resource data and
experience”’.

We suggest that_the wording in Handbook, H-1742-1 Chapter III be incorporated into the
RMP. This will allow to possibly shorten the minimum time period for naturally
recovermg areas to allow grazing to occur in less than 2 growing seasons if the
soil/vegetative resource was not damaged to a sigoificant degree during the fire and has

responded well (appropriate ground cover, plant vigor, seed product; -holdi
e p gor, production, root-holding

Appendix I (Grazing AUMS by Allotment) has an error. Th
A5 14, AUMS for the allotments on the final page (I)-S). FRL o by e

We favor the selection of altemative D as the course of mana i
. f : gement action as regards the
A5 15, grazing program. This would allow the most flexibility in the future even if all the
ldentlﬁ_ed allotments are not erazed on a yearly basis. Available acres could be grazed
following vegetation treatments or wildfire on other acres that would need to be rested for

3

Responses

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 isan 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 aresult 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 concernsfor 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, Val. |, Chapter 3, page 3-
22 and Val. Il, Chapter 4, page 141).

During the fall of 2006, a panel of expertsin 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 expertsin disease
transmission, and are from the Executive Summary from the
following document: Disease Transmission between Domestic

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

A5-12 (continued): and Bighorn Sheep Payette National Forest (USDA-FS 20063).

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., trandocation, 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: Inresponse 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
bejustified on a case-by-case basis, based on sound resource data and experience.”

A5-14: Alternative A in Appendix | of the DRMP/EIS has been changed to 7,204 AUMsand 168 dlotments; Alternative B has been changed to 6,254 AUMs
and 166 allotments; Alternative C has been changed to 6,020 AUMs and 145 alotments; and Alternative D has been changed to 8,540 AUMs and 170
alotments.

A5-15: Thank you for your comment.
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Comments

2889623275 ELM COTTOMWCOD PAGE

+ * vegetative recovery and allow continued grazing to:be authorized without the need for

further environmental analysis.

ISDA, again, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Cottonwood Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. If you have any questions about
these comments, feel free to contact me at (208) 332-8566.

Sincerely,

e
n Kay
Range Pro; Manager
Idaho State Department of Agriculture

Attachments:

Comment Letter to Payette FS, Forest Planner, July 14, 2006, from Dr. Alton Ward
Comment Letter to Payette FS, Forest Planner, 2006, from Dr. Marie Bulgin
Comment Letter to Payette FS, Forest Planner, July 12, 2006, from Dr. Glen Weiser
Comment Letter to Payette F'S, 2006, from Dr. Anette Rink

Letter to Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Julie McDonald, September, 27,
2006, from Dr. Anette Rink .

a5

Responses
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Comments Responses

Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
July 14, 2006

Ms. Pattie Soucek, Forest Planner
Payette National Forest

P.O. Box 1026

MeCall, Idaho 83638

Dear Ms. Soucek,

I have read the February 6, 2006 Risk Analysis of Di: T ission Between D 1,
Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest document and am enclosing comments
regarding this issue which has been a matter of concern to me for many years.

To provide some background, I served as head of the bacteriology section of the Washington
Animal Diagnostic Disease Laboratory (WADDL) from 1980 to 1988. [ then transferred to the Caine
Veterinary Teaching Center in August of 1988 where I continued to direct and conduct diagnostic
bacteriology. During my years at WADDL, I also conducted research to improve detection and
identification of multiple bacterial species including those in the Pasteurellaceae family which includes
Pasteurella listed, in the Risk Analysis document, as a primary concern regarding disease transmission
from domestic to bighomn sheep.

In December of 1988, I was given the challenge to determine if two bighorn sheep ewes captured
near Challis,Idaho carried Pasteurella species. It was confirmed that the ewes did carry the biotype T of
Pasteurella haemolytica, the naming of which has since been changed to Pasteurella trehalosi. Bighomn
sheep in central Idaho were experiencing a pneumonic epizootic at that time and numerous samples were
subsequently collected from the bighorn sheep in that area during the following years and submitted to
CVTC, thus beginning extensive research on organisms isolated from bighorn sheep and other wild
ruminants sampled in 13 of the lower western United States, Alaska, and British Columbia and Alberta,
Canada. During the past 17 years over 6000 of those genetically diverse Pasteurellaceae isolates have
been archived for disease potential evaluation. Since my retirement in 2003, Dr. Glen Weiser and staff
have continuing to provide valuable services to wildlife biologists monitoring bighorn sheep populations
for potentially pathogenic microorganisms and testing for compatibility of herds based on the organisms
that they carry. In addition, Dr. Weiser and his staff are currently conduction exciting research to identify
and characterize virulence factors possessed by wildlife isolates.

1 hope that you will find my comments on the Risk Analysis document to be meaningful and
helpful for further consideration of potential risks on the national forest.

Sincerely,

Alton C. S. Ward, PhD
Professor emeritus

1

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-39



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments

Comments from Alton C. S. Ward regarding the 2006 Risk Analysis of Disease
Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest.

Bacteria identified as Pasteurella and Mannheimia species, which the authors of the
“Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the
Payette National Forest” state are of major concern as bacteria that may be transmitted from
domestic sheep to bighorn sheep and cause disease, are members of the very large and diverse
bacterial family, Pasteurellaceae. This family includes bacteria identified in the genera;
Actinobacillus, Haemophilus (Histophilus), Mannheimia and Pasteurella.. Members of this
family are normal commensal organisms that colonize the mucosa of the upper respiratory tracts
of the vast majority, if not all, land mammals as well as many avian and reptile species. As
commensals, the organisms are identified in the 25" edition of Dorland’s Medical Dictionary as
those, “living on or within an other, but not causing injury to the host.” That is in the normal
state; however, many commensal bacteria can (and do) cause disease in their host as
opportunistic pathogens when natural host barriers to disease are compromised. For example,
Staphylococcus aureus is vary common in the environment and colonizes the skin of 90% of
human infants by 10 days of age and continues to exist as a commensal on the skin and/or in
nasal passages of approximately 60% of adults without causing disease. However this same
organism is capable of causing serious and often, fatal infections when skin or mucosal surfaces
are compromised and the bacteria and/or toxins penetrate.

During more than 20 years of personal experience with processing thousands of samples
, from multiple animal species for pathogenic bacteria, the critical aspects of proper sample
collection, handling and culturing procedures became increasingly evident. Frroneous
conclusions may be made when proper materials and procedures are not used. This becomes
particularly evident when inexperienced individuals collect samples, e.g. samples from the upper
respiratory tract of bighomn sheep, in the field and do not have the necessary means for
temperature control and rapid transit of samples to a laboratory. Much has been learned in the
past 20 years concerning epidemiological techniques and has been applied to processing samples
and bacterial isolates, including those from North American native wildlife species. Much of
that work has been conducted by or in collaboration with University of Idaho Caine Veterinary
Teaching Center personnel. In summary some of these advances include

» It was demonstrated that oropharyngeal swab or tissue samples were superior to nasal
swab samples for detection of Pasteurellaceae organisms (Dunbar et al., 1990; Wild and
Miller, 1991; Queen et al., 1994).

e It was recognized that Pasteurellaceae organisms were quite fastidious and viability was
rapidly lost when samples were exposed to temperatures below or above the tolerable
range. This was confirmed by Wild and Miller (1991).

* It was also recognized that the viability of Pasteurellaceae organisms were markedly
reduced as samples aged and that the type of collection system and transport medium was
critical (Ward et al., 1990; Wild and Miller, 1991; Ward et al., 1997).

e Evidence was accumulated indicating that Pasteurella species can be isolated from
essential 100% of appropriate samples collected from the upper respiratory tract of
bighorn sheep and guidelines for sample collection and submission were distributed.
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» Since multiple genera of bacteria colonize upper respiratory mucosa, some of which are
inhibitory to the growth of Pasteurellaceae, different types of media were developed,

s tested and finally adopted to enhance isolation of these organisms from the upper
respiratory tract (Ward et al., 1986; Jaworski et al., 1998).

o Serotyping procedures previously used to identify and differentiate types of
Pasteurellaceae, e.g. Pasteurella haemolytica and P. trehalosi from domestic livestock
were found to be inadequate for differentiation of most isolates from wild ruminants
(Ward et al., 1990, Ward et al., 1997).

e Procedures were developed and applied to differentiate isolates by biochemical utilization
procedures into =100 different biovariants thus greatly increasing the ability of other test
systems, such as serotyping, to detect differences between and similarities of isolates
(Jaworski et al., 1998). !

¢ In addition DNA fingerprinting procedures used in human epidemiological studies were
developed and applied to detect transmission of specific strains of Pasteurella species
(Snipes et al., 1992; Jaworski et al., 1993; Ward et al., 1997; Rudolph et al., 2003; Weiser
et al., 2003).

The common concept that disease in free-ranging bighom sheep populations has resulted
from contact with or close proximity to domestic sheep is based largely on circumstantial
evidence which is the basis of the dogma evident throughout the “Risk Analysis of Disease
Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National
Forest” document.

Many of the articles cited in the Risk Analysis document lack scientific merit. One of the
most frequently cited articles (cited in the Risk Analysis document and other publications
concemning respiratory disease in bighorn sheep) used to support the concept that die-offs in
bighorn sheep populations is because of transmission of Pasteurella sp from domestic sheep
is that of Foreyt and Jessup (1982). In that article it is clearly stated that the assumption of
transmission was based on circumstantial evidence. No bacteria were isolated from the
bighorn sheep that died in the Washington group of bighorn sheep discussed in that article
and Pasteurella multocida was isolated from one and a nonspecieated Pasteurella organism
was isolated from another of the California bighomn sheep that died in that enclosure. The
authors did not indicate that tests of samples from any of the domestic sheep had been done

and provided no scientific evidence that the domestic sheep were the source of those
bacteria. In addition, P. multocida strains are ubiquitous in both wild and domestic animal

populations;(including mule deer [Jaworski et al., 1998; and pronghorn [Dunbar et al.,
2000]), therefore it is naive to assume that isolation from lung, bronchial lymph node and
serum of one bighom sheep resulted from presence of domestic sheep. Such a claim was not
and cannot be substantiated. Multiple strains of P. multocida, differentiated by biochemical
utilization tests and DNA fingerprinting, were isolated from the lungs of bighorn sheep that
died during the 1995-96 Hells Canyon pneumonic epizootic (Weiser et al., 2003; Rudolph et
al, accepted for publication). There was no evidence that any one of those strains had been
transmitted from domestic livestock. Such organisms may be carried as commensals and
cause disease in their host and become opportunistic pathogens when the host’s disease
defenses are compromised.
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Experimental exposure of bighorn sheep to domestic and exotic sheep breeds and
inoculation of bighorn sheep with Pasteurella strains isolated from domestic sheep have been
reported to result in respiratory disease and death of bighorn sheep (Foreyt, 1989; Onderka
and Wishart, 1988; Onderka et al., 1988; Callan et al., 1991). In some of those studies it was
concluded that the bighorn sheep used in the experiments were free of Pasteurella because
cultures conducted on nasal swab samples were negative for those organisms. Nasal swab
samples have been demonstrated to be less reliable for detection of Pasteurella species than
oropharyngeal swab samples. Another common cause for failing to isolate Pasteurella
species from nasal samples is excessive ageing of the samples prior to inoculation of
bacterial culture media.. In another of the studies a beta-hemolytic P. haemolytica biotype T
(currently identified as P. trehalosi) was isolated from tissues of a bighorn that died after
contact with domestic sheep. Like organisms were subsequently isolated from tonsil samples
of domestic sheep which had not tested positive for these organisms prior to contact with the
bighorn sheep. Considering that information, it could have been concluded that the beta
hemolytic strain was transmitted from the bighorn to the domestic sheep. However it was
concluded that transmission from domestic sheep to bighom sheep had occurred although it
was not scientifically validated.

We have also isolated beta-hemolytic P. trehalosi, like that described by Onderka and
Wishart {1988), from samples collected from free-ranging bighorn sheep in central Idaho.
Using biochemical utilization and DNA fingerprinting test procedures it was demonstrated
that the organism isolated from transtracheal samples collected from caesarian derived lambs
that developed pneumonia following exposure to their dams was identical to that previously
isolated from adult sheep at the time of capture (Jaworski et al., 1993). Pasteurella trehalosi
with the identical biochemical and DNA fingerprints have subsequently been isolated from
samples collected a decade later from bighorn sheep in Central Idaho (unpublished laboratory
records) and bighom sheep in Hells Canyon (Rudolph et al., in print). It is this kind of
testing based on genetic markers that is required for scientific validation of transmission.

Although cited articles were replete with assumptions based on circumstantial evidence
that disease was transmitted from domestic to free-ranging bighorn sheep, none of the cited
articles provided scientific evidence of such transmission. Die-offs in bighorn sheep
populations without exposure to domestic sheep have been documented. Onderka and
Wishart (1984) reported a major die-off of bighorn sheep not associated with domestic sheep.
They attributed the disease to a strain of P. haemolytica unique to bighomn sheep. Buechner
(1960), Spraker et al., 1984 and Bailey (1986) also reported die-offs in bighorn sheep
populations without known exposure to domestic sheep. There was no known exposure of
Hells Canyon bighorn sheep to domestic sheep associate with the 1995-96 pneumonic
epizootic (Cassirer et al., 1996; Rudolph et al., 2003; Rudolph et al., in press). The great
diversity of Pasteurella species isolated from the bighorn sheep in Hells Canyon was not
indicative of a single point source but was more indicative of involvement of multiple
opportunistic pathogens present in that bighorn sheep population. Although a feral goat was
detected with a small group of bighorn sheep in the early phase of that epizootic, strains of
Pasteurella sp. isolated from the goat were not isolated from any of the bighorn sheep that
subsequently died due to the disease (Rudolph et al., 2003). A P. multocida strain and a
Pasteurella (Mannheimia) haemolytica strain isolated from that goat were also cultured from
samples of two and one bighom sheep, respectively, that were in contact with the goat but
not from any of the other bighom sheep associated with the epizootic. Although Rudolph et
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al. (2003) state that “evidence suggests transmission ...from goats to bighorn sheep..”
“direction of transmission could not be established.” Note that transmission was not Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

“demonstrated” as is stated in the Risk Analysis document.
The wording of the “Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission Between Domestic Sheep

and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest” document indicates that the objective
of the analysis is to justify closing domestic sheep allotments to prevent disease in bighomn
sheep and enhance growth of bighom sheep populations in the Payette National Forest. Such
action would result in great economic impact on livestock producers who use those
allotments, their employees and have a trickle down effect on the Idaho economy. In
addition, the implementation of the objectives of The Hells Canyon Initiative published in
1997 and evident in the Risk Analysis document would be at great expense with no assurance
of greater success than indicated in the data gathered by Goodson (1982) and cited in the
Risk Analysis document. In that publication Goodson provided data for bighom sheep
population trends in areas of Colorado without domestic sheep grazing. Trends during the
10-year period evaluated indicated that the number of bighorn sheep in some herds remained
essential stable while some increased and others decreased. Obviously some bighorn sheep
populations fail to thrive in the absence of domestic sheep grazing. Wildlife biologists need
to consider how they are managing bighorn populations with or without the presence of
domestic sheep rather than to always look to elimination of domestic sheep as a remedy for
failure of bighorn sheep populations to thrive.

In The Hells Canyon Initiative, provides record of 21 translocations involving 329
bighom sheep moved from nine different sources into Hells Canyon, since 1971. In our
evaluation of samples from bighorn sheep populations, from north to south (Alaska to
Arizona) and west to east (California to the Dakotas), during the past 17 years, multiple
strains of Pasteurella and Pasteurella/Mannheimia species have been isolated and found to
differ between populations. The greatest concern regarding contact of bighorn sheep with
domestic sheep is that strains of Pastewrella and other potential pathogens that are new to the
bighorn sheep will be introduced and cause disease. By numerous translocations of bighorn
sheep into Hells Canyon from multiple sources, some of which had previously experienced
die-offs (Buechner 1960), the probability that a variety of bacteria and viruses with the
potential of contributing to disease, were introduced and intermingled is extremely high.
However the future objectives published in The Hells Canyon Initiative is for more
translocations to “fill unoccupied habitat and augment existing herds.” Prior to intermingling
bighorn sheep from different sources, biologists need to conduct tests to evaluate
compatibility of populations on the bases of disease histories and potential disease agents
present in each population.

Guidelines for management of domestic sheep and goats in native wild sheep habitats
revised in 1998 provides directives which if implemented will indeed minimize potential for
disease transmission from domestic animals to bighorn sheep. The Risk Analysis of Disease
Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National
Forest” document does not document justification for closure of the domestic sheep
allotments.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-43



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
References

; . j ; : Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
BAILEY, I.A. 1986. The increase and die-off of Waterton Canyon bighorn sheep: biology,
management and dismanagment. Biennial Symposium of the Norther Wild Sheep and Goat
Council. 5:325-340.

BEUCHNER, H.K. 1960. The bighorn sheep in the United States, its past, present and future,
Wildlife Monographs 4. 174pp.

CALLAN, R.I., T.D. BUNCH, G.W.WORKMAN AND R.E. MOCK. 1991. Development of
pneumonia in desert bighorn sheep after exposure to a flock of exotic wild and domestic sheep.
Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association 198:1052-1056.

DUNBAR, M.R., A.C.S. WARD, AND G. POWER.. 1990. Isolation of Pasteurella haemolytica
from, tonsillar biopsies of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 26:210-
213.

FOREYT, W.J. 1989. Fatal Pasteurella haemolytica pneumonia in bighorn sheep after direct
contact with clinically normal domestic sheep. American Journal of Veterinary Research
50:341-344,

FOREYT, W.J. AND D.A. JESSUP. 1982. Fatal pneumonia of bighomn sheep following
association with domestic sheep. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 18:163-168.

GOODSON, N.J. 1982. Effects of domestic sheep grazing on bighorn sheep populations: a
review. Proceeding of the Biennial Symposium of the Northern Wild Sheep and Goat Council
3:287-313.

JAWORSKI, M.D., A.C.S. WARD, D.L. HUNTER, AND LV. WESLEY. 1993. DNA analysis
of Pasteurella haemolytica biotype T isolates to monitor transmission in bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis canadensis). Journal of Clinical Microbiology 31:831-835.

JAWORSKI, M.D., D.L. HUNTER, AND WARD, A.C.S. 1998 Biovariants of isolates of
Fasteurella from domestic and wild ruminants. Journal of Veterinary Diagnostic Investigation..
10:49-55.

ONDERKA, D.K. AND W.D. WISHART. 1984. A major bighom sheep die-off from
pneumonia in southern Alberta. Biennial Symposium of the Northern Wild Sheep and Goat
Council 4:356-363.

ONDERKA, D.K. AND W.D. WISHART. 1988. Experimental contact transmission of
Pasteurella haemolytica from clinically normal domestic sheep causing pneumonia in rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 24:663-667.

ONDERKA, D.K., S.A RAWLUK, AND W.D. WISHART 1988. Susceptibility of rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep and domestic sheep to pneumonia induced by bighorn and domestic
livestock strains of Pasteurella haemolytica. Canadian Journal of Veterinary research 52:439-
444,

QUEEN, C., A.C.S. WARD, AND D.L. HUNTER. 1995. Bacteria isolated from nasal and
tonsillar samples of clinically healthy Rocky Mountain bighomn and domestic sheep. Journal of
Wildlife Diseases30:1-7.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-44



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
RUDOLFH, K. M., D. L. HUNTER, W. J. FOREYT, E. F. CASSIRER, R. B. RIMLER and A.
C. S. Ward. 2003. Sharing of Pasteurella spp. between free-ranging bighorn sheep and feral Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

goats. Journal of Wildlife. Diseases. 39:897-903.

RUDOLPH, K.M,, D.L. HUNTER, R.B.RIMLER, E.F. CASSIRER, W.J. FOREYT, W.I.
DeLONG, G.C.WEISER AND A.C.S. WARD. Microorganisms associated with a bighorn sheep
pneumonia epizootic in Hells Canyon, USA. (accepted for publication)

SNIPES, K. P., R.W. KASTEN, M.A. WILD, M.W. MILLER, D.A. JESSUP, R.L. SILFLOW,
W.J. FOREYT AND T.E. CARPENTER. 1992. Using ribosomal RNA gene restriction patterns
in distinguishing isolates of Pasteurella haemolytica from bighom sheep (Ovis canadensis).
Journal of Wildlife Discases 28:347-354.

SPRAKER,T.R., C.P. HIBLER, G.G. SCHOONVELD AND W.S. ADNEY. 1984. Pathologic
changes and microorganisms found in bighorn sheep during a stress-related die-off. Journal of
Wildlife Diseases 20:319-327

WARD, A.C.S., LR. STEPHENS, B.J WINSLOW, R.P. GOGOLEWSKI, D.C. SCHAEFER,
S... WASSON, AND B.L. WILLIAMS. 1986. Isolation of Haemophilus somnus: A comparative
study of selective media. American Association of Veterinary Laboratory Diagnosticians. 29"
Annual Proceedings, 479-486.

WARD, A.C.S, M.R. DUNBAR, D.L. HUNTER, R.H. HILLMAN, M.S. BULGIN, W.JI.
DeLONG AND E.R. SILVA. 1990. Pasteurellaceae from bighomn and domestic sheep. Biennial
Symposium of Northern Wild Sheep and Goat Council. 7:109-117.

WARD, A.C.S., M.D. JAWORSKI, D.L. HUNTER, P.J. BENOLKIN,M.P. DOBEL, ].B.
JEFFRESS AND G.A. TANNER. 1997. Pasteurella spp in sympatric bighom and domestic
sheep. Journal of Wildlife Diseases. 33:544-557.

Weiser, G. C., W.J. DeLong, J.L. Paz, B. Shafii, W.J. Price and A.C.S. Ward. 2003.
Characterization of Pasteurella multocida associated with pneumnonia in bighorn sheep. J. Wildl.
Dis. 39:536-544.

WILD, M.A. AND M.W. MILLER, 1991. Detecting nonhemolytic Pasteurella haemolytica
infections in healthy rocky mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis): influences of
sample site and handling. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 27:53-60.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-45



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses

Ward, A.C.S., G.C. Weiser, B.C. Anderson, P.J. Cummings, K.F. Armold and L.B. Corbeil. 2006. Attachm L
Haemophilus somnus (Histophilus somni) in bighorn sheep. Can. J. Vet. Res. 70:34-42. ent to Letter AS, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

Ward, A.C.S., G. C. Weiser, W.J. DeLong, and G.H. Frank. 2002. Characterization of
Pasteurella spp isolated from healthy domestic pack goats and evaluation of the effects of a
commercial Pasteurella vaccine. Amer. J. Vet. Res. 63:119-123.

Dyer, NW., A.C.S. Ward, G.C. Weiser, and D.G. White. 2001. Seasonal incidence and
antibiotic susceptibility patterns of Pasteurellaceae isolated from American bison (Bison bison).
Canad. J. Vet. Res. 65:7-14.

DelLong, W.J., Hunter, D.L., and Ward, A.C.S.: Susceptibility of two bighorn cell cultures to
selected common ruminant viruses. J. Vet. Diagn. Invest. 12:261-262, 2000.

Fisher, M.A., G.C. Weiser, D.L. Hunter, and A.C.S. Ward. 1999. Use of a polymerase chain
reaction method to detect the leukotoxin gene /kt4 in biogroup and biovariant isolates of
Pasteurella haemolytica and P. trehalosi. Amer. J. Vet. Res. 60:1402-1406.

Ward, A.C.S., Dyer, N.W., and Fenwick, B.W.: Pasteurellaceae isolated from tonsillar samples
of commercially-reared American bison (Bison bison). Can. J. Vet. Res. 63:166-169, 1999.

Ward, A.C.S., Dyer, N.W., and Fenwick, B.W.: Pasteurellaceae isolated from tonsillar samples
of commercially-reared American bison (Bison bison). Can. J. Vet Res. 63:161-165, 1999,

Ward, A.C.S., Hunter, D.L. Rudolph, K.M., Bulgin, J.M., Cowan, L.M., McNeil, H.J., and Miller,
M.W.: Immunologic responses of domestic and bighorn sheep to a multivalent Pasteurella
haemolytica vaccine. J. Wildl. Dis. 35:285-296, 1999.

Dyer, NW., and Ward, A.C.S. Prneumonic Pasteurellosis associated with Pasteurella
haemolytica serotype A6 in American bison (Bison bison). J. Vel. Diagn. Invest. 10:360-362,
1998.

Jaworski, M.D., Hunter, D.L., and Ward, A.C.S.: Biovariants of isolates of Pasteurefla from
domestic and wild ruminants. J. Vet. Diag. Invest. 10:49-55, 1998.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-46



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments

Responses
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Payette National Forest
P.0O. Box 1026
McCall, ID 83638

From: Marie S. Bulgin DVM, Dip ACVM, MBA
Coordinator, University of Idaho, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center
Sheep Specialist and Head of Food Animal Clinical Medicine
1020 E. Homedale Rd.
Caldwell, ID 83607

Re: Comment Concerning the Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission Between
Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest (2006).

Myth, defined as a notion based more on tradition or convenience than on fact,
(American Heritage Dictionary) seems to fit the Wildlife Biologists’ clinging to the
notion that contact with or the nearby presence of domestic sheep on the range will
automatically result in the demise of bighorn sheep. Seventeen years plus of research by
numerous researcher has not been able to prove that such is the case.

The whole risk analysis of disease transmission between domestic sheep and bighomn
sheep (BHS) on the Payette National Forest (PNF) is based on the premise that domestic
sheep transmit disease to BHS on the range. There is just NO scientific basis for this
premise.

First it was scabies, ear ticks and lungworms blamed on domestic sheep that caused
severe problems in bighons all over the west. Then slowly, scientists discovered that the
3 disease organisms were host specific and BHS had their very own species of these
particular pathogens. Scabies has been eradicated from domestic flocks for a number of
years, but it is still found in BHS. Fortunately for the domestics, it is a host specific
species. Now, Pasteurella (Mannheimia) is the bad bug, leaping from the supposedly
disease resistant domestics to the fragile BHS and causing huge die-offs. The trouble is,
the only evidence is circumstantial. There is NO hard evidence of any such thing
happening after at least 16 years of looking. As a matter of fact, it is looking very much
like the Pasteurella-Manheimia spp. is somewhat host specific, too.

There is no doubt that the BHS is a fragile creature, isolated as it has been by its favored
habitat of high crags during the summer, separated from other not so agile wildlife and
predators, and lower alpine areas in the winter. Liu, et. al., have shown that their
immunity is less robust than other animals, due, in part at least, to the fact that the white
cells of the bighorn sheep are 4-8 fold more susceptible to leukotoxin secreted by
Pasteurella (Mannheimia) haemolytica, (one of the most important virulence factors of
this organism) than domestic sheep, cattle, humans and mice. This simple fact makes the
bighorn extremely susceptible to it own diseases.
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(Liu W. Brayton KA, Lagerquist J, et al. Cloning and comparison of bighorn sheep
CD18 with that of domestic sheep goats cattle humans and mice. Vet Immun and
Immunopath. 2006; 110:11-16.)

The myth of the disease transmission from domestic sheep has been strengthened by the
circumstantial evidence of loss of total numbers of BHS documented since the 1800,
when domestic sheep first began to populate the west. Die-offs have been recorded on
numerous occasions since this period; however, very little attention has been placed on
other events happening at the same time—events as incriminating as the circumstantial
evidence of domestic sheep being nearby. Flocks of domestic sheep were brought into
mining camp areas to provide food after deer, elk, and BHS populations were decimated
by over hunting. The fact that numbers have not bounced back is blamed on disease
transmitted by domestic sheep, contaminating pastures and mountain slopes that BHS
now have to graze. However, in spite of many people researching the problem, this
theory has not been backed up by fact.

Overgrazing by sheep and cattle did take away the winter feed in the lower elevations
during the summer that BHS depended on during the winter. It is common knowledge
that nutritionally stressed livestock are at high risk of disease—not from the pathogens of
other animals but by commensal organisms of their own.

An attempt to evaluate the importance of different factors contributing to BHS disease
was made by Monello, Murray and Cassierer. (Ecological correlates of pneumonia
epizootics in bighorn sheep herds. Can. J. Zool. 2001; 79: 1423-1432.) . This article is
quoted by many biologists and also in the PNF Risk Assessment (RA). They report that
herds found in proximity to domestic sheep tended to be more susceptible to die-off;
however, the most striking finding their analysis revealed was that 88% of pneumonia-
induced die-offs occurred at or within 3 years of peak population numbers. They
suggest that density-dependent forces such as food shortage or stress is the principal
contribution to BHS susceptibility to pneumonia. Since there is no evidence for disease
being actually transmitted from BHS to domestic, I would suggest that nutritional
shortages are a good part of the problem. However, this observation was overlooked by
the biologists in the risk analysis.

Presently, overgrazing isn’t the problem that it was in the early 1900s due to present
BLM and Forest Service grazing oversight, but elk numbers are high in the PNF and
graze the bighorn’s winter range. A fact not mentioned in the RA. This situation could
certainly be addressed by better management of elk numbers.

Predation is never mentioned as a problem either even though it is the number one cause
of domestic sheep demise on the range. This, despite the fact they are protected by a
herder and guard dogs. In the PNF RA, it was mentioned that a BHS was caught in a
wolf trap on the PNF so it is obvious that they are sharing habitat. Wolves were
responsible for the death of over 500 mature domestic ewes and lambs belonging to one
permittee on the PNF over the last 2 years. Cougar numbers, 0o, have been documented
to be increasing and coyotes are an eternal problem. Bighomns in the vicinity of domestic
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sheep may even be safer due to the permittees efforts at predator control and the wolves
preference for the less agile domestic sheep.

The disease presently causing so much contention is Pasteurella pneumonia, a common
disease of domestic livestock. Pasteurella spp. contains a huge group of bacteria that has
been associated with disease in cats, pigs, all ruminants, rabbits and rodents. The group
has been divided into several genera, a number of species, then further into strains,
genotypes and biotypes and still further into DNA types. In early reports of die-offs, the
ability to differentiate between different strains and biotypes of Pasteurella had not been
developed. Pasteurella was just Pasteurella. Science, however, has reached the point
now, where the movement of a specific Pasteurella organism can be followed in a
disease outbreak by “fingerprinting” or DNA testing the Pasteurella spp. strain and
biotype, isolated from animals in a group or in contact with one another. If a Pasteurella-
caused disease originated from a domestic sheep or goat, it can be followed back and the
domestic animal at fault can be specifically identified.

The scientist that has made this possible is Dr. A. C. S. Ward, a microbiologist located at
the University of Idaho, Caine Center. He has been involved in the disease problems of
BHS for over 16 years and published over 15 reports in refereed journals concerning
Pasteurella spp. isolated from Bighomn, domestic sheep and other wild species. In spite
of this, none of his work was mentioned in the PNF RA. (See list of publications and
presentations from the University of Idaho, Caine Center below.) Between 1991 and
1993, for example, Ward worked with the Nevada Division of Wildlife to capture
bighorn and domestic sheep that had been observed jointly occupying portions of four
different mountain ranges. Nasal and pharynx samples were taken and analyzed for
identical organisms. In only one case, one domestic and 3 bighomns shared an organism
with the same biotype. None of the other domestic and bighom sheep had a Pasteurella
in common. There were no sick or dying animals observed either then or later.

(Ward, ACS, Hunter DL, Jaworski MD, et al: 1997. Pasteurella spp. in sympatric bighom
and domestic sheep. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 33: 544-557.)

Dr Ward and his associate Dr. Glen Weiser have isolated, identified and fingerprinted
thousands of Pasteurella spp. from normal, sick, dead and dying bighorn sheep in
natural conditions and during die-offs. In no case have organisms isolated from dead
and dying BHS in a die-off been found in a domestic sheep in the vicinity. In the
Hell’s Canyon outbreak of 1995-96, a feral goat was implicated, (see page 7, paragraph 2,
PNF RA), as an identical Pasteurella was isolated from three BHS in close contact.
However, the die-off stretched across the Hells Canyon area of Oregon, Washington and
Idaho, encompassing an 1800 km? area, and other than those BHS in that one small spot,
the Pasteurella spp. isolated from the others were different. There is actually the
possibility that the Pasteurella could have gone from bighom to goat, but if not, only a
handful of BHS were involved. Transmission of organism from goat to BHS was not
responsible for the massive die-off across the 3 state area.

Responses

Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
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Foryet’s report, (Foreyt, WJ. 1989, Fatal Pasteurella haemolytica pneumonia in bighorn Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
sheep afier direct contact with clinically normal domestic sheep. AJVR 50:341-344),

detailed death of wild BHS confined in a small pasture with domestic sheep. There are
several other similar reports. The Pasteurella haemolytica isolated in these instances,
although not specified in this article because the work was not done, are usually group
A2, a group known to be quite pathogenic to domestic sheep as well. This group of
Pasteurella has not been isolated from any free ranging bighorn die-offs. However,
many die-offs have not been followed with cultures. For example, in the die-off in South
Dakota in 2005, neither the BHS nor the domestic sheep were sampled or cultured.
Those folks were happy just blaming the outbreak on the fact that there were nearby
domestic sheep.

Furthermore, there are many documentations of pneumonia and die-offs in BHS that have
no reported contact with domestic sheep. Attempts to confine bighorns, even in large
areas, have not been particularly successful as disease appears to cause large losses. For
example, 18 of 20 desert BHS were lost within a 3 month period in 1971 in the Black
Gap area in Texas from severe pneumonia. No domestic sheep contact was reported.
(Hailey, Marburger, Robinson and Clark. Disease Losses in desert bighomn sheep in the
Black Gap Area, Desert Bighorn Council, 1972 Transactions)

In Nevada, The Dutch Creek enclosure was established in 1967-1968 to hold desert BHS
for the purpose of providing progeny for transplanting. Sheep numbers in the enclosure
did not increased despite additions to the original stocking. Most losses were considered
to be caused by disease. No contact with domestic sheep was reported. (Taylor, Disease
losses in Nevada Bighorn, Desert bighorn Council Transactions 1973).

California bighorns were returned to the lava beds of California. Two rams and 8 ewes
were introduced in 1972 and increased to 22 head by 1975. Then the herd was suddenly
reduced to 15 due to bluetongue virus (and most likely Pasteurella, a squeala of
Bluetongue) that fall. No contact with domestic sheep was reported. (Blaisdell, Lava
Beds Bighomn Project—So who Worries?, Desert Bighorn Council Transactiosn, 1976.)

These are just a few examples. There are many more. Thus, it is fairly obvious that the
lack of domestic sheep does not affect the disease problems in the BHS.

Dr. Tom McDonnell, another scientist ignored by the PNF RA panel, authored an article
concerning BHS and domestic sheep entitled “Bighorn Sheep and Domestic Livestock
Conflict, March 16, 2000. It was submitted as an attachment to the California
Woolgrower’ comments to the Federal Wildlife Service for a similar situation. He points
out the inconsistencies in many of the studies cited by the biologists and the authors of
the PNF RA. He points out that almost all wildlife carries Pasteurella haemolytica and
that fact is consistently overlooked by biologists. The incidence of isolation of
Pasteurella spp. from normal bighoms is 90%, from elk 68%, moose 100%, mountain
goats 83% and white tailed deer 100%. These are animals the bighorn sheep probably
come into contact far more often than domestic sheep.
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Another reference absent in the PNF RA was the Final Report and Recommendation of Attachment to L etter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
the Wyoming State-wide Bighorn/Domestic Sheep Interaction Working Group of August
2004, This document included a report by Cat Urbigkit, one of the working group,
entitled “A critical look at the Sheep Compatibility Review: 2000”. She went back to
original sources quoted from the literature reviews cited by agency employees in “The
Sheep Compatibility Review” and found that many of the studies did not support the
conclusion carried from paper to paper and used as evidence against the domestic sheep.
Her study substantiated Tom McDonnell’s review of the literature. Her critique included
many of the references cited in the PNF RA.

According to the account of the PNF RA, in Hells Canyon, “the metapopulation has
exhibited positive annual population growth since 1971 even though domestic sheep
grazing throughout the range of the metapopulation was much more extensive during the
1970°s 1980°s and early 1990s than it is currently.” Yet, it is still believed the domestic
sheep are a ticking bomb. The recommendation remains to remove domestic sheep from
the area.

This is the area where numerous transplants were made into the various parts of the PNF.
We are informed by the PNF RA that “between 1971 and 2004, 474 bighom sheep were
transplanted into the Hells Canyon area and 126 were relocated within the area.” We are
not told how many individual transplants were made but we have to believe there must
have been at least 25. 1t further informs us, “Seven bighorn die-off have been reported
since reintroduction began. Five of these were circumstantially (italics are mine) linked
to domestic sheep.” Easy to do since we were told domestic sheep grazing was extensive
during the 1970, 80s and 90s. .

However, this population is one of the most studied of any population of BHS in the U. S.
Presently research work in the area is being supported by a 5 year grant from the
Foundation for North American Wild Sheep (FNAWS). Bighorns have been closely
monitored, sick and dead BHS have been sampled and cultured. AND there was never
any evidence found to support allegations that domestic sheep are responsible for die-
offs. The die-off circumstantially linked to the feral goat was later shown to be false.
(See above).

The major question here is: What new organisms were introduced with each BHS
transplant and what effect did the stress of transplantation have on the transplants and the
stress of the new introductions have on the old population? It was shown by Colorado
researchers and later substantiated by Ward and Weiser that some bighorn isolates are
much more pathogenic than others and are much more likely to be associated with
disease.

Green AL, DuTeau NM, Miller MW, et al. Polymerase chain reaction techniques for
differentiating cytotoxic and noncytotoxic Pasteurella trehalosi from Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheep. Am J Vet Res. 1999, 60:583-588.
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Fisher MA, Weiser GC, Hunter DL Ward AC. Use of a polymerase chain reaction
method to detect the leukotoxin gene TktA in biogroup and biovariant isolates of
Pasteurella haemolytica and P. trehalosi. Am J vet Res. 1999; 60:1402-1406.

This has led some States to send nasal and tracheal cultures taken from potential
transplants to the Caine Center for identification and typing of the organisms isolated and
checked against the list of known pathogenic strains. Certain sheep are left behind due to
their colonization by known disease related strains of BHS Pasteurella spp. 1daho F &G
has yet to take advantage of this service.

In domestic animals, stress is a well known common factor in disease, especially for
pneumonia caused by Pasteurella. Transportation is recognized as a major stress. So
much so that the disease in catile is called “shipping fever”. Feedlot cattle are put on
antibiotics, electrolytes and vitamins in their water for a week or two after shipping to
minimize disease and they are kept separate from other animals in the feedlot. No such
stress ameliorators are available to the fragile BHS. Imagine, if you will, a giant, noisy
bird coming out of the sky, causing you to truly run for your life, a net dropping on you,
causing you to become entangled and fall, then a large predator jumps on you,
blindfolding you and restraining you while samples of your blood, feces and swabs of
your nose are taken. Later, you are dragged into a trailer and hauled for hours over hot,
dusty, bumpy roads, and finally you are freed in a place with strange new feeds and
totally new topography. I think this might fit the definition of stress.

The effects of the stress don’t have an immediate visible effect. A die-off is not likely to
happen imminently. Multiplication of the more aggressive or pathogenic organisms
among the normal flora would definitely occur in the stressed animal due to the
depression of the immune system. It gets the equivalent of a sore throat with an
accompanying population explosion of pathogenic organisms in their pharynx and nasal
passages. Pasteurella haemolytica does not fly on the wind (Pasteurella multocida, the
more hardy of the Pasteurellas, has been shown to be able to travel up to 200 ft) but in
fact lives a very short time in the environment or in drinking water. So, nose to nose
contact is essentially necessary for its spread. A lot of nose to nose contact would be
taking place between new transplants and the local population, transferring aggressive
Pasteurella strains and leading to more stress as pecking orders are established.

Animals unfamiliar with the organism, stressed by the newcomers, lactation, lungworms,
predators, nutrition or social order may very well go ahead and develop clinical disease
several weeks to months later. So, why is it that we think the domestic sheep had to be
involved?

Dr. Foryet has shown that transmission appears to occur when BHS and domestics have
constant, direct contact, but there is no evidence that it has occurred in the wild.
Certainly, it is not impossible if the two populations have frequent nose to nose contact,
but they don’t. Since domestic sheep are always with a herder and are under his control,
contact is definitely unlikely and preventable. No sheep producer wants to endanger
bighorns, nor do they want to be held responsible for a die-off. They fully understand
the negative implication when contact occurs between the two species of sheep.

Responses

Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
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Furthermore, in Idaho, permittees have agreed to notify Idaho Fish and Game Attachment to Letter AS, not a comment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
immediately if, indeed, a bighom is discovered with a flock of sheep. Fish and Game
personnel will then capture or destroy it so that it does not return to it own species—or if
a BHS is found nearby, herders can sic the dogs on it and run it off. No doubt, separation
between the species during the domestic sheep’ breeding season which starts the middle
of August would be prudent. It has been well documented that young lone bighorn rams
will enter domestic flocks lured by the domestic ewes in estrous. However, the mere act
of trailing domestic sheep through an area that has a BHS population is not much of a
risk. Pasteurella haemolytica will not survive outside of the body for longer than 5-20
minutes and bighorn sheep are not known to be camp followers. Nose to nose contact

isn’t going to happen on the trail. These are all situations that can be handled without
removing domestic sheep from the range.

The major problem with the reluctance of biologist to accept that domestic sheep are not
the major cause of disease and die-offs of BHS is that it excuses them from looking for
any other causes. They feel their present management is adequate and changes in
management other than removing domestic sheep from the range isn’t necessary.
Unfortunately, it will be too late for the range sheep producer when it becomes obvious,
that even without the presence of the domestic sheep, the BHS are still very fragile, will
still experience nutritional and environmental stresses and will still die-off.
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ORGANISMS ASSOCIATED WITH RESPIRATORY DISEASE IN BIGHORN Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment |efter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

SHEEP.

ALTON C. S. WARD, GLEN C. WEISER
University of Idaho, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center
The Caine Pasteurella Research Laboratory
Caldwell, Idaho

(References in bold type are those in refereed scientific journals.)

Safaee, S, G. C. Weiser, E. F. Cassirer, R. R. Ramey, and S. T. Kelley. (2006).
Microbial diversity in bighorn sheep revealed by culture-independent
methods. J. Wildl. Dis. accepted for publication, 2006.

Rudolph, K.M., D.L. Hunter, R.B. Rimler, E.F. Cassirer, W.J. Foreyt, W.J. DeLong
G.C. Weiser and A.C.S. Ward. (2006). Microorganisms associated with a
bighorn sheep pneumonia epizootic in Hells Canyon, USA. J. Wildl. Dis.
accepted for publication, 2006.

Kelley, S. T., E. F. Cassirer, G. C. Weiser and 8. Saface. Phylogenetic diversity of
Pasteurellaceae and horizontal gene transfer of leukotoxin in wild and
domestic sheep. Infect. Genet. Evol. (Epub ahead of print, April 22, 2006).

Ward, A.C.S., G.C. Weiser, B.C. Anderson, P.J. Cammings, K.F. Arnold and L.B.
Corbeil. Haemophilus somnus in Bighorn Sheep. Can. J. Vet. Res. 70:34-42,
2006.

Pierce, A. E., B. H. Gray and G. C. Weiser. Genetics of virulence in bacteria. 47th
Annual Meeting and Symposium of the Idaho Academy of Science, Nampa,
Idaho, April 8, 2005. (Invited paper).

England, J. J., G. C. Weiser, B. E. Mamer, et al., Incidence of Pasteurella trehalosi in
Cattle. Committee on Infectious Diseases of Cattle, Bison and Lamas. U.S.
Animal Health Association Proceedings, Greensboro, North Carolina, October
21-27, 2004.

Kelley, S. T., E. F. Cassier, G. C. Weiser, and S. SafacePylogenetic Diversity of
Pasteurellaceae. 117 gene sequence submissions, National Institutes of Health,
GenBank, Washington DC, 2004-2005.

Gray, B.H., G.C. Weiser, M. Serrano and A.C.S. Ward. 2003, Variability of the
[Cu,Zn]superoxide dismutase gene, sodC, in bacteria of the family
Pasteurellaceae. In Proceedings, 84™ Annual Meeting of the Conference of
Research Workers in Animal Diseases, Chicago, Il, November 9-11, 2003
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Rudolph, K.M., D.L. Hunter, W.J. Foreyt, E.F. Cassirer, R.B. Rimler, A.C.S. Ward. | Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Sharing of Pasteurella spp between Free-ranging bighorn sheep and feral
goats. J. Wildl Dis. 39:897-903, 2003.

Weiser, G.C., W.J. DeLong, J.L. Paz, B. Shafii, W.J. Price and A.C.S. Ward.
Characterization of Pasteurella multocida associated with pneumonia in
bighorn sheep. J. Wildl. Dis. 39:536-544, 2003.

Ward, A.C.S., Weiser, G.C., DeLong, W. J., and Frank, G. H. Characterization of
Pasteurella spp isolated from healthy domestic pack goats and evaluation of
the effects of a commercial Pasteurella vaccine. Am. J. Vet. Res. 63:1,119-
123,2002.

Ward, A.C.S., G.C. Weiser, Diversity of bacteria in the Pasteurellaceae family and
factors associated with disease potentials. Proceedings of the 51% Annual
Wildlife Disease Association Conference, Humboldt State University, Arcata,
California, July 28-August 1, 2002

Weiser, G.C., N. Nguyen, J.A. Edmonds, N.L. Miller, A.C.S. Ward. Pasteurella and
Mannheimia leukotoxin structural gene variations associated with respiratory
disease in bighorn sheep. Proceedings of the Conference of Research Workers in
Animal Disease, St. Louis, Missouri, November 10-12, 2002.

Weiser, G.C., N.L. Miller, M.R. McKay, A.C.S. Ward. Selective enrichment of
Pasteurella spp. for rapid Ikt4 gene detection by polymerase chain reaction.
Proceedings of the Conference of Research Workers in Animal Disease, St. Louis,
Missouri, November 11-13, 2001.

Dyer, N.W., Ward, A.C.S., Weiser, G.C., and White, D.G.: Seasonal incidence and
antibiotic susceptibility patterns of Pasteurellaceae isolated from American
Bison (Bison bison). Can. J. Vet. Res. 65:7-14, 2001.

Weiser, G.C., N.L. Miller, C.M. Sestero, S.D. Woods, A.C.S. Ward. Pasteurella spp.
Isolated from elk (Cervus elaphus) in Idaho and North Dakota: Restriction
fragment length polymorphism and toxin analysis. Proceedings of the Conference
of Research Workers in Animal Disease, Chicago, Illinois, November 12-14,
2000.

DeLong, W.J., Hunter, D.L., and Ward, A.C.S.: Susceptibility of two bighorn cell

cultures to selected common ruminant viruses. J. Vet. Diagn. Invest. 12:261-
262, 2000.

Fisher, MLA., Weiser, G.C., Hunter, D.L., and Ward, A.C.S.: Use of a polymerase
*  chain reaction method to detect the leukotoxin gene lIktA in biogroup and
biovariant isolates Pasteurella haemolytica and P. trehalosi. Am. J. Vet. Res.
60:1402-1406, 1999.
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Ward, A.C.S., Dyer, N.W., and Fenwick, B.W.: Pasteurellaceae isolated from
tonsillar samples of commercially-reared American bison (Bison bison). Can.
J. Vet. Res. 63:166-169, 1999,

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

Ward, A.C.S., Hunter, D.L. Rudolph, K.M., Bulgin, J.M., Cowan, L.M., McNeil,
H.J., and Miller, M.W.: Immunologic responses of domestic and bighorn
sheep to a multivalent Pasteurella haemolytica vaccine. J. Wildl Dis. 35:285-
296, 1999.

Weiser, G.C., W.J. DeLong, J.L. Paz, A.C.S. Ward. Characterization of Pasteurella
multocida isolates from bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis) using
biochemical utilization, restriction endonuclease profiles, tox4 gene PCR and an
immunoblot assay for dermonecrotoxin production. Proceedings of the
Conference of Research Workers in Animal Discase, Chicago, Illinois, November
7-9, 1999.

Dyer, N.W., and Ward, A.C.S.: Pncumonic Pasteurellosis associated with
Pasteurella haemolytica serotype A6 in American bison (Bison bison). J. Vet.
Diagn. Invest. 10:360-362, 1998.

Jaworski, M.D., Hunter, D.L., and Ward, A.C.S.: Biovariants of isolates of
Pasteurella from domestic and wild ruminants. J. Vet. Diag. Invest. 10:49-55,
1998.

Weiser, G.C., M.A. Fisher, D.L. Hunter, A.C.S. Ward. Presence or absence of the
leukotoxin gene, lktA, in Pasteurella haemolytica and P. trehalosi biogroup or
biovariant isolates determined by polymerase chain reaction. Proceedings of the
Conference of Research Workers in Animal Disease, Chicago, Illinois, November
8-10, 1998.

Miller, M.W., Conlon, J.A., McNeil, H.J., Bulgin, J.M., and Ward, A.C.S.:
Evaluation of multivalent Pasteurella haemolytica vaccine in bighorn sheep:
Safety and serological responses. J. Wildl. Dis. 33:738-648, 1997.

Ward, A.C.S., Jaworski, M.D., Hunter, D.L. Benolkin, P.J., Dobel, M.P., Jeffress,
J.B., and Tanner, G.A.: Pasteurella spp in sympatric bighorn and domestic
sheep. J Wildl Dis. 33:544-557, 1997.

Taylor, S.K., Ward, A.C.S., and Hunter, D.L.: Isolation of Pasteurella from
American Bison (Bison bison). J. Wildlife Dis, 32:322-325, 1996.

Ward, A.C.S., Jaworski, M.D., Eddow, J.M., and Corbeil, L.B.: A comparative
study of bovine and ovine Haemophilus somnus isolates. Can. J. Vet. Res.
59:173-178, 1995.
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Queen, C., Ward, A.C.S,, and Hunter, D.L.: Bacteria isolated from nasal and Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

tonsillar samples of clinically healthy Rocky Mountain big horn and
domestic sheep. J. Wildlife Dis. 30:1-7, 1994.

Jaworski, M.D., Ward, A.C.S., Hunter, D.L., and Wesley, I.V.: DNA analysis of
Pasteurella haemolytica biotype T isolates to monitor transmission in bighorn
sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis). J. Clin. Microbiol. 31:331-835, 1993.

Ward, A.C.S., Hunter, D.L., Jaworski, M.D., Lane, V.M., Zaugg, J.L., and Bulgin, M.S.:
Naturally occurring pneumonia in caesarian derived Rocky Mountain bighomn
lambs. Bienn. Symp. North Wild Sheep and Goat Council 8:164-173, 1992.

‘Ward, A.C.S., Dunbar, M.R., Hunter, D.L., Bulgin, M.S., Hillman, R.H., DeLong, W.J.,
and Silva, E.R.: Pasteurellaceae from bighomn and domestic sheep. Proc. Northern
Wild Sheep and Goat Council, 109-117, 1991.

Dunbar, M.R., Ward, A.C.S., Eyre, K.G., and Bulgin, M.8.: Serotypes of Pasteurella
haemolytica in free-ranging Rocky Mountain big horn sheep. Proc. Northern Wilc
Sheep and Goat Council, 102-108, 1991.

Dunbar, M.R., Ward, A.C.S., and Power, G.: Isolation of Pasteurella haemolytica
from tonsillar biopsies of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep. J. Wildlife Dis.,
26:210-213, 1990.
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July 12, 2006 Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

To: Pattie Soucek
Forest Planner
Payette National Forest
P.O. Box 1026
McCall, 1D 83638

From: Glen C. Weiser, Ph.D.
Research Scientist
University of Idaho, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center
1020 E. Homedale Rd.
Caldwell, ID 83607

Re: Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission Between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn
Sheep on the Payette National Forest (2006).

| have been asked 1o review and comment on the scientific accuracy of the above
referenced document.

SECTION A

OVERVIEW:

Bacleria in the family Pasteurellaceae, mainly the genera Pasteurella, and/or
Mannheimia, have been found in every bighorn sheep herd tested by the Caine
Veterinary Teaching Center. This includes hundreds of herds from at least 13 western
US states, and Alberta and British Columbia, Canada, from 1988 to present. These
organisms have been found in herds regardless of no, known, or suspected contact with
domestic sheep.

The potential for transmission of bacterial pathogens or other organisms or viruses
between domestic and bighorn sheep is certainly recognized. However, confirmed,
large-scale die offs of free-ranging bighorn resulting from contact with livestock have not
actually been documented. Documented deaths have only occurred following bighom
exposure to domestics in confined or controlled environments.

Ward et al., 1997 tested one hundred-twenty bacterial isolates from bighorn sheep in
four Nevada ranges where domestic sheep had been sighted various times over a four-
year period. They demonstrated sharing of only one bacterial strain (Pasteurella
haemolytica biotype 3 biogroup 11) between the bighorn and domestic sheep. The
direction of fransmission, i.e. from domestic to bighorn sheep or vice versa, was not
verifiable within the constraints of the study. Respiratory disease was not observed in
any of these bighorn populations. Changes in populations of bighorn sheep were not
found to be correlated to the presence of any one strain of bacteria.
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& study in the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area indicated possible transmission of
Pasteurella spp. bacteria from feral goats to bighorn sheep (Rudolph et. al., 2003). The
exact direction of the transmission, i.e. from goat to bighorpn(or vice versa, could not be Attachment to Letter AS, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
determined conclusively, but the general conclusion was the former. The shared bacteria
studied included strains of Pasteurella haemolytica biovariants 1 and U®, and Pasteurella
multocida muftocida a. Another study of Pasteurelfa multocida muit. a, mult b, mulf.
galiicida, and biotype P. mult. U® from the same area and group of animals confirmed
sharing of some strains of P. m. mult. a (Weiser et al., 2003). However, it is essential to
note that in both studies the shared forms were found only in a small number of bighorns
in immediate proximity to the goats. No evidence was found to implicate these
organisms in the entire die off from which other Pasteurella spp. were isolated. See
section D for complete citations.

Responses

The above information has been summarized from refereed journal articles, citations
below. The Risk Analysis document, however, relies heavily on non-refereed sources
and misinterprets much of the information. | have gone back to several references cited
in the Risk Analysis and have noted significant discrepancies.

SECTION B
SOME SPECIFIC POINTS:

1. Page 2, 2™ paragraph states: “The combined effects of overharvest,
habitat loss, competition for forage caused by livestock overgrazing, and
diseases transmitted by domestic livestock resulted in precipitous declines in
abundance and distribution of bighorn sheep during the late 1800s and early
1900s.”

This is a broad generalization not fully supported by statements made in the Goodson
paper, which is cited as a reference to the statement. The Goodson paper is also not
peer reviewed. For example, scabies is mentioned as a disease that may have been
transferred from domestic to wild sheep, but Goodson states in his paper the
experimental evidence is “inconclusive.” Goodson also states that uncontrolled hunting
for sport and market, encroaching civilization with its associated roads, fences and
settlements were factors. Goodson also states that “Changes in public and private land
management have provided examples of the reduction, removal and introduction of
domestic sheep on bighorn ranges and the responses of bighorn herds. Goodson further
states: “These were not experiments, however, and it is important to note that
other variables were not controlled.” (direct quote from Goodson, emphasis added)

With regard to pasteurellosis, Goodson relies heavily on a paper published by Foryet
and Jessup, (1982). This reference cites two case histories where domestic sheep were
introduced into enclosed areas where bighorn had been placed. No experimental
evidence was presented lo show that pasteurellosis was transmitted, and Goodson
acknowledges this fact by identifying the evidence as "circumstantial.”

Goodson concludes with the statement that “Declines and die-offs have occurred in
bighorn populations without any known association with domestic sheep” and discusses
the bighorn's lack of tolerance to poor range conditions and competition with other wild
species. Goodson recommends that domestic sheep be excluded from bighorn range "if
enhancement of bighorn status is a management goal.” | interpret this statement as one
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made as an insurance policy, as Goodson doesn't present any strong scientific support
of his recommendation.

Responses

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

The other reference (Valdez and Kraussman, 1999) used to support the original
statement is unavailable to this reader, although it too appears to be in a non peer-
reviewed publication.

The last paragraph on page 2 contains at least two misleading assumptions.

First, Smith (1954, page 21) is cited in support of bighorn declines coinciding with the
introduction of domestic sheep to the range. A plain reading of Smith (1954, page 21)
shows that scabies was considered to be the main cause of decline, and competition
with domestic livestock for forage and space was also involved. No mention of
respiratory disease was made, probably because it was never noted.

Further, on page 53 of Smith (1954), in a section entitied “Inter-relationships with other
species” a situation is described where a bighorn ram grazed and was corralled with a
band of 60 domestic sheep for 10 days. The ram went back to the woods, appearing
very restless, on the tenth day. But, no mention of any signs of respiratory disease was
made.

This paragraph concludes with a citation to Toweill and Geist (1999) This concluding
sentence is misleading, because while Toweill and Geist (pages 84-85) indicate that
disease was a cause of bighorn declines, no specific cause, e.g. contact with domestic
sheep, respiratory disease, efc., is mentioned.

2. On page 3, last sentence of paragraph 1, the statement is made that “Because
they are so closely related, bighorn sheep are thought to be highly susceptible to
diseases carried by domestic sheep.”

This may be a thought, but it is not supported by any scientific reference. An equally
interesting thought might be that if the two species are so closely related, the bighorn
should be able to adapt readily to the pathogens that domestic sheep have been able to
live with without disease development. However, this statement is preceded by a
comment, unsupported by scientific reference, indicating that “Domestic sheep, an Old
World species, has likely evolved resistances to important diseases as a result of
domestication and intense artificial selection.”

To find support for this statement, | conducted a PubMed (the National Institutes of
Health scientific publication service) search of the refereed scientific literature using the
key words "sheep pneumonia Pasteurella.” There were 136 journal articles in the
PubMed database, 21 dealing with bighorn sheep, leaving 115 dealing with domestic
sheep pneumonia Pasteurella. Fifty-eight (50%) of these 115 journal articles were
published from 1990 to present. Therefore, respiratory disease in domestic sheep has
apparently not demonstrated many resistances or the need for these scientific studies
would not exist.

| found the first full paragraph on page 5 to be extremely interesting. The statement
“Schommer and Woolever (2001) presented guidelines for and examples of
management solutions to domestic sheep/bighorn sheep conflicts.” | looked up the
Schommer and Woolever reference, and while disappeinted that it was not a refereed
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report of research, the first sentence of the Intreduction was exciting. It stated, “Scientific
research has proven that when bighorn sheep intermingle with domestic sheep, large
numbers of bighorn sheep die (Ashmanskas, 1995).

Finally, | thought there was the experimental data to support this idea of definite
transmission of disease from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep under range conditions.
Unfortunately, the Ashmanskas 1995 reference is a Summary Judgment from the United
States District Court in Portland, Oregon, Judge Donald Ashmanskas presiding, and not
a journal article. This document was requested from the Court, and we were told that it
had been archived and will not be available to us until after the comment period
deadline. Therefore, this portion of my review will be supplemented when this document
is received.

SECTIONC
CONCLUSION:

The Payette National Forest Risk Analysis is an interesting essay on numerous aspects
of bighorn sheep biology laden with misinformation. It attempts to convey the dangers of
commingling domestic sheep and bighorn sheep under any conditions.

After careful scrutiny of this document and its references, | was not able to find one
scientifically verifiable instance in which domestic sheep were found to be responsible
for a pneumonia outbreak in bighorn sheep under range conditions. The Payette
National Forest Risk Analysis seems, for the most part, to rely heavily on conjecture,
theory and supposition.

The potential transmission of bacterial pathogens from domestic sheep to bighorn
sheep, resulting in bighorn pneumonia, certainly exists and has been empirically
determined under non-range, confined conditions. However, large-scale pneumonia
episodes have not been shown experimentally under range conditions. No doubt, the
reason for this lack of this data is that the risk of large-scale transmission is low. If the
risks were high, more definitive examples, rather that circumstantial ones, would be
available and scientific data generated from these situations would be available.

SECTION C
REFERENCES FOR SECTION A:

Rudolph, K. M., D. L. Hunter, W. J. Foreyt, E. F. Cassirer, R. B. Rimler, and A. C. S.
Ward. 2003. Sharing of Pasteurella spp. between free-ranging bighorn sheep and feral
goats. Journal of Wildlife Diseases 39:897-903.

Ward, A. C. S., D. L. Hunter, M. D. Jawarski, P. J. Benolkin, M. P. Dobel, J. B. Jeffress,
and G. A. Tanner. 1997. Pasteurella spp. in sympatric bighorn and domestic sheep.
Journal of Wildlife Diseases 33:544-557.

Weiser, G. C., W. J. DeLong, J. L. Paz, B. Shafii, W. J. Price, and A. C. S. Ward. 2003.
Characterization of Pasteurella multocida associated with pneumonia in bighorn sheep.
Journal of Wildlife Diseases 39:536-544.
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Comments on the ‘Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission between Domestic Sheep
and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest, 2006’ Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

Anette Rink, DVM, PhD; Laboratory Supervisor, Animal Disease and Food Safety Laboratory, 350 Capitol
Hill Avenue, Reno NV 89502-2923, Phone: (775) 688-1182, Ext. 232, Fax: (775) 688-1198, Email:
arink@govmail .state.nv.us

Currently the main concern amongst the majority of Wildlife Biologists tasked
with the management of Bighorn Sheep (BHS) populations throughout the western US is
that of disease transmission from domestic livestock, primarily sheep, to BHS. The
perception is that any contact between domestic sheep (DS) and BHS will invariably lead
to discase and death in the BHS. For more than a century this legend was perpetuated
until in the 1990s a scientific approach was attempted to rule DS in or out as a cause for
BHS disease events and die-offs. To date not a single report has been published where
discase transmission from DS to BHS was proven to be the cause for morbidity and
mortality in BHS in their natural habitat. Both the Sierra Nevada Bighomn Sheep
Recovery Plan and the Payette NF Risk Assessment completely ignore this fact. Both
plans are almost identical in several sections.

In the literature review section many of the statements are very familiar, but have
never been adequately documented. Where are accurate historical accounts to be found
on these mass die-offs in the 1800s and early 1900 hundreds? Historical sources about
wildlife in the Western US differ greatly in their statements about the abundance of
wildlife. The only ever documented mass die-off of wildlife and domestic livestock took
place in Southern Africa in 1898 after the introduction of Rinderpest through a shipment
of cattle. Sir Arnold Theiler can be credited with documenting the event and diagnosing
the cause of this disaster.

In the chapter on ‘Effects of Disease in-Bighomn Populations’ I find another
statement which even though completely hypothetical is often touted as a dogma. Against
‘common’ believe no domestic livestock species has ever been selected for disease
resistance. Selection parameters were fertility, muscle mass, milk yield, fiber length and
quality etc. Undoubtedly domestic livestock species have adapted to pathogens in their
environment, and so have wildlife species. We are all familiar with the concept of natural
selection. The mechanism of adaptation of mammalian immune systems should be
similar if not identical for livestock and wildlife; particularly in those cases where species
are closely phylogenetically related. With regard to this observation it is clearly troubling
to read that BHS polymporphonuclear leukocytes are highly susceptible to leukotoxins
secreted by Mannheimia haemolytica (Silflow & Foreyt, 1994; Liu et al.,, 2006). Even
though the authors do not present conclusive evidence that one ligand (CD18) and its
expression level (which was not studied) would result in the observed cellular response in
vitro, the question arises as to when an organism/species should be considered (partially)
genetically immuno-compromised. What are the consequences for BHS conservation if
the BHS is indeed genetically immuno-compromised?

The authors of the Payette NF Risk assessment state that the all-age losses of BHS
in the late 1800s and early 1900s coincided with the introduction of DS for grazing. The
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authors fail to mention that BHS have their own species of Psoroptic mites which they
harbor until today, whereas in DS Psoroptic mange has been eradicated. The authors cite
several Pasteurella pneumonia transmission studies and state that BHS and DS must be
kept scparated in order to maintain health BHS. The studies quoted used captive BHS.
Bighorn Sheep do not adapt well to captivity, which is the reason they do not breed well
in captivity and their stress levels should be considered to be elevated throughout
captivity (Jack Ryan, USDA-WS, personal communication). One of the most frequently
cited studies on disease transmission in most papers (Foreyt et al., 1994) used 5.3 x 10(8)
to 8.6 x 10(11) colony forming units to inoculate BHS. Seven of eight inoculated bighorn
sheep died from acute pneumonia within 48 hr of inoculation. The infectious dose for the
majority of bacterial pathogens lies somewhere in the order of 1 x 10(1) to 10(4).

The chapter on ‘Management of BHS disease issues’ is entirely dedicated to risks
associated with BHS/DS interactions. It should be reasonably clear by now that BHS
carry a sufficient number of virulent Pasteurellacea and other pathogens in their
respiratory tract to be prone to pneumonia in the absence of DS contact. It is obvious that
the majority of the populations described in this document have had die-offs which were
passed on to adjacent populations; which is to be expected, since a virulent
Pasteurellacea will be passed on to susceptible individuals and populations no matter if it
was contracted from or evolved in a BHS or a DS. Why does this risk assessment
mention nothing about a thorough investigation into the endemic risk of disease
transmission within a metapopulation even though several of these disease events are
described later in this document? How much longer are wildlife managers willing to
ignore the single most import risk factors for BHS population, the endemic disease risk?

In BHS/DS disease transmission studies in Nevada between 2002 and 2004
several hundred Pasteurella isolates were cultured from BHS (sick and healthy) and DS.
To date more than 200 strains of Pasteurella multocida and trehalosi, as well as
Mannheimia hemolytica have been genotyped using Amplified Fragment Length
Polymorphism. Genetic diversity is significant in both BHS and DS derived isolates.
None of the isolates were shared between BHS and DS (Rink et al, unpublished).

Pasteurella pneumonia in domestic livestock is called ‘Shipping fever’. The
upper respiratory tract of most domestic and wild ungulates is colonized by Pasteurella
spp (Ward et al., 1997), under stressful conditions, such as shipping; the pathogen can
overwhelm the host’s immune system. Drs. ACS Ward and GC Weiser, Caine Veterinary
Teaching and Research Center, The Caine Pasteurella Research Laboratory, Caldwell,
Idaho have published widely on prevalence, phylogenetic diversity, pathogenicity,
transmission and identification of Pasteurellacea. Just like in both versions of the Sierra
Nevada BHS recovery plan their work has been ignored during the preparation of this
risk assessment!

On page 8, the final paragraph in the section on the Hells Canyon metapopulation
states: Disease, primarily pneumonia initiated by contact with DS, has been identified as
the key factor limiting bighorn restoration in Hells Canyon. Who proved it, how and
where is it published? Statements like this are not only false, but the biggest obstacle to a
rational, science based approach to BHS management and restoration! Eliminating
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domestic sheep grazing will probably have zero impact on the health status of Bighorn Attachment to Letter A5, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Sheep populations in the Western United States.

As to the panelists review of ‘risk’, it leaves me confused and bewildered. The
entire risk assessment is based on one unproven and most likely false assumption, that of
inevitable disease transmission on BHS/DS contact. In the 15" and early 16" century
many a conclave was held and all attendees, mostly highly educated men, decided that
the earth was a disk. This document is oddly reminiscent of reports from these councils.

On a more positive note I have to mention that the approach to investigating the
currently ongoing disease outbreak in Hells Canyon (July 2006) is a giant leap in the
right direction. The outcome of this investigation will be eagerly awaited and very
significant for both the Sheep Industry and Bighorn Sheep restoration.

References:

Foreyt WI, Snipes KP, Kasten RW (1994). Fatal pneumonia following inoculation of
healthy bighorn sheep with Pasteurella haemolytica from healthy domestic sheep. J Wildl
Dis., 30(2):137-45.

Liu W, Brayton KA, Lagerquist J, Foreyt WJ, Srikumaran S (2006). Cloning and
comparison of bighomn sheep CD18 with that of domestic sheep, goats, cattle, humans
and mice. Vet Immunol Immunopathol., 110(1-2): 11-6.

Silflow RM, Foreyt WJ (1994). Susceptibility of phagocytes from elk, deer, bighorn

sheep, and domestic sheep to Pasteurella haemolytica cytotoxins. J Wildl Dis. 30(4):529-
35.

‘Ward AC, Hunter DL, Jaworski MD, Benolkin PJ, Dobel MP, Jeffress JB, Tanner GA
(1997). Pasteurella spp. in sympatric bighorn and domestic sheep. ] Wildl. Dis.,
33(3):544-57.
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(775) 684-5333 ({775) 738-8076
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Fax (775) 684-5340
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[702) 4852690

Fax [T02) 4B6-4695

Telephone (775) 688-1180  +

350 Capitol Hill Avenue
Reno, Nevada 88502-2923

Website: http.//agri.state.nv.us

Fax (775) 688-1178

Fax (775) 738-2639

Winnemucca Office:

1200 E. Winnemucca Boulevard
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445-2999
(775) 623-8502

Fax (775) 625-1200

Deputy Assistant Secretary September 27", 2006
of the Interior Julic McDonald

Farm Bureau Federation Building

2300 River Plaza Drive

Sacramento CA 95825
Re: Synopsis on Disease Transmission at the Wildlife/Livestock Interface
Dear Madam Deputy Secretary,

Currently the main concern amongst the majority of Wildlife Biologists tasked
with the management of Bighorn Sheep (BHS) populations throughout the western US is
that of disease transmission from domestic livestock, primarily sheep, to BHS. The
perception is that any contact between domestic sheep (DS) and BHS will invariably lead
1o disease and death in the BHS. For more than a century this legend was perpetuated
until in the 1990s a scientific approach was attempted to rule DS in or out as a cause for
BHS disease events and die-offs. To date not a single report has been published where
disease transmission from DS to BHS was proven to be the cause for morbidity and
mortality in BHS in their natural habitat. Two recent documents, the “Sierra Nevada
Bighom Sheep Recovery Plan” and the “Payette Mational Forest Risk Assessment”
completely ignore this fact.

Current policy and perception has led to cancellation of grazing permits on public
lands for both sheep and cattle producers. Range operations in the Western United States
serve a very important purpose both socio-economically and environmentally. No other
livestock production system wtilizes and preserves marginal land and the landscape like
sheep and cattle range operators. Sheep range operators are our only environmentally
sustainable tool to manage invasive species and preserve open spaces for wildlife,
livestock and for recreation.

In light of this reality a task force based in the American Sheep Industry
Association (ASI) and the Public Lands Council (PLC) asked qualified scientists to
compile the attached synopsis which outlines the challenges which the livestock industry
faces, Dr. Don Knowles’ and Dr. Anette Rink’s professional credentials are attached.

Benny Fomen, Char

Livestock NEVADA BOARD OF AGRICULTURE

[
Alpry Perazzes

Winugh: Perrolsum

Marta Ages: Gerarial Fasming Suian sy sgriculty
Jim Joheson: Nursery Dan Hetrck: Row Crops.
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Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
The challenges are a public perception of incompatibility of livestock and

wildlife. A perception perpetuated by some individuals in Divisions and Departments of
Wildlife that disease transmission to wildlife is the single most relevant and scientifically
proven cause of demise of wildlife, particularly BHS. A reluctance to review existing and
develop new and more science based management plans for BHS and other ungulate
species, and last but not least an unwillingness to analyze the inherent potential of current
management practices to cause harm to the wildlife species under management; these
practices include translocation of individuals which can act as “Trojan horses’ genetically
and as far as infectious disease are concerned, repeated introductions of populations into
unsuitable habitat with all its short and long term consequences, including repeated
complete population loss. Fostering of population densities in the absence of predation
which can lead to stress related disease outbreaks, just to name a few.

Farmers and ranchers in the US are the stewards of the environment and
contribute more than any other group to its preservation; this is particularly true for the
Western United States. Therefore they deserve that you should consider the facts as
outlined in the attached synopsis.

Respectfully submitted,

A L5

Anette Rink, DVM, PhD

Laboratory Supervisor

Animal Disease and Food Safety Laboratory
350 Capitol Hill Avenue

Reno NV 89502-2923

Phone: (775) 688-1182, Ext. 232

Fax: (775) 688-1198

Email: arink@govmail.state.nv.us
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Outline of Concerns relating to the perception of disease transmission Attachment to Letter A5, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

issues at the Livestock/Wildlife interface in the Western United States
By Don Knowles, DVM, PhD and Anette Rink DVM, PhD.

Abstract:

The following document is a synopsis of opinions and data derived from the current
literature addressing the risk domestic sheep represent concerning pneumonia of big horn
sheep. The summary below acknowledges that domestic sheep have been shown, in
some situations, including experimental mixing to share certain pathogens. What is not
known is the true risk domestic sheep present to big horn sheep or the contributions of a
multitude of other risk factors such as carrier big horns, other wildlife, other domestic
animals and big horn sheep genetics, especially immunogenetics.

Introduction:

The issue is not whether the current literature provides data pointing to domestic sheep as
one potential risk factor to big horn sheep under experimental conditions; the issue is that
of the actual risk which domestic sheep present to big horn sheep under natural-range
conditions. As is summarized below, Pasteurella spp. require physical contact for
efficient transmission and the threshold (infectious dose and other factors) for
transmission of Pasteurella under natural conditions of range are not known.

TFurthermore the risk of disease transmission from other animals such as wild cervids,
bison, cattle, and other wildlife to big horn sheep health is present but not yet defined.
Also, the contributions of big horn genetics in terms of their susceptibility to disease and
or carrier status of pathogens are also not known. The current outcome of enforcing
buffers between domestic and wild sheep populations is based on limited surveillance of
a multitude of potential risk factors with the focus and current recommendations intended
to minimize an unknown degree of risk presented by domestic sheep to bighom sheep.
These recommendations have not taken into account Wwell-established knowledge
concerning the need for extreme close contact between an infected and naive animal for
effective transmission of Pasteurella spp. under natural range conditions. Neither do they
take into account the numerous management techniques which are applied by range sheep
operations to prevent contact between domestic sheep and wildlife.

Historically there are numerous examples where conclusions, based on limited data and
personal bias, have been drawn concerning causal infectious discase relationships.
Decisions were made and press releases issued which had significant economic and/or
emotional impact only to find years later that the information used to make these
decisions was incomplete and the conclusions reached did not hold up to the test of time
and research. Examples include:

« the conclusion that scrapie was the cause of BSE;
« canine distemper virus was the cause of multiple sclerosis;
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o domestic sheep were the source of scabies (mites) in big horn die-offs, and
o adenovirus was the primary cause of deaths in Arabian foals.

All attempts to reproduce BSE in cattle with scrapie from domestic sheep have failed;
canine distemper virus and the measles virus of humans are closely related and able to
induce cross reactive antibodies (which led to the initial conclusion and confusion),
however careful molecular studies have shown the presence of measles virus components
in patients with multiple sclerosis, but components of canine distemper virus have not
been found; attempts to transmit scabies (Psoroptes spp.) mites among different species
have failed to show domestic sheep were the source for big horn sheep, and the true
underlying cause of the susceptibility of Arabian foals to adenovirus was shown to be a
genetic deficiency in immune response. Analysis of each of these examples show
historical economic and/or emotional loss and pain which could have been avoided by
careful examination of the basic principles of causation in infectious diseases and
transmission.

The literature (some peer reviewed and some not) regarding management concerns of big
horn sheep populations in the Western United States is voluminous. There are many
opinions as to the cause(s) of the inability of big horn sheep to thrive in some locations.
Whether a group or individual believes that domestic sheep are part of the decline
experienced by some big horn sheep populations or not, a survey of the literature allows
one to find a statement or statements in support of their bias. There is general agreement
as summarized by the Desert Bighorn Council that the difficulties big horn sheep
apparently face in enhancing their populations fall into the following areas. (1)
Comparatively lower tolerance to poor range conditions; (2) Interspecific competition
(competition between two or more species for limited resources); (3) Excessive hunting;
(4) loss of habitat, and (5) enhanced susceptibility to diseases, especially pneumonia,
relative to domestic sheep and to other wildlife species in the Bovidae family.

There is no disagreement that infectious causes of pneumonia, in particular bacteria such
as Pasteurella haemolytica (recently renamed to Mannheimia haemolytica) and other
bacteria such as Pasteurella multocida and Pasteurella trehalosi are isolated from
diseased big horn sheep. Recent discussions call into question the frequency or
epidemiological importance of Mannheimia haemolytica. Often left out of the
discussions is that these bacteria don’t form spores and are extremely labile (easily
broken down or rendered non-infectious) in the environment and therefore require close
contact both in terms of distance and time for transmission. In fact in Foreyt, et. al. the
authors state “Pasteurella haemolytica is a relatively labile bacterium and generally
requires direct physical contact between animals for transmission”.

< While it is known that this bacterium and some related strains can be isolated
from domestic sheep, the role of the domestic sheep, if any, under natural range
conditions in the transmission of these bacteria to big horn sheep is not known.
The importance of this point can not be over emphasized. Important to this point
as quoted in references by Martin and Ward “Evaluation of samples from Idaho
and Alaska bighom sheep has conclusively demonstrated that free roaming
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bighorn sheep which have not had contact with domestic sheep are not free of P.
Haemolytica”. To date only one report has been published which found that
BHS and domestic sheep shared the same Pasteurella isolates (Ward et al.,
1997), all animals sampled in this study were healthy. In the Hell’s Canyon BHS
disease outbreak in 1995-6 a domestic goat was initially implicated because she
shared a Pasteurella isolate with several BHS. This die-off involved BHS herds
in 3 states and a variety of different Pasteurella were subsequently isolated, none
corresponding to the very localized, goat associated Pasteurella strain. Not one
single report from any disease investigation has established a direct link to
domestic sheep as the origin of the pathogen, be that viral, bacterial or parasitic.

*,
e

Secondly, and of equal importance the possibility of other animal sources,
including big horn sheep, of these bacteria or other infectious diseases for
transmission to big horn sheep under natural range conditions is also not known.
Research published by D. K. Onderka and colleagues in 1988 within the
Canadian Journal of Veterinary Research shows this point clearly. Bighom
sheep were inoculated with Pasteurella haemolytica unique to wild bighorns,
with Pasteurella haemolytica isolated from clinically normal domestic sheep or
with P. haemolytica through a cattle vaccine. All three inoculations caused
bronchopneumonia within the bighorn sheep; even the cattle vaccine.

Summary:

In summary it is premature and inappropriate based upon the complete body of literature
and current research investigations to allow domestic sheep to be the focus as a major
cause of Big Horn disease and herd decline. Critical to the point are the other parameters
found in multiple documents which indicate that there are bighorn sheep die-offs due to
pneumonia that have occurred without any association with domestic sheep (quoted in
Martin et. al.) and other factors with potential involvement are the presence of bacteria
such as P. haemolytica and P. multocida, types indigenous to bighorn sheep, the presence
of stress from sources such as depleted forage or human disturbance, the presence of
lungworms, and the presence of viruses. Several BHS population management practices
should also come under review; 1) the practice of transferring animals from one herd to
another without a complete diagnostic work-up, 2) including a genetic profile of the
transplants; 3) the occurrence of BHS disease and major die-offs are often associated
with BHS herds reaching peak population (Monello et al., 2001). 4) Stagnant BHS
populations in the presence of other ‘protected’ or ‘desirable’ wildlife such as wolves or
mountain lions. All of these factors affect BHS populations permanently, not just
temporarily, like domestic sheep in an adjacent allotment. It is time to allow research to
continue and to remove domestic sheep from the focus of bighorn sheep health issues and
to make land use decisions based on what is really known under natural conditions and
not what is believed to be true.
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AG-1

Comments

TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

P.O.BOX 305 + LAPWAI IDAHO 83540 < (208) B43-2253

December 13, 2006

Greg Yuncevich :

Field Manager, Cottonwood Field Office
Bureau of Land management

1 Butte Dr.

Cottonwood, ID 83522

RE: Nez Perce Tribe’s Comments on the Cottonwood Resource Management Plan EIS

Dear Mr, Yuncevich,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Cottonwood Resource
Management Plan (RMP) EIS. As you know, the Cottonwood Field Office boundaries are
wholly within the Nez Perce Tribe's (Tribe) ceded territory as determined by the Indian Court of
Claims; meaning that the Tribe has utilized this area since time immemorial. The Tribe retains
Treaty reserved right fish at all usual and accustomed places, and to hunt, pathier, and pasture
livestock on the “open and unelaimed” lands of the United States pursuant to the Tribe’s 1855
Treaty with the United States. Treaty of June 9, 1855, 12 Stat. 957 (1855). Therefore, the Tribe
continues to rely on the BLM managed lands to supply the habitat necessary to support healthy
populations of the fish, wildlife, and botanical resources that the Tribe relies upon.

General Comments

Much of the land in the Tribe's ceded territory has been heavily impacted by the rapid
development and industrialization of the last 150 years. Therefore, the Tribe is interested in
seeing that any additional management plans for this region are developed with an eye toward
restoring these damaged resources. For this reason, the Tribe supports the resource protection
and enhancement focused Allernative C in the RMP, While it is not perfect, this alternative most
closely mirrors the Tribe's goals of managing lands and resources to support healthy, harvestable
levels of Treaty reserved resources like fish, wildlife and gathered products. In the same light,
the Tribe heavily disfavors Alternative D, which would merely continue the harmful
development-centric practices of the last 150 years, which have largely contributed to the poor
current condition of the region’s lands and resources.

Responses

A6-1: The BLM feelsthat 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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Comments
NEPA Focused General Comments

While Alternative C is the Tribe’s preferred alternative, it is by no means perfect. First,

the Tribe believes that the alternatives developed do not contain enough variability. Specifically,

Alternative C does not contain enough protection and restoration centered resource objectives
and actions. This is understood when the three action alternatives are juxtaposed. Alternative B

Responses

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-
asarelimited. The aternatives represent areasonable range

A6- is fairly regarded as a middle ground, and Alternative D is definitely designed to maximize of th.e Op.portunltl esfor mana‘gemen.t pr ted on these lands
extractive resource production, and destructive recreation styles. The difference between consideri ng both regul atory constraints and Bureau mandates
alternative B and D is stark, while the difference between B and C is not nearly so dramatic. for multiple resource use.

This distinction can be understood using material derived from the Executive Summary section
in the following chart: . . T . .
: s Regarding alternative variation in Potential Sale Quantity, the
Alternative B T Alternative C [ Alternative D PSQ isthe potentia output resulting from applying forest treat-
Allowable Sale GbyAry 2 PIEE 4.8 MMBF ments to the commercial land base. The variety of resource
Quantlty —=i congtraints, coupled with the varying forest productivity and
Nonmotorized vs. 13%v. 87% 13%v. 87% [3% v. 87% (with ! » COUp /arying p Ivity
Motorized Acres 16% “open to cross- rotation length used to determine the PSQ, resulted in these
{ country travel”) two alternatives yielding asimilar PSQ.
Animal Unit Months | 6254 on 105 k acres 6020 on 101 k acres 8540 on 135 k acres
Attainment of On 64,000 acres On 68,000 acres On 52,000 acres . . X
Fishery/Riparian Regarding protection and restoration, the DRMP/EIS focused
[ Objectives on the areas where the BLM has the greatest opportunity to
This chart is a wild over-generalization of the material presented in hundreds of pages of Improve rparian and aquatic C(l)nC.IItIOﬂS. We reco.gnl zed this
material, however, it is useful for the purpose of stating that Alternative D truly is different from occurs when we share ownershi pin watersheds with Forest
Alternative B and C, while Alternative C is only slightly (albeit importantly) different than Service, Fish & Game and the Tribe. Please also see AppendIX
Al Cinthe DRMPEIS.
The Tribe would like to see Alternative C incorporate additional restoration/enhancement .
focused provisions. Ideally, the Tribe would like to see yet another Alternative developed which A6-3: Given our small land base and land pattern of scattered par-
incorporated these ideas, solely for the purposes of meeting the informed decision making and ; it
adequate alternative requirements of NEPA, while not making Alternative C unpalatable to the cels (many surrounded by pnvate Iands) opportunltl es.for Iarge

A6-3 agency decision maker. Such an alternative would include significant restoration/enhancement scale WaterShed reﬁtoratl.on, travel management and withdraw-
changes; for example: identifying and closing additional acreage to motorized use, domestic adsarelimited. Alternative B inthe DRMP/EIS closes all
animal grazing, and timber harvest; closing and obliterating significant miles of roads; propose Field Office lands from cross country (motori zed) trave in
significant stream and riparian habitat restoration; potential withdrawal applications for mining . . . . f
Bl S, contrast with the existing situation with 85,308 acres (or 60%

of Field Office lands) open to cross country travel. In Alterna-
Such a restoration/protection alternative is critically important to the NEPA process; as tive B. much of the lands a|ong the Salmon River Breaks are
evidenced by the NEPA implementing regulations, which state that environmental analysis ' « . " . . .
documents must “[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives™ to the pr_oposed_ to be“cl O$d_ tc_) motorized travel : This des gnation
project. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which will require that any mining proposals provide a Plan of Opera-
promulgated the regulations implementing NEPA, characterizes the discussion of alternatives as tions under the 2001 3809 Mining Regulations. This givesthe
“the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R, § 1502.14, A decision maker must . ..
explore alternatives in sufficient enough detail to “sharply defin[e] the issues and provid[e] a Iand_manager strong control over the operations of any mining
. that is proposed.
(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

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 believesthat 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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Comments Responses
clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public.” Id. § 1502.14. Al A6-4: Table2-1inthe DRMP/EIS provides RMP direction; Table
reasonable alternatives must receive a “rigorous exploration and objective evaluation . . . , 2-2 summarizes the expected effects of this direction; and
particularly those that might enhance environmental quality or avoid some or all of the adverse ; Sses i i
environmental effects.” Id. §1500.8(a)(4). The analysis of the alternatives must be “sufficiently Chapter 4 discu .the e;xpected effec_ts in detail. The Scope
detailed to reveal the agency’s comparative evaluation of the environmental benefits, costs and and VO! ume of the di re_Ctl on presented inthe RMP prgc_l u_des a
risks of the proposed action and each reasonable alternative.” Id. more simple presentation of the proposal. More specificity and

The Ninth Circuit stated in California v. Block that *[a]s with the standard employed to detal is provided duri ng impl ementation when actions and
evaluate the detail that NEPA requires in discussing a decision’s environmental consczugnccs, S te-specn‘l cprojectsare proposed.
the touchstone for our inquiry is whether an EIS’s selection and discussion of alternatives fosters’
informed decision-making and informed public participation.” California v. Block, 690F.2d - AB6-5: These standards are included as Appendix A of the DRMP/
753, 767 (9™ Cir. 1982). The purpose of the multiple alternative analysis requirement is to insist EIS
that no major federal project be undertaken without intense consideration of other more )
ecologically sound courses of action, including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing
the same result by entirely different means. Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers,
492 F2d 1123, 1135 (5™ Cir. 1974); Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester, 833
F.2d 810 (9™ Cir. 1987), rev'd on other grounds, 490 U.S. 332 (1989) (agency must consider
alternative sites for a project). The Ninth Circuit has concluded that “the existence of a viable
but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.” Alaska
Wilderness Recreation & Tourism v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9"‘ Cir.1995).

None of this should detract from the Tribe’s support for Altemnative C, even if
implemented as currently conceived. - The Tribe definitely appreciates a number of the elements
proposed in this Alternative, and would be pleased if this Alternative is selected. Specifically,

AG6- the Tribe appreciates: the creation and expansion of nine Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern/Research Natural Areas (and 26,000 additional acres); the recommendation for
inclusion of 29 additional miles to the National Wild and Scenic River system; the application of
Desired Future Conditions to forest lands; and the elimination of cross-country motorized travel, .
among other things.

Another comment related to the structure of the DEIS is that there is no detailed
description of what is actually being proposed in each alternative. There are repeated summaries
of the actions to be taken under each alternative, but nowhere is this information presented in

AG- simple textual form, The information must be parsed from Table 2-1, 2-2 and Chapter 4. The
table form for presenting this material limits the detail with which the information can be
presented. It is possible that BLM considered alternative ways to present this material and

AB6- settled on the table form as the most accessible, but the Tribe found this process difficult to
process and evaluate, Additionally, the frequent references to material outside the RMP makes
assessment of the individual measures difficult, i.e. referring to [daho grazing standards, Due to
these complexities, the Tribe may make comments about the need for additional information or
actions that arc addressed elsewhere in the document. If this happens, we apologize for this
mistake, and attribute it to the length and complexity of the material. Please feel free to point out
areas where you feel this may have occurred.
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A6-6

AG6-7

A6-8

A6-

Comments
Additiona) General Comments

The Tribe would like to briefly state its support for a few additional measures, which the
Tribe belicves should be incorporated into the RMP. First, the Tribe would like to see the BLM
prioritize timber cutting/management in the Wildland-Urban [nterface (WUT) areas. The Tribe
frequently hears the cries from the region, as well as from D.C,, that vegetation management is
needed to protect homes and urban/rural areas, However, the Tribe frequently sees vegetation
management activities justified on these prounds, but located miles and miles from the nearest
WUI area. The BLM may or may not be guilty of this activity; the Tribe is simply stating a trend
it has observed over the last five to ten years. In order to eliminate this risk, as well as the
general outery over this-issue, the Tribe would like to see the WUI arcas given priority for
ecologically responsible timber management.

Second, the Tribe would like to see the increased use, and funding, of commercial and
precommercial thinning projects on second-growth forests rather than traditional timber harvest.
These projects will greatly contribute to creating the desired forest health conditions and stand
productivity rates desired by the region’s land managers. The Tribe understands the {inancial
constraints that the BLM finds itself in, however, given the need, these projects should be
increasingly used. The clearcut logging practices widely used until recently, contributed to

‘forest stands that do not appear natural or ecologically beneficial. Thinning projects, in

conjunction with wider use of prescribed and wildland fires will return the region’s forests to a
more natural, and properly functioning forest ccosystem, while providing much-needed timber
jobs to the region’s communities. It should be noted, however, that these projects should be
designed to utiliz¢ the alrcady existing, and extensive, road network in order to avoid additional
watershed impacts.

Third, the Tribe is in the process of developing a strategy 1o create 8(a) businesses to take
advantage of minority owned business federal contracting rules. Many of these businesses will
likely be in the forest and watershed restoration and health areas, and the Tribe would like to
explore opportunities for these businesses to conduct projects on the BL.M lands managed in the
Cottonwood Field Office management area. This is in addition to the Tribe’s already existing
road obliteration and watershed restoration program run out of the Department of Fisherics
Resource Management, which can also work with the BLM on these types of projects.

Specific Comments

Page 1-10

The Tribe appreciates that the BLM ircluded a section in the RMP on Tribal
Relationships and Trust Assets, and the Tribe feels this section was well written and on point.
However, the section is missing a few items. First, at the end of the first paragraph, the text says
that the Treaty established a reservation and “maintained the [ T]ribe’s right to fish, hunt and
gather.” The text should also mention that the Tribe retained its right to pasture its animals on
open and unclaimed lands. See Article 3, Treaty of June 9, 1855, 12 Stat, 957 (1855).

Responses

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 protocolsidentified 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
DRMPY/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: Additiona information has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.
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A6-1(Q

A6-11]

A6-12

A6-13

Comments

Second, the Tribe thinks that this section should discuss the BLM’s continued ownership
and management of land on the Nez Perce Reservation. BLM obtained this land, in one way or
another, because of the now repudiated Dawes Allotment Act, which removed it from Tribal
ownership. That the BLM manages formerly Tribal land on the Tribe’s reservation, obtained
through a now repudiated and acknowledged failed Congressional policy is more than a
historical quirk, it is a travesty. That the BLM is transferring much of this land back to the Tribe
helps to heal these wounds. However, the BLM will still continue to manage some lands on the
rescrvation even after the transfer, and the Tribe would like to see a closer co-management
relationship for these lands due to their location on the reservation.

Page 2-7

_ The Tribe is confused (or there is a misprint) over the amount of restoration/conscrvation
watersheds provided for in Alternative C. Page 2-7 states that 68,000 acres will be protected on
thirty-two restoration watersheds and one conservation watershed, while ES-19 states that the
same number of acres will be protected, but on forty restoration watersheds, and three

conservation watersheds,

Page 2-10

The Tribe believes that BLM will also need to comiply with the Tribe’s air quality and

burn regulations. The authority for this program was delegated to the Tribe from EPA’s Federal -

Air rules for Reservations rulemaking which was finalized earlier this year. Tf you need
information on this project, pleasc contact Julie Simpson in the Tribe’s Air Quality Program at
(208) 843-7375. ; ' ' :

Pape 2-13

Mass wasling and heavy erosion due-o soil disturbing actlivities is a major concern lo the

Tribe as they heavily contribute to detrimental water quality and fish habitat impacts. Thercfore, ©

the Tribe very much supports Action 5, to identify and avoid erosion and mass wasting., The
Tribe requests that the RMP include language which will direct this team to take a very
precautionary approach to these areas by erring on the side of caution in not conducting soil
disturbing or vegetation removal activities in these sensitive landscapes.

Page 2-14

Monitoring is becoming more and more important as agencies move toward an adaptive
management style of land management. Such an approach offers the agencies additional
flexibility in making and changing decisions based on what they are seeing on the ground.
However, adequate monitoring is essential to the proper functioning of an adaptive management
plan. The RMP should state that the agency, when using this approach, will commit to

Responses

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

A6-11: Seeresponse 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 Rulesfor Reservations, which became ef-
fective June 7, 2005.

A6-13: Land usesin 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
I11, 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.

A6-14 dedicaling the required resources and funding to the monitoring aspects of its proposed projects.
Without this commitment, the Tribe will consistently be skeptical of projects that promise
changes in management where the agency notices negative environmental impacts during the
course of implementation. Obviously if you do not hiave the manpower on the ground, you will
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Comments
not notice these effects. Please take note of this comment in-all areas where adaptive
management is proposed as a tool,

Page 2-15

For 6™ field HUC watershed within the Reservation, the Tribe h'as already conducted a
fair amount of assessment work during the course of its various TMDL projects. BLM should tie

Responses

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-

in w!th the T’nbal stafflon this project to obtain this information, where it exists, in order to'make dards and total maximum daily loads [TMDLS]), evaluate con-
implementation of Action 1 less costly. oo . .
: tributing sources on BLM land. |dentify potential source reduc-
Page 2-15/16 tion/renjedi_aiion_ opt.i ons, and feas! bility of implgme.nyation.
‘ . - Determine if action isrequired or if no actionisjustified. If
The Tribe believes the RMP should contain a specific “Action” or “Objective” to cut action isrequired or warranted, develop an action plan. Imple-
down on sediment production from BLM lands. Many of the streams within the CFO ment actions based on urgency, cost-effectiveness, or other
management aréa are 303(d) listed for excessive-sediment. This is a result of the active criteria”
A6-16 management and developmient activities that have occurred over the last 150 years. Timber
~+Y harvesting, mining, road-building, grazing, OHV use, and other activities all disturb the land and ] .
contribute to elevated levels of sediment production, This is a major concern of the Tribe, and a AB-17: Language has been added to Volume 11, Appendix C on
specific Action/Objective item dealing with this issue will convey the BLM’s commitment to page C-2 of the DRMPYEIS, after paragraph 3. It addresses the
help stem the tide of the problem on the lands it manages. Examples of provisions of such an need for restoration,; while not preventing advance restoration,
Action include: eliminate/avoid sediment producing activities; identify and treat high sediment it does not requireit. Thetext now reads: “Vegetation man-
producing roads.and lands; identify and implement restoration activities geared toward sediment agement or land disturbing activities may occur concurrent
reduction/fhishing; etc... : ' (within 5 years) with soil, water, or aguatic habitat improve-
B ments. Improvement may be the result of restoration project
-1 : . . L e .
Page 2-16/17, Objective 3 _ ‘ _ implementation, land use restrictions/modification that im-
Objective 3 could be furthered by includihg an Action that states that where any activities proves“ cond|t|on§ natqral recpyqy, ora Cme' nation of the
is identified as having possible impacts on beneficial uses of a waterway, BLM will conduct three- Ground disturbing activities or projects may be de-
AG-17 restoration activities in that area in advance of the proposed action. This has occurred in a signed allowing measurable short-term (up to 4 years, but gen-
"='| number of individual projects on BLM and USFS lands around the region. This commitment in . erally lessthan 1 year) sediment production where long-term
the RMP will show that the BLM is committed to implementing land management in a (beyond 4 years) improvement toward natural levelsis ex-
responsible manner, and with an eye toward restoration and enhancement, even where pected.”
traditionally harmful activities are necessary. ' ' '
Pave 230 A6-18: See reﬁlg‘)onsm to Comment l\{qmbers 02-36 and A3-14.
: _ Regarding “ management actions’ in old growth stands, for
In Objective 2, the Tribe is confuused about what it means to define and manage old example, where it may be considered is if the management
growth according to best science and local knowledge. The Tribe is concerned about any goal is seral ponderosa pine old growth and the stand is heavily
proposal tg “manage” old growth, Given the lack of old growth in the management area, the encroached with understory Douglas-fir. The management
AG-1§ Tribe .feels that this Action itern should be to conserve any and z%ll identiﬁe_d o.ld growth, duc to action might be to mechanically remove the encroaching spe-
tThhe mﬂg‘*‘:’wlg‘iﬁ:dfantdﬂl‘uidjlrjtgf;i“?tfl‘?eﬁt: toh":;etroquall‘.ty’ tﬁSh’ w11d11tfe, pﬁzntlfi’ etc"& A cies and follow up with a prescribed fire treatment, thus reduc-
CS¢ ons, an ac al 13 Vi l'y replicate or récreal€, should mandate . : . - . .
that under very few, if aniy, circumstances should old growth be “managed.” Rather, these areas 'f‘g density, removing ladder fuels, and reintroducing fire to the
should be left alone, and managed only by natural processes. site.
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

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 eventsistypically not natural.
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Comments

Page 2-21

reach areas. The program has had demonstrated success in a wide variely of landforms ar_ld with

A6 1% BLM should utilize the Tribe’s Biocontrol Center to manage weeds in sensitive or hard to
a wide variety of biocontrol agents.

Additionally, the RMP should include an Action item that references the need to cut
A6-2( down on vehicle use in weed-prone areas. Vehicles are one of the major weed vectors, and as
such, this should be addressed in the RMP,

Page 26
AG-21 The Tribe is very supportive of Alternative C’s approach to Objective 1, and Objective

A6-27 Tribe suggests that the BLM include the word “all” after improve and degraded, so that all of
these degraded arcas are treated, The Tribe wonders, though, what does “relative to sile potential
mean?” Are the parameters which guide determinations of relative site potential laid out in the
AB-23 RMP, or one of the Appendices? The Tribe suggests that this phrase be replaced with an idea
that sites with greater potential will be prioritized (i.c. where you will get. more bang for the
buck), instead of leaving it seem like sites with less potential will nct receive improvement
treatments.

Page 2-27/29

Do these measures constitute the elimination of PACFISH recommendations? If 50, will
BLM institute consultation on this aspect of the RMP separatc from (he rest of the RMP due to
A6-24 the importance of the PACFISH recommendations, Such an important set as the finalization,
modification, and elimination of the PACFISH recommendation deserves its own separate
consultation, and should not be overlooked by lumping it together with the rest of the RMP,

] While the Tribe has already voiced its support for Alternative C, the Tribe would like to
specifically support the measures related to riparian buffers found in Alternative C. Specifically,
the Tribe supports the Category 2 and 4 approaches of having 225 ft for perennial fish bearing
A6-25 streams, and the 125 ft buffer for wetlands and intermittent streams. Both of these buffers should
be included in the Preferred Alternative because they are critical to provide sediment filtration
and temperature amelioration benefits to these waterbodies, which while small, are still
cumulatively important,

rivers to benefit wildlife and scenic qualities of the river, This seems like an important

Aciditioﬁa]ly, the Tribe wonders why the RMP eliminates the 500 ft buffer around major
AB6-2
6 protection, and should not be eliminated from Alternative B and C.

178 goal in general, This is a main geal of the Tribe’s salmon and steelhead recovery plans. The .

Responses

A6-19: The BLM isaware 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 isclarifying 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 trailsin alternatives B and C.
BLM, along with our partnersin 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 afocus 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 isworded asfollows: “ Objective 1. Striveto 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” isrelative 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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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

A6-24: Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy in the DRMP/EIS will replace PACFISH. Also, see response to Comment Number A1-
12. Itisacknowledged 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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A6-27

A6-29

A6-2%

A6-30

A6-31

A6-32

A6-33

Comments
Page 2-31 ;o :

What Habitat Management Plans currently exist, and where are they found? The Tribe
would like to suggest an HMP be developed for Lolo Creek and Big Canyon Creek if they do not
already exist.

Page 2-32

The Tribe would like to know how the BLM defines “at risk” in relation to stream and -
riparian habitats. Also, is monitoring every three to five years enough to create an adequate
statistical record to determine trend over the course of the RMP’s llfe‘? For sites that at nsk
three years should be the minimum for trend monitoring.

Page 2-33

Again, the Tribe wants to know what “feasible” means in Action 1 for Objective 4. It
would seem that BLM should implement appropriate ianagement activities at all nonfunctional
sites at the very least, and likely at the functional-at-risk sites as well; evenif it just means that
BLM cuts back or eliminates grazing/timber harvest for example, riot necessarily that all sites
fieed immediate restoration treatment. Perhaps there is a justifiable reason for the use of
“feasible” here, so please explain this in the FEIS. '

Page 2:34

The Tribe doesn’t understand why Objedtiiré 1 eiists here, If the action item is removéd
(reclassified), so should the Objective. It seems odd that there is an Ob_l ective that says there is
no Objective, .

Page 235

The word “cumulative” should be added to both Actions 1 and 2. Cumulatively negative
impacts are just as important to species health and recovery as direct and indirect actions. It
would not make sense to authorize an action that by itself would not cause any negative impacts,
but cumulatively catises severe negative impacts. This is exactly why NEPA mandates that
cumulative impacts are assessed, because individual actions rarely have large negative impacts,
but rather, it is the cumulative impacts that really work against species recovery.

Page 2-40

The Tribe is skeptical of more timber management to improve habitat for a species that
has been impacted, at least partially, by timber management. The EIS needs to address when
timber mariagement is acceptable and in what form/extent. Perhaps this information is contained
in the Lynx Strategy referenced in the DEIS?

Responses

A6-27: Thank you for your comment. See Appendix T in the
DRMPYEIS, for alist of existing HMPs.

A6-28: Seethe 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: Inresponse to your comment V egetation — Riparian and
Wetlands Management, Objective 3, Action 2 has been edited
asfollows: “Prioritize, inventory and/or monitor riparian/
wetlands sites that are “functional at risk” or “non-functional”
aminimum 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 1in Alternative A isonly specific to the existing
management and is not identified in Alternatives B, C, and D
inthe 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 Specia Status Wildlife, Objectives 8-11
and associated actionsin the DRMP/EIS. Editsto 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

AG-37

_ Comments
Page 2-41/42 :

The Tribe was one of the primary leads in the Idaho wolf recovery program, and still
contains some of the best wolf science experts in the regions, as well as an intimate knowledge
of the program’s history and goals. The RMP should state that BLM will coordinate with IDFG
and the Nez Perce Tribe.

Page 2-46

The Tribe suggests that the RMP contain a provision to follow the recommendations put
forward by the regional Elk Collaborative calling for mcreased use of prescrlbed fire to improve
elk habitat in forested areas. :

Page 2-48

. The Tribe suggests that Action 5 on this page contain-an additional clause: “final design
criteria will consider and minimize[, or ehmmare where possible,] adverse lmpacts to wildlife
travel corridors. And fragmentatlon of habitats. .,

Page 2-49

The Tribe supports. the provision in Alternative C related to striving toward decreasing -
roads and trails operi to motorized use on BLM lands and administered trailheads. The Tribe
hopes that this prevision will be expanded and applied to all the altérnatives given the
documented adversé impacts resulting from the high road density levels in the region. See
Angermeier, Paul L.; Wheeler, Andrew P.; Rosenberger, Amanda E.; A Conceptual Framework
for Assessing Impacts of Roads on Aquatic Biota, Fisheries. 29(12): 19-29 (2004) & Rowland,
Mary M,; Wisdom, Michael J.; Johnson, Bruce K.; Penninger, Mark A., Effects of Roads on Elk:
Impl zcaz‘wns for Management in Forested Ecosystems, In: Transactions of the 69th North
American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference, p. 491-508 (2004).

Page 2-30

The Tribe strongly supports Action 8, and suggests that the BLM and the Tribe find ways

A6-38 1y partner to achieve this goal. The Tribe also suggests that an additional Action item be

A6-3

A6-4

included that addresses 1dent!fymg and removing/replacing sediment producing problem culverts
(beyond culverts merely posing fish passage problems)

Page 2-52/53

The Tribe again asks that the RMP specifically state that the BLM will work with the
Tribe in Object 11, Action 3 and Object-13, Action 2. Federal courts have repeatedly recognized
that it “is undisputed that Indian tribes have legally protected interests within their aboriginal
territory.” Jdaho v. Forest Service, No. CV 99-611-N-EJL, slip op. at 3 (D. Idaho Sept. 8, 2000);

Responses

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: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-17.

A6-36: Wildlife and Specia 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 Specia 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 inthe DRMP/
EIS, which identifies the following:
“Avoid adverse effects on TES fish by implementing the fol-
lowing:

e “Relocating or reconstructing roads and drainage fea-
turesthat are not effective at controlling sediment
delivery;

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

e “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 beincluded in the PRMP/FEIS s Wildlife
and Special Satus Wildlife, Objective 11, Action 3 asre-
quested.

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

U-83



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments
By virtue of its treaty and trust obligations to the Nez Perce Tribe, the United States and its
agencies, including the Forest Service, have substantive duties to consult with the Nez Perce
Ttibe and to implement measures necessary to protect and enhance tribal resources. Klamath.
Tribes v, U.S., 24 Ind. Law Rep. 3017, 3020 (D.Or. 1996).- This is especially true where some of
‘the BLM’s worlt/coordination in this arca is actually done on the Tribe™s reservation.
Additionally, the Tribe is currently playing a leading role, along with IDFG and the USFS, in
bighorn sheep recovery, and is actively pursuing funding for-a bighom sheep population study in

A6-

the Salmon River canyons, where domestic sheep grazing currently occurs, and may jeopardize -

the continued viahility of the bighotns. :

Page 2-54

=

A6-4 The Tribe is pleased to see.that BLM is prohibiting domestic sheep grazing in Hells
Canyon and the Salmon River canyon up to Maloney Creek, However, the Tribe thinks the BLM

A6-44 has additional responsibilities to protect bighorn sheep; especially is areas surrounded by, or
adjoining the Payettc National Forest, - .

The Tribe believes that using Maloney Creek as a limit for domestic sheep grazing is not
sufficient to protect the bighom sheep resource present on Craig Mountain, The Tribe belicves
the ban on domestic sheep grazing should be reviewed for the possibility to extend it upstream
AB-43 on the Salmon River, to at least Graves Creek. We are not aware if there are active domestic
sheep grazing allotments or trailing routes between Graves Creek and Maloney Creek. If there
are, the Tribe believes it weuld be prudent to extend the ban to Graves Creek, and consider
closing those allotments and trailing routes. )

The Payette Naticnal Forest is in the mfddle of implementing a decision by the Chief of the
Forest Service to eliminate grazing of domestic sheep in occupied bighorn sheep habitat. The
Nez Perce Tribe believes that at least two of the permittees accessing AUM's on the Payette |
National Forest also have permits on the BLM managed lands. These BLM allotments adjoining
Forest Service allotmeénts need to be managed in similar manner to the Forest Service allotments
‘to protect bighorn sheep. We belicve the BLM should adopt the same direction that the Forest
Service has been given, which is to eliminate domestic sheep grazing in occupied bighorn sheep
ranges.

A6-44

Further, the Tribe believes that trailing domestic sheep through bighorn habitat is just as
dangerous as authorized grazing. Thus, the Tribe would like to see this measure address trailing
A6-45as well. Currently, the information is inexact about the level of domestic sheep-bighorn sheep
interaction further up the canyon; and the Tribe is currently working to close this data gap. The
RMP should contain a provision that will prohibit domestic sheep grazing on addition lands, if
the study shows additional risk exists.

Page 2-36

The BLM needs to include the Tribe in Action 9, due to the Tribe’s co-management role
AB-49 o fish management. See Us. V. Oregon, Case No. 68-513.(D. Or.). -

Responses
A6-41: Seeresponse to Comment Number A5-12.

A6-42: Seeresponse to Comment Number A5-12 and Comment
Number O6-2.

A6-43: Seeresponse to Comment Number A5-12.
A6-44: Seeresponse to Comment Number A5-12.
A6-45; Seeresponse 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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Comments
Page 2-59 ;

- An additional Action item needs to be included for Objective 3 relating to the protection
A6-47 and enhancement of special status fish species food sources (i.e. beyond merely protecting fish
habitat, but the habitat necessary to support their food sources)

Page 2-71

The Tribe requests that BLM evaluate adding an Action item related to fire suppression
activities in npa.nan and wetland areas. Fire retardant dropped in or near riparian areas, ot areas
of actively moving water, poses serious threats to aquatic life. In fact, fhie Ninth Circuit has .
previously ruled that aerial application of materials that could be classified as poilutants requires
an NPDES permit before the discharge can be legally authorized. See League of Wilderness
Defenders v, Forsgren, No. 01-33729, (9th Cir 2002)

A6-

Page 2-73/7

A6 44 Is there a map of WUT lands available? The Tribe supports the treatiment of WUI lands in
close proximity to townsites and homes, and suggests that these areas be prioritized for
treatment. However, the Tribe would like to see an ‘Action item that states that these treatments
AB-50 will be designed to use the existing road system to the best of BLM’s ablhty in order to limit ",
potentlal additional impacts from new/temporary roads. .

Pa e 2-85

Why is Action 4 being eliminated? Is this item addressed elsewhere in the new RIMP?
The Tribe thinks that 60% of the cover from a specific area should not be removed, due to the
A6-51] extensive damage that can be incurred with large scale remove of trees, but if it thust be, the
retention and shaping of adequate hiding cover seems like a good idea to protect wildlife that
may be affected in the harvest area, ;

Page 2-85, Objective 3

Responses

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
alist of suppression priorities and protocols. Severa 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 arein-
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,

The Tribe is concemed that this Objective promotes and prioritizes fire salvage logging. See response to Comment Number A3-17.

There have been numerous scientific studies related to the negative impacts, and lack of positive

AG-52 ecological benefit, from 'pos}:ﬁre salvage logging. See ]j::schta et al. Wildfire and Salvage A6-52: The Beschtaet al. study, often referred to as the Beschta
Logging: recommiendations for ecologically sound post-fire salvage logging and other post-fire Report. while oenerallv discouraging post-fire salvage
treatments on Federal lands in the Wesi, Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University (1995) & eport, 9 y aingp o
Environmental Effects of Postfire Logging: Literature Review and Annotated Bibliography, Gen.
Tech, Rep, PNW-GTR-486, Wenatchee, WA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, - . .
Pagific Northwest Research Station (2000). (continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

A6-52 (continued): operations, provides aframework 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 istitled the “Conservation Alternative,” it still seeks to balance ecological with socia needs. Properly de-
signed and implemented salvage sales can be implemented with minimal ecological impacts.
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A6-52

A

A6-53

A6-50

AG-4

A6-43

A6-55

Comments
* The Tribe does not support post-fire salvage logging, and opposes the inclusion of this

objective. At the very least, Alternative C should not include this Objective, since its goal to -

maximize protection of ecological resources.

Page 2-87

" The Tribe feels that the RMP should contain a provision that while clearcut treatments
(regeneration harvest) are not prohibited, they should be disfavored unless it can be shown that
no additional environmental harm will be caused by clearcut/regeneration harvest techniques.
This provision could also be extended to harvest techniques that eliminate almost all trees in the
harvest unit, 1.¢. shelterwood harvest, At the very least, such a provision should be included in
Alternative C, or the additicnal alternative proposed by the Tribe above.

Page 2-93

The RMP should contain an additional Action item stating that logging projects should be
designed so as to maximize use of the existing road system, and avoid/minimize the creation of .
new permanent roads; and even disfavor new temporary roads, which can still have lasting
environmental impacts. : :

Page 2-94/95

. The Tribe supports the retitement of the allotments identified in Alternatives B & C. The
Tribe furiher requests an action item be added to the RMP that calls for the examinatiori and
ptioritization of additional grazing allotments for tetirement. This action item will look for
allotments having the greatest environmental impact and the best likeiiheod for suceessful
retirement. :

Page 2-97 — Action 11

The Tribe repeats its call for the extension of the Lower Salmon exclusion zone up to at
least Graves Creek, with the possibility of extending it further hased on the findings of the
Salmon River population study. '

Page 2-97 — Action 12 & 13

The Tribe specifically opposes extending the American River 36173 allotment and
creating a new “Whiskey South™ allotment. The South Fork Clearwater River, which includes
the American River sub-basin, has been heavily impacted by grazing, mining and timber harvest,
and is struggling to recover. The Tribe, and, it should be noted, the BLM, have been working to
restore this ecosystem, and additional grazing in this watershed will be counterproductive to this
recovery éffort. This is especially true given the four recent “vegetation managenient” actions
that the BLM and the USFS have planned and/or implemented in'these watersheds; all of which
included road building and timber harvest. For a discussion of grazing impacts in riparian and
aquatic systems, see Belsky, A.J., A. Matzke, and S. Uselman. 1999. Survey of livestock

Responses

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 pineisa
classic example. The mature stand istypically replaced by a
firewhich also provides for stand initiation. Forest Products,
Objective 4, Action 2 of the DRMP/EI'S recognizes that vari-
ous systems are needed to meet the varied resource objectives
and allows the interdisciplinary team the flexibility to adapt the
silvicultura 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.

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

uU-87



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

A6-55

A6-54

A6-57

A6-58

A6-59

Comments
influences on stream and riparian ecosystems in the western United States. J. Soil and Water
Cons. 54:419-431

Page 2-97 — Action 14

The same comments can be made for the Lolo Creek allotment extension:

Page 2-98 — Obje;:tive 2

The Tribe does not understand why the RMP eliminates this Objective and Action item.
Fencing, off-site watering, cattle guards, stream protections and weed control are all elements of
proper grazing management, and while the Tribe applauds the BLM for completing a number of
these projects under the old RMP, there are still plenty of grazing improvements on BLM lands .
in the planning area.  The RMP should still contain a goal of continuing to implement these
improvements. Additionally, the BLM should seek partners for this endeavor, including the
Tribe and the regional Soil and Water Conservation Districts, who are active in this area.

Page 2-98 — Objective 3., Action 1

Has the BLM identified appropriate stubble heights for riparian and upland forage based
on forage type? Based on recent trends in grazing management, stubble height is increasingly
being nsed as the measure of forage utilization. However, in order for this program to work, the
appropriate stubble heights must be used, and the managing agency must commit to monitoring
the allotments and adjusting the season of use/end of season based on these utilization standards.

Page 2-100

- The RMP should contain an action item that calls for the completion of at least 50% of .
the outstanding Allotment Management Plans within the CFO management area. Congress has

‘epeatedly called for the completion of AMP’s for grazing on federal lands. Without these plans,

most prazing allotments on federal land will continue without having undergone NEPA analysis
in violation of federal law. Recently, the Ninth Circuit ruled that even Annual Qperating
Tustructions must go through the NEPA analysis, See ONDA v. USFS, 2006 ‘WL 2711634 (9"
Cir. 2000). Therefore, completion of the environmental analyms for the remaining Allotment
Management Plans should be a priority. .

Page 2-102

The Tribe specifically supports the provisions of Alternative C, removing 68,854 acres of
public land from surface occupancy for mining. This is one area where Alternative C truly
embodies a restoration focus. Mining over the last 100 years has heavily impacted the BLM
lands, and other public lands, within the CFO management area. The protection afforded by this
management alternative, combined with active restoration projects, like the ones curréntly being
Jmplemented by the BLM, will greatly contribute to the restoration of the riparian and aquatic
resource in the region. The Tribe urges the adoption of this provision regardless of which
alterative is actually selected.

Responses

A6-56: Appendix A, Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and

Guidelinesfor 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 objectivein 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 |mplementation 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 useis reviewed on each allotment through the rangeland
health assessment process (Livestock Grazing, Objective 4 and
5 Action 1inthe DRMP/EIS) to seeif multiple use objectives
are being met. The action of re-issuing the leaseisthen 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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Comments _ Responses
Page 2-111 vy . : A6-60: See DRMP/EIS Public Safety - Abandoned Mines and
~ The Tribe recommends the addition of an Objective/Action that addresses the monitoting, Hazardous Materials, Objective 1, Actions 1-6; Objective 3,
A6-60 cvaluation, and remediation of abandoned mines sites on BLM land. Analysis should focus on Actions 1-3; and Objective 4, Actions 1-6.
heavy metal and acid mine discharges ﬁ‘orn these sites.
A6-61: Thank you for your comment.
Pape 2-112
e : , _ A6-62: Refer to the response to Comment Number A6-10. Both
. As stated above, the Tribe urges that Alternative C, or a newly created Alternative, N
AS GJ{ include more non-motorized designated lands based on the impacts associated with roads. See the Tribe and the BL. M ar.e Curren.tly part (.)f the Clearwater
supra. ' : _ Management Council which continues to implement coopera-
: ' : ' o tive management of the Clearwater River. We have clarified
Page 2-116 - Action 3.4 - o ’ S the wording in Recreation, Objective 2, Action 3.4 of the
' DRMP/EIS.

As the Clearwater River almost entirely runs through the Nez Perce Tribe’s resérvation,
the Tribe requests that the BLM include the Tribe in the cooperative managetent provisions of
A6-62 this action item. The Tribe cutrently participates in the co-management of the Clearwater by
issuing non-Indian fishing licenses. By not working with the Tribe, coordinated management of
the Clearwater River will be lacking, '

Counclusion

The Tribe strongly supports Alternativé C as a means to protect and restore the resources
A6-1 on and off BLM lands within the CFO management area. Neither Alternative B nor D will
provide the level of protection and enhancement necessary to support and restore the Tribe’s
Treaty trust resources. .

The.Tri-be is very appreciative of the BLM’s effort to seek Tribal input, and even accept.
and incorporate Tribal comments received past the official comment deadline. This effort by the
BLM fosters a positive and collegial working relationship between the Tribal staff and the BLM
staff, and fosters the government-to-government relationship and the trust résponsibility that
exists between the Tribe and the federal agencies: Hopefully these comments will contribute to a
meaningful discussion on the future management direction of the Cottonwood Field Office. ‘The
Tribe looks forward to continuing this relationship on the projects implemented pursuant to this
plan, If you have any questions, comments or concerns related to the matetial presented in this
letter, please contact the Tribe’s point of contact for this project, Ryan Sudbury, in the Tribe’s
Office of Legal Counsel at (208) 843-7355. :

e

/mcerely,
C/R % J/?_,; £
ebetca A. Miles
Chairman

Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-89



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
EERITIG IR, | EY e PA:” , | A7-1: Refer tothe DRMP/EIS, Section 1.6, Planning Criteriaand
11/27/2006 11:28 2089623275 e 2 L egislative Constraints, which states: “BLM will recognize all
valid existing rights.”
825 NE Multnomah

“PACIFICORP s

& AN AR FATAY SCLBWVEY ST

RECEIVED

November 20, 2006

NOV 2 2 2006

BLM Cotionwood

|daho 83522

Ms. Carrie Christman
Bureau of Land Management
Cottonwood Field Office
1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, ID 83522-5200

Re: Comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement for the Cottonwood Field Office Territory

Dear Ms, Christman:

PacifiCorp appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Resource Management Plan
(RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cottonwood Field Office Territory.
Although we do not have any facilities within the Cottonwood planning area, we want to ensure that
the Buredu of Land Management (BLM) understands the issues that could potentially impact a

AT- Utility that has Rights of Way on federal land which these issues are considered when you finalize
the EIS and RMP for Cottonwood.

PacifiCorp appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. We have long recognized the
need to develop business practices, both on public and private lands, which are in harmeny with
valid and appropriate land use requirements. We are confident that our record of stewardship on
BLM lands and our comments concerning the Draft EIS will allow BLM to produce a final RMP
thar offers suitable protections to the variety of issues affecting the lands while accommodating both
existing and future electrical facilities used to provide critical electric services to the people of Idaho
and throughout the west.

If you have any questions on the comments, please feel free to contact Maggie Hodny in
PacifiCorp’s Portland office. Maggie can be reached at 503-813-5889.

Sincerely,

xF

Jeff Ril Attorney
PacifiCo
Office o eral Counsel

Enclosures
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1531 P.A3ANOT  F-340

AT-2]

A7-3

AT7-4

Nov-21-0906 12:450s  Froe-

BELM COTTOMWOOD

2089623275

11/27/2006 11:28

Comments

PacifiCurp Co the DRAFT P (EIS)
For Cottonwood, lilshe
Resouree Managemeat Pian (RMP)
Relerence Deseriplicn of lsue T
TR B R e O BT T,
Energy Development

As part af their sirategic goals, BLM must belp meet.

As 8 general matter, PackiCorp believes that the K15 and
existing and fulare energy resource needs, The drafl

RMP shauld better emphasize and prooole isues related to

RMF nppears to ander-emphasize the eneegy electrical esergy developeeat.
pment meeds of and
transmission.
Sustainable Development Many federal iod management agencies, includiog the | PacifiCorp srges the BLM to use (hese principles and this
BLM and the Forest Service, have issoed policy terminology when evaliesting aliernatives and suppart
regarding support of e devel

gy uree This Is consbstent wilh
concepts, which include provision for developmeat of FacifiCarp's own vislon af vustainability sv reflected s our

remewable energy resomrces. The joint foderal agency | esviranoeental RESPECT policy. , PacifiCarp would lke (o

document that explalus this concept b entithed emcoarage the BLM to be willing to consider and review any
*Sustainable Development and itx InfTuence on Mining Tuture proposals based oe the current technology and
Operations an Federal Lands™, April 2002, This polential rescurce lmpacts,

document describes resource plannbag and sustainabie
dovelopment in sddressing socksl, ecanomic snd
environmental inferests.

Energy Corridors Section 368 of tbe Exergy Folicy Acl of 2085 provides PacifiCorp ihe BLM tak ive steps fo
far the designation of “Exergy Corridors™ in 11 western | work with stakeholders sl the federnl, siale, nnd Iocal fovel
states, and will be incorporated into the respective to expand the concepl of federnl Energy Corriders to state-
agencies RMPy¥orest Mansgement Plans in those wide uiflity corvidors that inchude state and loeal
ELLILN lands. Th ‘be Kentifed in

RMPs as they are updated or renewed. [n sddition to
In November 1005, PackiCorp prepared and submitted et e r oy

» map ta (he Department of Energy of its [dentified ar 'Heulil.'lyo-n;lln:iuhlhmmnlm
proposed energy corridors a3 part of the West-Wide guging
Energy Corridor Programmatic Enviroomental Impact | utilities and state land masagemeat ageacics b (he energy

Ststement (PEIS). corridor planning process will boprove communbeation asd
wvaid unaecestary delays bn (be country’s efforts &0 meet

PacifiCarp siso submitted GIS data and maps of its current and fulire domands far eleciricity.

curreat high valtage transmission line locatlons withia

1

Responses

A7-2: The BLM scoping process did not find that energy develop-
ment was a mgjor 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: TheBLM is currently conducting a west-wide study of this
document. When the final document is compl eted, 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.

June 2008
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F=M1

T-311  P.004/DET

A7-4

AT-5

ELM COTTONWOOD

PBEIEIIZTE

11/27/2006 11:28

Comments

I wcription of Isine

_ Suggested

Guidelines for ROW Clearance

that are currently occupled by bigh voltage eheetric
tramsmission lincs as energy corvidors. A quarier & hall
mile wide ares oo eitber vide of the line should be designated
asan encrgy cortider for futere mees, This designation
would be I addition o the ather energy corrider
alternatives proposed in the RMP,

We recommend that the Agency deslgnate energy corvidors
o areas where PacifiCorp has submitted proposed future
corridors s part of the West-Wide Energy Corridor PEIS
a5 shown cn the attncked map.

1t sheuld be noted thal the conceplan] foture corriders
depicted on the map are loes connecting two end paints |
encrTEy resouree areas and areas of energy demand). We did
not apply engiacering design or eaviroomental nnalysis
when developing these options.

PacifiCorp recommends (hal the BLM designale suyareas |

| PacifiCorp has concerns sbaut the podential for conflicl
and overlap when 2 new ROW is issued withia 3 uility
corrider.

Placement of esergy (acilities adjacent 1o each other or
wther activities muy resull i safety or incompatibility
tssues Bt s mot always possible for multiple clectrical
limes to be located in the ssme ROW corridar and sel
‘maintain adequate separation from other lines or
wtilities (suck ny gas pipelimes). All utilities must be
paced 5o as to meed reliability and safety siandards,
particolarly with an eye toward reducing the risk of
loting all Hoes due to a common disasier (lighting strike,
ehe.) within & single corridor. WECC

that that

syvienes should be planned to svoid outages due to the
Toss of any fwo-transmission eircuity in a comman
corrider.

PacifiCorp recomsmends that the E1S snd final RMP inclede
guidelines for ROW clearances within designated corridors.
For irsnsmision Knes we recommend 3 ROW width of at
least 100 feet. For distribution lines we recommend 3 ROW
width of st least 50 feet.

To avoid conflicts and overlaps, BLM should sdept
procedures that requlre all owners of existing aciltics
within a corridor io be notified when there are plass for ss
applicant o iestall » new ROW within the utility corridor.

The RMP should lnctude o specific pravisien stating that
ROW [acilities will not be placed adjacent 1o each other it

lsuses with safety or incompatibility or resource conllicls sre
ientifled. The Western Ekeeiric Coordinating Councll
(WECC), u regional coordinating comneil for wesfern wiility
groups, also supports this position.

Responses

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

June 2008
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85

AT7-5

T-431  P.ODS/DET P340

BM COTTOMWOOD

A7-6

2889623275

11/27/2006 11:28

Comments

| Reference

of lssee

Segpested

‘Wildlife and Fisheries

Visual R

Activities generally excluded from transmission (high
valtsge) utiity corridors include mining, materials
sturage and disposm], range and wildlife hubitst
involving facility pon-dinesr
energy project development, blasting, excavation, snd
high profile (1all) faeility developouent.

“Timing and spatisl stipulatiens for seasitive biskogical
r-num akoubd be regurded as guidelines only and not

(VRM)

Off-Highway Vehicle
Mansgement AccessGuidelines
for Avoidance Areas

dates and distances, A cae-size fits all
approsch puts sn wndo burden on the spplicant.
By the asture of its busioess, PecifiCorp

‘Although PacifiCorp understands the aced for develaping. |

guidelines to protect sensitive biolegical receplors, site and
project specific Informntion must be taken into
comsideration. The Agency shoald presend the conditions for

large and kighly visible clectrical transmission towers,
power generaling stations, support roads, asd elher
Harilities. To some segments of the popabation, wuch
facilities may be considered as impatring the quality of
scenle (risoal) values,

PacifiCarp generally sapports using VLM tsols to
manage viseal values withia the plagaing ares. Our
support, kowever, i offered withis the context that the
placement of certain clocirical Bacilities within the ares
Is both necessary and corsbetent with the muliiple use
concepls embodied within the RMP/Forest Flaa,

1t bs umelear whether an Electrical tl'llhn 's wae of O

disraptive setivides as
g-ldnuun.m s mandaies. Rechsification of 3 VRM from
Class 111 to Class [Trestrictive should not require
modification of existing facilities or structures, relocation of
axistiog facilities or structures, or 1 substastial change to
existiog utilily corridors or reasomably foreseeable future
DecHities, Electrbcal Ulilities must be allowed ncoess to
Inspect oF repair s structures and facilities withont whicle
access restrictions. In most situstions this s accomplishod
by using = 4-wheel drive service trock or an all terrais
wvehicle (ATV). If repairs are mecessary, the wee of 3 high
range boom track may be required. These vehiches typically
s exisling roads and trakis but in some cases, (e use of
averland travel may be required. The definition af

Mr-ymjucoﬂ\"ll to P
fines i ly

authorized or Mr.rwhu oMcially nppmad.
Under certain circomstances, the Agency muasi allow for
the placement of uillity sad energy facilities,

d within

sveldamce arens. Objectivis and gaidelines for these
circumstances musl be clear. PacliCorp bas eoncerns
un BI..M s Surface Disturbance Mitigation Guidelines

ks should be expanded to inclode power
delivery operation aod mainienance (0&M) sctivities and
intlisde emergency sctions necessary (o resiore pawer,
BLM should develop and jssue clear ohjectives snd

for minimbzing surface disturbances near etisiiag
facilitics with adequate epportunity for stakehalder mput.

Most RMPs restrict the wse of off raad vebibeles, incliding
ower ibe smaw, in areas of seasitive resources or special

BLM wil Ively manage these
arens nar du they provide sey guidanee on developing
pilans ml-ﬂu be scceptable to & Surface Mazagement
Ageacy (SMA).

PacifiCorp does have power knes that
provide power to (aellities witkin some special mansgoncat
aress or hay pawer knes that ren throogh or sdjscest to
them. PacifiCorp must be allowed access to nspect or
repair ifs ytructures und {acilities io these sensitive areas.

Responses

A7-6: ThisRMPisnot intended to prescribe specific decisions for
implementation-level projects. Rather, it isintended to pre-
scribe arange 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.

June 2008
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Comments Responses
] Reference of Lssue Suggested
T E Wikdhle and Fisheries T Hive biologh Althoagh PacifiCerp enderstands the need for developing
z mmlmlﬁhnpmlngﬂddjmulylumt guidelines to protect seasitive biological receptars, site sud
5 Visusl Resource project specific informatios mus hulm lnta
s (VRM) approach puts sn wnda bu.dm- the applicant. ‘The Agency shauld ditions far
S OHI-Highway Vehlcle By the nature of ity Imhlﬂ. I’adnCrp comshructs  di
Lo Mamagement Access large s highly vis electrical Ld.d.u,-uumniuu. Rmmmvmm
_ pawer generating stations, suppart roads, udnlhu Clan mwmu:mmm should not require
= fucilitier. To some segments of the of relocation of
. Tacilities may be considered as lmpairing Ibel]llllﬁjnl’ cxisting facilithes or structures, nrnuhﬂ-uli-ldng:ln
seemic (visual) vahoes, existing utility corridors or reassnably foreseeable
Encilithes. Electrical Ulllities must be allowed screm ts
PaciCorp generally supports using VRM tooks to Imspect or repaie s strochires and Incilities withoni vebide
mansge visual valoes within the planning srea. Our access restriclions, In most situaiions this by sccomplivhed
suppart, however, i Tered within the context that the | by using & 4-wheel drive service treck or an sl terrain
placement of cortain eleetrical facilitis within the area | vehicle (ATV). If repairs are mecessary, the wie of o high
is both mecessary and consistent with the multiple use ranpe boom truck may be required. These vehicies typleally
concepls embodied within (he RMP/Forest Plan. s existing roads mod trails bul in sone cases, the nse of
Itis unclear whether an Blectrical Ufility's use of OfT- | overland tavel may be required. The definition of
; ighway Vehicles (OHV"s) to maintain power ded o inclade pawer
transnelssion snd distribution lnes s expressiy delivery operation and malutenance [D&M] wetivities and
authorized or atherwise olficially approved,
‘Wikdtife snd Fisherics Timing and spatial stipulations for sensitive biolegical Albough PaciiCorp understands the aeed for developing
resources should be regarded as guidelines ooly and not | guidelines to protect sensitive biological receplors, site and
Visunl Resource Mansgement as defindtive dates and distances. A one-size fits all praject specific infarmution most be taken into
(VRM) approach puls an undo burden on the applicant. comsiderstion. 'I‘bcmvylhlll pruem the ludl!.hﬂlhl
By the nature of ils business, PacifiCorp
Iurge and highly visible electrical transmissbon towers, | guidelines, 0ot a5 mandstes. mmmmmrn-
" m|mﬂlh|1lllhu.npp¢rlmd.\ ndalhu— Class [11 o Class Ilrestrictive shonkl mal require
S Iacilities. T af existing Facilitics or siructures, relocation of
& facilltles may anwvduhpuhhg ibe |l|lkyol’ existing facilities or structares, or 3 substantial chunge {0
# seene (viseal) valoes. existing wtility corridors or reasonshly foreseesble future
Twcilities.
i E PacifiCarp geaerally supports using VIRM tools fo
= manage visusl valoes within the planning srea. Our
R support, however, is offered within the context that the
" - placement of certain eheetrical facilities withio the srea
= 3 ¥ both meeessary and consistent with the multiple use
& concepts embadicd within the RMP/Forest Plan,

11/27/ 2886

Nev-27
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Comments Responses

-  Weference Description of Bssue ) s d Revilion/Action |
z ® Wildhfe and Fisheries Timing und spatial stipulatioss for seasitive bialogical | Although PacifiCorp snderstands the oeed for developing
ks respurces should be regarded as guidelines only snd not | gubdelines to proteet seasitive biological receplors, site wnd

g as definifive dates and distances. A oot-sixe fits sl project specific information mus be tsken into
= approach p do burdea on the sppl The Agency should present the coaditions for
3 | ey sﬂm@.i —
s = I - ~ ]

BLM COTTOMWOOD

ZBEIEZIZTE

16 12:5hem
11/27/2886 11:2@

Now-27-200
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Comments Responses
A8-1: Thank you for your review and feedback.

United States Department of the Interior

U. 8. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Reston, VA 20192

In Reply Refer To: October 12, 2006
Mail Stop 423
1610 (420)

Mr. Greg M. Yuncevich, Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Cottonwood Field Office

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, 1D 83522-5200

RE: Review of the Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
Proposes and Analyzes four Alternatives for Future Management Approximately 143,800
Acres of Federal Land in North-Central Idaho

Dear Mr. Yuncevich:

The U.S. Geological Survey has reviewed the draft plan and environmental impact statement,
and has no comments.

Ag-1]
Sincerely,
/Signed/

Lloyd H. Woosley, Jr., P.E.
Chief, Environmental Affairs Program

Cc: EAP Chron, MS 423
USGS:WRD:LWOOSLEY :bjjohnso:x6832:10/12/06
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Comments Responses
01-1: Thank you for your comment.

Kevin Colburn

National Stewardship Director
American Whitewater

1035 Van Buren St.

Missoula, MT 59802
406-543-1802
Kevin@amwhitewater.org

BLM Cottonwood Field Office
ATTN: Draft RMP/EIS

| Butte Drive

Cottonwood , ID 83522

Submitted Via Email to: comments @cottonwoodrmp.com
Re: Draft RMP/EIS

I have reviewed the Bureau of Land Management - Cottonwood Field Office’s
Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on behalf of
American Whitewater. American Whitewater is a national nonprofit organization
dedicated to protecting and restoring our nation’s whitewater resources while enhancing
opportunities to enjoy them safely. We have approximately 6,800 members and over 110
affiliate clubs. Most of our members are conservation oriented, non-commercial
whitewater boaters, and a significant portion of our membership lives and/or recreates on
lands and waters managed by the CFO. The actions recommended in the Draft RMP/EIS
therefore will directly affect our members.

I have personally lived very near the CFO for the past two years in Moscow
Idaho, and have lived within a day’s drive of the CFO for three additional years. My
current residence is in Missoula, Montana. In these years, [ have had the pleasure of
paddling and otherwise visiting many rivers in the CFO. Based on these experiences and
10-years of experience in restoration ecology, I offer the following comments on behalf
of American Whitewater.

Wild and Scenic Rivers:

We fully support the finding that Lolo Creek, Hard Creek, Hazard Creek, and
O1- Lake Creek are suitable for designation as Wild and Scenic Rivers. Each of these streams
fully deserve designation as Wild and Scenic.

The beauty, remoteness, and uniqueness of Lolo Creek cannot be overstated.
Having personally paddled the lower reach of the Creek, I fully agree that Lolo Creek and
its canyon are a national treasure worthy of protection. Lolo Creek is among the finest
creek boating opportunities in Idaho and the entire region. Its long length, countless
rapids, lack of portages, stunning scenery, good water quality, fish and wildlife viewing
opportunities, and inaccessibility between access points all contribute to its value as a
whitewater boating resource. In addition, the canyon offers a diverse landscape of
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Comments Responses

) . . 01-2: Thank you for your comment.
mature ponderosa pine forests, massive cedar trees, moss covered cliffs, canyon

rasslands, and areas of lush deciduous riparian trees. . .
s P 0O1-3: There are amultitude of recreational values throughout the
Protection as a Wild and Scenic River (or a W&S suitable river) may help protect CFO, so many, in fact, that a discussion of them all would be
Lolo Creek from additional impacts to water quantity, water quality, housing extremely extensive. As such, Chapter 3 (Affected Environ-
development, and logging. Furthermore, protecting the Creek from any future dams will ment) in the DRMP/EI'S does not specifically call out all rec-
provide a great benefit to the American public. We strongly encourage the BLM to : . . . h
01'2| pursue the purchase of additional lands in the Lolo Creek canyon. mgggd ?_)Syptel'c]:(t:,(:lgg uding whitewater boating, of all areas

Hard Creek and Hazard Creek are also widely known as high quality whitewater

Ol'3| runs; a fact left out of the Draft EIS. Hard Creek and Hazard Creek together comprise a 01-4: Thank you for your comment.
short (roughly 1 mile) popular Class IV roadside run that most often is done in concert

with the Little Salmon. Both Creeks also have Class V, seldom-tackled remote sections

accessible only from roads far upstream. Upper Hard Creek is listed on our website as a

01_3| 2 mile long class V run. Less is known about Upper Hazard Creek. We request that the

recreational value of these resources be described in the final EIS.

A recent visit to a campsite at the confluence of Hard and Hazard creeks revealed
scattered human waste, a group cathole, litter, nails in trees, hung poles with rope
hanging from them, elk guts, and an elk head. This treatment of otherwise beautiful
public natural resources should be managed and curtailed. Wild and Scenic designation
would provide the BLM with some of the management resources needed to manage this
area for all Americans.

01-1 American Whitewater fully supports the finding of Lolo, Hard, and Hazard creeks
as suitable for Wild and Scenic designation. While we have little knowledge of Lake
Creek, the information we do have suggests that it too is suitable for designation and we
fully support that finding. In addition, while not part of the CFO RMP/EIS, we support
inclusion of the Lower Salmon, Lolo Creek, Hard Creek, Hazard Creek, and Lake Creek

O1- in the Wild and Scenic system, and will be pursuing opportunities to have these streams
designated by Congress.

Overlooked Unique Natural Areas:

Within the CFO are the Canyons of the Palouse: numerous creeks that have cut
massive canyons into the surrounding palouse prairie to join the Clearwater River system.
These rivers and streams have a very early high flow period driven by snowmelt and rain,
lasting from January through March. Outside of this timeframe, flows dwindle from
hundreds or thousands of cubic feet per second to very low flows in the single or double
digits. Because they drain prairie regions that have been intensely converted to
agricultural lands, uplands intensely converted to timberlands, and valleys used for
grazing or feedlots, and often from small towns with sewage treatment plants, these rivers
and streams are in dire condition. Unlike most of Idaho’s rivers, the intensive
development and population centers are upstream of these small whitewater canyons
rather than downstream.
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Comments Responses

The canyons cut through basalt and granite gorges and hide some of the last 01-5; Thank you for your comment
remnants of native palouse prairie, wildlife habitat, and pockets of mature ponderosa pine ’ '
and cedar forests in a very disturbed region. These streams share geological, ecological,

and hydrological characteristics with one another and no other regional streams. O1-6: Please see response to Comment Number A3-15.

They also share recreational characteristics. They are generally inaccessible O1-7: Because of the large amount of private lands and very small
except by whitewater kayak, contain both basalt and granite based rapids, support amount of BLM lands occurring in the Lawyer Creek and Pot-
whitewater boating only in early spring when the rest of the region’s water is locked up in latch River watersheds or subwatersheds, these drainages did
snow, and are generally breathtakingly beautiful. The BLM owns land on many of these not meet land ownership requirements for conservation or res-
rivers, ranging from single small blocks of land, to extensive riparian tracts. While BLM toration watersheds. See DRMP/EIS, Appendix C, Conserva-

may not be able to control the many impacts to these overlooked treasures, BLM is a . .
landowner and thus a stakeholder in Ihelzr management. tion and Restoration Water sheds.
The primary Canyons of the Palouse with significant value as recreational boating 01-8: Thank you for your comment.
resources on which BLM owns land are: Potlatch River, Big Bear Creek, Middle Potlatch
River, Little Potlatch River, Lolo Creek, and Lawyer Creek.
0O1-5 We ask that the BLM consider providing the highest level of protection to their
land parcels in these watersheds, and that you retain ownership of these parcels. These
canyons are not well understood and are in variable condition. Anything that can be done
to assure water quality standards are met, fisheries resources protected, public access
provided, and forested steep slopes not cut, will be greatly appreciated and will greatly
benefit the fish and wildlife that rely on these last vestiges of intact habitat in a very
disturbed area.

Conservation and Restoration Watersheds

‘We are heartened to see that the BLM has selected specific watersheds for
conservation and restoration priority. In general, the streams you have selected are very
deserving of conservation and restoration activities — however Alternative C provides
protection for additional streams that we deem highly worthy. We ask that you select
O1-7 | Alternative C with regards to Conservation and Restoration Watersheds, add at least
Lawyer Creek and the Potlatch River to the list of Restoration Watersheds, and also that
you consider the other Canyons of the Palouse mentioned above.

01-6

Riparian Management Areas

We prefer additional riparian protection, above and beyond what is provided by
the BLM preferred alternative. Specifically we would like to see the BLM select the
riparian management prescriptions in Alternative C. Limiting riparian protections to 150
O1-8| feet for non-fish bearing streams and small wetlands, and to 80 feet for intermittent
streams does not adequately protect these headwater areas from overland flow of
sediment, from reduced wood inputs from natural forces including wind-throw, and from
aesthetic impacts to recreation.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-99



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

01-9

O1-10

O1-11

01-12

Comments

Whitewater paddlers regularly enjoy intermittent streams. In fact, some of the
Canyons of the Palouse could be called intermittent and perhaps even non-fish bearing
even through at times each year they have many hundreds or even several thousand cfs of
flow. Buffers of only 80 feet do little to protect the recreational experience of paddlers
visiting these high quality whitewater streams. Similarly, these streams are large in size
for portions of the year and are ecologically very different than small intermittent
headwater streams. They need significant buffers to protect the already impacted water
quality and limited wood inputs. We would argue that due to the unusual if not unique
ecological and hydrological characteristics of many of the streams on the CFO lands,
intermittent streams deserve the protection of more robust buffers.

Reduced buffer protection for non-fish bearing streams likewise ignores the
benefits that wider buffers would have onsite for recreationists and downstream in fish
bearing streams. There is more to stream life than fish — and many ecological and social
values that buffers protect are not related to fish. For many reasons, protecting
significant riparian buffers simply make sense. We request that the BLM consider
increasing the riparian buffers along intermittent streams to at least 150 feet, and along
non fish bearing streams to 300 feet. More preferable would be 300 foot buffers on all
streams.

Fuel Treatments:

Applying fuel treatments to 40% of the CFO over a 5 year period seems excessive
and appears to exceed natural fire regime return intervals for many areas. We prefer
Alternative C, in which 20% of the CFO will receive treatment. This will allow the focus
of efforts to be on human interface areas and limited areas in which the natural or
augmented fire regime has not provided fire in an unusually long period of time.
Regardless we ask that no such treatments be implemented in roadless areas and that no
new roads be constructed to facilitate these efforts. We suggest that the ecological,
economic, and social impacts of new road construction outweigh any benefits of fuel
treatments in remote areas.

Cross Country Vehicular Travel

We agree with the limits set forth in the RMP for off road vehicles. Specifically,
we agree that such vehicular use should be limited to designated routes and when
appropriate (ie: roadless areas, Wilderness areas, riparian areas, and other sensitive areas)
excluded entirely. These measures protect water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, and
non-motorized backcountry recreational experiences.

Conclusion:

Thank you for considering these comments. We support the many elements of the
CFO RMP/EIS that seek to protect the rivers, lands, and recreational opportunities that
are so important to our members. The CFO plays a stewardship role on some of the most
spectacular whitewater rivers in the Nation. We are encouraged by your recognition of

Responses

01-9: See response to Comment Number A3-37; and response to
Comment Number O2-39.

01-10: Refer to the response to Comment Number |7-4.

0O1-11: 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.

01-12: Thank you for your comment.
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several of these rivers as eligible for Wild and Scenic status, and by your commitment to
protect riparian corridors and restore key watersheds. We ask that you recognize the
value of some overlooked streams, that you consider expanding riparian buffers, and that
you continue to support Wild and Scenic designation on the streams you have found

eligible.

Sincerely,

Kevin Colburn
National Stewardship Director
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From: Friends of the Cleanwater [foc@wildrockies.org] 02-1: Thereis neither an occurrence on page 1-6 of the DRMP/
Z""“e" ‘“:, _ ;‘;‘:f;‘;;‘f;;mne' <LRRTREEN EIS that “dismisses criteria such as water quality for threatened
=it o ' and endangered species fish habitat,” nor is there an occur-

Posted To: e-mail comments - ) . . .
rence on page 1-7 that “dismisses criteriasuch as ... reinven-

Subject: Draft RMP/EIS ( I . -
tory of roadless areas with wilderness potential under sections
Pasted below and attached are comments with proper subject heading. 201 and 202 of FLPMA.”
November 27, 2006 02-2: The BLM was careful to ensure that all of the aternatives

were reasonable. The variation in emphasis of each alternative

BLM C ood Field Offi . .
A provides for the range. If each alternative equally balanced use

Attn: Draft RMP/EIS

{'?Blmf Dri\;eID - and protection, then there would be no range. For many re-

-oltonwood, 5o ¥4 . ..

Sent Via Email to: comments @ cottonwoodrmp.com sources and U_Ses’ the CFO has'avery I'(.-Z‘S.tI’ICted deCIS'qn space
due to governing laws, regulations, policies, and standing

Detic Field Managpa: agreements. The result islittle to no variation among aterna-

Enclosed are comments from Friends of the Clearwater, the WildWest Institute, Alliance for the Wild tives for some Ob] eCtI ves and acti Ons- An exarnple of thisis
Rockies, and The Lands Council on the Cottonwood RMP DEIS. management direction prOpO%d for invasive species and nox-
ious weeds. In addition, for resources or uses for which current

1. Issues and planning Criteria NEPA
RIS T management was deemed adequate, or somewhat adequate, the

The DEIS erroneously di.‘amisse‘s crillcria such as water quality I‘or.'l'ES fish habitat (page 1-6) and a BLM carried such management forward, with little or no
reinventory of roadless areas with wilderness potential under sections 201 and 202 of FLPMA (page 1- h
02-1 7, not to be confused with the one-time section 603 inventory). BLM states that water quality was not change.
selected because there are existing standards and laws that protect water quality. Yet ORVs are an issue
(1_'ight]y_ so) and their management on public lands is also guided by existing laws and regulations As stated in Section 1.2, Purpose of and Need for the Resource
(including two executive orders). M anagement P| an:
2. Alternatives and Range of Alternatives in Accordance with NEPA Requirements “The Cottonwood RMP is heeded because regula[ory and
02-2 The alternatives in the DEIS are confusing. Almost every alternative is identical and the variance resource andltl ons have Changed’ as We” as DUbI ic de-
between them is minimal. (See chapter 2). There are also some incongruities. Why do alternatives B mands, which warrant revisiti ng decisionsin the 1981
02-3 and D have more conservation watersheds around Elk City (such as Lick Creek) than alternative C? MFP and its amendments. Many new |aWS, regulations
Alternative C has almost all large contiguous blocks as commercial forest including sensitive watersheds and pOIICI§ hav_e created additional pUbI ic land manage'
(O2-4 |in the South Fork Clearwater and tributaries to the Salmon. These areas should not be classified as ment considerations. As aresult, some of the decisionsin
commercial forests, They are not productive and citizens pay to have them logged. the MFP and amendments are no Ionger valid or have
Alternative B and C apparently allow more grazing in the East Fork of the American than the current been superseded by requirements that did not exist when
02-5 jt]uutlun ](I'tl'iﬂu: m:nps] are i&l(lccd ;1cc1|t'zllc)], Ehcrc is no 1]':mg c:'d'l:jllclrnut ives \:'hen it cm?:s 1o Igra?_ing. they were prepared Likewise, user demands and impacts
most all the crucial anadromous watersheds are open for grazing in every alternative (American ‘o : ;
River, Lolo Creek, and tributaries to the Salmon such as French Creek). have e\/O'V&j, requiring new managernent direction.
2-6 | There are apparently no differences in salable and locatable minerals under various alternatives. The “ i i -
pparcntly 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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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-2 (continued): provide a comprehensive framework to guide management of public lands and interests administered by the CFO with afocus on main-
taining or restoring resource conditions and hel ping provide community stability through resource use and enjoyment. The RMP provides objectives,
land use all ocations, 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 activitieswill 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 areasonable 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 aternatives (and associated objectives and actions) that meet its
definition.

Regarding an aternative 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 thistime, only specific management directionin
specific environmental settings. Alternatives highlight protection of resourcesin 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.

02-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3- 39.

02-4: 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 areal and 1, 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.

02-5: 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.

(Continued on following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-5 (continued): The range of alternatives were developed with consideration of resource issues, land ownership and BLMs multiple use mandate to pro-
vide alevel of available livestock grazing opportunities across all alternatives.

02-6: The potential for |easable minerals occurrence (fluid and solid) is very low in the CFO (Tetra Tech, Inc. and Silverfields Inc. 2005). Leasing isa
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 viaNSOs 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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02-6 | leasable minerals (least likely to be developed because of geology) do have a tiny range of alternatives. 02-7: Both Alternatives B and C of the DRMP/ EISidentify no
areas open for cross-country wheeled vehicle travel (exception
over-snow vehicles). The selected action in regards to the
The alternatives for B and C are identical with regard to ORVs. Both violate the proposed action in the prlmlt!ve roads at-north and south ends of the prOJeCt area
02-7 ‘ Eastside Township timber sale draft EIS for the route down the American River to be closed to full-size (Eas':Sl de Townshi ppro eCt) have been Chmged to be the same
vehicles. asinthe RMP. Both of these roads will be restricted to ATV
travel (vehiclesless than 50 inches in width).

02-5 Grazing between t he alternatives is almost identical. There is no analysis of changing grazing or
eliminating it in crucial areas such as anadromous and endangered fish habitat.

BLM misunderstands multiple-use and FLPMA. This area is crucial anadromous fish. Closing crucial
02-8 areas 1o grazing, logging, or mining makes sense and may better meet treaty obligations. The South

Fork Clearwater is a water quality limited stream and should be protected. 02-8: Thank you for your comment

02-2| Real altenatives would have had standards that are enforceable and have specific targets. For example,
if the South Fork still is below its objective of reducing sediment 25% then logging entries and new road
building will have to be prohibited until recovery. If fish habitat standards are not being met in these
important anadromous watersheds, then logging entries, new road building, and grazing should be
eliminated. This idea is similar to Appendix A in the current Nez Perce National Forest plan.

A basic requirement of NEPA is that federal agencies must consider a reasonable range of alternative

02-2| actions in an EIS. 42 U.5.C. 4332(2)(c)(iii); 40 C.F.R. 1502.14; Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852
F.2d 1223 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1988). The range of aliernatives should
"sharply [define] the issues and [provide] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker
and the public.” 1d. Under NEPA, alternatives analysis must:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated. ...

(¢) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

40 C.F.R. 3 1502.14 (a), (c). See California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 765-69 (9th Cir. 1982) (reversing
EIS for failure 1o address reasonable range of alternatives); see also Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. USFS,
177 F.3d 800 (9th Cir. 1999) (reversing EIS for failure to address reasonable range of alternatives).

In the proposed RMP there is a lack of a range of alternatives--or any alternative--that suggests not

logging in crucial South Fork Clearwater watersheds, that closes trails in uninventoried roadless areas,
that close crucial watershed to mineral entry, and etc.

The Seventh Circuit recently explained:

02-2 No decision is more important than delimiting what these "reasonable alternatives” are. . . . One obvious
" way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose so slender as to define
competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration (and even out of existence). . . . If the agency

constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes what truly are reasonable
alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role. Simmons, 120 F.3d at 660.

This RMP DEIS follows that pattern mentioned by the Court. In coming up with the purpose and need,
the agency has defined the issues to preclude a reasonable array of alternatives.

3. Forest Vegetation/Fire/HRV
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02-9

02-10

02-10

02-10 ‘

02-10|
02-11|

Comments

The RMP DEIS is based largely upon a flimsy premise that the forested areas, in particular, need
massive and extensive human intervention to make them healthy again. The overriding theme seems to
be the forests are out of whack because of fire suppression. Of course, the changes that have taken place
from logging, mining and grazing are not emphasized.

The DEIS and associated documents are not precise in how to define forest health. Is it merely an
expression of being within historical range of variability (HRV) or does it include human economic
concerns as well? If the latter is the case, how can science define what is healthy since the economic
values are simply that, expressions of a value system, and not based in value-neutral science? (see
Walder 1995)

It becomes very difficult to subscribe to the DEIS arguments when the definitions are not precise.

The DEIS's apparent definition of HRV seems very narrow, without conclusive justification and
focusing mainly on ponderosa pine types yet it would seem the DEIS maintains that the big fires of the
carly 1900s, natural events as far as we know, put this area outside the HRV. Thus, it would appear the
HRYV ought to be able to account for these events.

What range of time is being used to determine HRV and is it long enough to be accurate? What proof is
there to refute scientific findings that forest conditions in 1850 or 1900 were only a few frames and not
representative of an ecological perspective that should be from two to three thousand years in length (see
Walder 1995 and Johnson et. al 1994)7

The steady-state theory of ecology is inappropriate for time scales more than 200 years in length. (Webb
and Bartlein 1992) Certainly, the goal is to have BLM-managed public forests in perpetuity. A time
frame of 200 years only takes us back to Lewis and Clark, a time not so distant when this area was
considered part of the public domain of the USA by the federal government (though disputed with the
British) just as it is today.

In the mid-1800s, the event known as the Little Ice Age was ending. It may be that climatic change
allowed conditions for fires like those in the early 19005 to occur and become the major determinants of
the landscape of today. It is also possible that fires like those in the past century occurred on more than
one occasion since the retreat of the glaciers. Paleoecological research shows the importance of climate
change in governing vegetation (Webb and Bartlein 1992).

Vegetation changes seem to lag behind climate change (Johnson et al. 1994), When looking at the
bigger picture that takes into account climatic shifts, and not some narrow, snapshot-in-time view, the
concept of a normal fire frequency may not be valid. (Walder 1995). Rescarch being conducted by
Jennifer Pierce and others on the Boise National Forest shows this to be the case. In that case, it appears
big stand-replacing events occurred in ponderosa pine forests between 900 and 1200 due to climatic
conditions. (See Pierce et al. 2004)

Given climate change and the very real possibility that site potential for various types have changed (soil
pH and chemistry, moisture, soil temperature) because of it, the view of HRV on anything less than a
time scale that takes into account climate shifts may be inadequate. That is especially true given the
dramatic and scientifically documented increases in global temperature over the past few years. The
past decade was the warmest on record. Again, the DEIS does not adequately define the HRV so it is
impossible to assess the assumptions behind the HRV.

Questions need to be asked about the effects of climate change, logging, and fire suppression in this

Responses

02-9: 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. Thisindicates 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
RMPisto return resiliency to forest stands. Given the current
departure, intervention is atool available to achieve this goal.

02-10: Definitionsfor “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-
tionsfor the last 10,000 years and triesto explain HRV in
terms of “evolutionary time.” Thisinformation isirrelevant to
the timeframe the CFO RMP uses for “ pre-settlement” condi-
tions.

The conclusion of the Johnson et al. 1994 paper isthat “large-
fireyears’ 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 alarge-scale
shift in fire frequencies in the mid-1700s related to climate
change associated with the Little Ice Age. Thereis no mention

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-10 (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.

02-11: Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-22.
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Comments

02-111 area. Itis possible that all have irrevocably altered site potential.

02-12

02-12

02-13

02-14

For example, Tiedemann et. al. (2000) challenge the use of historic range of conditions and call into
question the whole notion that we can, or even should, try to replicate such conditions by stating:

Nearly 100 years of fire exclusion, possible climate changes, and past management practices may have
caused these communities to cross thresholds and to reside now in different steady states.

It may be impossible to differentiate between the roles played by climate change and fire suppression.
Some research suggests that the effects of both may be similar.

The BLM must not misplace the threats to clean water onto vegetative conditions instead of correctly
identifying the true threats to watershed health. The Western Montana Level I Bull Trout Team (see
Riggers et al. 2001) cites important research on the topic of fish habitat and fires notes:

{Thhe real risk to fisheries is not the direct effects of fire itself, but rather the existing condition of our
watersheds, fish communities, and stream networks, and the impacts we impart as a result of fighting
fires. Therefore, attempting to reduce fire risk as a way to reduce risks to native fish populations is really
subverting the issue. If we are sincere about wanting to reduce risks to fisheries associated with future
fires, we ought to be removing barriers, reducing road densities, reducing exotic fish populations, and
re-assessing how we fight fires. At the same time, we should recognize the vital role that fires play in
stream systems, and attempt to get to a point where we can let fire play a more natural role in these
ecosystems.

The biologists emphasize, the importance of wildfire, including large-scale, intense wildfire, in creating
and maintaining stream systems and stream habitat. The biologists continue in most cases, proposed
projects that involve large-scale thinning, construction of large fuel breaks, or salvage logging as tools to
reduce fuel loading with the intent of reducing negative effects to watersheds and the aquatic system are
largely unsubstantiated. The biologists point out that logging, thinning and fire suppression can have
harmful effects on watersheds (1d.). We ask that the FS explicitly consider Riggers et al., 2001 in the
FEIS.

Simply put, the assumption that fuel build-up threatens watershed integrity is not supported by the facts.
There are incredible differences between press and pulse disturbances (see the USFSs South Fork
Landscape Assessment) in these watersheds that the agency must not ignore. Furthermore, the
assumptions that fuel build-ups are the main determinant of fire severity (based on another assumption
that posits more severe fires have greater impacts on watersheds) is also suspect. Research suggests that
climate rather than fuel is the main determinant of fire severity and that fire suppression, as a reason for
fuel build-up in certain forest types, may not be valid. (See Turner M. et al 1994 and 1994a).

Any forest condition that is maintained through intense mechanical manipulation is not maintaining
ccosystem function. We request site-specific disclosure of the historical data used to arrive at any
assumption of desired conditions. We do not believe the proposed management activities are designed to
foster the processes that naturally shaped the ecosystem and resulted in a range of natural structural
conditions, they are merely designed to recreate what the agency believes were structural conditions in a
single point in time that the FS considers natural. Generally, past process regimes are better understood
than past forest structure. How are you factoring in fire, insects, tree diseases, and other natural
disturbances in specifying the structural conditions you assume to be representative of the historic

Responses

02-12: The DRMP/EIS does not imply that fire risk and fuel
build-up isthe primary risk to native fish populations. The
DRMPY/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. | nsect/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).”

02-13: Asnoted 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 increasesin
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
declinein ecological integrity. The function and process of the
ecological process has changed. The risk and severity of fire
continuesto grow. Whereas lethal fires played alesser rolein
the past on the landscape, |ethal fires now exceed non-lethal
fires.

BLM agrees that weather does play arolein 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 isinfluenced by physical setting (local to
regional topography and terrain features) and fuels

(continued on the following page)
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(Continued from Previous Page)

02-13 (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 02-22.
02-14: The data used during development of the DRMP/EIS is in the administrative record and is available for review. Pleaserefer to response to Com-

ment Number O2-10. Fire, insects, disease and other natural disturbances are considered in HRV. The aternatives presented would attempt to put the
forest in a condition where the effects from natural disturbances are less damaging.
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02-14|

Comments
range?

In attempting to replicate some as yet to be defined HRV, the DEIS adopts a strategy nearly identical to
the logging of the past which resulted in forest fragmentation and the conditions of today. It rejects
natural fire as a component of the landscape in many areas and offers little opportunity for the BLM to
cooperate with the Forest Service on natural fire plans.

The irony is this: BLM in the RMP DEIS apparently blames fire suppression as the reason for
vegetation change yet wants to continue along that same fire suppression path. While the agency may
need to be careful in areas immediately adjacent to structures (see Cohen 1999), some of the more

Responses

02-15: The DRMP/EIS s 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

V egetation — Forests). Removal of forest products would be a

02-15| remote arcas, including land east of Elk City and possibly even Lolo Creek, can allow natural processes result of the treatment applications app“ed! not the purpose for
to shape their character. BLM has completely rejected this alternative. applying the treatment.
Regarding fire, Hutto (1995) states: . . . L .
Fire (and its aftermath) should be seen for what it is: a natural process that creates and maintains much Use of natural fire (WFU) Isnot rg ected and is, in fact, consid-
of the variety and biological diversity of the Northern Rockies. eredin all Alternatives (SeeW| Idland Fire Management Ob-
This statement, carefully considered, calls into question the whole BLM rationale for managing wildfire jective 1, Action 3inthe DRMP/EI S) Prior to applyl ng fire
as it has historically managed it. Rather than trusting nature to rlighl the wrongs perpetrated by past useto awildland fire, an |mp| ementation p|an must be devel-
misguided BLM policies, the BLM now insists upon managing itself out of the supposed unnatural
conditions created by its own mismanagement, a kind of administrative hubris specifically addressed by Oped and apprOVed-
Hutto (1995):
Fire is such an important creator of the ecological variety in Rocky Mountain landscapes that the Y £ o . .
conservation of biological diversity [a goal in the RMP and of FLPMA] is likely to be accomplished The BLM’sfire suppression Stra_tegy IS_tO use the appro_prl ate
only through the conservation of fire as a processSEfforts 1o meet legal mandates to maintain management response to each wildfire in accordance with the
biodiversity should, therefore, be directed toward maintaining processes like fire, which create the priorities and protocols described in Appendlx H of the
variety of vegetative cover types upon which the great variety of wildlife species depend. o . AL
DRMP/EIS. Thisincludes direct and indirect attack, as well as
Unfortunately, we are not currently m:‘mﬂgiug the land to maintain the kind of early suc;cssiona] fcral. containment strategies
stages that follow stand-replacement fires and, hence, many fire-dependent plant and animal species. . .
. Most of the forested landscape in the northern Rockies evolved under a regime of high-intensity, large
ﬁJ(:lr;jvcry 50-100 years, not under a regime of low-intensity, frequent understory burns. (emphasis Thefuels management program described inthe DRMP/EISis
added) desi : F .
lesigned to achieve forest characteristics more representative
That last point is crucial. BLM is trying to apply a model that does not fit the landscape. BLM further of historic conditions, aslong as they support protection of
errs in suggesting that fire suppression has been effective for decades. That is completely inaccurate, the ;
huge 1910 fires occurred 94 years ago. The huge fires in 1934 occurred just over 70 years ago. Indeed, human, cultural, and natural r@oyrces. At the Sarn_e time, the
agency figures--figures no longer posted on agency websites--suggest fire suppression, in terms of BLM must preserve and restore listed species habitat. Thefire
02-15 acreage burned, did not become effective until about 1950. management actions described in the alternatives were devel-
The assumptions about vegetation, pre-1900s and fire frequency may be incongruous. In other words, it Opa:I togive BLM staff the ﬂeX|b|I|ty needed to l’eSpond toan
seems a bit of a stretch fui' ihlc [un;]scupc]nfnd seral xlagcs{lﬁ: be what Ihc)lll I:;uppc)scgly v]rcrc pre- I?EJI'D altered |andscape, evolvi ng resource needs, and a Chang| ng
under the fire regimes and other physical factors supposedly present in this area. Stochastic modeling .
could give an idea if that is indeed the case. regl‘“atory environment.
'I'hcl same ki.nd m’ J'I.'lt)dtilillg muldl also gli\'c us an idea nl'th:‘: limc: fr.:‘mllfzs it Wf\u.]d_lnke. 1111qFr Lhe The BLM agrees that natural fire regl mes are the Ob] ective
various alternatives, for the FO area to regain the HRV the agency says the ecosystem previously . R . :
02-16 operated within (again, that HRV would have 1o be defined). In other words, will the proposed outside the wildland urban interface and, where feasible, plans
3 treat nllltl‘:ts ir;;iclt;iocolnzlllule t;::l;lru] pmcr:'ssc;; prc‘\']cnl:Iu?d-]r[ii‘p‘}u;irgg f.;;r:l:]?::;;mﬁ:?]\ 1::;{:\‘;;\.,1;?;:1 do to use fire’ prescri bed and natural, aswell as other tools to
50 in the early s (long before massive logging or so-calle s ssion), / ents th . . . .
created the stands of lodgepole that are quite prevalent in the area? achieve this 90a| (D RMP/EIS Wildland Fire Management,
(continued on following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-15 (continued): Objective 3, Action 3). Theissue 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.

02-16: Thetimeframe 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 areato 40% of the area (see Table 4-20 in the DRMP/EIS). Acrossthefield office, it isunlikely that HRV will be fully re-
stored, although the RMP provides direction to attempt to restore and maintain some large areasin FRCC 1.
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02-17

02-18

02-18

Comments

The fact that areas may have missed some fire cycles may not be important at all for a couple of
reasons. First, is the predominance of lethal fire in the area like in 1910 which sets the successional
stages at levels far different than those the agency claims are historic. This is true for ponderosa pine
types as well in this area which tend 1o be a bit wetter than the more typical ponderosa pine types further
south. Second, is the fact that these cycles are not hard and fast This second question is addressed
briefly below.

Other models of fire regimes need to be considered. Some research suggests, even in the most studied
ponderosa pine fire types that fire return intervals are far from certain and may be far different (if valid
at all) than previously believed. Baker and Ehle (2001) note in the abstract of lhelr recent peer-reviewed
paper note:

Present understanding of fire ecology in forests subject to surface fires is based on fire-scar evidence.
We present theory and empirical results that suggest that fire-history data have uncertainties and biases
when used to estimate the population mean fire interval (FI) or other parameters of the fire regime. First,
the population mean FI is difficult to estimate precisely because of unrecorded fires and can only be
shown to lie in a broad range. Second, the interval between tree origin and first fire scar estimates a real
fire-free interval that warrants inclusion in mean-FI calculations, Finally, inadequate sampling and
targeting of multiple-scarred trees and high scar densities bias mean Fls toward shorter intervals. In
ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa Dougl. ex P. & C. Laws.) forests of the western United States, these
uncertainties and biases suggest that reported mean Fls of 225 years significantly underestimate
population mean Fls, which instead may be between 22 and 308 years. We suggest that uncertainty be
explicitly stated in fire-history results by bracketing the range of possible population mean Fls. Research
and improved methods may narrow the range, but there is no statistical or other method that can
eliminate all uncerlamly Longer mean Fls in ponderosa pine forests suggest that (i) surface fire is still
important, but less so in maintaining forest structure, and (ii) some dense patches of trees may have
occurred in the pre-Euro-American landscape. Creation of low-density forest structure across all parts of
ponderosa pine landscapes, particularly in valuable parks and reserves, is not supported by these results.

Given this research, the concept of HRV may not be valid. In fact, the agency needs to take a look at all
the assumptions behind the HRV and compare them with the differences in the scientific literature.

The Baker and Ehle paper calls into question the use of fire scars in establishing mean fire intervals and
suggests that previous reports based upon fire scars may be biased. Most research is based upon fire
scars,

More recent research supports this finding. (See Baker et al. 2006). This research suggests the opposite
of what BLM is suggesting by treating (logging) 409 of the FO in five years. This research suggests
that restoration is best accomplished by fire, that tree increased tree densities are not necessarily
unnatural, that logging and grazing are mostly to blame for any changes in forest structure in the
ponderosa/Douglas fir types, ORIGINAL

ARTICLE

Rugdrdluw of whether the plethora of research we have provided you is right, simplistic views of fire
regimes presented in the DEIS are right about fire regimes, or none are right, or all have validity, the fact
remains these scientists appear to have a consider: 1I)]) different view of ponderosa pine and Douglas fir
systems, than does BLM. The same questions need to be asked about other forest types as well. This
should have been fully recognized and evaluated in the RMP DEIS.

Responses

02-17: 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
actionsin the DRMP/ EIS are based on the best information
available to BLM staff, aswell astheir institutional knowledge
of on-the-ground conditions. The DRMP/EIS also allows for
incorporating evolving research and technology to make these
determinations.

02-18: Regarding HRV, please refer to the response to Comment

Number O2-10. Also, see the response to Comment Number
02- 17. The analysis and management actions are not based
solely on fire regimes, but also include species composition,
structure, stand density, and available fuels. Additionaly, log-
ging is not proposed on 40% of the CFO. Please refer to the
response to Comment Number 17-4.
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02-19

02-20

02-21

02-22

02-23

Comments

What peer-reviewed scientific studies refute a plethora of scientific studies and papers, including studies
by the your sister agency, the Forest Service, which note that most northern Rocky forests, including
most of the types found in this analysis area are within healthy HRV? (see Turner and Romme 1994,
Hutto 1995, Barrett et al. 1991, Weir et al. 1995, Ament 1997). What scientific evidence refutes the
findings in Ament (1997) where he quotes from Hutto (1995), that, the origin of most Rocky Mountain
forest stands can be traced to stand-replacement fires instead of mild understory burns? What evidence
is there that refutes the plethora of studies, including the Forest Services fire categories, that stand-
replacement fire is normal for many forest types?

Many timber sales in the past few years in the interior West have claimed a need to return conditions to
a "pre-settlement” status. We question the authenticity of this model and cite two references that seem
to refute the idea that our forests were far more open. The John Lieberg reports from 1897-9, part of
the US Geological Surveys of the 1890's indicate stand densities, species by type and size, and contain
photographs and descriptions of forest reserves in North Idaho, including the Priest River, Bitterroot and
Coeur d'Alene areas. They clearly show high stem densities, many snags and burnt areas and few open
stands. The Skovlin and Thomas report Interpreting Long-Term Trends in Blue Mountain Ecosystems
from Repeat Photography, Pacific Northwest Research Station PNW GTR-315, June 1995, shows many
photos from 60-80 years ago with stands that are very dense, as well as many stands that appear to be
recently burned. In the case of both the USGS John Lieberg reports and the Blue Mountain report there
is little evidence of the widely spaced forest that current BLM timber sales are trying to attain. We
believe the bias toward logging has unduly influenced forest management and that an honest appraisal of
stand succession, historic processes and desired future condition must be made.

The DEIS indicates that large stand-replacing fires are not desired. Yet, they were in the range of
variability and the DEIS seeks to replay the lodgepole pine cycle.

The attempts at breaking up the landscape to prevent or reduce large, stand-replacing fires may be
useless. If not, there is no real need to create anymore breaks in the landscape as any aerial photograph
or satellite imagery will attest much has already occurred, especially in the South Fork Clearwater River
drainage. In any case, Cohen (1999) suggests that to protect buildings and structures, anything beyond
100 meters is not efficient. His research suggests that for purposes of community structure protection,
the WUI is only 100 meters or so wide.

The DEIS fails to analyze some important findings about logging and fire. Both the Sierra Nevada and
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Projects found that logging was a major reason for
increased intensity and severity of wildland fire. Della Sala et al (1995 and 1995a) and Henjum et al.
(1994) agree that scientific evidence does not support the hypothesis that logging, thinning, minimize
the effects of fire.

That leads to another issue. Lodgepole pine (in fire groups three and four, see Smith and Fischer 1997)
are in stand-replacing fire regimes (Cooper et al. 1991, Barrett 1982 and Green 1994 in Smith and
Fischer 1997). Research from lodgepole pine in Yellowstone found stand-replacing or severe fires are a
function of weather, not fuel load (Turner et al. 1994). This contradicts the main assumption in the
DEIS based upon forest structure and VRUs.

The DEIS, in one of its schizophrenic incarnations, presents a version of history that is speculative, at
best, given the information--the science is not definitive on historical conditions, though the DEIS
pretends it is. The belief that small, cool fires shaped the landscape of North Idaho is not consistent with
the data, especially the events on the early 1900s. The belief that fire suppression everywhere has led to
hotter fires currently is not consistent with the burn intensity and severity of recent fires (see for
example, the Beaver Lakes complex fire BAER report of 2003 from the adjacent Clearwater National

Responses

02-19: 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 severeim-
pacts to other resources including habitat for endangered fish
Species.

02-20: Refer to the response to Comment Number 12-2.

02-21: 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 agiven set of physical and weather variables
(Graham, Harvey, Jain, and Tonn 1999).

Whileit isreasonable to agree that fireswill 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 knowledgein 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. Thisis
dramatically illustrated in the Moose Fire Progression maps
from 2001. Thisfire, in the course of making major runs of
15,000 plus acres, split at the head and burned around both
sides of an areathat was burned in the 1980's (http://
www.nps.gov/glac/resources/fires 2001/moose/index.htm).

(continued on the following page)

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-113



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-21 (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 ecol ogists 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 silvicultura 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.”

02-22: The BLM agrees that weather does play arole in stand-replacing or severe fires, however, research aso suggests that wildfire behavior isinfluenced
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 isthe relationship between crown fire and landscape pattern. Y ou are correct about what this paper says about Y ellow-
stonefire return intervals (200 to 400 years from Romme 1982, and Romme and Despain 1989). The paper aso 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 regimeis specifically related to New Mexico, Arizona, and Colorado. The “research in Y ellowstone”’ concerning atered fire
regimes was attributed to a“non-equilibrium landscape.” In the article, alandscape in equilibriumis 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 lodgepol e 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.

02-23: 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 typesand isin a Historic Fire
Regime | 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 isin Historic Fire Regime IV that has stand-replacement severity fires.

From GAP analysis, Table 3-16 also shows that the Dry Conifer vegetation isin a Fire Regime Condition Class 3 and the Wet/Cold Conifer typeisin a
Fire Regime Condition Class 2. Neither are in Fire Regime Condition Class | but instead are considered to be unhealthy, nonfunctioning, and at risk for
losing key ecosystem components.

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-23 (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 Nationa Forest lands were logged.
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02-23 ‘

02-24 ‘

02-25

02-26

Comments

Forest that showed the logged private lands burned much hotter than the unlogged national forest).
Even if it were true fires are burning hotter now, there is considerable evidence it is because of climate
change, not fuel amounts.

It is difficult to evaluate the impacts on vegetation because of the confusing array of habitat or
vegetation typing. VRUs dont correlate well with other methods and dont fit in with the habitat types
found in Forest Service literature on fire regimes (see Smith and Fischer 1997).

In any case our knowledge of past conditions is limited. Hayward indirectly addresses these topics
(Hayward 1994):

Despite increased interest in historical ecology, scientific understanding of the historic abundance and
distribution of montane conifer forests in the western United States is not sufficient to indicate how
current patterns compare to the past. In particular, knowledge of patterns in distribution and abundance
of older age classes of these forests in not available. SCurrent efforts to put management impacts into a
historic context seem to focus almost exclusively on what amounts to a snapshot of vegetation historya
documentation of forest conditions near the time when European settlers first began to impact forest
structure. $The value of the historic information lies in the perspective it can provide on the potential
variation§ I do not believe that historical ecology. emphasizing static conditions in recent times, say
100 years ago, will provide the complete picture needed to place present conditions in a proper historic
context. Conditions immediately prior to industrial development may have been extraordinary compared
1o the past 1,000 years or more. Using forest conditions in the 1800s as a baseline, then, could provide a
false impression if the baseline is considered a goal to strive toward.

Some species of trees, native insects, and disease organisms are often described by the agency as
invasive or somehow bad for the ecosystem. Such contentions that conditions are somehow unnatural
runs counter to more enlightened thinking on such matters. For example, Harvey et al., 1994 state:

Although usually viewed as pests at the tree and stand scale, insects and disease organisms perform
functions on a broader scale.

SPests are a part of even the healthiest eastside ecosystems. Pest roles such as the removal of poorly
adapted individuals, accelerated decomposition, and reduced stand density may be critical to rapid
ecosystem adjustment

SIn some areas of the eastside and Blue Mountain forests, at least, the ecosystem has been altered,
setting the stage for high pest activity (Gast and others, 1991). This increased activity does not mean tha
the ecosystem is broken or dying; rather, it is demonstrating functionality, as programmed during its
developmental (evolutionary) history.

The vegetation section seems to suggest logging as a way to reduce insect and disease damage to timber
stands. As far as we are aware, the BLM has no empirical evidence to indicate its treatments for forest
health decrease, rather than increase, the incidence of insects and diseases in the forest. Since the BLM
doesnt cite research that proves otherwise in this RMP DEIS we can only conclude that forest health
discussions are unscientific and biased toward logging as a solution. Please consider the large body of
research that indicates logging, roads, and other human caused disturbance promote the spread of tree
diseases and insect infestation.

For example, multiple studies have shown that annosus root disease (Heterobasidion annosum, formerly
named Fomes annosus), a fungal root pathogen that is often fatal or damaging for pine, fir, and hemlock
in western forests, has increased in western forests as a result of logging (Smith 1989). And researchers
have noted that the incidence of annosus root disease in true fir and ponderosa pine stands increased

Responses

02-24: 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.

02-25: 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.

02-26: Thereisresearch that suggests human disturbances can
promote the spread of some diseases and insect infestations
(BLM and Forest Service 1997). Logging is hot 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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Comments Responses

with the number of logging entries (Goheen and Goheen 1989). Large stumps served as infection foci
for the stands, although significant mortality was not obvious until 10 to 15 years after logging (Id.).

The proportion of western hemlock trees infected by annosus root disease increased after precommercial
thinning, due to infection of stumps and logging equipment wounds (Edmonds et al. 1989, Chavez, et al.
1980).

Armillaria, a primary, aggressive root pathogen of pines, true firs, and Douglas-fir in western interior
forests, spreads into healthy stands from the stumps and roots of cut trees (Wargo and Shaw 1985). The
fungus colonizes stumps and roots of cul trees, then spreads to adjacent healthy trees. Roots of large
trees in particular can support the fungus for many years because they are moist and large enough for the
fungus to survive, and disease centers can expand to several hectares in size, with greater than 25% of
the trees affected in a stand (id.). Roth et al. (1980) also noted that Armillaria was present in stumps of
old-growth ponderosa pine logged up to 35 years earlier, with the oldest stumps having the highest rate
of infection.

Filip (1979) observed that mortality of saplings was significantly correlated to the number of Douglas-
fir stumps infected with Armillaria mellea and laminated root rot (Phellinus weirii). McDonald, et al.
(1987) concluded the pathogenic fungus Armillaria had a threefold higher occurrence on disturbed plots
compared to pristine plots at high productivity sites in the Northern Rockies. Those authors also
reviewed past studies on Armillaria, noting a clear link between management and the severity of
Armillaria-caused disease.

Morrison and Mallett (1996) observed that infection and mortality from the root disease Armillaria
ostoyae was several times higher in forest stands with logging disturbance than in undisturbed stands,
and that adjacent residual trees as well as new regeneration became infected when their roots came into
contact with roots from infected stumps.

Pre-commercial thinning and soil disturbance led to an increased risk of infection and mortality by
black-stain root disease (Leptographium wageneri) in Douglas-fir, with the majority of infection centers
being close to roads and skid trails (Hansen et al. 1988). Also another Black-stain root disease
(Verticicladiella wagenerii) occurred at a greater frequency in Douglas-fir trees close to roads than in
trees located 25 m or more from roads (Hansen 1978). Witcosky et al. (1986) also noted that
precommercially thinned stands attracted a greater number of black-stain root disease insect vectors.

Complex interactions involve mechanical damage from logging, infestation by root diseases, and attacks
by insects. Aho et al. (1987) saw that mechanical wounding of grand fir and white fir by logging
equipment activated dormant decay fungi, including the Indian paint fungus (Echinodontium
tinctorium).

Trees stressed by logging, and therefore more susceptible to root diseases are, in turn, more susceptible

to attack by insects. Goheen and Hansen (1993) reviewed the association between pathogenic fungi and
bark beetles in coniferous forests, noting that root discase fungi predispose some conifer species to bark
beetle attack and/or help maintain endemic populations of bark beetles.

Goheen and Hansen (1993) observed that live trees infected with Laminated root rot (Phellinus weirii)
have a greater likelihood of attack by Douglas-fir beetles (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae). Also, Douglas-
fir trees weakened by Black-stain root disease (Leptographium wageneri var. pseudotsugae) are attacked
and killed by a variety of bark beetle species, including the Douglas-fir bark beetle (D. pseudotsugae)
and the Douglas-fir engraver (Scolytus unispinosis) (id.).
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The root disease Leptographium wageneri var. ponderosum predisposes ponderosa pine to several bark
beetle species, including the mountain pine beetle (D. ponderosae) and the western pine beetle (D.
brevicomis) (Goheen and Hansen 1993).

A variety of root diseases, including black-stain, Armillaria, and brown cubical butt rot (Phaeolus
schweinitzii), predispose lodgepole pine to attack by mountain pine beetles in the interior west. The
diseases are also believed to provide stressed host trees that help maintain endemic populations of
mountain pine beetle or trigger population increases at the start of an outbreak (Goheen and Hansen
1993).

Grand and white fir trees in interior mixed-conifer forests have been found 1o have a high likelihood of
attack by the fir engraver (Scolytus ventralis) when they are infected by root diseases, such as laminated
root rot, Armillaria, and annosus (Goheen and Hansen 1993).

More western pine beetles (Dendroctonus breviformis) and mountain pine beetles (D. ponderosae) were
captured on trees infected by black-stain root disease (Ceratocystis wageneri) than on uninfected trees
(Goheen et al. 1985). The two species of beetle were more frequently attracted to wounds on trees that
were also diseased than to uninfected trees. They also noted that the red turpentine beetle
(Dendroctonus valens) attacked trees at wounds, with attack rates seven-lo-eight times higher on trees
infected with black-stain root disease than uninfected trees. Spondylis upiformis attacked only wounded
trees, not unwounded trees (Id.).

3. Minerals

Responses
02-27. The DRMP/EIS isintended not to propose actions specific
to any particular project, but to propose and eval uate 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 arange of project-
specific options.

The leasing of minerals on public lands is adiscretionary 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
RM P recommends specific management prescriptions for each
of these areas. In the case of Snowhole Rapids WSA, it would

None of the alternatives propose a no-leasing option for any sensitive areas other than the existing be closed to mineral location and leas ng. In the case of Mar-
areas. Rather, BLM proposed a no surface-occupancy lease. However, lease stipulations do not always . . . .
02-27 hold. NSO stipulations can be chanced and amended. Al a very minimum, one alternative that closed shall Mou_ntal n WSA: it \N_OUId be open_to_ mineral location and
" off sensitive areas like roadless areas '.mdl anadromous fish habitat around Elk City, Lolo Creek, all of open to mi neral |easn’]g with NSO restrictions (on all acres)
;I:ii;l;n:]?::u:gdhE\JEI;LEI!IIT::JI:LEL\IE:‘;m:u.lur\ Marshall Mountain and crucial winter range areas to and CSU restrictions (on 74 acr&). See Chapter 2, Wilderness
N and Wilderness Study Areas Management, Objective 2 and its
Similarly, few areas are proposed to be segregated or withdrawn from mineral entry. There are no accompanying actions. It is true that these sti pulations can be
alternatives. Given the ecological importance, wildness, and recreation values of areas like Marshall X . . .
02-28| Mountain, riparian habitat in and around the upper South Fork (American River), roadless areas, the excepted or waived, but that is a determination made at the
entire Little Salmon and Salmon River corridors, and Lolo Creek, at a minimum should be withdrawn proj ect level.
from leasing, location and sale.
4. Travel Planning 02-28: Thefact that a specific action is not mentioned in the
02_29| The RMP DEIS offers little alternative for non-motorized users. Closures for Lolo Creek are positive DRM P/EIS does not preCI Ude it from happenl ng. If C,0ngre$
but should be expanded. desi g_names the Snowhc_)I e Rap! dsor Marshall M ountain WSAs
— - & ; IR ; as Wilderness, they will be withdrawn from minera entry,
No alternatives look at closing routes that have significant resource damage. Around Elk City, many o : . .
02-30] the routes used are not roads under the FLPMA designation yet open to use. This violates FLPMA, Ie_aS'n_g’ and sale. TheRMP's fO.CUS. IS tq prescri be management
NEPA, and the Executive Orders on ORYV use. direction to ensure the area retains its wilderness val ues until
02-31 There should be an alternative that closes the non formal routes East of EIk City (Telephone Creek, Congre$. determinesits status (H-8550_1’ Int.erl mM anage-
3 Queen Creek, American below Box Sing Creek), the Marshall mountain area except designated roads. ment Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review). If Congress
—_. ] ’ —— i R does not designate the area as Wilderness, then the RMP pro-
The DEIS/RMP is not clear regarding snowmobiles. Contrary to what is stated in the document, . . . . . e .
02-32 snowmobiles cause vegetation and other damage though snow compaction. Also, snowmobile impacts vides management direction that will protect identified Sp6C|a|
(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-28 (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.

02-29: 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.

02-30: 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 criteriain Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 3 and all accompanying actions under Alternatives B, C, and D in
the DRMP/EIS.

02-31: Additional routes can be closed or have additional vehicle restrictions as aresult of project specific analysis, as stated by the RMP travel manage-
ment direction.

02-32: Transportation and Travel Management, Objective 1, Actions 6 and 7 in the DRMP/ EI'S 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 aternatives, and the 24,884-acre Craig
Mountain WMA would limit over-snow motorized travel be to designated routes and areas. Under no aternatives 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 snowmabile use.
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Comments

on TES species like wolverine and lynx are well documented in the literature (see LCAS). The failure

Responses
02-33: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-17.

02-32 to address impacts to lynx and other species violates NEPA, the ESA and FLPMA. o . o o .
_ 02-34: Wildlife and Specia Status Wildlife, Objective 4, Actions
A Wkdiite 1 through 6 in the DRMP/EIS are specifically designed for
The RMP DEIS does a poor job in protecting wildlife. A couple of examples illustrate this point. Canadalynx and are derived from the Canada Lynx Conserva-
Firet the elk auideli bl TSl B et tion Assessment and Strategy (Ruediger et a. 2000) and/or
“irst, the elk guidelines are removed under all action alternatives. Thus, it would appear there will no . .
(02-33]| longer be any enforceable standard to keep specific miles of road or motorized trail per square mile of Re(_:overy Plan for Canada I_ynX' The BLM wbml_tted aBio-
land or a similar habitat effective measure for various areas. Ioglcal Assessment to US Fish and Wildlife Service and Na-
The RMP DEIS offers little protection for sensitive and listed wildlife species like lynx, wolverine, tl_onal _Ocegnlc and_AtmOSpherlc Aqmlnlgratl.on' National Ma-
fisher and cavity nesters. In the case of lynx and wolverine, two species that are negatively affected by rine Fisheries Service for consultation regarding the Cotton-
02-34 snowmaobiles (r_ace LCAS and Rtlggcrinn et al. 1994, USDA Forest Service GTR RM-254 and updates), wood RMP project_ Wildlife and Spec|a| Status W||d||fey Ob-
ancLnciaKEcHi A B v, jective 8, Actions 1 -5 in the DRMP/EIS, provide for project
Snag standards are inadequate. Emerging science suggests that even the higher numbers (10 per acre) SpelelC review to minimize or eliminate adverse Impacts to
02-35 may not be adequate. Similarly, old growth needs to be set aside and protected. The plan does not sensitive species such as the wolverine and fisher. Appendix D
02-36| provide for a comprehensive way to do this. It also uses region IV rather than region I old growth . . " .
definitions. Why was this done? inthe DRMP/EIS prOVIdeS management direction for snag
management.
6. Water Quality/Fish Habitat/Soils
The adoption of new standards (appendix F) that replace PACFISH and INFISH weaken existing The PRMP/FEIS is not proposing to designate additional
02-37| protection with words that are too qualified. The standards that allow logging and other activities in snowmobiletrailsin suitable Iynx habitat.
RHCAs are too weak in that they are allowed to occur for purposes other than attainment of RMOs.
Regarding RHCAs or RCAs, the standards should require that, at a minimum, default buffers be 02-35: SeeAppend|x D in the DRMP/EIS and response to Com-
02-38]| adopted. In instances where larger buffers are justified (and there are places they need 1o be _
P ment Number A3-17
implemented such as steep areas which characterize much of this area) then those should apply. ’
02-37 PACFISH and INFISH were intcnt]cFl as tlemporary, stop-gap measures. The DEIS/RMP weakens them 02-36: See response to Comment Number A3-14. Also, seethe
: instead of strengthens them and that is contrary to the ESA. additionsto Appendlx D. Tables D-2 and D-5 of the DRMP/
Soils BMPs dont have a very good track record in landslide prone areas. A 100 foot zone not enough, EIS. Each Regional criterion will be used as aopropriate. Ex-
02-39 riparian RHCAs are greater 300 and even they have been shown not to work in the Clearwater basin. iti ng and/or updated research and science may be used to fur-
ther define old-growth/old forest characteristicsif applicable to
7. Weed Control site and landscape characteristics.
The RMP DEIS does little to help the spread of noxious weeds. Spraying herbicides and importation of . . ! .
02-40 exotic weed pests (bio-control) are Band-Aids that have their own problems. Prevention is the best tool 02-37: Appendlx F, Aquatlc and Ri parian Management Srategy
i for weed spread and the DEIS does not adequately address this issue. For example the following and Appendlx C. Conservation and Restoration Watershedsin
SHEV Id be considered: ! ) .
RIS the DRMP/EIS replaces PACFISH. The goals, objectives,
02_41| I- In conjunction with the USFS, require an inspection of all vehicles before entering BLM- guidance, and standards are very similar to PACFISH. Water-
admiakalaced publislmds: shed and Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs) have been
2- Prohibit livestock and packstock grazing and/or use in areas that currently contain weeds until the identified to provide management direction and objectives (see
02-42| weeds are eliminated. Stock grazing on weeds along trails or in meadows carry and deposit those weed
seeds into other places. Even if livestock are free of weeds when entering public lands, they can still (COﬂti nued on the followi ng page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-37 (continued): Appendix U, Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicatorsin 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.” Actionsthat occur within RCAs (Riparian Con-
servation Areas) which “may affect” alisted species are subject to Section 7 consultation in accordance with ESA.

02-38: Seeresponse to Comment Number O2-39.

02-39: 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 aternative) would be the designated distance (e.g., 100 feet, 150 feet, 300 feet) or
the width of riparian area, whichever is greatest. |f 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 awatershed analysis or site-specific (local) analysis has been completed. Modification of RCAs requires watershed
or site specific analysisto 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 WACIsthat 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.”

02-40: BLM feelsthat aregional 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 BM Ps 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 doesfeel that prevention isavital part of any successful weed management strategy.

02-41: The BLM feelsthat aregional 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 fedl that prevention isavital part of any successful weed
management strategy.

02-42: 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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02-42 |
02-43 ‘
02-44 ‘
02-45|
02-46

02-47 ‘

02-48 |

02-49

02-50

02-51
02-52

02-53
02-54|

Comments

spread weeds if allowed to graze in areas that contain weeds.

3- Prohibit ORVs from trails that contain weeds and close all backcountry trails to ORV use. Travel
planning is essential in helping to prevent weed spread. Vehicles are the vectors that have spread weeds
seeds throughout the North Idaho. Closing the WSAs and areas contiguous to national Forest roadless
areas 1o vehicles, closing unneeded roads, and requiring vehicle inspection are all potential measures.

4- Close all roads that have weeds until weeds are eliminated, perhaps on a rotating basis, While this
measure may not be popular, if the agency is truly committed to weed eradication, this should be
considered.

5- Close all administrative sites, campgrounds (formal and informal) unless and until they are certified
as weed free.

6- Quarantine all animals for at least 48 hours prior to entering backcountry trails. Having a quarantine
corral established at all stock trailheads and have the trailheads staffed (especially during hunting
season) and stocked with pelletized feed (weed-free hay isnt, people would be required to either bring in
pelletized feed for the quarantine or purchase it from the campground host at the trailhead) is a start.

7- Require pelletized feed. There is a great deal of doubt that all certified feed is in fact weed free.
Pellets are a simple and proven-effective remedy. Individuals visiting the national forests should be
responsible to change the diet of their stock gradually to pelletized feed.

8- Where possible, consider establishing a mandatory permit system for visitors. This way, visitor use
can be better monitored a problems avoided.

8. Wilderness Study Area/Special Management Areas/Wild and Scenic Rivers

The RMP fuils to even consider sections 201 and 202 of FLPMA in evaluating wilderness potential of
areas missed during the wilderness review. Only Congress, not the Secretary of Interior, has the
constitutional power to exempt BLM from the requirements of FLPMA. The failure of BLM to analyze
additional wilderness under these sections is a fatal flaw. This is particularly important for the roadless
areas contiguous with the meadow Creek Roadless Area on the nez perce national Forest. This includes
all or portions of sections 1,2, 3, 11, 12, 13, 23 (the route down the American River does not meet the
FLPMA definition of a road), 24, 25 and 26 in the township. Roadless land contiguous with the French
Creek and Patrick Butte roadless areas on the Payette National Forest should also have been evaluated.

ACEC protection should be extended to all BLM holdings in the Elk City Township, Marshall Moutain,
the French Creek, Elkhorn Creek and Partridge Creck watersheds.

The DEIS/RMP is unclear why the Salmon River, from Vinegar Creek to the confluence with the Snake
should, has been have been excluded from wild and scenic study status. The South Fork Clearwater ahs
been missed even though the Forest Service has recognized its portion on the Nez Perce national Forest.
Lower Lolo Creek is inaccessible by motor and should be classified as a wild river.

Protection for ACECs and wild and scenic river candidates are inadequate. They are open to logging
and mining, among other uses, that would destroy the unique values that are supposed to be protected.

9. Public Lands/Management

02-55 | Working with the Forest Service to consolidate land may be more efficient than the current situation.

Responses

02-43: 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.

02-44: Mot or al roadsin 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.

02-45: 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.

02-46: 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. Thispolicy issimilar 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.

02-47: Refer to the response to Comment Numbers O2- 42 and
02-46.

02-48: Site-specific recreation management actions are analyzed,
evaluated, and determined at the activity planning level that
follows Specia 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.

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

02-49: 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 isinconsistent 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 areasfor 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 ared’ as aland 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 I nstruction 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 useto 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.” Actionsin all these areas and more are proposed in the DRMP/EIS. In addi-
tion, the DRMP/EI'S outlines management direction for WSAs should they be released from wilderness consideration by Congress.

02-50: Thank you for your comment.

02-51: 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 Recreationa 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,
pagesK-1 and K-2.

(continued on the following page)
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02-52: 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 theriver, all of which has been severely channelized as aresult of mining activities. Free flowing means existing
or flowing in anatural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, riprapping, or other modification of the water.

02-53: Lower Lolo Creek does not meet the criteriafor a Wild river due to water quality issues. This segment islisted 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 criteriaor
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).

02-54: 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.

02-55: A number of options for land adjustments will be considered on a project-level basis.
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Comments

Given that BLM manages less than 200,000 acres in all of this FO, much of which is contiguous or

Responses

02-56: 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.

02-57: Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-2.

0O2-55| surrounded by the Nez Perce, Payette, and Clearwater National Forests it may make sense to reach an
agreement with the USFS to manage those areas.
There is no reason that so much acreage is identified for non-retention. Much of it is crucial winter
02-56 | range and adjacent to other public ownership. Rather than looking at dis[:()su[. BILM should consider th
bold move of transferring management of the CFO to the US Forest Service. This would save tax
dollars and result in more efficient management.
Conclusion
The DEIS/RMP needs to be drastically improved and revised. The effects analysis is based upon
O2-57 | standards that are not enforceable. As such, the assumptions are incorrect. There is not an adequate
range between alternatives.
We conclude with this passage from Frissell and Bayles (1996):
Most philosophies and approaches for ecosystem management put forward to date are limited (perhaps
doomed) by a failure to acknowledge and rationally address the overriding problems of uncertainty and
ignorance about the mechanisms by which complex ecosystems respond to human actions. They lack
humility and historical perspective about science and about our past failures in management. They still
implicitly subscribe to the scientifically discredited illusion that humans are fully in control of an
ecosystemic machine and can foresee and manipulate all the possible consequences of particular actions
while deliberately altering the ecosystem to produce only predictable, optimized and socially desirable
outputs. Moreover, despite our well-demonstrated inability to preseribe and forge institutional
arrangements capable of successfully implementing the principles and practice of integrated ecosystem
management over a sustained time frame an at sufficiently large spatial scales, would-be ecosystem
managers have neglected to acknowledge and critically analyze past institutional and policy failures.
They say we need ecosystem management because public opinion has changed, neglecting the obvious
point that public opinion has been shaped by the glowing promises of past managers and by their clear
and spectacular failure to deliver on such promises.
Sincerely,
Gary Macfarlane
Ecosystem Defense Director
Friends of the Clearwater
PO Box 9241
Moscow, ID 83843
(208)882-9755
--and
board member
Alliance for the Wild Rockies
Mike Peterson
Executive Director
The Lands Council
423 W. First Street, Suite 240
Spokane, WA 99201
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WildWest Institute
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03

03-2

03-3

03-4

Comments
From: Larry McLaud [larry @ hellscanyon.org]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 2:04 PM
Conversation: Draft RMP/EIS
Posted To: e-mail comments
Subject: Draft RMP/EIS

Please accept these comments from Hells Canyon Preservation Council on the RMP for the Cottonwood District.

--The BLM has not used the latest science in developing its plans to log 40% of the area under the ruse
of fire prevention, restoration (?!) and fuel reduction. BLM has proposed logging levels even greater
than those of the US Forest Service! This type of fire management is not supported by the science or is
in the best interests of the landowners, the American Public.

--BLM fails to analyze the roadless portions of the East Fork of the American River, Kirks Fork and
other areas for protection. The East Fork American and Kirks Fork wild areas are actually part of the
Meadow Creek Roadless Area on the Nez Perce National Forest and should be evaluated under section
202 of the Federal Land Policy Management Act. This provision is needed to correct BLM’s faulty
wilderness inventory that took place many years ago. Other areas near John Day should also be
evaluated.

--Wildlands around Elk City are open to vehicles year round to cross country travel. Special areas,
roadless arcas and areas of critical environmental concern are open to logging and grazing. This must be
changed to protect the natural resources such as wildlife and recreation opportunities.

-- Bighorn Sheep in the Hells Canyon Area are not protected from domestic sheep grazing. The science
shows clearly that disease is transmitted from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep which kills bighorns.
Bighorns need full protection from domestic sheep.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment..

Larry McLaud

Ecosystem Conservation Coordinator
Hells Canyon Preservation Council
PO Box 2768

La Grande, OR 97850

541-963-3950 x 23

No virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG Free Edition.
Version: 7.1.409 / Virus Database: 268.14.18/554 - Release Date: 11/27/2006

Responses
03-1: Refer to the response to Comment Number 17-4.

03-2: See response to Comment Number O2-49.

03-3: Regarding vehicle use near Elk City, please refer to re-
sponseto letter 16-13, letter 11-2, and letter O2-30. Regarding
special areas, please see response to letter 13-1.

03-4: No sheep grazing on BLM landsin 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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: o i 04-1: Thank you for your comment.

irﬁrfuﬂg;.irg" 2

'cmemmnmgue 04-2: Thank you for your comment.

Jm—ﬁq‘f#. Bdise, lwmﬂ 20 HEAIAE (e IS ARRIH |

04-3: Thank you for your comment.
Greg M. Yuncevich

CFO, BLM

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, [daho 83522-5200

comments@cottonwoodrmp,.com

November 22, 2006

RE: Idahe Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood Field Office DRMP/EIS 1620 (420)

Dear Greg,

Thank you for idering our on Co | DRMP/EIS. Fur thirty years, the Idaho Conservation
League has worked to protect ldaho's clean water, wildemess, and quality of life through cilizen action, public
education, and professional advocacy. For more information or to become a member, visit wwnw wildidaho.ore,
As ldaho's largest state-bused conservation organization we represent over 9,000 members, many of whom have a
deep personal interest in ensuring that long-term resource management plans are consistent with protecting our
weler, wildlands, and wildlife.

The ldabe Conservation League encourages the Cottonwood Field Office to revise and implement Alernative C.
This Alternative will make the greatesi strides toward restoring properly functioning ecosystems, will help to

04-1 imy habitat for i d and end i species, and will reduce the detrimental effects of irresponsible
OHY use. These effons would be best accomplished through the prescription of intensified restoration efforts and
pretective designations presented in Allemative C.

We are also encouraged by proposals in the DREMP/ELS such os support for several eligible and suitable Wild aJ:ld
0O4-2 Seenic River scpments, adoption of INFISH-style riparian and aquatic ecosystem p o, and impl
of much needed watershed restoration work.

04_3 | However, we do have some concemns with the commodity emphasis of the forest and vegelation management
aspects of the plan, as well as several other concerns. Detailed comments are provided in the attuchment.

Onee again we thank you for the opperunily 1o be part of the RMT revision process. Please send us any
subsequent documents for this project. We look forward to continuing to work with the Cottonwood Field Office
on this project and others in the future.

Smcerel)f.
sy 2. ST

H.md]ey Smith,
Conservation Assistant

Idahe Conservation League Comments Regarding the Coltonwond DRMPFELS
Pagelofl 14 |

b PR L B i

Keveham Fioht ©fffee: PO oy 2670, K i, 2 B0 J0RTI0FIRT Faw 208720421
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04-4

04-4

04-5

04-6

Comments
I'he Idaho Conservation League
Preserving Idaho's Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www wildidaho.ore

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding
the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS

Conservation and Restoration Watersheds

It is encouraging to know that as part of the new Cottonwood Field Office (CFO) RMP, the BLM
will undertake efforts to conserve and restore watersheds, including attempts to achieve delisting
of 303(d)-listed streams. Restorative efforts to improve wildlife and support beneficial uses will
improve ecosystem functions in many ways and improve habitat for threatened and endangered
species including salmon. Including and considering fish and aquatic habitat in the prioritization
process for restoration is a plus. Similarly, we are encouraged by the fact that the CFO has
retained INFISH/PACFISH-style RMOs and standards.

Given the obligations with regard to the Endangered Species Act and salmonids in the Snake
River Basin, we encourage the BLM to designate the 3 conservation and 40 restoration
watersheds as proposed under Alternative C, rather than the 2 conservation and 32 restoration
watersheds proposed under the preferred alternative. Restoring watersheds and achieving state
water quality standards is imperative considering current habitat conditions for ESA species in
the Snake River Basin. Therefore the greatest proposed amount of restoration under Alternative
C would be most beneficial in terms of meeting those obligations. The BLM should also
coordinate these efforts with the Forest Service and private landowners where possible
considering the relatively small percentage of BLM lands in the CFO planning area.

Wild & Scenic Rivers

We appreciate the fact that the CFO has undertaken an eligibility and suitability study under the
Wild & Scenic Rivers Act for the planning area. The Idaho Conservation League supports the
designation of all cligible and suitable segments in the CFO planning area, including those
recommended to Congress by the CFO: Lower Salmon River, Lolo Creek, Lake Creek, Hazard
Creck, and Hard Creek. These designations would help to secure the natural integrity of these
segments, protect important fish and wildlife habitat, and insure the enjoyment of these segments
by future generations.

Forest Management & Logging

The focus of forest and vegetation management in the DRMP/EIS is almost solely on commodity
production and barely acknowledges other resource values of forest ecosystems. In fact, the
DRMP/EIS directs agency foresters to “Prioritize vegetation treatment projects that would
maximize forest commodity recovery” (Objective 3, p. 2-85). Similarly, the DRMP/EIS manages
for the timber species that are most desirable for commodity production. However, there is very
little mention of other objectives and actions that recognize other resource values and needs in
forest ecosystems present on the CFO.

Post-Fire Commodity Production

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 2 0f 14

Responses
04-4: Thank you for your comment.

04-5: 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).

04-6: 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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04-7

04-8

04-9

04-10

04-11

Comments

The Idaho Cons
Preserving Idaho’s Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. winw. wildidoho.ore

vation 1

Perhaps most concerning is that the DRMP/EIS is proposing to allow “salvage logging” in
Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) despite the presence of many 303(d)-listed streams and
habitat for sensitive, threatened and endangered species, particularly salmonids (Action 2, p. 2-
84). Reviews of riparian salvage logging suggest that riparian ecosystems are resilient and
recover more quickly post-fire if they are afforded the same buffers and protection prior to a
burn.' In fact removal of trees will reduce course woody debris recruitment necessary for
creating Pools for fish habitat and serving as sediment traps to reduce sediment delivery into
streams.”

Outside of RCAs, the impacts of Salvage logging are not much different than those inside RCAs.
Regardless of the location of post-fire salvage logging, the timing of this type of logging
coincides with the point at which forest ecosystems in the interior west are most vulnerable to
impacts on long-term ecosystem health and productivity. Salvage logging precludes ecological
processes that are best adapted for restoring post-fire ecosystems. Concerns with salvage logging
are outlined in more detail in the section on Wildland Fire Management below.

On a similar note, the DRMP/EIS also prescribes sanitation/salvage logging of trees with insects
or disease to “maximize forest commodity recovery™ (p. 2-85). Again, these types of
prescriptions in the DRMP/EIS fail to recognize the role of these natural agents in ecosystems.
Fire, insects, and diseases are a natural part of these ecosystems and are not necessarily a bad
thing. In fact, by removing trees that survive insects, disease, or even fire, the individual trees
that have heightened levels of resistance compared to other individuals of the same species are
being removed, thus decreasing the genetic variability within species.

Old-Growth Management

The DRMP/EIS also lakes a coherent strategy for the management of old-growth forest stands. It
simply says, “Define old-growth according to best science and local knowledge” (p. 2-20).
Extensive work has already been completed to help define what is and is not considered old-
growth. In the Northern Region of the Forest Service (of which the CFO lies within), it is
standard protocol to use the old-growth definitions articulated by Green et al.” Considering that
the neighboring national forests (with the exception of the Payette) rely on this piece of literature
for their old-growth definitions, it would also suffice for the CFO. Furthermore, adoption of the
same old-growth definitions used by Region 1 of the Forest Service would help to insure
consistent old-growth management in North Central Idaho. There is no reason why the CFO
should attempt to “reinvent the wheel.”

Regardless of how the CFO decides how to define old-growth, the DRMP/EIS needs to be
revised to articulate a better strategy for managing old-growth. Specifically, how much old-
growth will be retained, if it will be managed in units, and how much will be maintained in each

' Reves, G.H., Bisson, P.A., Rieman, B.E., and L.E. Benda. 2006. Postfire logging in riparian areas. Conservation
Biology. 20(4): 994-1004,

* Ibid.

* Green, P., Joy, J., Sirucek, D., Hann, W., Zack, A., and B. Naumann. 1992, Old-growth forest types of the northern
region. R-1 SES 4/92. USDA Forest Service, Northern Region.

d DRMP/EIS

Idaho Conservation League C Regarding the C
Page 3 of 14

Responses

04-7: 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.

04-8: Thank you for your comment.

04-9: A silvicultura review is completed prior to the implementa
tion of any salvage harvest. Depending on the species and
disturbance involved, typically the objectiveisto retain those
individuals which survived the disturbance. A common excep-
tion islodgepole pine. Thisis based on the even-aged nature
of this species.

04-10: Seeresponse to Comment Numbers A3-14 and O2-36.

04-11: See Appendix D of the DRMP/EIS and response to Com-
ment Number A3-14.
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04-11

04-12

04-12

04-13

04-14

Comments

I'he Idaho Conservation Leaguoe

Preserving ldaho's Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www wildidaho.org

unit. Perhaps that best approach would be to address the needs of the old-growth dependent
wildlife occurring on the CFO.

Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA)

The final RMP/EIS whould also include a standard for the allowable equivalent clearcut area
(ECA). This standard would be useful for analyzing and implementing projects in terms of the
effects at the watershed scale. ECA provides not only a basis upon which to analyze current and
future watershed conditions, but it also insures that significant impacts to the environmental do
not oceur.

When ECA becomes too high in a particular watershed, the timing, duration, and intensity of
peak flows can change such that water quality is negatively affected to an unacceptable degree.
The timing of the peak flow may occur too early due to a reduction in shade cover for snow
pack; the intensity of peak flows may increase to a degree such that stream morphology is
impacted, affecting fish and riparian habitat; and the duration of peak water flows is decreased,
resulting in higher water temperatures, also negatively impacting aquatic and riparian species
such as threatened and endangered salmonids. Watershed responses to changes in ECA are
particularly pronounced on the CFO due to the relatively high incidence of rain-on-snow events.

The Proposed RMP/EIS should be revised to contain a standard for ECA that is shown to
minimize effects on peak flows as described above at the 4" HUC scale. Given the current levels
of streams that are not meeting TMDL standards on the CFO, ECA would be a good standard by
which the CFO could help to meet its obligations with respect to state water quality standards
and meet the anti-degradation standard for watersheds without completed TMDLs.

Wildland Fire Management

Although the location of many BLM lands on the CFO would not socially allow for wildland fire
use, there are contiguous blocks of BLM and Forest Service land where wildland fire use could
be coordinated between the two agencies. The forest ecosystems present in the CFO are adapted
to various fire regimes depending upon the habitat or forest type. The current scenario of
increasing hazardous fuels is primarily due to excessive fire suppression efforts that have been
implemented over the years. In some forest types, however, the fire regime has evolved over the
millennia to include long fire return intervals, whereby high intensity, stand replacement fires are
normal. Regardless of the natural fire regime, healthy ecosystems are maintained by natural
wildfires. As such, the BLM should seek opportunities to expand wildfire use where possible.

Unfortunately the objectives and actions, as they are currently written in the DRMP/ELS, do not
support the concepts of wildland fire management that are conducive to establishing,
maintaining, or enhancing healthy forest ecosystems. In fact, as the DRMP/EIS correctly points
out, many of the BLM sensitive species, particularly woodpeckers, require forests with burnt
snags and biological “legacies.” Yet, as the DRMP/EIS currently stands, fire suppression,
unprioritized fuels reduction projects and salvage logging will remain the norm.

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Pase 4 of 14

Responses

04-12: Standardsfor 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 4" 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.

04-13: Opportunity for wildland fire use by aternative can be
found in Chapter 2 (see Wildland Fire Management, Objective
1 Action 3) of the DRMP/EIS.

04-14: Fuel treatments would be prioritized. Fireswould be as-
sessed to determine if thereis 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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Comments
T'he Idahio Conservation Leagne

Preserving Idahos Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www wildidaho org
For Example, Action | under Objective 2 of the Preferred Alternative states, “Treat up to 40% of
CFO lands classified as moderate to high hazard (i.e., FRCC 2 or 3, respectively) over any 5-year
period. Fuel treatments should be designed to reduce hazard as follows:

40% of the high hazard treated lands should move toward moderate hazard;

30% of the moderate hazard treated lands should move toward low hazard; and

Responses

04-15: Wildland Fire Management, Objective 2 in the DRMP/EIS
states that the Actions that follow are directed to the WUI and/
or municipal watersheds asidentified 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 socialy

04-15 30% of the treatments should be designed to maintain low hazard.” - . ar
acceptable. Wildland Fire Management , Objective 3 of the
However, this aqlicn only allocates hazarcllous fuels treatment lo‘variuus FRCCs »_vitho_ut i DRMP/EIS addresses those areas outside the WUI.
necessarily helping to reduce threats to private property or contribute to community wildfire
protection plans. It says nothing about prioritizing treatments in the WUL Instead, it allocates
fuels treatments by FRCCs regardless if the treatments occur in the WUI or not. Secondly, this 04-16: Thank you for your comment.
action fails to recognize that high intensity, stand replacement fires are normal in some of the
forest types present on the CFO. Treating “hazardous fuels” in these forest types would disrupt . . . . , .
the natural ecosystem processes (including natural fire regimes) that maintain long-term, healthy O4-17: Much of the CFOisnotina natur_al 'vegetatlve state.
and productive ecosystems. This action assumes that high fuels loads are bad in all locations and DRMP/EIS Tables 3-14 through 3-16 indicate that most of the
forest types. CFO is moderately or highly departed from historic conditions.
04-16| After wildfires have occurred, salvage logging and reforestation should also be avoided. As such, expected fire behavior would be mor_e SeV ere than
Retaining snags, course woody debris,Jor any remaining live trees ils cn:ucilal to adequate natural and recovery may not proceaj a|ong historical path_
ecosyslem recovery over the long run. Sal\:age logging can Ircsull in _mgmﬁcam ccu_loglcal ways. Planti ng would insure the presence of conifers and
degradation and impede recovery by removing snags, removing course woody debris that would . . )
other wise serve as sediment traps, by eliminating habitat for fire-dependent species like would actual Iy provi defor vertica and horizontal structure.
woodpeckers and highly specialized insects, by leading to s;)il compaction, by interrupting early The p| anted trees would augment natural regeneration with a
spcccssmnal rcvc_gfi'lano]n, e_md‘t‘)yl}m;.)cldmg nu;ncnl cycles.” In cssclr;:ce, Ss;lvlagc lo‘fggl;g.h varied age and speci es classes and provi de vari ety to site domi-
04_ 16 CIT(‘.'I:II'I'I\«'CI‘IT.S Clrucla s ?ﬂl’ Y successional, natura FCCOVETY pProcesscs : all elp Lo reeslablis) b b gr] . Id | h |
nutrients on-site and insure long-term ecosystem health and productivity. Therefore salvage nance by brush species. It would not replace the early seral
logging should be practiced sparingly and strategically. stage, but shorten it. Natural regenerati on would be usad
In terms of reforestation following fire, stocking burned sites will lead to the establishment of an whereitis ?pprop”?te for revegetation purposes consi dering
even-aged stand, lacking vertical and horizontal structural diversity. Additionally, stocking land allocation, available resources, and estimated time of re-
04-17 circumvents the establishment of early successional vegetation that is responsible for fixing covery.
nitrogen and restoring nutrients on site that were volatilized by the fire.’ Therefore, in general,
allowing for natural recovery of burned sites is the best practice for maintaining long-term . o )
ccosystem health and productivity. 04-18: Prescribed fire is a management tool available where ap-
ropriate.
Where wildland fire use is not possible (i.e. in the WUI) the BLM should consider increased use prop
O4-18|  of prescribed fire where frequent, low intensity fires are needed to maintain low fuel levels and . .
- “park-like” stands. The BLM should also consider prescribed burning in mixed and high severity 04-19: The alternatives developed allow this as a management
p -
) option.
* Noss, R.F., Franklin, J.F., Baker, W.L., Schoennagel, T., and P.B. Moyle. 2006. Managing fire-prone forests in the
western United States. Ecological Society of America. 4(9): 481-487.
* Lindenmayer, D.B. and R.F. Noss. 2006. Salvage logging, ecosystem processes, and biodiversity conservation.
Conservation Biology. 20(4): 949-958,
® Ibid.
Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 5of 14
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04-19

04-20

04-21]

04-22

04-23

04-24

04-25

Comments
The Idaho Conservation League

Preserving Idaho's Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www.wildidaho.org

fire regimes. While riskier than conducting fires in low-intensity/high frequency dry site fire
regimes, the creation of mosaics from fire could result in significant protections to resources at
risk, in the event of a wildfire.

The use of heavy, damaging equipment in fire suppression should be restricted in WSAs,
ACECs, RNAs, riparian habitat, areas with cultural values and areas with sensitive species
populations. Minimum Impact Suppression Techniques should be considered for all fires. All
firelines constructed with heavy equipment should be back filled and reseeded using native plant
species. Waterbars, or other erosion control techniques, should be part of the rehabilitation
process in areas with highly erosive soils and steep slopes (i.e. greater than 15%). Livestock
grazing, motorized use and other ground disturbing activities must be eliminated from the burned
areas for a minimum of 3 years after fire. This will help limit the spread of invasive weeds to the
extent possible.

Wildlife

The range of alternatives with regard to management plans affecting special status species is
inadequate. This is not the type of full range of reasonable alternatives required in NEPA
analyses, such that the decision-maker can make a reasoned and informed decision.

The BLM should establish goals to ensure the protection and recovery of threatened, endangered,
sensitive and special status species. BLM should designate critical habitat for endangered,
sensitive, threatened and special status species. These habitat areas should be managed with the
species survival and recovery as the highest and most valuable use, as per the Endangered
Species Act. We recommend that the BLM more fully integrate protection and recovery efforts
into a full range of alternatives by considering the following:

As numerous studies, including BLM research and analysis, have found dredge mining, logging,
road building, and livestock grazing have all had significant negative impacts on native fish and
their habitats. Migration barriers are also a significant problem. The new RMP must address all
of these problems and provide guidance for rectifying the situation to improve habitat.

The RMP should also address habitat fragmentation in aquatic environments of the Cottonwood
Resource Area. This should include requiring removal of man-made migration barriers or
requiring adequate fish passage structures on all new and existing dams, diversion dikes and
culverts. Since elevated stream temperatures pose a major thermal barrier to coldwater-
dependent species, the RMP should establish temperature guidelines and prohibit any activities
that are likely to result in increased stream temperatures.

Siltation from road building, logging, grazing and mining smothers spawning beds and fills in
pools that serve as critical overwintering habitat for fish, and alters macroinvertebrate
populations that serve as an important food sources for fish. The new RMP should strictly limit
such activities in known spawning areas, and prohibit them in areas that are highly susceptible to
landslides. Standards should be established to ensure that reasonable turbidity levels are not
exceeded and adequate numbers of pools are maintained.

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 6 of 14

Responses

04-20: Appendix H, pages H-2 and H-3 in the DRMP/EIS provide
alist of suppression priorities and protocols. The issuesraised
in your comment are addressed in the Suppression Protocols.

04-21: Wildlife and Specia Status Wildlife, Objective 8, Actions
1-5inthe DRMP/EIS provide for project specific review to
minimize or eliminate adverse impacts to sensitive species.
Various aternatives provide arange of actions that provide
direct and indirect beneficial effectsto sensitive species. Also,
please refer to the response to Comment Number O2-2.

04-22: Wildlife and Specid Status Wildlife, Objective 2 in the
DRMPYEIS, 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
DRMPY/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), aswell 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 aguatic and riparian management strategy;
Appendix G in the DRMP/EIS, which identifies specia status
species and preferred habitats; Appendix Sinthe 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

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

04-22 (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.

04-23: 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 aguatic 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 eval uation 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.

04-24: The BLM does not manage any dams in the CFO. Fish passage at road crossings is addressed in the Road Management Guidelinesin Appendix B
(Best Management Practices), Appendix F ( Standard and Guideline RF-4), and in Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Specia Status Fish Management, Ob-
jective 3, Action 5 of the DRMP/EIS. Thermal pollution is addressed by ensuring that adequate canopy cover remainsin riparian zones to provide ade-
guate shading. Identification of temperature guidelines for streamsis 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.

04-25: 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. Activitiesin 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 1daho standards for turbidity when implementing projects that have the potential to cause
turbidity, such as culvert replacements or instream restoration.
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04-26

04-27

04-28

04-29

04-29

Comments

The Tdaho Conservation League

Preserving ldaho's Clean Warer, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www wildidaho org

Competition from, and interbreeding with, non-native species such as brook trout are another
major factor in sensitive fishery declines in some areas. The new RMP should prohibit the
stocking of competitor species, and establish management guidelines that encourage control or
elimination of competitor species. Non-native fish should not be stocked in rivers, streams or
lakes that contain fish, amphibian and other animal and plant species that are federally protected.

The RMP should also require increased public education. This should include information to the
public on the presence of T, E & S aquatic species and how to properly identify and release
them.

The BLM should also consider special management direction for areas that may provide habitat
for sensitive wildlife species. Important migration corridors between summer and winter ranges
for wildlife should be identified and receive a high priority for protection and improvement.
Minimizing barriers to wildlife migration and movement by designating important travel
corridors with specialized management criteria could significantly benefit sensitive terrestrial
species.

Soil Resources

The DRMP/EILS also needs strengthen the proposed soils standards and include a few additional
soils standards. For example, the BLM is proposing to allow logging on slopes up to 55%
(Action 1, p. 2-13). This value should be revised to limit logging to slopes of < 40%. Logging on
slopes greater than 40% drastically increases the threat of extensive soil erosion and mass failure
potential.

When above-ground biomass is removed, there is less vegetative cover to intercept falling
precipitation. As a result, more precipitation reaches the soil surface than would have prior
logging. On steep slopes, intense precipitation events or rain-on-snow events can quickly lead to
mass failure where above-ground biomass, including trees, has been removed.

To exacerbate the situtation, above-ground biomass removal often leads to the decomposition of
below-ground biomass, including the roots of trees that have been harvested. Consequently, there
is less of the important below-ground biomass that is important for maintaining soil and slope
stability. Therefore, extensive soil erosion and mass failure potential actually increases for a few
years after logging occurs on steep slopes, until new trees and brush begin to reestablish to
reduce these potentials.

Furthermore, the roads necessary to access trees for logging on steep slopes also contribute to the
increase for soil erosion and mail failure potential. Construction of the road cuts and prisms itself
leads to extensive casting of soil down slope. Roads should not be constructed on these slopes,
nor should trees be harvested from them. It is simply too risky and could lead to significant
cffects in a watershed.

There are also no standards in the DRMP/EIS for total soil resource commitment or detrimental

Responses

04-26: 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 1daho 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, Alternatives 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.”

04-27: Increased public education is proposed for avariety 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 specia status and native fish

0O4-30| disturbance. In accordance with the 1995 BIOP regarding threatened and endangered salmonids speC|eS, aquatic habitat needs, aquatlclrl parlan ecosystem
in the Snake River Basin, detrimental disturbance should not exceed 15% in any subwatershed.
Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 7 0f 14 (continued on following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

04-27 (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 sitesmay 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.”

04-28: Wildlife and Specia Status Wildlife, Objective 8 in the DRMP/EIS, and al accompanying actions under all alternatives are intended to provide
specia 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.

04-29: 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 stahility. Also, see response to Comment Number O2-39.

04-30: During project development, site specific analysis will consider soil concerns.
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04-39

04-3]]

04-32

04-33

Comments
The Tdaho Conservation League
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The CFO should also adopt the limitation of < 20% total soil resource commitment used by the
neighboring national forests.

Travel Management

The growth of Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use on public lands has grown exponentially in
recent years. Consequently, irresponsible use and resource damage has occurred as a result. The
majority of the detrimental effects of irresponsible OHV use on public lands have occurred due
to cross-country travel and the creation of pioneered or user-created routes. It is encouraging to
see that, as part of the Cottonwood RMP revision, the BLM is proposing to restrict OHV use on
BLM land in the Cottonwood Field Office (FO) with the exception of designated routes and
trails. This proposal will aid in the protection of public lands from irresponsible OHV use, as
well as to provide opportunities for non-motorized recreation and solitude.

Having said that, the BLM should consider additional route and trail restrictions involving
additional resource concerns as part of a separate travel management process. This is an
onerous process where the CFO will need to consider additional restrictions on motorized use in
bull trout priority watersheds; big game migration corridors and big game calving areas; habitat
for threatened and endangered plants, fish and wildlife; 303(d)-listed watersheds where
designated beneficial uses are not being met; and where non-motorized hunting and fishing
opportunities could be available. The Forest Service is already requiring every ranger district to
designate routes and restrict cross-country travel. Each district will designate routes based on a
travel management process, separate from preparation of a land use management plan, and
publish a Motor Vehicle Use Map.

This map then becomes the enforcement mechanism. Recreationists become responsible to
obtain and use the map to insure they know what routes are open and which routes have travel
restrictions, This way it is not up to the agency to specify whether routes are “open unless posted
closed” or “closed unless posted open.” The traditional method of using signage is very
ineffective considering that these signs were often torn down, allowing users to claim that they
unknowingly violated the travel restrictions.

The CFO should use a similar approach to inform users of travel restrictions and provide a more
reliable enforcement mechanism. On the Motor Vehicle Use Map, a “Code of OHV Conduct”
should be visible that explains why cross-country travel and ecologigally abusive OHV use is
irresponsible and unfair to other public lands users. In the same way that poaching has come to
be frowned upon, it is important to cultivate similar cultural and societal views about
irresponsible OHV use. This will require efforts on the part of BLM field offices and Forest
Service ranger districts alike. The Motor Vehicle Use Map and “Code of OHV Conduct” could
be made available at all BLM offices, Forest Service Offices, and at the Idaho Department of
Parks and Recreation where users register their OHVs.

Minerals

The effects of previous mining activities in North Central Idaho are well known since many of
the effects are still obvious today. In many streams and riparian areas, tailings piles are still

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page8of 14

Responses
04-31: Thank you for your comment.

04-32: Thetravel management planning process conducted as part
of the RMP process builds in flexibility for future changesto
travel area polygons and routes. See criteriain 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.

04-33: The RMP will include travel management maps for the
CFO. They will be similar to the travel management maps
shown in Volume 1V 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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04-34

04-35

04-36

04-37

Comments
The Tdaho Conservation Leagoe
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present on both BLM and Forest Service lands. Properly functioning streams are rare where
channels have been modified and where mining has resulted in water pollution and sediment
delivery. In many cases, miners completed their operations and lefi or where not required to
secure substantive bonds that would cover full reclamation costs. As a result, taxpayers have had
to cover the costs of reclamation where reclamation projects have actually been developed and
implemented.

The revision of the Cottonwood RMP provides the opportunity to insure that, should mineral
prices favor renewed mining operations on the FO, future mining operations are followed by full
and adequate reclamation. The revised RMP should require that mining operators obtain
substantive bonds that will cover full reclamation costs as a condition of approving their plans of
operations (POs).

Secondly, there are Clean Water Act (CWA) obligations with regard to suction dredging and
placer mining that are not being met throughout Idaho. Often, POs are being approved without
proper § 401 certification. In Hells Canyon Preservation et al. v. Haines et al., the District of
Oregon determined that suction dredging and placer mining result in a “discharge,” and where
navigable waters are present “Federal agencies are thereby prohibited from issuing federal
licenses or permits until applicants have obtained certification from the state that discharges
resulting from the federally permitted activities will conform to the CWA’s permitting and water
quality requirements.” 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1). Therefore the Cottonwood RMP/EIS should
require § 401 certification as a condition of PO approval.

Likewise, operators may also need to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit or § 404 permit prior to approval of their PO as part of the certification process.
The NPDES permitting program regulates point source pollution discharges, including sediment,
and § 404 applies to dredge and fill activities. 33 U.S.C. §§ 1342, 1344. These permits should
also be required by the Cottonwood RMP/EIS as a condition of PO approval.

Lastly, mining operations should not be approved in 303(d)-listed streams or stream segments
listed for sediment. The CWA does not provide for new or increased sources of sediment in these
streams. Therefore the Cottonwood RMP/EIS should reflect that.

Lands & Realty

One of the actions under the lands and realty section calls for the CFO to dispose of lands outside
of “management blocks” on a case-by-case basis (Action 7, p. 2-44). Disposing of public lands,
however, will reduce overall public access opportunities as well as opportunities to obtain and
conserve important fish and wildlife habitat.

Instead, the CFO should seek to trade small parcels of BLM lands outside of the “management
blocks” for private lands inside the management blocks to consolidate BLM lands. Alternatively,
small parcels of BLM land outside of the management blocks could be traded for private lands
inside cxisting or proposed Wild and Scenic River segments, ACECs, riparian areas or adjacent
to Forest Service land. Such an action in the Cottonwood RMP/EIS would help to conserve

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/ELS
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Responses

04-34: Thisisnot 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
reguirements provided under specific Subparts (i.e.; 3104 for
Qil 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.

04-35: 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.

04-36: Water Resources, Objective 3 and its accompanying ac-
tionsin the DRMP/EIS address authorizing management ac-
tions with respect to Clean Water Act 303(d)-listed streams.

04-37: Your proposal is consistent with the CFO’ s land tenure
adjustment process.
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04-37

04-38

04-39

04-40

04-41

04-42

Comments

I'he Idaho Conservation League
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larger, contiguous tracts of habitat, would improve management abilities, and would aid in
preserving or enhancing public access.

As pointed out in the DRMP/EIS that are approximately 15 power site withdrawals in the CFO,
primarily for previously proposed hydroelectric facilities. These power site withdrawals should
be removed as part of the RMP revision process. Constructing hydroelectric facilities on the
CFO at this time would not be permitted under the Endangered Species Act. Construction of
hydroelectric facilities would contribute to additional declines in endangered salmonids,
jeopardizing recovery efforts and possibly leading to extinction.

Lastly, the fact that the revised Cottonwood RMP/EIS will encourage utilities to co-locate rights-
of-way in existing corridors is encouraging. Often utilities want to locate new rights-of-way
proposals in routes that are solely convenient for their purposes. However, the increasing number
of new rights-of-way proposals for utilities in recent years causes concern for habitat
fragmentation, degradation of recreational opportunities, and complicates resource management
on public lands.

WS8As, ACECs & ACEC/RNAs

We are encouraged by many of the proposals to expand and designate new ACECs on the CFO
as part of RMP revision, including the Lower Salmon River ACEC expansion and designation of
the East Fork American River ACEC. It is also encouraging to know that the CFO supports
legislative attempts to designate the Lower Salmon River as part of the NWSRS, to prohibit
construction of hydroelectric facilities in the Lolo Creek eligible and suitable WSR segment, and
will continue to manage WSAs for wilderness values.

However, one of the proposed ACEC designations is the American River Historic Sites District
ACEC, which poses one important concern. If this ACEC is designated as part of the
Cottonwood RMP revision process, it is unclear if important stream channel and restoration
efforts necessary to improve salmonid habitat in the American River would be possible. If this
ACEC is designated to preserve cultural mining sites in the American River, would this impede
any potential efforts by the BLM to recountour stream channels and reconstruction flood plains,
which might include removal or grading of tailings piles? There may or may not be a conflict
between ESA obligations with regard to efforts to recovery threatened and endangered salmonids
(including habitat restoration in the American River) and the ACEC designation being proposed
here.

Additionally, the CFO has proposed to reduce the size of the Lucile Caves ACEC from 404 acres
to 136 acres. However, there is no clear reasoning spelled out in the DRMP/EIS for downsizing
the Lucile Caves ACEC. The BLM has not analyzed how this will improve or protect the
resources that the current ACEC is intended to preserve. In fact, the proposed decrease in size of
the Lucile Caves ACEC is contradictory to the reasoning for designating the Lucile Caves ACEC
in the first place. Specifically, the Lucile Caves ACEC designation was “necessary for
protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the area, as well as to provide an education,
research, and reference area™ (p. 3-63). This would infer that the ACEC should cither be
expanded or maintained in size.

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 10 of 14

Responses
04-38: All power site withdrawals have been reviewed and recom-
mended for revocation, where appropriate. Thisis a separate
administrative procedure and not an action that can be accom-
plished in an RMP.

04-39: Thank you for your comment.
04-40: Thank you for your comment.

04-41: 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
Water sheds, identifies the American River watershed and
tributaries as a high priority watershed for restoration efforts.

04-42: 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 acresto 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 criteriaidentified
for the original designation. Portions (i.e., 136 acres) of this
existing RNA/ACEC meets the relevance and importance crite-
riafor afederaly 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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04-43]

04-44‘

04-45

04-46

04-47

Comments
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Grazing

The effects of livestock grazing in a number of habitat types has been thoroughly researched and
described. In Western North America, grazing has resulted in a loss of biodiversity, decreased
population densities for a number of species, changed community composition and structure,
influenced nutrient concentrations and cycling, and has changed physical characteristics in both
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems.” Since livestock tend to congregate in riparian areas, impacts
in riparian areas due to livestock grazing are often amplified compared to those in upland
locations.® However, regardless of the impacts in each ecosystem type, changes in livestock
grazing management are warranted in many locations in order to improve ecological conditions.
Considerations in grazing management are described bellow.

Vegetative Utilization and Timing

Vegetative utilization should be low enough to insure that sufficient photosynthetic tissue
remains for production of carbohydrates to meet growth and respiration demands of the
vegetation. If grazing removes too much photosynthetic tissue, growth rates will be slowed
materially, and additional reserves may be required for regrowth. Root growth usually is affected
by heavy defoliation, which makes vegetation less competitive and more vulnerable to drought,
because roots may not penetrate to depths where adequate moisture exists. The stunted growth of
native palatable species also favors the introduction of invasive plants and noxious weeds.

Vegetative regrowth can be significantly affected by livestock grazing during the growing
season. Regrowth is reduced considerably when moisture is no longer is available and
temperatures are too high or too low for rapid growth. In accordance with principles of adaptive
management, grazing should be discontinued or reduced drastically at such point in time. If
vegetative utilization continues, insufficient photosynthetic tissue may remain throughout the
growing season, and plants could enter dormancy with less vigor and fewer reserves.
Consequently, growth could be severely stunted the following year.

Most vegetation can withstand greater utilization during early and rapid growth stages than it can
later in the growing season when the opportunity for regrowth declines. Plants produce more
leaves than stems in the spring. Leaves contain abundant supplies of energy, protein and other
nutrients necessary to meet most grazing-animal requirements, Grasses can be used moderately
during this period, but grazing should be discontinued or significantly reduced in time to allow
for regrowth of leaves for photosynthesis and carbohydrate production.

Grazing should be less intense during the reproductive stages of plants compared to periods of
high spring growth. During vegetative reproductive cycles most of the energy and reserves of a
plant are devoted to that process, leading to a decreased ability to compensate for livestock
utlization. Little opportunity for regrowth exists during mid to late summer, so sufficient leafy

7 Fleischner, T.L. 1994, Ecological costs of livestock grazing in Western North America, Conservation Biology.
8(3): 629-644.
* Ibid.

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
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Responses
04-43: Thank you for your comment.

O4-44: Thank you for your comment.

04-45: 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.
04-46: Refer to the response to Comment Number O4-47.

04-47. BLMs standards and guides process Appendix A (see
DRMP/EIS Volume I11) requires reviewers to ook 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 aregular basis, at which time they can be modified
to meet such principles.
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04-47

04-48
04-49

04-50

04-51

04-52

04-53

Comments
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material should remain after grazing to maintain sufficient carbohydrate levels within the
vegetation.

Fall and winter grazing is least detrimental after plant growth is complete and plants are dormant.
Although this older and dead material is low in some essential nutrients, particularly protein,
energy content remains moderate to high. Removal of dead leaf material and stems during
dormancy has little direct effect on most plants.

Trampling can also incur significant vegetative damage. Trampling in riparian areas should be
minimized to <5% surface area. Removal of mulch and litter may cause greater temperature
extremes near the soil surface. This may adversely affect growth the following year. Although
fall and winter grazing has the least detrimental effect on vegetation, there may still be highly
negative environmental impacts if grazing is too heavy.

Heavy utilization during the growing season should also be avoided. Allotment management
plans should incorporate rest periods and movement of animals through different pastures during
vegetative growth and should avoid season-long grazing.

Each allotment should allow vegetative rest or deferment after grazing. This is necessary for
regrowth and to maintain sufficient photosynthetic tissue for regrowth and maintenance. Grazing
rotations and routes should be adjusted to avoid known locations of wolves and their dens and
grizzly bear habitat. The Forest Service should work with the permittees to develop a wide range
of non-lethal deterrents if conflicts arise between predatory wildlife species and livestock.

Lastly, the Forest Service should not rule out the possibility of retiring allotments or reducing
AUMs where candidate, threatened, or endangered species habitat is present; where water quality
standards are not being met; or where other higher resource values are present or in conflict with
livestock grazing.

Riparian Grazing

As previously mentioned, grazing impacts in riparian areas are often more pronounced in
riparian areas than in upland areas due to the tendency of livestock to congregate there. Riparian
areas should receive special consideration because they contain the most biologically rich
habitats in the arid and semi-arid regions of the west.” As Platts summarizes, livestock grazing in
riparian areas changes stream channel morphology, increases water temperature, increases
nutrient concentrations, leads to erosion and sediment delivery, and promotes high bacterial
reproduction.'”

Fisheries are also heavily impacted by poorly managed riparian grazing. There are numerous
studies to illustrate this point. One such study of the Rock Creek Drainage in Montana compared
grazed and ungrazed portions of that watershed. Densities of brown trout in Rock Creek where

9 o

Ibid.
o Platts, W.S. 1981, Influence of forest and rangeland management on anadromous fish habitat in Western North
America. No, 7. Effects of livestock grazing. GTR-PNW-124, Poriland, OR: Pacific Norihwest Foresi and Range
Experiment Station, USFS.
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Responses

04-48: 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 avariety 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 Il of the DRMP/EIS]).”
Also refer to the response to Comment Number O4-45 regard-
ing Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.

04-49: Season of useis addressed in Livestock Grazing, Objective
4, Action 3 and Objective 5, Action 7 of the DRMP/EIS.

04-50: 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
seeif standards are being met. If standards are being met, then
the existing livestock management is authorized. However, if
astandard 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 useis addressed in Also, please refer to the response
to Comment Number O4-49.

04-51: ThisisaBLM 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.

(continued on the following page)
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Responses
(Continued from Previous Page)

04-52: ThisisaBLM planning document and not that of the US Forest Service. Wildlife and Specia 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 channel /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.

04-53: Please also refer to the response to Comment Number O4-52.Al1so 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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04-54

04-55)

04-56

04-57,

04-58

Comments

The Tdaho Conservation Leagne

Preserving Idaho's Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. www.wildidahe.org

32.5% higher (in pounds per acre) in ungrazed reaches of the stream than those that were grazed.
Similarly, streamside cover, brush, and debris was 76.4% higher in the ungrazed reaches of Rock
Creek.'" Although there are certainly a range of impacts of grazing on different fisheries, the
presence of salmonids and other aquatic species warrants additional caution in managing riparian
grazing.

Where sensitive, candidate, threatened, or endangered fish populations exist, grazing should be
excluded from riparian areas with fencing and/or active herding of livestock away from riparian
areas. These fish species include westslope cutthroat, Yellowstone cutthroat, redband trout, and
bull trout. Riparian areas should be delineated according to the standards and guidelines
contained in INFISH/PACFISH.

Excluding livestock grazing from riparian areas can actually benefit livestock as well. Riparian
habitats that support a richness of avian species will reduce flies and other insects that reproduce
in the presence of livestock dung or those that pester livestock. Birds will feed on insects and
larvae of insectivorous species that swarm and annoy livestock.

In general terms of riparian composition and structure, an average of 90% or more of riparian

arcas should be in late seral status and stream banks should have a bank stability of 90% or more.

Compliance with Clean Water Act & State Water Quality Standards

Any water body, stream, or tributary that is listed pursuant to section 303(d) of the Clean Water
Act for not meeting beneficial uses such as temperature, sediment, nutrients, cold water biota,
fisheries, etc, should be excluded from cattle grazing. This is necessary to bring those water
bodies into compliance with the Clean Water Act and their respective TMDLs.

Where TMDLs have not been completed by the State of Idaho and beneficial uses are not being
met, the Forest Service must comply with the non-degradation standard of the Clean Water Act.
Compliance with this standard may require significant changes in riparian grazing management
to prevent non-degradation.

Monitoring

Monitoring and demonstration sites should also be established in each allotment. These sites
should consist of pairs of adjacent plots where livestock grazing is allowed at the permitted
levels and where grazing has been excluded with fencing (about 50 ha in size). Monitoring these
neighboring plots will illustrate the degree to which the permitted livestock use is affecting the
vegetation and the ecosystem. If adaptive management is to be applied as an effective tool for
minimizing the negative impacts of grazing, monitoring is a necessity to make comparisons
between grazed and excluded plots to change grazing prescriptions when needed.

However, differences between grazed and excluded plots should be considered minimal
differences at best vis-a-vis any differences between a plot that is grazed and historical

1 Meehan, W.R., and W.S. Platts. 1978, Livestock grazing and the aquatic environment. Journal of Soil and Water
Conservation, 33(6): 274-278.

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/ELS
Page 130l 14

Responses

04-54: Refer to the responses to Comment Numbers O4-52 and
04-53.

04-55: Thank you for your comment.

04-56: Water Resources, Objective 3 and its accompanying ac-
tions within the DRMP/EI S 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.

04-57: Please refer to the responses to Comment Number O4-56.

04-58: The CFO isfollowing the BLM Idaho protocol for range-
land and riparian monitoring.

June 2008
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04-58

04-59

04-60

Comments

The Tdaho Conservation League

conditions, prior to domestic livestock introduction. As Fleischner points out, many exclosures
have been grazed prior to livestock exclusion, and full, natural recovery often does not occur
expediently or without active restoration efforts.'> Therefore range managers should assume that
grazed plots are actually more impacted than an exclosure plot might illustrate.

Sufficient pairs of plots should be placed throughout each allotment to insure that adequate plots
are present to monitor conditions in both upland and riparian ecosystems as well as across the
allotment. These plots should be monitored before and after the permitted grazing period in each
allotment. Plots should also be monitored during rest or deferment. Furthermore, monitoring data
should be kept on record, made available to the public upon request, and should be incorporated
into the analyses for the reauthorization of permits in the future.

Depending upon the results of the monitoring process, the some of the following adjustments
may need to be made to the grazing prescriptions:

Reduce stocking densities,

Reduce the frequency of grazing in an allotment,

Increase rest periods between grazing,

Increase active efforts to heard or exclude livestock from riparian areas, and/or
Locate troughs and water developments away from riparian areas.

Noxious Weeds

The list of BMPs for weed prevention on the CFO in Appendix E will help to minimize the
spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants. However, the CFO should also consider a range of
noxious weeds treatment plans in the DRMP/EIS and requiring those with livestock to utilize
certified weed free straw and feed.

The entire analysis lacks adequate consideration of a full range of alternatives, the section
addressing noxious and invasive weeds is especially nonspecific and insufficient in its
comparison of alternatives. In fact, the document does not include any sort of range of
alternatives with regard to noxious weed treatments, but instead includes the same set of
objectives and actions for each of the full alternatives. Moreover, the document fails to provide
any details about specific treatments proposed. The BLM needs to consider and assess the
impacts of several different treatment plans that reflect different combinations of treatments,
such as prevention, biological and cultural controls, and herbicide treatments. The development
of these alternatives should be preceded by a thorough inventory of noxious weed invasions
within the management area. The final RMP/EIS should include detailed descriptions of
proposed treatments and their likely impacts, both positive and negative. The BLM needs to
specify whether any of the alternatives include aerial spraying and if so, how potential adverse
impacts to water quality and native vegetation will be mitigated.

12 Fleischner, T.L. 1994, Ecological costs of livestock grazing in Western North America. Conservation Biology.
B(3): 629-644,

Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
Page 14 of 14

Responses

04-59: 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.

04-60: The nature of BLM’sweed control program, in scope, em-

phasis, and effectivenessistied 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. Wewill beimple-
menting the strategy as prescribed in the DRMP/EIS regardless
of aternative. 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 landsis 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.

June 2008
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U RECEIVED
oV 30

BN Copenivon i
|dsho 89522

Greg M. Yuncevich

CFO, BLM

1 Bulte Drive

Collonwood, Tdaho 83522-5200

November 27, 2006

RE: Idaho Conservation League Addendum to Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS
1620 (420)

Dear Greg,

Please accept this addendum to our previous comments submitled November 22, 2006, I failed to incorporate
some important comments on bighom sheep in that set of comments.

Sincerely,
7 o D
j}ép’y-r%ﬂﬂf"?" ?—___j';{"Z—Lw
Bradley Smith,”
Conscrvation Assistant

____ duta 10 C Ragarding the Cottonwocd DRMPTELS
Page 1 0f2

Idaho Conservation League Adde

faria, 1D R33J0 208 736, 7485 Fox 208,726, 1820
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Comments
The Idaho Conservation League
Preserving ldaho’s Clean Water, Wilderness, and Quality of Life. wuw wildidaho.org

Idaho Conservation League Addendum to Comments Regarding
the Cottonwood DRMP/EIS

05-1

05-2

05-3

Bighorn Sheep

Providing disease-frec habitat is a fundamental consideration when managing habitat capable of
supporting viable populations of bighorn sheep. The 1daho Conservation League believes that the
Cottonwood DRMP/EIS should be revised to include additional considerations to reduce or
eliminate the risk of domestic sheep transmitting disease to bighorn sheep.

For example, the BLM should include an “objective™ to eliminate transmission of disease from
domestic sheep to bighorn sheep. A necessary “action™ to achieve this objective should include
coordinating with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and domestic sheep permittees to reduce the risk of disease transmission between

domestic and wild sheep.

Furthermore, we recommend modifying livestock management in high and moderate areas of
disease transmission. The best solution to the incompatibility of domestic sheep and bighorn
sheep is to ensure the separation of domestic and bighorn sheep to the greatest extent possible.
Other measures may include finding alternate grazing areas or switching livestock operations
from sheep to cattle where possible.

Idaho Conservation League Addendum to Comments Regarding the Cottonwood DRMP/ELS
Page 20f 2

Responses
05-1: See response to Comment Number A3-31.

05-2: See response to Comment Number A3-31.

05-3: See response to Comment Number A3-31.
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06-1

06-2

President
Larry Jacobs
lljacobsd@aol.com
503-590-4769
503-784-1358

Past President

Jane Hunts
janehunis@charterinternet.com

541-878-4008

I3t Vice President
Don South

djsouth@peez.com
503-647-5954

2nd Vice President
Troy Vest
Troysdieschi@aol.com
503-829-9314
503-651-3534

Secretary
Robert Welsh
rwelsh99@att.net

541-385-5757

Treasurer
Liane Vest
Troysdiesel@aol.com
503-829-9314
503-651-3534

Board Members

Nicholas Berg Do Pillar

Vic Coggins  Canma Monarich
Larry Hunts  Dave Geelan
Mike Bocthin  George Houston
Tom Thomsen Jon Thomsen
Linda South  Tom Limming
Ken Hand  Kevin Carlin

Stan Washington

“Putting wild sheep
on the mountain™

Comments

Ms. Carrie Christman

Bureau of Land Management
Cottonwood Field Office

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, ID 83522

Dear Ms. Christman

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the
DRAFT Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement for the Cottonwood District.

In carefully reviewing your document, we can not find much
reference to the procedures that the BLM will specifically take to pro-
tect the Bighorn sheep populations or their habitat on or near various
sheep grazing allotments (allotments #36240, 36242, 36358) in the
Cottonwood District. Bighorn sheep and domestic sheep must be
kept separated. It is well established that where bighorn sheep come
in contact with domestic sheep, the domestic sheep pass along a
bacteria that causes pneumonia symptoms in the bighorns and the
bighorns die.

We strongly believe that the BLM Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement for the Cottonwood District
should work in concert with the revised Payette National Forest Plan
and Resource Management Plan. | have attached a copy of the Risk
Analysis and the Science Panel Discussion recently done by the For-
est Service. | hope these will be helpful.

Please contact me at once with any questions or concerns.
Respectfully yours,
Larry Jacobs, President
Foundation for North American Wild Sheep (FNAWS)
Oregon Chapter

Enclosures (2)

cc:  Payette Forest Supervisor, Susanne Rainville
Payette Forest Planning Specialist, Patty Soucek

Responses
06-1: See response to Comment Number A3-31.

06-2: See response to Comment Number A3-31.
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Comments Responses
EE;{EEE}F; Risk Analysis of Disease | auachment toLetter 06, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMPIDEIS.
.FH:S: Transmission Between
F: Natianai Domestic Sheep and
February 6, 2006 Bighorn Sheep on the

, Payette National Forest
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Comments Responses

Risk AnaIySIS of Disease Transmission Between Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the

Payette National Forest

Payette National Forest
800 West Lakeside Avenue
P.O. Box 1026
MccCall, ID 83638

February 6, 2006
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Comments Responses

Background
Attachment to L etter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
In a March 14, 2005 appeal decision on the 2003 Forest Plan for the Payette National Forest !

(NF), the reviewing officer for the Chief of the Forest Service made the following determinations
(USDA Forest Service 2005:page 15):

"Management direction in the Payette NF LRMP [Land and Resource Management
Plan] for the Hells Canyon MA [Management Area] does not adequately provide for
habitat to insure the maintenance of a viable bighorn sheep population within the
Payette NF (36 CFR 219.19). It also does not adequately protect bighorn sheep
populations and habitat in the Hells Canyon NRA (36 CFR 292.48). | find the
Payette NF LRMP is not in compliance with NFMA regulations concerning wildlife
viability of bigharn sheep, and may not be in compliance with the Hells Canyon NRA
Act and its implementing regulations. The Regional Forester's decision to approve
revised management direction in the Payette NF LRMP for the Hells Canyon MA is
reversed."

The following direction was provided in the appeal decision (USDA Forest Service 2005:page
15):

"The Regional Forester is instructed to do an analysis of bighorn sheep viability in
the Payette NF commensurate with the concerns and questions [italics added)
discussed above, and amend the SW Idaho Ecogroup FEIS [Final Environmental
Impact Statement] accordingly. Changes to the management direction of the
Payette NF LRMP for MA #1 (Hells Canyon) and adjacent areas shall be evaluated,
and adopted as necessary to ensure bighorn sheep viability. The analysis and
evaluation must be extensive enough to support determinations of compliance with
applicable law and regulation, specifically the Hells Canyon NRA Act, 36 CFR
219.19, and 36 CFR 292.48."

The "... concerns and questions ..." identified on line 2 of the preceding paragraph refers to the
threat to bighorn sheep populations resulting from diseases transmitted from domestic sheep
grazed on the Payette NF. This issue was raised in 3 separate appeals to the 2003 Payette
Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2005:page 10).

Following direction from the Chief's Reviewing Officer, the Payette NF conducted an analysis of
the effects of disease transmission from domestic sheep grazed on the Forest to bighorn sheep
populations occurring within and near the Payette NF. This report summarizes the results of this

analysis.

The analysis was conducted at the spatial scale of the Payette NF, even though direction in the
LRMP appeal decision focused on the Hells Canyon Management Area (MA #1). Language in
the appeal decision incorrectly states that the 2 bighorn sheep populations on the Payette NF are
the Hells Canyon and Snake River populations (USDA Forest Service 2005:page 13). Bighorn
sheep populations occur in 2 distinct geographic areas on the Payette NF: Hells Canyon of the
Snake River and the Salmon River Mountains (referred to as Salmon River Canyon on page 3-
286 of the FEIS for the Southwest Idaho Ecogroup Land and Resource Management Plans).
The analysis consists of 3 parts: 1) a review of the scientific literature on disease transmission
from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep and the impacts that disease has on bighorn sheep
populations; 2) an evaluation of population data available for bighorn populations located within
and adjacent to the Payette's boundaries; and 3) an expert panel assessment of risk of disease
transmission from each of the Payette's domestic sheep allotments to nearby bighorn sheep
populations.
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Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

Literature Review
Status of Bighorn Sheep

Two species of mountain sheep occur in North America: thinhorn sheep (Ovis dall) and bighorn
sheep (O. canadensis). Dall's sheep (O. d. dalli) occur in Alaska and northwestern Canada, and
Stone's sheep (O. d. stonei) occur in northwestern Canada. Bighorn sheep occur in western
Narth America from British Columbia and Alberta to northwestern Mexico. Traditionally, bighorn
sheep have been divided into Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis c. canadensis), California
bighorn sheep (O. c. californiana), and desert bighorn sheep (O. ¢. nelsoni), but see Wehausen
and Ramey (2000).

Bighorn sheep were abundant and widely distributed across the western United States prior to
the mid 1800s. The combined effects of overharvest, habitat loss, competition for forage caused
by livestock overgrazing, and diseases transmitted by domestic livestock resulted in precipitous
declines in abundance and distribution of bighorn sheep during the late 1800s and early 1900s
(Goodson 1982, Valdez and Krausman 1999). Rocky Mountain and/or California bighorn sheep
were extirpated from eastern Montana, eastern Wyoming, western North and South Dakota,
northwestern Nebraska, Oregon, Washington, northern California, New Mexico, and Nevada
(Valdez and Krausman 1999:page 21). Desert bighorn populations were extirpated from Texas
and the Mexican states of Chihuahua and Coahuila (Valdez and Krausman 1999:page 21).
Despite extensive efforts to recover bighorn populations in the western U.S., the total number of
bighorn sheep in the U.S. currently is thought to be less than 10% of presettlement numbers.
Current distribution of bighorn sheep is less than a third of its presettlement distribution, and most
existing populations are relatively isolated and small, composed of fewer than 100 individuals
(Berger 1990, Singer et al. 2000c). Over half of existing bighorn populations are the result of
translocations (Singer et al. 2000c). Indigenous populations of bighorn sheep in the Peninsular
Ranges of southern California and the Sierra Nevada of California are currently listed as
endangered under the Endangered Species Act.

Bighorn sheep were abundant in Idaho prior to the 1850s (the following information on California
and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep populations in Idaho was summarized from Smith 1954 and
Toweill and Geist 1999). California bighorns occurred in southwest Idaho, separated from Rocky
Mountain bighorn populations by the Snake River plains. Similar to other areas throughout the
western U.S., large die-offs of California bighorn herds occurred during the late 1800s and early
1900s. California bighorn sheep were extirpated from Idaho by 1940. In 1963 Idaho began
reintroducing California bighorns along the East Fork of the Owyhee River. Hundreds of
California bighorns were translocated to southwest Idaho between 1980 and 1993. Estimated
numbers of California bighorns in Idaho were 90 in 1970; 570 in 1985; 1,240 in 1990; and 1,460
in 1997 (Toweill and Geist 1999:page 137).

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep were abundant throughout mountainous areas of central Idaho
prior to the 1850s. Settlement of Idaho in the mid 1800s led to increased harvest of bighorns,
especially following discovery of gold in central Idaho in the 1860s and 1870s. Domestic sheep
were brought into parts of Idaho in the 1860s, and historic accounts indicate that major die-offs of
bighorns in the Salmon River Mountains began about 1870 (Smith 1954:page 21). Idaho started
reintroducing Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep in 1969, and numbers of Rocky Mountain bighorn
sheep in Idaho increased to nearly 4,000 sheep by 1989. Estimated numbers of Rocky Mountain
bighorns in Idaho decreased from about 3,850 in 1990 to 1,710 in 1998 (Toweill and Geist
1999:page 85). Population declines during the 1990s were primarily the result of disease
outbreaks (Toweill and Geist 1999:pages 84-85).
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Comments Responses
Effects of Disease on Bighorn Populations
Populations of other wild ungulates such as mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and elk (Cervus Attachment to L etter 06, not a comment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
elaphus) also were significantly reduced during the late 1800s and early 1900s, but their
populations have recovered to a much greater extent than have populations of bighorn sheep.
Perhaps the most important reason bighorn sheep populations have recovered poorly is that
bighorn populations have been negatively affected by disease to a much greater extent than have
populations of other wild ungulates such as mule deer and elk (Goodson 1982). Bighorn sheep is
a New World species closely related to domestic sheep (Ovis aries). Domestic sheep, an Old
World species, has likely evolved resistances to important diseases as a result of domestication
and intense artificial selection. Because they are so closely related, bighorn sheep are thought to
be highly susceptible to diseases carried by domestic sheep.

An extensive body of scientific literature on the effects of disease on bighorn populations has
accumulated. The literature indicates the following: 1) numerous examples of bighorn die-offs
due to disease have been documented; 2) bighorn die-offs were documented as early as the mid
1800s and have been documented in every state in the western U.S.; 3) bighorn die-offs typically
follow known or suspected contact with domestic sheep; 4) under experimental conditions,
clinically healthy bighorn sheep have developed pneumonia and died within days to weeks
following contact with clinically healthy domestic sheep; 5) a variety of diseases and pathogens
have been implicated in die-offs, but most commonly the disease implicated in the die-off is
bacterial pneumonia (Pasteurellosis) caused by Mannheimia haemolytica (formerly Pasteurella
haemolytica) or other species of closely related Pasteurella bacteria; 6) there is consensus
among wildlife biologists and veterinarians experienced in bighorn sheep management that
domestic sheep and bighorn sheep must be kept separated in order to maintain healthy bighorn
populations (e.g., Foreyt and Jessup 1982; Goodson 1982; Onderka and Wishart 1988; Foreyt
1989; Desert Bighorn Council Technical Staff 1990; Callan et al. 1991; Cassirer et al. 1996;
Martin et al. 1996; USDI Bureau of Land Management 1998; Bunch et al. 1999; Singer et al.
2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2000d; Monello et al. 2001; Schommer and Woclever 2001; Singer et al.
2001; Dubay et al. 2002; Garde et al. 2005).

There is evidence that domestic goats (Capra aegagrus hircus) can transmit M. haemolytica to
bighorn sheep (Rudolph et al. 2003). Bighorn sheep and domestic sheep are attracted to each
other, which greatly increases the potential for close contact and disease transmission.
Transmission of M. haemolylica requires nose-lo-nose contact or transfer of mucus through
coughing or sneezing. Currently there is no vaccine available known to prevent bighorn sheep
from developing pneumonia. Even if such a vaccine were available, it would be difficult and
expensive to vaccinate large numbers of wild bighorns. Bighorn sheep are easily stressed, so
much so that they are susceptible to a condition termed "capture myopathy” when handled
(Bunch et al. 1999:pages 233-237).

Pneumonia outbreaks frequently result in mortality of many to most individuals within the herd.
All age classes of bighorns are typically affected. In addition to high mortality of all age classes
during the pneumonia outbreak, lamb survival and thus recruitment typically remains depressed
for 2 or more years following the epizootic. Because of these impacts on both survival and
recruitment, pneumonia outbreaks can have significant long-term impacts on bighorn sheep
populations. Singer et al. (2001) evaluated correlations between population persistence of 24
translocated bighorn sheep populations and several variables, including distance to domestic
sheep. Persistence of bighorn populations was significantly correlaled with the presence of
domestic sheep: bighorn populations located closer to domestic sheep had smaller population
sizes and lower population growth rates than bighorn populations located farther from domestic
sheep. In a different study, Singer et al. (2000b) analyzed factors that confributed to the success
of 100 bighorn translocations within 6 western states between 1923 and 1997. Sites where

3
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translocations were unsuccessful were located significantly closer to domestic sheep than were
sites where translocations were successful. Gross et al. (2000) used individual-based simulation
models to evaluate the effects of disease on bighorn population dynamics. Results of model Attachment to L etter 06, not a comment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
simulations were significantly affected by the occurrence of disease. Modeled disease events of
moderate and severe intensity resulted in higher 200-year extinction rates than mild disease
events, but mild disease events had longer lasting effects on population size (over 2 decades)
than did moderate or severe disease events. 200-year extinction rates approached 80% when
models incorporated moderate and severe disease events at 15-year frequencies.

Management of Bighorn Sheep Disease Issues

Goodson (1982) listed several examples of past management direction or guidelines taken to
reduce the risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighorns. As early as 1954,
Colorado Division of Wildlife purchased land in bighorn range at Pikes Peak to prevent domestic
sheep grazing, thus reducing potential contact between domestic sheep and bighorns. Goodson
(1982) noted that the San Bernardino and Angeles National Forests in California developed a
policy against domestic sheep grazing on occupied bighorn range as early as 1967. Goodson
(1982) also cited NEPA decisions on the Inyo and San Bernardino National Forests to not conver
from cattle to sheep allotments based on concern about the potential for disease transmission
between domestic sheep and bighorns. As a result of concern over disease transmission
between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep, the Director of Wildlife and Fisheries for the U.S.
Forest Service sent a memo to Regional Foresters in western regions in 1981 stating that "...
Appropriate caution should be exercised to prevent contact between the species” (Jones 1981 as
cited in Goodson 1982).

In 1995 the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest eliminated domestic sheep grazing from 3 active
allotments within the Hells Canyon National Recreation Area to reduce threats to bighorn sheep
viability posed by disease transmission from domestic sheep (USDA Forest Service 1995a,
1995b). In 2003 the Uinta National Forest in Utah closed 2 vacant sheep allotments due to
concern over disease transmission to reintroduced Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (USDA Forest
Service 2003c:page ROD-4),

The Desert Bighorn Council Technical Staff (1990) developed guidelines for management of
domestic sheep in the vicinity of desert bighorn habitat. Their recommendations included: 1) no
nose-to-nose contact between bighorn and domestic sheep; 2) a minimum of a 13.5-km-wide (8.4
miles) buffer strip between ranges used by domestic sheep and bighorns; 3) trucking of domestic
sheep in preference to trailing, and no trailing when domestic ewes are in estrus; and 4) no
bighorn reintroductions into areas that have been grazed by domestic sheep during the previous
4 years.

In 1992, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) issued Instruction Memorandum 92-264,
Guidelines for Domestic Sheep Management in Bighorn Sheep Habitats, as part of an ongoing
effort to restore bighorn sheep populations into historically occupied habitats on public lands
(USDI Bureau of Land Management 1992). In 1998, Bureau of Land Management issued
Instruction Memorandum No. 98-140, Revised Guidelines for Management of Domestic Sheep
and Goats in Native Wild Sheep Habitats (USDI Bureau of Land Management 1998). Guidelines
included: 1) domestic sheep or goal grazing and trailing should be discouraged in the vicinity of
native wild sheep ranges; 2) native wild sheep and domestic sheep or goats should be spatially
separated by buffer strips of 13.5 km (8.4 miles) except where topographic features or other
barriers minimize contact between native wild sheep and domestic sheep or goats; 3) domestic
sheep and goats should be closely managed and carefully herded where necessary to prevent
them from straying into native wild sheep areas; 4) trailing of domestic sheep or goats near or
through occupied native wild sheep ranges may be permitted when safeguards can be

4
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implemented to prevent physical contact between native wild sheep and domestic sheep or
goats; 5) BLM must conduct on-site use compliance during trailing to ensure safeguards are Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

observed; 6) cooperative efforts should be undertaken to quickly notify the permittee and
appropriate agency to remove any stray domestic sheep or goats or wild sheep in areas that
would allow contact between domestic and wild sheep; 7) native wild sheep should only be
reintroduced into areas where domestic sheep or goat grazing is not permitted.

Schommer and Woolever (2001) presented guidelines for and examples of management
solutions to domestic sheep/bighorn sheep conflicts. They provided examples of different
management actions to reduce or eliminate the risk of disease transmission from domestic
sheep: conversion of sheep allotments to cattle allotments, moving domestic sheep to another
allotment or dropping pastures from sheep allotments, trucking versus trailing sheep, changing
rotations or season of use, more intensive efforts to herd sheep and gather strays. Schommer
and Woolever (2001) recommended 1) using a collaborative approach to develop solutions; 2)
developing strategies o keep domestic sheep and bighorn sheep separated at all times; 3)
developing site-specific solutions for each bighorn sheep herd; 4) developing management
strategies when the situation is complex; and 5) maintaining flexibility and opportunities for the
livestock industry by leaving vacant allotments open when they are not in conflict with other
resource uses. Examples are also provided of a bighorn sheep/domestic sheep management
strategy for the Wallowa-Whitman NF and forest plan direction on management of bighorn sheep
habitat from the White River NF in Colorado.

Wyoming provides an example of a state effort in dealing with domestic sheep/bighorn sheep
issues (Wyoming State-wide Bighorn/Domestic Sheep Interaction Working Group 2004). The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services developed an interagency domestic sheep management strategy
to help protect endangered populations of bighorn sheep in California (USDI Fish and Wildlife
Services 2001). This strategy was included in the draft recovery plan for Sierra Nevada bighorn
sheep (USDI Fish and Wildlife Services 2003:Appendix B) and is currently being revised.

Domestic Sheep Grazing on Payette NF

The sheep industry in Idaho developed more slowly than the cattle industry. There were only
about 1,000 domestic sheep in Idaho in 1870, although hundreds of thousands of sheep were
trailed across the state from Oregon to the East prior to development of an established sheep
industry (Jones 1989). The sheep industry grew tremendously during the 1870s and 1880s,
especially following completion of key railroad lines. The Weiser Forest Reserve was established
in 1905, and the ldaho Forest Reserve was eslablished in 1908. Both reserves, later called
national forests, went through many boundary adjustments until they were consolidated in 1944
lo become the Payette National Forest. Similar to many areas throughout the West, huge
numbers of sheep were grazed on Payette NF lands during the late 1800s and early 1900s,
resulting in severe erosion and significant changes in vegetation structure and composition
(Hockaday 1968:pages 53 to 58, Jones 1989). Total number of permitted sheep on Payette NF
lands has declined steadily since 1915: 174,445 sheep were permitted in 1915; 132,621 in 1925;
100,606 in 1935; 64,067 in 1945; 49,471 in 1855; 42,330 in 1964; and 19,112 in 2005 (Hockaday
1868:page 56). Currently, domestic sheep are grazed only within the western half of the Payette
NF (Figure 1). Historically, sheep were grazed across the entire Forest, including eastern
partions of the Forest within the South Fork Salmon River drainage and other areas within what is
now classified as the Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness (Jones 1989:pages 28-33).
Livestock grazing within the South Fork Salmon River drainage was substantially reduced by the
ate 1950s, and by 1970 there were no livestock allotments left in the drainage above the
confluence with the East Fork of the South Fork Salmon River (Jones 1989:page 30).
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Currently, there are 4 permitiees who graze domestic sheep on 24 sheep allotments on the
Payelte NF: 5 allotments on the west side of the Forest and 19 allotments on the east side Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

(Figure 1). Numbers of permitted sheep range from 1,500 dry ewes (on Victor-Loon and North
Forth Lick Creek allotments) to 3,100 dry ewes (Smith Mountain allotment) and from 800
ewe/lamb pairs (on Fall/Brush Creek allotment) to 3,100 eweflamb pairs (Smith Mountain
allotment) (Table 1). The earliest permitted season-on date is April 1 (Surdam allotment) and the
latest permitted season-off date is October 15 (Smith Mountain, Vance Creek, Brundage, Bill
Hunt, and Jughandle allotments).

Forest-wide goals, objectives, and standards for rangeland resources are found on pages Ill-44 to
111-45 of the 2003 Payette Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003a). Rangeland resources
standards on page 1I-45 are designed to protect forest resources, primarily by restricting certain
grazing practices or grazing levels, such as sefting maximum forage utilization levels for riparian
and upland vegetation cover types. An additional Forest-wide rangeland resource guideline
(guideline 0142) is found in Errata #3:

Within bighorn sheep habitat emphasis areas, close sheep allotments as they
become vacant, or convert to cattle where appropriate, to eliminate the risk of
disease transmission from domestic to wild sheep. Do not convert cattle
allotments to sheep allotments within occupied bighorn sheep habitat.

Additional management direction for rangeland resources is found for each of the 14
management areas on the Payette NF (USDA Forest Service 2003a:pages I1I-78 to |1I-274).

Population Status of Bighorn Sheep Populations on the Payette NF

Only Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep occur on the Payette NF (there are no California bighorn
populations on the Farest). Currently, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep populations occur in 2
geographic areas on the Payette NF: Hells Canyon of the Snake River and the Salmon River
Mountains (USDA Forest Service 2003b:pages 3-286 to 3-287). Bighorn sheep typically occur in
a melapopulation structure, in which discrete local populations interact at some level as a result
of limited movements between local populations (Bleich et al. 1996, Singer et al. 2000a). This
metapopulation structure is crucial to analyzing the effects of disease transmission on bighorn
sheep populations. Interactions among individuals from different populations can have negative
effects by facilitating the spread of disease between populations within the metapopulation.
These interactions also can have important positive effects by creating opportunities for
population augmentation, colonization, and recolonization, as well as enhancing genetic diversity.
Bighorn sheep colonization rates have traditionally been thought to be low, but see Schwartz et
al. 1986 and Singer et al. 2000a. Bighorn populations in both the Hells Canyon and Salmon
River Mountains metapopulations generally move between lower-elevation winter ranges in the
canyon bottoms to upper-elevation summer ranges, although considerable variation exists among
herds and even among individuals, especially between rams and ewes, within herds. Summer
ranges are typically much more expansive than winter ranges.

Hells Canyon Metapopulation

Bighorn sheep were historically abundant in Hells Canyon. There may have been 10,000 or more
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep inhabiting Hells Canyon and surrounding mountains in the early
to mid 1800s (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:Appendix C). Bighorn
sheep were extirpated from the area by the mid 1940s due to competition for forage with
domestic livestock, diseases carried by domestic sheep, and unregulated hunting (Hells Canyon
Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:Appendix C). In 1971 efforts began to reintroduce
bighorn sheep to Hells Canyon. The Hells Canyon Initiative was starled in 1995 as a program to
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(Figure 1). Numbers of permitted sheep range from 1,500 dry ewes (on Victor-Loon and North
Forth Lick Creek allotments) to 3,100 dry ewes (Smith Mountain allotment) and from 800
ewe/lamb pairs (on Fall/Brush Creek allotment) to 3,100 eweflamb pairs (Smith Mountain
allotment) (Table 1). The earliest permitted season-on date is April 1 (Surdam allotment) and the
latest permitted season-off date is October 15 (Smith Mountain, Vance Creek, Brundage, Bill
Hunt, and Jughandle allotments).

Forest-wide goals, objectives, and standards for rangeland resources are found on pages Ill-44 to
111-45 of the 2003 Payette Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 2003a). Rangeland resources
standards on page 1I-45 are designed to protect forest resources, primarily by restricting certain
grazing practices or grazing levels, such as sefting maximum forage utilization levels for riparian
and upland vegetation cover types. An additional Forest-wide rangeland resource guideline
(guideline 0142) is found in Errata #3:

Within bighorn sheep habitat emphasis areas, close sheep allotments as they
become vacant, or convert to cattle where appropriate, to eliminate the risk of
disease transmission from domestic to wild sheep. Do not convert cattle
allotments to sheep allotments within occupied bighorn sheep habitat.

Additional management direction for rangeland resources is found for each of the 14
management areas on the Payette NF (USDA Forest Service 2003a:pages I1I-78 to |1I-274).

Population Status of Bighorn Sheep Populations on the Payette NF

Only Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep occur on the Payette NF (there are no California bighorn
populations on the Farest). Currently, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep populations occur in 2
geographic areas on the Payette NF: Hells Canyon of the Snake River and the Salmon River
Mountains (USDA Forest Service 2003b:pages 3-286 to 3-287). Bighorn sheep typically occur in
a melapopulation structure, in which discrete local populations interact at some level as a result
of limited movements between local populations (Bleich et al. 1996, Singer et al. 2000a). This
metapopulation structure is crucial to analyzing the effects of disease transmission on bighorn
sheep populations. Interactions among individuals from different populations can have negative
effects by facilitating the spread of disease between populations within the metapopulation.
These interactions also can have important positive effects by creating opportunities for
population augmentation, colonization, and recolonization, as well as enhancing genetic diversity.
Bighorn sheep colonization rates have traditionally been thought to be low, but see Schwartz et
al. 1986 and Singer et al. 2000a. Bighorn populations in both the Hells Canyon and Salmon
River Mountains metapopulations generally move between lower-elevation winter ranges in the
canyon bottoms to upper-elevation summer ranges, although considerable variation exists among
herds and even among individuals, especially between rams and ewes, within herds. Summer
ranges are typically much more expansive than winter ranges.

Hells Canyon Metapopulation

Bighorn sheep were historically abundant in Hells Canyon. There may have been 10,000 or more
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep inhabiting Hells Canyon and surrounding mountains in the early
to mid 1800s (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:Appendix C). Bighorn
sheep were extirpated from the area by the mid 1940s due to competition for forage with
domestic livestock, diseases carried by domestic sheep, and unregulated hunting (Hells Canyon
Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:Appendix C). In 1971 efforts began to reintroduce
bighorn sheep to Hells Canyon. The Hells Canyon Initiative was starled in 1995 as a program to
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accelerate restoration of bighorn sheep in Hells Canyon and the surrounding areas of Idaho,
Oregon, and Washington. The program was formalized in 1897 with the completion of an Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

interagency memorandum of agreement among the Idaho Depariment of Fish and Game, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Foundation for North American Wild Sheep. A
restoration plan was developed in 1297 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee
1997) and updated in 2004 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2004). The
Hells Canyon bighorn sheep project area encompasses 5,617,062 acres in the Snake River
drainage in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho from the mouth of the Clearwater River to the north
and Brownlee Reservoir to the south (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee
2005:page 1). The project area is bounded on the east by the hydrologic divide between the
Salmon River drainage and Snake River drainage and extends west to the Eagle Cap Wilderness
on the Wallowa-Whitman NF in Oregon.

Between 1971 and 2004, 474 bighorn sheep were transplanted into the Hells Canyon area, and
126 bighorns were relocated within the area. The Hells Canyon bighorn sheep metapopulation
was estimated at 875 sheep in 2005, a 4% decline from 2004 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep
Restoration Committee 2005:page 13). The metapopulation consists of 16 populations or herds.
Seven bighorn die-offs have been reporled since reintroductions began in 1971. Five of these
die-offs were pneumonia (Pasteurellosis) disease outbreaks circumstantially linked to domestic
sheep, 1 was a pneumonia outbreak circumstantially linked to a feral goat, and 1 to drought and
scabies (Psoroples ovis) (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 2004a:page 4). Despite these
die-offs, growth of the metapopulation has been positive since 1971 (Hells Canyon Bighorn
Sheep Restoration Committee 2004:page 6).

Between 1997 and 2003, 154 radio-collared bighorns were monitored (Hells Canyon Bighomn
Sheep Restoration Committee 2004:page 8). Sixty-one radio-collared bighorns died, and
mortality could be determined for 49 of these. Disease (primarily pneumonia) was the most
frequent cause of mortality (43%), followed by cougar predation (27%), falls or injuries (22%),
and human-caused (harvest, poaching, vehicle collisions: 8%). In addition, 42 dead lambs were
collected during summer, and of 29 lambs for which cause of death could be determined, 25
(86%) were determined to have died due to pneumonia.

Bighorn populations located closest to the Payette NF are the McGraw, Sheep Mountain, Upper
Hells Canyon, Idaho, and Upper Hells Canyon, Oregon populations (Figure 1). The McGraw
population was established with a transplant of 15 bighorns from the Lostine, Oregon population
in January, 1999. Sheep were transplanted to McGraw Creek on the Oregon side of Hells
Canyon. At the time, biologists thought that the sheep would stay on the Gregon side of Hells
Canyon. However, bighorn sheep did cross over to the Idaho side. Bighorn sheep were
observed on the Brownlee Dam and swimming across Hells Canyon Reservoir (Vic Coggins,
personal communication). Two of the transplanted bighorn rams spent much of the spring and
summer of 1999 on the Idaho side within the Smith Mountain sheep allotment on the Payette NF
(Coggins et al. 1999). Both of these rams were observed on the ground at Lyne's Saddle within
the Smith Mountain sheep allotment on August 12, 1999. Both had nasal discharge and
appeared sick: one was coughing and the other sneezing. In an effort to reduce the likelihood of.
spreading disease to other bighorn sheep, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife biologists shot
and killed these 2 rams (Coggins 2001, 2002). The following summer in 2000, a sick bighorn ewe
found in close proximity to a band of domestic sheep near Sheep Rock in the Smith Mountain
allotment was also shot and killed by biologists from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(Coggins 2001, 2002). Necropsy confirmed that this ewe had pneumonia. Bighorn sheep from
the McGraw herd began dying during fall of 1989 and winter of 1999/2000, and by 2003 most of
the transplanted bighorn sheep in the McGraw herd had died or dispersed to nearby herds (ldaho
Department of Fish and Game 2004a:page 39). Necropsies confirmed that the die-off was
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caused by pneumonia. The McGraw herd is not currently considered an extant population (Hells
Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:page 13). Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

A total of 42 bighorn sheep were transplanted to Sheep Mountain on the Oregon side of Hells
Canyon between 1990 and 1995. The population increased to 70 sheep in 1998. Two of the
bighorn sheep from the McGraw population were observed with bighorns from the Sheep
Mountain population in July, 1999 (Coggins et al. 1999). A confirmed pneumonia outbreak
followed, resulting in loss of over 50% of the population by 2002 (Idaho Depariment of Fish and
Game 2004a:page 46). There were an estimated 25 bighorn sheep in the Sheep Mountain
population in 2005 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:page 13).

A total of 58 bighorn sheep have been transplanted into the Upper Hells Canyon, Idaho
population since the mid 1970s (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:page
31). This herd grew to an estimated population size of about 90 sheep in the early 1980s.
Population size then began declining around 1983 when a pneumonia outbreak began (Vic
Coggins, personal communication). Population size declined to very few sheep by 1991 (Hells
Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:page 31). There were an estimated 20
bighorn sheep in the Upper Hells Canyon, Idaho population in 2005 (Hells Canyon Bighorn
Sheep Restoration Commitiee 2005:page 13).

The Upper Hells Canyon, Oregon herd received a total of 54 transplanted sheep between 1971
and 1980. Radio-collared bighorn sheep from this population have been detected in the Seven
Devils Mountains just west of the Curren Hill allotment near Black Lake and within the Smith
Mountain allotment as far south as Limepoint Creek (Coggins 2001). This population has
experienced several pneumonia outbreaks (Coggins 2001). Following these pneumonia die-offs,
this population grew to about 40 sheep by 1983 when another pneumonia die-off began.
Population size declined sharply, and by 1989 only about 10 sheep remained in the population.
Since that time, the population has grown to an estimated population size of 35 sheep by 2005
(Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:page 13).

Disease, primarily pneumonia initiated by contact with domestic sheep, has been identified as the
key factor limiting bighorn restoration in Hells Canyon (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration
Committee 2004:page 24; Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2005:Appendix
C). To date, treatments (including medicated and mineralized feed, vaccination, and culling)
have had little success at reducing the effects of disease outbreak in the Hells Canyon bighorn
population. Accordingly, research emphasis is being placed on understanding the ecology of
disease in Hells Canyon and developing tools to resolve disease issues through preventative and
acute management (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee 2004:page 24).

Salmon River Mountains Metapopulation

Unlike the Hells Canyon area, bighorn sheep were not extirpated from the Salmon River
Mountains area of central Idaho. Smith (1954:page 40) showed that bighorn sheep occurred
along the lower South Fork of the Salmon River, the north side of the Main Salmon River canyon,
the Middle Fork of the Salmon River, Panther Creek, and the surrounding mountains in 1952.
Rocky Mountain bighorns have been reintroduced to different parts of central Idaho beginning in
1969: Mahogany Creek near Mt. Borah, Blue Dome, Copper Mountains, Birch Creek southwest
of Challis, Lost River and Little Lost River Ranges (Toweill and Geist 1999:page 85).

Two bighorn populations currently occur in the Salmon River Mountains primarily within the
boundaries of the Payette NF: one in the South Fork Salmon River drainage, and one in the Big
Creek drainage (Figure 1). Bighorn populations also occur just north of the Forest along the Main
Salmon River and just east of the Forest along the Middle Fork Salmon River.
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Big Creek is a major drainage of the Middle Fork Salmon River. The Big Creek population
winters along the lower 20 km (12 miles) of the Big Creek drainage (Akenson and Akenson Attachment to L etter 06, not acomment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

1992). Population survey data for this herd from 1973 to 1992 is presented in Akenson and
Akenson (1992), and survey data from 1989 to 2004 is presented in Idaho Department of Fish
and Game (2004b:page 32). Total number of sheep counted increased from approximately 60 in
1973 to 270 by 1889. Bighorn sheep exhibiting signs of pneumonia (coughing, nasal discharge,
poor body condition) began to be observed in 1986. Clinical examination and culture samples
indicated that pneumonia due to Mannheimia haemolytica (formerly Pasteurella haemolytica) was
a significant cause of summer lamb mortality (Akenson and Akenson 1992). Early summer lamb
mortality resulted in declining lamb/ewe ratios from 1986 to 1991. During 1990/1991, an all-age
die-off occurred, resulting in a population decline of approximately 50%. Akenson and Akenson
(1992) found that lambing areas for bighorn sheep that wintered along lower Big Creek were up
to 40 km (25 miles) from winter range, and that bighorn sheep from herds that wintered
elsewhere along the Middle Fork Salmon River used some of the same summer range used by
Big Creek sheep. They noted how this sharing of summer range could facilitate transfer of
disease among different bighorn populations. Survey data indicate that population size for this
population has been relatively stable since the early 1990s (Table 2).

Suitable bighorn habitat located throughout most of Unit 27 is considered bighorn sheep summer
range (Tom Keegan, personal communication). Survey data for Hunt Areas 27-1, 27-2, and 27-3,
which are areas just east of the Payette NF along the Middle Fork Salmon River (Figure 1), show
a similar pattern of population decline in 1989/1990 followed by 1 to 2 years of poor recruitment
(Table 3). Survey data from Unit 20A along the lower Middle Fork Salmon River (Figure 1)
indicate that bighorn recruitment was very low in 1990 and 1991 in this herd, and that population
size has been declining gradually since the early 1990s (Table 4). The population decline in this
region between 1989 and 1991 has been attributed to a pneumonia outbreak in 1988-1989
(Idaho Department of Fish and Game 2004:page 53). The similar pattern observed in population
survey data from different bighorn populations across a large area in the Middle Fork Salmon
River drainage provides an example of how nearby populations likely interact and how disease
can spread across relatively large areas.

Population survey data for the South Fork Salmon River population was available from 1985 to
2002 (Table 5). Thirty-eight sheep were counted in 1985 and 92 in 1986. Counts were relatively
stable between 1989 and 1994 and then declined between 1994 and 1995. The Chicken
Complex wildfire burned approximately 108,000 acres in the South Fork Salmon River drainage
area during 1994. Approximately 20 burned bighorn sheep carcasses were detected following
this fire (Jeff Rohlman, personal communication). In addition to causing direct mortality, this fire
likely negatively affected bighorn habitat and forage for the 1994-1995 winter. Total sheep
counted declined by 55% between 1994 and 1996. Although vegetation should have recovered
extensively since the 1994 fire, total sheep counted in 2002 was still very low (33 sheep).
Disease could have been negatively affecting this population during this time period, but no
disease testing data is available (Jeff Rohiman, personal communication).

Bighorn populations also occur along the north side of the Main Salmon River (Figure 1). In Units
19 and 20, survey data indicates that bighorn numbers were low in 1981 and increased during the
early 1980s (Table 6). In Unit 19, population size declined between 1984 and 1986 and again
between 1989 and 1992. Lamb/ewe ratios indicate recruitment was very low in 1991 and 1992 in
Unit 18. These survey data suggest that the pneumonia outbreak of 1988-1989 affected bighorn
sheep survival in Units 19 and 20. Population declines also occurred between 1986 and 1989,
1992 and 1993, and 1996 and 2001 in Unit 20 (Table 6). Bighorn sheep in Unit 20 may have
been negatively affected by wildfires that burned in 2000 (Idaho Departiment of Fish and Game
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2004:page 9). The Allison-Berg domestic sheep allotment an the Nez Perce NF is located
adjacent to the range of bighorn sheep along the Salmon River (Figure 1).

Expert Panel Risk Assessment

Introduction

The objective of the expert panel disease transmission risk assessment was to provide decision
makers with information about the likelihood of disease transmission from domestic sheep to
bighorn sheep for specific sheep allotments on the Payette NF. Wildlife disease ecology is
complex, and like many other aspects of wildlife population ecology, characterized by many
uncertainties. We know of no quantitative models available to predict likelihood of disease
outbreak in bighorn sheep populations due to potential contact with domestic sheep. Because of
the complexities associated with trying 1o develop a spatially explicit disease transmission model
relevant to the needs of decision makers on the Payette NF, we chose instead to conduct an
expert panel risk assessment to evaluate the risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep to
bighorn sheep for each of the Payetie's sheep allotments. Methods followed were similar to
those used to evaluate EIS alternatives on likelihood of species persistence in the Interior
Columbia Basin (Lehmkuhl et al. 1997). Similar expert panel risk assessments were also
conducted by the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) in 1993 (Cleaves
1993, 1994) and during revision of the forest plan on the Tongass NF (Shaw 1999).

Methods

A panel of 6 wildlife biologists, each with considerable knowledge of bighorn sheep biology and
management, was convened in New Meadows, Idaho on December 14, 2005. Names of the
panelists, their professional affiliations, and descriptions of their bighorn management experience
are provided in Appendix 1. Expert judgments were recorded through a process of likelihood
voting, using a structured outcome scale (Lehmkuhl et al. 1997:pages 541-548). The outcome
scale was composed of 5 possible outcomes. Individual outcomes represented points along a
gradient ranging from very low risk o very high risk of disease transmission:

Outcome 1: Very low risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep in this alloiment to
bighorns within next 10 years because of very low likelihood of direct contact between
domestic sheep and bighorns.

Outcome 2; Low risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep in this allotment to
bighorns within next 10 years because of low likelihood of direct contact between domestic
sheep and bighorns.

Outcome 3: Moderate risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep in this allotment to
bighorns within next 10 years because of moderate likelihood of direct contact between
domestic sheep and bighorns.

QOutcome 4: High risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep in this allotment to
bighorns within next 10 years because of high likelihood of direct contact between domestic
sheep and bighorns.

Outcome §: Very high risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep in this allotment to

bigharns within next 10 years because of very high likelihood of direct contact between
domestic sheep and bighorns.
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The principal assumption for raling disease lransmission risk was the following:
) ) ! - Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Direct contact between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep results in a high
likelihood of disease transmission to bighorn sheep and disease outbreak in local
bighorn herd.

For each allotment, the panelists distributed 100 likelihood peoints across the 5 outcomes. The
panelists could distribute the 100 likelihood points across the 5 outcomes however they wanted.
Placing 100 likelihood points on a single outcome indicated much certainty in that outcome.
Distributing the 100 points across several outcomes indicated less certainty in any one outcome.

Panelists were provided the following information:

* Atable listing allotment name, permittee, class of livestock, permitted number of sheep,
permitted season-on date, permitted season-off date, permitted number of livestock and
head months.

e A48 x 36 inch map showing sheep allotments, sheep trailing routes, topography (digital
elevation map layer), bighorn sheep population ranges (polygon layer), radio telemetry
point locations for Hells Canyon bighorn sheep, point locations of incidental bighorn sheep
observations, a GIS-modeled bighorn habitat layer.

e A48 x 36 inch map showing the distribution of large wildfires on the Payette NF during the
past 20 years.

The GIS habitat model was modified from a model developed by Idaho Department of Fish and
Game for Hells Canyon (ldaho Department of Fish and Game 2004a:page 31). The Forest
Service model used in this analysis is described in Table 7.

Panelists reviewed pertinent maps and discussed disease transmission risk factors relevant for
each sheep allotment. Risk factors discussed included: 1) distance between sheep allotment
and nearest bighorn sheep populations; 2) amount of GIS-meodeled bighorn habitat within the
sheep allotment, between the allotment and the nearest bighorn sheep herd, and the relative,
continuity of that habitat; 3) panelists' first-hand knowledge of the amount and quality of bighorn
habitat within the allotment and around the allotment; 4) presence of incidental bighorn sightings
within or near the allotment; 5) the level of knowledge about bighorn sheep distribution and
movements in the area around the allotment; 6) characteristics of the sheep allotment such as
number of permitted sheep and permitted season of use. Following group discussion of risk
factors, panelists independently rated risk of disease transmission for each allotment by
distributing the 100 likelihood points among the 5 possible outcomes. Consensus was not an
objective of the rating process.

Two variables were calculated from the risk rating data: 1) a weighted mean outcome for the risk
outcome categories for each allotment, and 2) a standard deviation of the distribution of likelihood
points among the 5 outcome classes for each allotment. The weighted mean outcome was
calculated by first determining the mean likelihood scores for each allotment. Mean likelihood
scores were calculated by summing the likelihood points for each outcome across the 6 panelists
and dividing by 6. Weighted mean outcomes were then determined by assigning a value to each
of the 5 outcomes (Outcome 1, value = 1; Outcome 2, value = 2; etc.), multiplying the mean
likelihood of that outcome by its assigned value, adding these products for all outcomes, and
dividing by 100. Because original scoring by panelists was based on categorical data (Outcomes
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) and to facilitate interpretation, weighted mean outcome, which is a continuous
variable, was grouped into 5 categories (Lehmkuhl et al. 1997:page 545):

1

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-163



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
Outcome 1 (Very Low):  1.00 —1.49;
Outcome 2 (Low): 1.50 - 2.49;
Onbome & (Maerslel, ‘250340, Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Outcome 4 (High): 3.50 - 4.49;

QOutcome 5 (Very High): 4.50 - 5.00.

The standard deviation was calculated according to the formula provided by Lehmkuhl et al.
(1997:page 546; following discussion with the authors of the original 1997 manuscript, the
formula was modified slightly to correct for a typographical error). The standard deviation
provides a measure of total variation in how panelists distributed their likelihood points. This total
variation consisted of variation in how each panelist spread their 100 likelihood points among the
5 outcomes and variation in scoring among the 6 panelists. The standard deviation is used as a
measure of the level of uncerlainty associated with the weighted mean outcome for each
allotment (Lehmkunhl et al. 1997:page 546). Itis used only as a relative measure: a domestic
sheep allotment with a greater standard deviation value than another sheep allotment has greater
total variation in likelihood scoring, which we interpreted to indicate greater uncertainty about the
perceived risk of disease transmission.

Resuits

One permitied sheep allotment was not included in the expert panel risk assessment. The
Surdam On/Off allotment is a very small (158 acres) area on the Payette NF adjacent to private
ranch lands (Figure 1). It was left out of the expert panel risk assessment because the facilitator
did not know of the existence of the allotment at the time of the December 14, 2005 assessment.

Weighted mean outcomes ranged from 4.97 to 1.22 (Table 8). The weighted mean outcome for 1
of the 23 analyzed allotments fell into the very high risk category, 4 fell into the high risk category,
5 into the moderate risk category, 6 into the low risk category, and 7 into the very low risk
category. These results are graphically displayed in Figure 2.

The 1 allotment in the very high risk category was the Smith Mountain allotment. The primary risk
factor discussed for the Smith Mountain allotment was its proximity to Hells Canyon bighorn
sheep populations. Radio-collared bighorn sheep were detected within the boundaries of the
Smith Mountain allotment on 319 occasions between 1997 and 2004 (Hells Canyon Bighorn
Sheep Restoration Committee, unpublished data). For sheep allotments on the Payette's west
side, an additional map was made showing 6" order hydrologic units, which were used to identify
allotment subunits (Figure 3). Panelists were asked if they could identify subunits within any of
the west side sheep allotments that did not contribute to the overall risk rating for the allotment.
This was done for west side sheep allotments and not east side sheep allotments because there
was much greater knowledge of bighorn sheep distribution and movement patterns resulting from
radio-telemetry data on bighorn sheep in Hells Canyon dating back to 1997. (Radio-telemetry
data has not been collected on bighorn sheep from the 2 bighorn populations located closest to
Payette NF east side sheep allotments.) Panelists identified 3 subunits within the Smith Mountain
allotment that they thought did not contribute to the allotment's overall risk rating. These 3
subunits correspond to the portions of the following 6™ order hydrologic units located within the
Smith Mountain allotment: Lick Creek, Lost Creek, and Upper West Fork Weiser River (Figure 3).

The 4 allotments in the high risk category were Marshall Mountain, Curren Hill, Bear Pete, and
French Creek (Figure 2). For Curren Hill, risk factors discussed were close proximity to known
bighorn range and presence of suitable bighorn habitat within allotment boundaries. Although
none of the bighorn telemetry locations was located within the boundaries of the Curren Hill
allotment, radio-collared bighorn sheep were detected within 1 to 4 miles of the allotment
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boundaries on 22 occasions between 1997 and 2004 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration

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

Risk faclors discussed by panelists for Marshall Mountain, Bear Pete, and French Creek
allotments were proximity to the Main Salmaon River bighorn population and the South Fork
Salmon River population, and presence of suitable bighorn habitat within allotment boundaries.
The northern-most boundaries of the French Creek, Bear Pete, and Marshall Mountain allotments
are located approximately 4 air miles from the mapped range of the Main Salmon River bighorn
population, and the eastern-most boundary of the Marshall Mountain allotment is located
approximately 8-12 air miles from mapped range of the South Fork Salmon River population
(Figures 1 and 2). Panelists discussed habitat as a key risk factor for Marshall Mountain
allotment because of the extensive suitable bighorn sheep habitat available within the allotment
and between the allotment and the Main Salmon River canyon. Panelists noted that the
extensive 2000 Burgdorf Junction wildfire may have opened up a lot of bighorn sheep habitat in
this area (Figure 4).

The 5 allotments in the moderate risk category were North Fork Lick Creek, Shoris Bar, Victor-
Loon, Lake Fork, and Hershey-Lava. The northern boundary of the Hershey-Lava allotment is
located about 5 air miles from the western edge of mapped range for the Main Salmon River
bigharn population (Figures 1 and 2). For the Shorts Bar and Hershey-Lava allotments, the
primary risk factor discussed by panelists was proximity to the Main Salmon River bighomn
population. The northwest corner of the Shorts Bar allotment also is located only about 4 miles
from a couple of radio-telemetry locations of bighorn sheep from the Hells Canyon
metapopulation located near the confluence of the Little Salmon River and the Main Salmon River
near Riggins (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration Committee, unpublished data). For the
Victor-Loon, North Fork Lick Creek, and Lake Fork allotments, the primary risk factor discussed
was proximity to the South Fork Salmon River bighorn population. Panelists acknowledged
uncertainties about the movement patterns and extent of summer range for this bighorn
population. A bigharn sheep was observed in the North Fork Lick Creek allotment during the
summer of 2005 (Figure 1). It is not known which population this bighorn sheep came from.
Domestic sheep do not graze throughout the North Fork Lick Creek allotment; they are only
permitted to trail through this allotment.

The 6 allotments in the low risk category were Jughandle, Josephine, Boulder Creek, Twenty
Mile, Fall/Brush Creek, and Little French Creek. A bighorn sheep was captured in a wolf trap set
by USDA Wildlife Services trappers in the Josephine alloiment during the summer of 2005
(Figure 1). It is not known which population this bighorn sheep came from. These allotments
were rated as low risk due to their greater distances from bighorn populations and their relative
lack of suitable bighorn habitat.

The 7 allotments in the very low risk category were Price Valley, Cougar Creek, Bill Hunt,
Brundage, Grassy Mountain, Slab Butte, and Vance Creek. Price Valley is located relatively
close to the mapped range of the McGraw bighorn population of Hells Canyon, but panelists
discussed its lack of suitable bighorn habitat. The other 6 allotments in this group are located
distant from any bighorn population and lack large areas of suitable bighorn habitat.

Standard deviations ranged from 1.23 for the Josephine allotment to 0.18 for the Smith Mountain
allotment (Table 9). Greater standard deviations reflect greater levels of uncertainty among
panelists concerning risk of disease transmission. Allotments were placed into 3 categories
based on the distribution of standard deviation values (Table 9). Allotments that had relatively
high standard deviations (relatively high levels of uncertainty) were Josephine, Bear Pete,
Hershey-Lava, Fall/lBrush Creek, Curren Hill, and Boulder Creek. Allotments that had moderate
values for standard deviation were North Fork Lick Creek, Shorts Bar, Lake Fork, French Creek,
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Price Valley, Jughandle, Victor-Loon, Marshall Mountain, Twenty Mile, and Little French Creek.
Allotments that had relatively low standard deviations were Bill Hunt, Brundage, Cougar Creek,
Vance Creek, Grassy Mountain, Slab Butte, and Smith Mountain. These results are shown Attachment to L etter 06’ not acomment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
graphically in Figure 5.

Risk of disease transmission posed by existing sheep trailing routes also was discussed by
panelists. Panelists considered the Salmon River Driveway, which runs northeast to southwest
out of the Smith Mountain sheep allotment (Figure 2), to present a high risk of disease
transmission because of its proximity to occupied bighorn sheep range in Hells Canyon.
Panelists also commented that the trailing routes along the Main Salmon River and between the
Main Salmon River and the Payette's east side sheep allotments presented considerable risk of
disease transmigsion to bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are trailed along the road on the south
side of the Main Salmon River. Sheep are also trailed south into the Shorts Bar, French Creek,
Bear Pete, and Marshall Mountain allotments along 4 trailing routes (Figure 2). Panelists
considered the risk of disease fransmission to be greater for the 2 eastern trailing routes than for
the 2 western trailing routes. The eastern-most Carey Creek trailing route was considered to
pose the greatest risk.

Panelists also were asked to identify and discuss any factors other than disease transmission that
may be negatively affecting bighorn sheep populations within and around the Payette NF.
Panelists were asked about habitat loss and fragmentation, habitat degradation due to vegetation
succession, negative effects associated with roads, and disturbance from recreational or other
forest uses. These factors were discussed, bul none was identified as a faclor causing
substantive negative effects to bighorn sheep habitat or populations on the Payette NF. The
effects of wildfire on bighorn sheep habitat were discussed, and panelists acknowledged that
wildfire can have short-term negative but longer-term positive effects on bighorn habitat. Bighorn
sheep select open habitats, and in some areas in western North America bighorn sheep habitat is
being negatively affected by vegetation succession processes resulting from decades of fire
suppression (e.g., Wakelyn 1987, Singer et al. 2000a). There have been many large wildfires on
the Payette NF during the last 20 years (Figure 4), so this may not be a problem on the Payette.
Panelists also discussed positive aspects of the Payette NF as bighorn sheep habitat, such as
the vast roadless area in the Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness and the lack of
domestic sheep grazing in such a vast area in the eastern half of the Forest.

The issue of disease transmission from domestic goats and llamas was discussed by panelists.
Panelists stated that evidence indicates that domestic goats can transmit diseases to bighorn
sheep, and an example was cited in which a feral goat was implicated in transmitting
Pasteurellosis to bighorn sheep in Hells Canyon (Rudolph et al. 2003). It was stated that llamas
may be able to transmit certain diseases to bighorn sheep, but that llamas are not considered to
present as much risk of disease transmission as domestic sheep or goats.

At the end of the expert panel risk assessment on December 14, 2005, panelists were asked to
discuss issues related to population viability of bighorn sheep on the Payetle NF. Panelists
commented that it is difficult to ensure viability for the kind of small bighorn populations that occur
within the Payette NF's boundaries. Panelists discussed how population viability of wide-ranging
species such as bighorn sheep needs to be addressed at spatial scales larger than the Payette
NF, and that the metapopulation structure of interacting populations is very important in
understanding bighorn sheep population dynamics. Panelists discussed the real and significant
impacts that disease, especially pneumonia, has had on population dynamics of bighomn
populations in the Hells Canyon and Salmon River Mountains metapopulations in recent history.
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Discussion
This analysis was conducted in response to a March 14, 2005 appeal decision on the 2003 Attachment to L efter 06, not a comment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Payette Forest Plan. The Chief's Reviewing Officer directed the Regional Forester to do an
analysis of bighorn sheep viability in the Payette NF commensurate with the concerns and
questions raised in the appeal decision related to potential impacts of disease transmission from
domestic sheep grazed on the Forest on bighorn sheep populations. Viability is discussed below
in general terms of persistence of the population over some relatively long temporal interval
(Gilpin and Soule 1986:page 20). Discussion of "... bighorn sheep viability in the Payette NF...",
however, is complicated by the nature of bighorn sheep populations. Traditional population
analyses and population viability analyses (PVAs) have been conducted largely in the context of
isolated populations (Hanski 1998). Bighorn sheep, however, typically occur within a
metapopulation structure (see discussion on page 8). Conducting a viability analysis of bighorn
sheep on the Payette NF is complicated by the fact that only small portions of 2 different
metapopulations occur within Payette NF boundaries, and a meaningful analysis of population
viability can not be done without accounting for metapopulation dynamics.

Four bighorn sheep populations of the Hells Canyon metapopulation have occurred in close
proximity to domestic sheep allotments within the Payette's west side since 2000. One of these
populations, the McGraw population, is no longer considered extant. Pneumonia outbreaks have
accurred in each of these populations in recent history, resulting in substantial mortality of bighorn
sheep. Radio-collared bighorn sheep were detected within the Smith Mountain allotment on 319
occasions and within 1 to 4 miles of the Curren Hill allotment on 22 occasions between 1997 and
2004. In attempts to reduce the spread of disease, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
biologists have shot and killed 3 bighorn sheep showing symptoms of pneumonia and found in
close proximity to domestic sheep within the boundaries of the Smith Mountain allotment.
Recruitment of lambs into these populations has also been very low due to repeated pneumonia
outbreaks causing high rates of mortality (Frances Cassirer, personal communication).

Mean weighted outcomes calculated from the expert panel risk assessment indicate that
panelists considered the Smith Mountain allotment to present a very high risk of disease
transmission o bighorn sheep, and the Curren Hill allotment to present a high risk of disease
transmission. One piece of information not available to panelists during the December 14 risk
assessment is that under current management, domestic ewes are bred on the Curren Hill
allotment during late summer/early fall. Having estrous domestic ewes in close proximity to
bighorn sheep increases the likelihood of contact between the 2 species because bighorn rams
are attracted to estrous domestic ewes (e.g., Desert Bighorn Council 1990, USDI Bureau of Land
Management 1998, Singer et al. 2000a). Portions of the Smith Mountain allotment presenting the
highest risk of disease transmission include all areas except the southeast part of the allotment.
Partions that present substantially less risk than the rest of the allotment are portions within the
Lick Creek, Lost Creek, and Upper West Fork Weiser River 6" arder hydrologic units because of
the lack of suitable bighorn sheep habitat in these subunits and their greater distance from known
locations of bighorn sheep. Panelists could not identify any 6™ order hydrologic subunits within
the Curren Hill allotment that presented a substantially reduced risk of disease transmission.
Although the finger on the southeast side of the Curren Hill allotment south of the Rapid River
does not constitute a 6" order hydrologic unit, this portion of the allotment is heavily forested and
contains no GIS-modeled bighorn habitat. It therefore likely presents low risk of contact between
bighorns and domestic sheep, and thus less risk of disease transmission than do portions of the
allotment north of the Rapid River. Panelists thought that the Salmon River Driveway (Figure 2)
also presented a high risk of disease transmission because of its proximity to occupied bighorn
sheep range in Hells Canyon.
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The Surdam allotment is a 158-acre Payette NF sheep allotment located adjacent lo the
permitiee’s private ranch lands. It is located about 12 miles southeast of the mapped range of the Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS
Sheep Mountain bighorn population (Figure 1). Because it was not included in the expert panel ! .
risk assessment, risk of disease transmission for this allotment will not be discussed in this report.

One of the 2003 Payette Forest Plan appeal issues was related to consistency between language
in the Hells Canyon NRA Act and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 292.48) and maintaining
domestic sheep grazing because of the known risks of disease transmission from domestic sheep
to bighorn sheep (USDA Forest Service 2005:pages 14 to 15). A 24,857-acre portion of the Hells
Canyon NRA occurs within the proclaimed boundaries of the Payette NF (Figure 3). The Hells
Canyon NRA is administered by the Wallowa-Whitman NF. Howewver, a 6,567-acre area of the
Smith Mountain allotment occurs within the boundaries of the NRA (Figure 3), and livestock
grazing within the entire Smith Mountain allotment, including this 6,567-acre area, is administered
by the Payette NF. Boundaries of the Curren Hill allotment were changed in 1998, and contrary
fo what's shown in Figure 3, no part of the Curren Hill allotment now occurs within the boundaries
of the NRA.

Despite multiple die-offs caused by disease, the Hells Canyon bighorn sheep metapopulation has
shown a positive annual population growth rate since 1971 (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep
Restoration Committee 2004:page 6). The current population estimate for the entire
metapopulation is 875 sheep, spread across 16 populations over an 8,900-square mile tri-state
area. Continuing to graze domestic sheep on the Smith Mountain and Curren Hill allotments, or
any of the other west side sheep allotments, would likely not threaten the viability of the overall
Hells Canyon bighorn sheep metapopulation. This conclusion is based on the following rationale:
1) the vast geographic range of the metapopulation ensures that there are bighorn populations
within the metapopulation that are located distant from sheep allotments on the Payette NF; and
2) the metapopulation has exhibited positive annual population growth since 1971, even though
domestic sheep grazing throughout the range of the metapopulation was much more extensive
during the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s than it is currently (Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep
Restoration Committee 2004:page 17). However, continuing to graze domestic sheep on the
highest risk portions of the Smith Mountain and Curren Hill allotments would continue to
negatively affect bighorn sheep restoration efforts within the Hells Canyon project area and
threaten the viability of populations located within the metapopulation's southern range. As long
as domestic sheep are grazed on the highest risk portions of the Smith Mountain and Curren Hill
allotments, disease-related population impacts will likely continue to preclude the establishment
of a viable bighorn sheep population anywhere within the Payette's west side. -

Bighorn sheep populations within the Salmon River Mountains metapopulation located nearest to
the Payette's east side sheep allotments are the South Fork Salmon River population and the
Main Salmon River population in Unit 19. There is evidence that disease has affected both
populations in the recent past. Survey data indicate a decline in total sheep counted of 22%
between 1989 and 1991 for the South Fork Salmon River population, and a decline of 43%
between 1989 and 1892 for the Main Salmon River Unit 19 population (Table 6). Both declines
were followed by several years of poor lamb survival, which is typical of pneumonia outbreaks in
bighorn sheep. Local wildlife biclogists for Idaho Department of Fish and Game believe the
survey data reflect the impacts of a disease outbreak, most likely pneumonia, that occurred
between 1989 and 1991 (Jay Crenshaw, personal communication; Jeff Rohiman, personal
communication).

Mean weighted outcomes resulting from the expert panel risk assessment indicated that panelists
considered the Marshall Mountain, Bear Pete, and French Creek sheep allotments to present a
high risk of disease transmission, and the Shorts Bar, Hershey-Lava, Victor-Loon, North Fork Lick
Creek, and Lake Fork allotments to present moderate risk of disease transmission (Figure 2).
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Domestic ewes are bred on the Victor-Loon zallotment during late summer/early fall, but panelists
did not have this information at the time of the December 14 risk assessment. Standard Attachment to Letter O6. not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS

deviations indicated that levels of uncerlainty related to the disease transmission risk ratings were
moderate to high for each of these allotments (Figure 5). Relatively high levels of uncertainty for
these allotments is not surprising given the uncertainties about movement patterns of bighorn
sheep from the Main Salmon River and South Fork Salmon River populations. Unlike populations
within the Hells Canyon metapopulation, there is no bighorn sheep radio-telemetry data from
either of these 2 populations. There are 2 key questions directly related to likelihood of contact
between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep, and thus likelihood of disease transmission: 1)
what is the western and southern extent of summer range for the South Fork Salmon River
population (mapped range for this population shown in Figure 1 was only estimated by Idaho
Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists based on knowledge of winter range and
distribution of suitable habitat); and 2) how frequently do bighorn sheep from the Main Salmon
River population cross the Salmon River and interact with domestic sheep in the Payetie's east
side allotments.

The extent of the South Fork Salmon River population's summer range is especially relevant,
given the summer 2005 records of a bighorn sheep in the Josephine allotment and one in the
North Fork Lick Creek allotment (Figure 1). It is not known which population either of these
bighorn sheep belonged to, or what general route they followed to arrive in these domestic sheep
allotments. The farther bighorn sheep from the South Fork Salmon River population move during
summer to the west and south of known winter range along the lower South Fork Salmon River,
the closer they would be to domestic sheep allotments. However, much of the habitat between
the South Fork Salmon River and Payette sheep allotments is heavily forested, and heavily
forested areas do not provide bighorn sheep habitat and are believed to serve as partial barriers
to bighorn movement (e.g., Singer et al. 2000c). Large rivers also are thought to serve as partial
barriers to bighorn movements (Singer et al. 2000c). The Salmon River is a large river with peak
flows in May and June. Bighorn sheep, however, are certainly capable of swimming relatively
large rivers. Smith (1954) commented that bighorn sheep were frequently observed swimming
across the Middle Fork of the Salmon River. Bighorn sheep also have been observed swimming
across the Snake River and Hells Canyon Reservoir (Vic Coggins, personal communication).
Three bridges cross the Salmon River between Riggins and the South Fork Salmon River (Figure
1), but it is not known whether, or lo what extent, bighorn sheep may use any of these bridges. If
bighorns frequently crossed the river from the north side to the south, it seems likely that there
would be bighern sightings along the south side of the river, especially downstream of the
Vinegar Creek Boat Ramp where detection opportunities are great because of relatively high
vehicle and boat traffic. However, bighorn detections along the south side of the Main Salmon
River downstream of Warren Creek are rare (Jeff Rohlman, personal communication). The
Allison-Berg domestic sheep allotment on the Nez Perce NF would seem to present a
substantially greater risk of disease transmission to the Main Salmon River population in Unit 19
than would the Payette NF sheep allotments (Figure 1).

The Salmon River Mountains bighorn sheep metapopulation is very large, ranging across a large
part of mountainous central Idaho (Toweill and Geist 1999:page 85). Unlike the Hells Canyon
metapopulation, this bighorn sheep metapopulation was not extirpated during the early 1900s. It
thus persisted through the period of the late 1800s and early 1900s when domestic sheep grazing
was much more extensive than it is currently. The number of domestic sheep currently permitted
to graze on the Payette NF is approximately 10% of the number of sheep permitted to graze
comparable lands in 1915 (Hockaday 1998:page 56). Up until the 1960s, domestic sheep
grazing on the Payette NF extended much farther to the east than it does currently. Since the
1970s when the remaining sheep allotments in the South Fork Salmon River drainage were
closed, domestic sheep grazing has not been permitted within a vast 50-mile-wide area of the
Payette NF (Figure 1). Continuation of current management of domestic sheep grazing within the
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Payette's east side sheep allotments would likely not threaten the viability of the overall Salmon
River Mountains bighorn sheep metapopulation. This conclusion is based on the following Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

rationale: 1) the vast geographic range of the metapopulation ensures that there are bighorn
populations within the metapopulation that are located distant from sheep allotments on the
Payette NF; 2) a vast area approximately 50 miles wide is currently provided within the Payette
NF in which no domestic sheep (or catlle) grazing occurs; 3) this metapopulation has persisted
through historic times when domestic sheep grazing was much more extensive than it is
currently. Continuation of current management of domestic sheep grazing within the Payetle’s
east side sheep allotments would likely not threaten the viability of the Big Creek bighorn
population in the Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness. This population is located a
considerable distance east of the Payetie's sheep allotments, and surveys conducted by Idaho
Department of Fish and Game indicate that this population is relatively large and that total
numbers of sheep have been relatively stable during the past 13 years (Table 2). The level of
threat to the South Fork Salmon River bighorn population posed by current sheep grazing
management in the Payette's east side is unknown. The very low population counts for this
population in 1996 and 2002 (Table 5) are cause for concern over the status of this population.
Much of the decline in the population count between 1994 and 1996 may have been due to
effects of the 1994 Chicken Complex fire, but survey data indicate that measurable population
recovery had still not occurred by 2002. Idaho Department of Fish and Game plans to conduct
aerial surveys of the South Fork Salmon River and Big Creek bighorn populations in February
2006 (Jeff Rohlman, personal communication). There is great uncertainty over the levels of risk
posed by the Payelle's easlt side sheep allotments, and these uncertainties will unlikely be
reduced until movement patlerns and distribution of bighorn sheep from the Main Salmon River
and South Fork Salmon River populations are better understood.

Conclusions

Although important aspects of bighorn sheep disease ecology are still poorly understood, the
scientific literature indicates that: 1) when in close contact, domestic sheep commonly transmit
diseases to bighorn sheep; 2) some of these diseases (e.g., Pasteurellosis or pneumonia) result
in mortality of large portions of bighorn sheep herds and cause depressed recruitment for years,
and thus have significant impacts on bighorn sheep population dynamics; and 3) bighorn sheep
and domestic sheep must be kept separated if one of the management goals is to maintain viable
populations of bighorn sheep. Two factors complicate management of domestic sheep and
bighorn sheep when the 2 species occur in close proximity: 1) bighorn sheep and domestic
sheep are attracled to each other, greatly increasing the likelihood of close contact between the 2
species; and 2) when herding large bands of domestic sheep, it is difficult to prevent small groups
of domestic sheep from occasionally straying from the herd and thus becoming, at least
temporarily, an unmanaged source of disease transmission to nearby bighorn sheep.

Ranges of 2 bighorn sheep metapopulations overlap the Payette NF. Research conducted under
the 1997 Hells Canyon Initiative indicates that bighorn sheep from populations at the southern
end of the metapopulation's range commonly occur within the boundaries of the Payette's Smith
Mountain domestic sheep allotment. Strong circumstantial evidence indicates that at least some
of these bighorn sheep contracted pneumonia from domestic sheep on the Smith Mountain
allotment, and that pneumonia resulted in substantial mortality of bighorn sheep in at least 2
populations (Sheep Mountain and McGraw populations). Bighorn sheep also have been
commonly detected within 1 to 4 miles of the Payette's Curren Hill sheep allotment. Results of
the expert panel risk assessment indicated that panelists considered the Smith Mountain
allotment to present a very high risk of disease transmission to bighorn sheep and the Curren Hill
allotment to present a high risk of disease transmission. Continuing to graze domestic sheep on
the highest risk portions of the Smith Mountain and Curren Hill allotments would likely not
threaten the viability of the overall Hells Canyon bighorn sheep metapopulation but would likely
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threaten the viability of bighorn sheep populations occurring within the metapopulation's southern
range. As long as domestic sheep are grazed on the highest risk portions of the Smith Mountain Attachment to Letter O6. not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
and Curren Hill allotments, disease-related population impacts will likely continue to preclude the !
establishment of a viable bighorn sheep population anywhere within the Payette's west side.

The Payetle NF provides vaslt areas of suitable bighorn sheep habitat in the Frank Church River
of No Return Wilderness in the Salmon River Mountains. Unlike so many areas across the
western U.S., these native bighorns were never extirpated and thus provide a significant genetic
and population resource. The Payette NF provides a swath of wildlife habitat approximately 50
miles wide in which no domestic sheep, or cattle, grazing occurs. Bighorn sheep populations
have persisted within and adjacent to Payette NF boundaries in the Salmon River Mountains
despite the fact that domeslic sheep grazing was much more extensive during the late 1800s to
early 1900s than it is today. However, existing sheep allotments within the Payette NF's east
side certainly present some level of disease-transmission risk to Salmon River Mountains bighorn
sheep as evidenced by: 1) the relative close proximity of some of these allotments to a bighorn
sheep population in the South Fork Salmon River drainage and a population along the Main
Salmon River in Unit 19 and past disease-related declines in both of these populations; 2) expert
panelists rated risk of disease transmission as high for 3 of the east side allotments and moderate
for 5 of the east side allotments; and 3) recent observations of a bighorn sheep in the Josephine
allotment and another in the North Fork Lick Creek allotment. Management of the domestic
sheep disease transmission issue in the Payetle NF's east side, however, is greatly complicated
by lack of information on distribution and movement patterns of bighorn sheep from nearby
bighorn populations. Continuation of current sheep grazing management on east side sheep
allotments would likely not threaten the viability of the extensive Salmon River Mountains bighorn
sheep metapopulation, nor would continuation of current sheep grazing management on the
Payette likely threaten the viability of the Big Creek bighorn population or the Main Salmon River
bighaorn population. The small number of bighorn sheep counted in the South Fork Salmon River
population during the last 2 Idaho Department of Fish and Game surveys (33 total sheep in 1996
and 33 total sheep in 2002) justify concern over viability of this population. However, lack of
information about the current disease status within this population and lack of information on
movements of these sheep on their summer range when domestic sheep are on the east side
allotments make it extremely difficult to assess the level of risk posed by east side sheep
allotments 1o the South Fork Salmon River bighorn sheep population.
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Table 1. Permit Information for Payetle National Forest Sheep Allotments.
Attachment to L etter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Permitt
Smith Mountain Ewel/lambs | 1200 5/16 8/10 3432
Dry Ewes | 1200 817 10/15 2367
Ewellambs 1900 6/18 810 3373
Dry Ewes 1900 817 10/15 3748
Curren Hill Dry Ewes 1925 911 9/30 1899
Boulder Creek Ewe/lambs 1000 6/16 8/31 2532
Price Valley Ewe/lambs 895 6/16 8/31 2266
Surdam Ewe/lambs 1900 41 6/30 284
Shorts Bar Dry Ewes 1600 9/20 107 907
Hershey-Lava Ewefllambs 1333 7/10 9/15 2980
French Creek Ewellambs 833 77 10/7 2547
Bear Pete Ewellambs 833 77 1007 2547
Marshall Mtn Ewellambs 834 77 1007 2550
Vance Creek Dry Ewes 2666 9/15 10/15 2717
Little French Creek Dry Ewes 1333 710 7120 444
Josephine Ewe/lambs 1333 7/10 9/15 2980
Victor-Loon Dry Ewes 1500 8/26 10/10 2268
Grassy Mtn Ewe/lambs 1333 7/10 9/15 2980
Slab Butte Ewe/lambs 1333 7110 9/15 2980
Cougar Creek Ewellambs 1333 7/10 9/15 2980
Twenty Mile Ewellambs 1333 710 915 2980
Brundage Dry Ewes 2666 9/15 10/15 2717
Bill Hunt Dry Ewes 2666 9/15 10/15 27117
Fall/Brush Creek Ewellambs 800 M 8/25 1473
North Fork Lick Creek Dry Ewes 1500 B/25 8/25 50
Lake Fork Ewel/lambs 817 M 8/25 1504
Jughandile Dry Ewes 2000 710 10115 6444
27

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS uU-177



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Table 2. Numbers of bighorn sheep counted during winter population surveys in the Big Creek

Comments

Drainage in Unit 26 (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 2004: page 32). Survey data is

presented only for years with complete counts.

Responses

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

Lambs/
Year Lambs Ewes Rams 100 Ewes Total Sheep
1989 28 180 72 16 270
1991 4 93 39 4 136
1992 26 91 48 29 165
1993 22 108 35 20 165
1995 10 95 22 1 131
1996 11 99 28 1 138
1999 23 88 35 26 146
2002 26 86 23 30 135
2004 23 90 31 26 144
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Table 3. Numbers of bighorn sheep counted during winter population surveys along the Middle
Fork Salmon River in Hunt Areas 27-1, 27-2, and 27-3 (Idaho Department of Fish and Game Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
2004: page 54). Survey data is presented only for years with complete counts.

Year Lambs Ewes Rams 1 Iag'g?wsés Total Sheep
Hunt Area 27-1
1989 39 TT 56 51 172
1991 3 108 42 3 153
1903 14 90 25 16 129
1999 14 56 33 25 103
2001 13 80 23 16 116
2004 I 24 100 39 24 163
Hunt Area 27-2
1989 19 57 57 33 133
1990 5 43 27 12 75
1991 2 60 1 3 73
1993 2 36 16 6 54
1999 16 54 21 30 91
2004 9 44 14 21 67
Hunt Area 27-3
1989 35 80 39 44 154
I 1991 T &8 28 8 123
1993 17 62 30 27 109
1999 12 67 23 18 102
| 2004 13 57 28 23 98
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Comments
Table 4. Numbers of bighorn sheep counted during winter population surveys along the lower
Middle Fork Salmon River in Unit 20A (Idaho Depariment of Fish and Game 2004 page 32).

Survey data is presented only for years with complete counts.

Responses

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

Lambs/ 100
Year Lambs Ewes Rams Ewes Total Sheep
1989 13 76 27 17 116
1991 3 72 30 4 105
1902 |7 80 29 9 116
1993 10 62 22 16 94
1904 | 11 63 19 18 03
1995 11 53 19 21 83
1996 6 38 14 16 58
1999 11 35 5 31 51
2002 14 35 9 40 58
2004 8 21 7 38 36
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Survey data is presented only for years with complete counts.

Comments
Table 5. Numbers of bighorn sheep counted during winter population surveys in the
South Fork Salmon River drainage (ldaho Department of Fish and Game, unpublished data).

Responses

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

Lambs/
Year Lambs Ewes Rams 100 Ewes Total Sheep
1985 L 4 22 12 18 38
1986 19 57 14 33 92
1989 12 50 15 24 77
1991 5 33 22 15 60
1992 5 49 15 10 69
1993 13 51 14 25 78
1994 10 50 14 20 74
1995 9 44 5 20 58
1996 3 24 6 13 33
2002 6 23 4 26 33
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Comments Responses

Table 6. Summary of bighorn sheep winter population survey data for Units 19 and 20 along the
Main Salmon River (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 2004: page 17). Survey data is Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
presented only for years with complete counts. !

Year Lambs Ewes Rams 1‘63?2;525 Total Sheep
Unit 19

1981 9 44 3 21 56

1982 14 76 10 18 100

1983 31 95 10 33 136

1984 25 92 5 27 122

1986 9 69 11 13 89

1987 20 68 2 29 80

1989 20 63 8 32 91

1992 2 38 12 5 52

1993 0 40 20 0 60

1996 14 32 10 45 56

2001 13 28 12 46 53
Unit 20

1981 3 12 11 25 26

1982 19 78 32 24 129

1983 13 83 37 16 133

1984 29 107 41 27 177

1986 31 132 67 24 230

1987 25 113 69 22 207

1989 26 94 32 28 152

1992 13 68 25 19 106

1993° 7 53 6 13 66

1994 11 49 27 22 87

1996 7 51 20 14 78

2001° 6 22 23 27 51
“The 1993 survey was conducted in May. All other surveys were conducted in January and
February coincident with elk surveys.
" Includes sightability estimates with 90% bounds.
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Comments

Table 7. Description of GIS bighorn sheep habitat model. Model was moedified from Hells
Canyon bighorn sheep habitat model developed by Hells Canyon Bighorn Sheep Restoration

Commitiee.

Habitat Component

Criteria

Source

Escape Terrain

Areas with slopes between

Hells Canyon Bighorn

escape terrain (500 m)

Slope : . Restoration Committee
517 and 88 2004: page 4
300 m or land areas <1000 m | Hells Canyon Bighorn
Buffer wide bounded on >2 sides by | Restoration Committee

2004: page 4

Minimum area

1.6 ha

Hells Canyon Bighorn
Restoration Committee
2004; page 4

Horizontal Visibility

Habitat types

upland grasslands, altered
grasslands, mountain
mahogany, bitterbrush,
shadscale, exposed rock,
barren areas, snow fields, all
forest cover types with <10%
canopy cover (determined
from Landsat satellite
imagery)

USDA Forest Service 1997
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Table 8. Mean likelihood scores, weighted mean outcome, and standard deviation (S.D.) from
expert-panel assessment of disease transmission risk for 23 sheep allotments on the Payette Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
National Forest. Sorted by value of weighted mean outcome.

Risk of Disease Transmission
Weighted
Allotment Very Low |Moderate| High Vew Mean S.D.
Low High | outcome
1 2 3 4 5

Smith Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 96.7 4.97 0.18
Marshall Mountain 0.0 0.0 16.7 40.0 43.3 4.27 0.73
Curren Hill 1.7 10.8 17.5 39.2 30.8 3.87 1.03
Bear Pete 3.3 16.7 21.7 25.0 33.3 3.68 1.19
French Creek 0.0 14.2 38.3 30.8 16.7 3.50 0.93
N. Fork Lick Creek 0.0 43.3 33.3 15.0 8.3 2.88 0.95
Shorts Bar 6.7 30.0 41.7 16.7 5.0 2.83 0.95
Victor-Loon 0.0 48.3 36.7 11.7 33 2.70 0.80
Lake Fork 8.3 46.7 28.3 13.3 33 2.57 0.94
Hershey-Lava 23.3 26.7 28.3 15.0 6.7 255 1.19
Jughandle 21.7 4a1.7 30.0 6.7 0.0 222 0.86
Josephine 39.2 33.3 12.5 6.7 8.3 2.12 1.23
Boulder Creek 48.3 33.3 10.0 5.0 3.3 1.82 1.03
Twenty Mile 50.0 40.8 7.5 1.7 0.0 1.61 0.70
Fall/Brush Creek 71.7 12.5 5.8 5.0 5.0 1.59 1.12
Little French Creek 56.7 333 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.53 0.67
Price Valley 78.3 10.0 6.7 3.3 1.7 1.40 0.88
Cougar Creek | 667 | 283 | 50 0.0 0.0 138 [ 058
Brundage 825 125 3.3 1.7 0.0 1.24 0.59
Bill Hunt 82.5 125 3.3 y Y 0.0 1.24 0.59
Vance Creek 80.0 18.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.45
Grassy Mountain 78.3 21.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.41
Slab Butle 78.3 21.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.41
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Table 9. Mean likelihood scores, weighted mean outcome, and standard deviation (S.D.) from
exp_erl—panel assessment of disease transmission_ ri;k for 23 sheep allolments on the Payette Attachment to Letter O6. not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
National Forest. Sorted by value of standard deviation. !
Risk of Disease Transmission .
Weighted
Allotment Ve | Low |Moderate| High |- YY | Mean |SD.
OV High | outcome
1 2 3 4 5
Josephine 39.2 33.3 125 6.7 8.3 212 1.23
Bear Pete 3.3 16.7 21.7 25.0 333 3.68 1.19
Hershey-Lava 23.3 26.7 28.3 15.0 6.7 2.55 1.19
Fall/Brush Creek .7 12.5 58 5.0 5.0 1.59 1.12
Curren Hill AT 10.8 17.5 39.2 30.8 3.87 1.03
Boulder Creek 48.3 33.3 10.0 5.0 3.3 1.82 1.03
N. Fork Lick Creek 0.0 43.3 33.3 16.0 83 2.88 0.95
Shorts Bar 6.7 30.0 aM.7 16.7 50 2.83 0.95
Lake Fork 8.3 46.7 28.3 13.3 3.3 2.57 0.94
French Creek 0.0 14.2 38.3 30.8 16.7 3.50 0.93
Price Walley 78.3 10.0 6.7 33 1.7 1.40 0.88
Jughandle 21.7 41.7 30.0 6.7 0.0 2.22 0.86
Victor-Loon 0.0 483 36.7 117 33 2.70 0.80
Marshall Mountain 0.0 0.0 16.7 40.0 43.3 4.27 0.73
Twenty Mile 50.0 40.8 7.5 1.7 0.0 1.61 0.70
Little French Creek 56.7 333 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.53 0.67
Brundage 82.5 12.5 3.3 1.7 0.0 1.24 0.59
Bill Hunt 825 12.5 3.3 1.7 0.0 1.24 0.59
Cougar Creek 66.7 28.3 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.38 0.58
Vance Creek 80.0 18.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.45
Grassy Mountain 78.3 21.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.41
Slab Butte 78.3 217 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.22 0.41
Smith Mountain 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 96.7 4.97 0.18
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Responses

Comments

Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
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8¢

(g ®|qe) ejep yualssasse ysu |aued padxs Jo awodno uesw pajybiam Jo anjea Aq paulalep
asam seuobaien “jsalo [euoneN sneked 8y} uo dasys uioybiq 0] daays J1)SALOP WO} UCISSIUSUE.) 3SBasIp Jo ysu jo liobee) -z aunbiy

uU-187

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

June 2008



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses
Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

6e
‘UMOUS SI 158104 |BUCHEN alaled
a8y} Jo saLEepunog patuiepold sy} UM Paleso] WyN UoAues) S|jaH JO UDIUO4 “japoLl S| Woy pejewnsa sem jejaey woybig -1seso4
|euonep anaded ay) Jo apis jsam ay) uo sjuawwiole dasys ansawop Aaj|ep 20U pue ‘yaau) Japinog ‘|IIH uaung 'wiejunoly ymws g aunbig

Comments

U-188

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

June 2008



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses

Comments

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

oy

*pPauUNIoo Siyp|IM Jeak sie S81B(] ‘UMOYS SIe GEEL 99UIS PaLINIT0 aABY Jey) saioe 0z uey) sabie|
salypliV ‘Jepow 9 Wol pajewnsa sem jeliqey woybig 1seiod |euonepn alaied sy uo saupim sbie| pue jengey doays woybig ‘¢ sunbiy

U-189

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

June 2008



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Responses

Comments

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

54

(e1ge 1) 2100s awoo)No ueaLW pajybiam ay) Yim Pajelcosse anjeA UoieInap piepuels Aq pauilisiep aiem sauobajen 1selo4
|euonen enaked ay) uo daays wioybiq o) deays o)SBLWOP WO UOISSIWSUEI] 8SESSIP JO YS1I YlIM pajeoosse Aulepsoun jo fiobejen ' aanbig

U-190

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

June 2008



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
Summary of the Attachment to Letter OB, not a comment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Science Panel Discussion
November 2, 2006

USGS/Bureau of Reclamation Office
230 Collins Road, Boise, ID

Meeting Objectives

1) Clarify the science-based concerns regarding Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission between Domestic
Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest (February 6, 2006).

2) Allow panelists to provide additional science-based information regarding disease transmission and its
risk of occurring on the Payette National Forest that the Forest Supervisor should consider in conjunction
with the risk analysis.

Executive Summary

Prior to the meeting, specific science-based concerns with the Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission
between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep on the Payette National Forest (February 6, 2006) were
compiled and arranged info categories for science panelists to discuss. Panelists focused on concerns in the
disease/moriality category and developed statements to address these concemns:!

1a) Scientific observation and field studies demonstrate that “contact” between domestic sheep and bighom
sheep is possible under range conditions. This contact increases? risk of subsequent bighorn sheep
mortality and reduced recruitment, primarily due to respiratory disease.

1b) The complete range of mechanisms/causal agents that lead to epizoolic disease evenls cannot be
conclusively proven at this point.

1c) Given the previous two slatements, it is prudent to undertake management to prevent contact between
these species.

2) Not all bighorn sheep epizootic disease events can be attributed to contact with domestic sheep.

3) Gregarious behavior of bighorn sheep and domestic sheep may exacerbate potential for disease
introduction and transmission.

4) Dispersal, migratory, and exploratory behaviors of individual bighorn sheep traveling between populations
may exacerbate potential for disease introductions and transmission.

5) 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.

6) Pasteurellaceae, other bacteria, viruses, and other agents may occur in healthy, free-ranging bighorn
sheep.

These statements were drafted and then revised until the group was satisfied. Throughout the discussion, the

facilitator tracked suggested actions, suggested management strategies, and items to discuss further if time

permitted. In addition, key literature provided by the panelists for consideration by the U.S. Forest Service
was presented in two binders.

' References to domestic sheep also apply to domestic goats, which are not currently an issue on the Payette National Forest.
? Refer to the concern that this should read “can increase risk...” on page 12, 2nd paragraph under comments 38 and 40.
Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Fanel Meeting 1

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-191



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
Meeting Opening
) . ) . Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Patti Soucek, Forest Planner on the Payette National Forest, welcomed panelists and introduced Suzanne
Rainville, Forest Supervisor. Rainville shared information about her background, including her degrees in
forestry and silviculture, 28-year history with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and recent hiring as Forest
Supervisor on the Payetle National Forest.

She then summarized the process leading to this meeting—approval of the revised Payette National Forest
Plan, several appeals, and directed reanalysis of bighorn sheep viability specifically related to disease
transmission. Based on input from this meeting, in conjunction with the risk analysis and other information
gathered, the Forest Plan will be amended. Participants for this science panel were highly recommended,
and she hoped to understand the different views from the scientists by the end of the meeting. She clarified
that the intent is not fo redo the risk analysis but to supplement the information. Facilitator Susan Hayman,
North Country Resources, talked about the two-tiered structure, with panelists at the table and observers
seated around the perimeter. These observers were available to answer questions. Following the meeting,
a summary document will be publicly available after panelists have reviewed the draft for accuracy.
Hayman had panelists infroduce themselves and then reviewed the meeling objectives and agenda
(Appendix A).

Process Review

Three-Step Decision Process

Soucek described the history of the Forest Plan to date and explained the three-step decision process that
the Payette National Forest is undergoing. In July 2003, the Regional Forester signed the Record of
Decision for the revised Payette National Forest Plan, beginning implementation in September 2003. Once
it was signed, it was open for appeal. Five appeals, covering approximately 45 issues, were received. All
were affirmed except one dealing with bighorn sheep viability, availability of habitat across the “planning
area” (the Forest), and the risk of disease fransmission between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep. Some
challenges in addressing these issues have been the requirement to use 1982 planning regulations and the
overlap of bighorn sheep populations on the Payette National Forest and Hells Canyon National Recreation
Area (HCNRA).

Step 1 was to conduct the risk analysis and compliance check. Jeff Waters, USFS, was hired to spend four
months examining the literature and data and writing the risk analysis. Comments were solicited, and this
science panel was convened to address some of those comments. Step 2 is supplementing the
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Forest Plan and adding to the Forest Plan to adequately
address the disease transmission issue. Step 3, which many people are anxious fo address, is to
potentially adjust allotment management plans based on results of the first two steps. This step requires
another environmental assessment.

Following Soucek’s information, several issues were raised and discussed:

« Definition of viability. Under the 1982 planning regulations, viability is defined by reproducing
populations, habitats to support these populations, and distribution across the planning area. In this
case, the planning area is the Payette National Forest, and determining viability within that strict
boundary is difficult, given used and potential habitat adjacent to the Forest. As far as Soucek knew,
there are no estimations of carrying capacity for the herds, nor are there numbers on which to base

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Panel Meeling 2
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Comments Responses
"viability.” The intent is not to conduct a population viability analysis (PVA), which would require data for
numerous other variables and development of a probability of persistence over a certain time frame. Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

» Focus on disease issue. The Forest Service-Washington DC office said to focus on the disease
issue, which is why the risk analysis primarily discusses the contact between bighorn and domestic
sheep. In the EIS, disease transmission was identified as a “significant” issue so, under the National
Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA), alternatives had to be developed. The Chief of the Forest Service
said that this issue wasn't adequalely addressed, and viability was added as an issue because it is
required under the 1982 planning regulations. Soucek acknowledged the complexities in meeting the
Chief's instructions.

» Time scale. Forest plans have a 10- to 15-year life expectancy, but population viability considers the
long term.

e Bighorn metapopulations and connectivity. The Payette National Forest has two metapopulations.
The Hells Canyon metapopulation was extirpated by the 1940s, so current populations derive from
translocations. The Salmon River metapopulation was never extirpated. There is no known interchange
between the two metapopulations (based on HCNRA telemetry data, geographical barriers, and
observations), although historically such interchange was likely (based on potential habitat maps and
anecdotal information). Rainville commented that the Nez Perce Tribe has proposed a monitoring study
and requested that the USFS buy radio collars, but the decision will be based on funding availability.

Method of Determining Risk

Waters read excerpled information from the Background section of the risk analysis report to provide the
context for the discussion. The original language focused on the Hells Canyon Management Area;
however, the analysis was conducted at the spatial scale of the entire Forest. The purpose of the analysis
was o collect the information necessary for the Payetile National Forest to address the viability of bighorn
sheep relative fo disease transmission. No primary research was requested.

Waters then outlined the three parts of the risk analysis—literature review, status evaluation, and expert
panel assessment. The document was organized according to the three parts of the analysis.

« Forthe literature review, he drew from previous literature reviews and a number of management
papers that focused on the issue.

+ To evaluate the status of bighorn sheep populations, he reviewed all available and relevant data from
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG). Even though the analysis was at the Forest scale, he
included data from just outside the Forest boundary.

e The intent of the expert panel was to obtain information about the likelihood of disease transmission for
specific sheep allotments on the Payette Mational Forest. The approach was closely modeled on
methods used to evaluate EIS alternafives on likelihood of species persistence in the Interior Columbia
Basin, by Lehmkuhl et al. (1997, see the reference list in the risk analysis report). Representation relied
heavily on state fish and game biologists who were knowledgeable about bighorn sheep movements
and range of populations relative to domestic sheep allotments. The principal assumption stemming
from the literature review and underlying the expert panel was that “[d]irect contact between domestic
sheep and bighorn sheep results in a high likelihood of disease fransmission to bighorn sheep and
disease outbreak in local bighomn herds.”

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Fanel Meeting 3
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Comments
Waters pointed out that conclusions about likely impacts to population viability were included in the
Discussion section of the report.

Clarifying Q&A on Processes and Procedures

Following presentations by Soucek and Waters, Hayman asked whether panelists needed clarification on
processes or procedures for the risk analysis. During the ensuing discussion, several issues were raised:

« Factors other than disease transmission. Other factors discussed in the expert panel were habitat
loss, fragmentation, fires, and human use. None were seen as causing substantive impacts, and fire
can actually improve conditions by opening up habitat. The HCNRA experiences approximately 75,000
visitor days a year. The majority of use in Hells Canyon accurs during boating season: 80% of
recreationists access the area in jet boats and rafis and stay along the river. A small proportion of users
are hikers and hunters who access the HCNRA seasonally. Although the risk analysis recognizes these
other factors, the focus is on disease transmission.

s Lack of quantitative data regarding disease transmission. The risk analysis was crificized for the
lack of quantitative data and expert representation in the panel on disease transmission. Although
information is available for the location of domestic sheep, quantifying disease transmission through
contact is difficult. Dr. Dave Jessup, California Department of Fish and Game, commented that the
Reed-Frost model for disease transmission has been used on much smaller projects, but data must be
available to input to the model. Semiquantitative risk analyses are conducted when quantitative
information is scarce, but they are subject to criticism. Rainville said that this science panel was
designed to balance information in the risk analysis report. She didn't expect resolution on the issue but
sought as much information as possible.

* Locations of disease events. Soucek and Tim Schommer, USFS National Bighorn Sheep Specialist
and wildlife biologist, identified seven areas of bighomn sheep die-offs on a display map, five in the
Hells Canyon area and two in the Salmon River area. These die-off events, occurring between 1983
and 2000, had above normal mortality. While Schommer indicated whether contact had occurred
between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep or goats prior to these die-off events, there was no
discussion among the panelists as to whether disease transmission was the primary cause:

- In 1995, a die-off began near the confluence of the main stem Salmon and Middle Fork Salmon
rivers within 10 days after contact with domestic sheep. This population has begun to rebound.

- Another die-off occurred in the Big Creek population at about the same time.

- A die-off along the South Fork was related to fire; this population has not rebounded yet for
unknown reasons.

- In the Sheep Creek drainage of Hells Canyon, the domestic and bighorn sheep were observed
mixing in the winter of 1983-1984. All 180 bighorn sheep subsequently died.

- In 1989, a complete die-off occurred in a new herd at Sand Creek.

~ In 1986, about 95 of 125 sheep died from the Lostine population. The McGraw herd was placed on
the Oregon side, but some appeared to prefer the Idaho side. Schommer wasn't sure whether
domestic and bighorn sheep populations mixed, but they were within one-eighth of a mile of each
other. All 30 in the herd subsequently died by 2000.

- In 1995-1996, a herd near Lewiston came into contact with two goats; subsequently, about 300
bighorn sheep died.

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Panel Meeting 4
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These years indicate acute mortality. [More information is available in pp. 7-9 of the risk analysis
report.]

o Recovery levels. Recovery from a pneumonia outbreak is generally slower than for die-offs from other
causes because lamb mortality is high for several years following the initial event. In addition,
populations seldom recover to pre-event levels. If die-offs take enough of the population, especially
ewes, herd memory of quality habitats can be lost. Ewes are not adventurous and less likely to occupy
new habitat than rams. Smaller groups are also more vulnerable to predation. None of the die-offs
appear to be driven by populations reaching their carrying capacity.

« Methods of disease risk analyses. Dr. Elena Garde, British Columbia Ministry of the Environment,
had information about methods derived from translocation disease assessments that might be helpful
in designing risk analyses. She commented that there were some key points missing from the current
risk analysis, precluding managers from estimating the probability of a health hazard occurring, First,
particular pathogens should be identified. Second, case definitions of transmission should be
described. Lastly, missing from the risk analysis was the “magnitude of a negative outcome.” Disease
risks are generally quantified according to the probability of contact, combined with the magnitude of
effect. For example, a pathogen may be at low risk of being spread through contact, but it may also
have a high probability of mortality. That pathogen may be assessed differently than one with a high
risk of being spread but a low probability of mortality. Likewise, it was recommended that an economic
analysis be conducted simultaneously, as local economic values (agriculture, transplanted herds,
native herds) need to be identified.

o Migratory behavior in the Payette National Forest. When asked about migratory behavior, Waters
responded that migration fends to be seasonal and elevational. Lost pockets of matrilinear groups can
lead to lost knowledge of migration routes, lambing areas, and summering areas. On the other hand,
transplanted populations have pioneered migrations fairly quickly.

Concerns with the Risk Analysis?

Prior to the meeting, specific science-based concerns with the risk analysis were compiled and arranged
into categories for science panelists to discuss (Appendix B). Hayman posted the disease/mortality
category of concerns, which included concerns 12 through 37. She identified several subcategories.
Panelists discussed these concerns and developed siatements to address them. (These statements,
provided in the following sections, are the work product of the science panel.)

Concerns 12 and 13

12. Disagree with the premise that domestic sheep transmit disease to bighorn sheep on the range/in the
wild. Report conclusions based on circumstantial evidence, rather than in any scientifically verifiable
way.

13. Disagree that the risk of disease can be evaluated in a quantitative manner when the specific
mechanisms for transmitting disease have been difficult o document outside of clinical settings.

Hayman asked panelists to begin discussing concerns 12 and 13 to determine whether the underlying
assumption of the risk analysis (‘Direct contact between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep results ina
high likelihood of disease transmission to bighorn sheep and disease outbreak in local bighorn herds”) was

3 Though the meeting minutes generally adhere to the chronological development of the meeting, information for any subject
covered at different times is organized by subject matter.
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Comments
faulty or accurate. Drs. Bill Foreyt, Washinglon State University, and Jessup shared early and separate
observations indicating dire consequences to bighorn sheep of contact with domestic sheep.

Ensuing discussion covered a number of issues:

« Desirability of scientific debate. \igorous debate advances science, so panelists asked that the
discussion be open and unconstrained, though the panelists agreed not to engage in personal attacks.

« Disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep. A question which was explicitly
asked three times was whether anyone on the panel agreed with concern 12, thereby disagreeing with
the premise that domestic sheep transmit disease to bighorn sheep on the rangefin the wild. Despite
repeated opportunities to do so, none of the panelists stated agreement with concern 12. Dr. Glen
Weiser, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center, stated that transmission is recognized, but
hard physical data are lacking for field transmission. Dr. Alton Ward, Caine Veterinary Teaching and
Research Center, also noted that proof of transmission in range conditions is lacking. Panelists offered
a variety of reasons why these data are unavailable:

- Protocols for field epidemiclogy. Foreyt said that he has asked for a protocol for studying
disease transmission in the field, but so far no one has been able to offer one. During die-offs in
free-ranging conditions, researchers don't have the opportunity to collect pre- and post-disease
event samples. In addition, pathogens may have changed, even if a researcher were able to collect
a sample for an individual that just succumbed to fibrinopurulent pneumonia. Weiser mentioned a
study in Montana, with help from Colorade, during which over 1,000 samples were collected. If a
die-off does occur, it may be possible to go back to the archived samples and trace the source.

- Failures in observations or in tools. Some people assume that, because contact between
domestic sheep and bighorn sheep was observed or suspected prior to an outbreak, epizootic was
“caused” by the contact. This assumption may be faulty. Likewise, a lack of physical evidence
could result from faulty lab analysis: inconsistency among technicians in processing samples, focus
on cerlain pathogens at the expense of others, and limits in technology. There was discussion
about phenotypic and genotypic bases for studying pathogens and whether the tocls being used
could adequately answer the questions.

- Standards of “proof.” One question was raised repeatedly: What would constitute sufficient
proof? Although disease transmission from domestic to bighorn sheep under field conditions has
not been unequivocally demonstrated by a controlled experimental study, this phenomenon also
has not been disproved by experimental study. A panelist stated that the burden of proof lay with
both parties. If research is published in a peer-reviewed journal and has not been duplicated and
shown to have different results, then it generally stands. If another researcher disagrees with the
findings, that researcher generally designs a different study and publishes the results. According to
several panelists, when assessing transmission of disease in other species or human, this amount
of circumstantial evidence is considered sufficient to make management decisions. They agreed
that more research is needed but that basic preventive actions are warranted. Dr. Mark Drew,
Idaho Department of Agriculture/ldaho Department of Fish and Game, also commented that not all
research is published. In Oregon, there were two well-documented cases where animals were
tested prior to mixing. After mixing, those bighorns died. A manuscript was drafted, but it was never
published. Dr. Sri Srikumanan, Washington State University, read an excerpt from Ward et al.
(1997, pp. 555-556; see Appendix C of this document) stafing that nose-to-nose contact has
resulted in transmission of Pasteurella haemolytica from domestic to bighorn sheep, based on
findings reported by D.L. Hunter and A.C.S. Ward (unpublished).

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Panel Meeting ]
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- Proper diagnostic focus. In the field, many opportunities may have been missed to analyze the
cause of pneumonia because people assumed that the pneumonia resulted from contact. In Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

addition, opportunities may have been missed in the lab where analyzes have focused on certain
organisms. These analyses cannot rule out that organisms are shared by both species, only that
the organisms assessed were not shared. Stress has been mentioned as a potential factor, but a
study by Miller showed no relationship between cortisol levels and death from pneumonia.

Based on what she heard during the discussion, Hayman drafted four statements and asked panelists to
assess them for accuracy and agreement. She reminded panelists that consensus was not required. It was
important that Rainville understood areas of agreement, areas of disagreement, and information supporting
each. Panelists revised the statements as follows. The strikethrough typeface indicates verbiage that was
removed, while underlined information was added to the original statement during subsequent discussion.

1) Scientific observation and field studies demonstrate that “contact” between domestic and sheep and
bighorn sheep is possible under range conditions. This contact ereates-a-increases risk of subsequent
bighorn sheep mortality and reduced recruitment. due primarily o respiratory disease. [later
renumbered as 1a.)

2) The complete range of mechanisms/causal agents that lead to epizootic disease events cannot be
conclusively proven at this point. [later renumbered as 1b.]

3) Given the previous two statements, it is prudent to undertake management that-minimizes-to prevent
contact between these species. [later renumbered as 1c.]

4) Not all bighorn sheep epizootic disease events can be attributed to contact with domestic sheep. [later
renumbered as 2.]

Concerns 14 and 15
14. Failure to address significance of bighorn behavior and social patterns that contributes to their natural
susceplibility to disease.

15. Failure to evaluate the potential for disease transmission through inter-population movements of
bighorns when assessing risk for allotments on the east side of the Forest.

Concern 14 confused two issues—behavior and genetic susceptibility to disease. Statement 4 was
mentioned as possibly addressing this issue. It was noted that groups of ewes tend to be insular, while
rams move more widely across the landscape. Rather than determining whether this concern was
addressed implicitly in one of the four existing statements, panelists decided to draft an explicit statement
about bighorn sheep behavior. Their efforts resulted in the following two statements. Because the first
addressed aggregation and the second about dispersal, panelists believed that both were necessary.

5) Gregarious behavior of bighorn sheep and domestic sheep may exacerbate potential for disease
introduction and transmission. [later renumbered as 3.]

6) Dispersal, migratory, and exploratory behaviors of individual bighorn sheep traveling between
populations may exacerbate potential for disease introductions and transmission. [later renumbered
asd)]

Panelists commented that concern 15 went into a level of detail on allotments that was inappropriate for

them to discuss at this time. It did, however, point out the need for more data (VHF and GPS, daytime and

nighttime) on movements and locations of bighorn and domestic sheep, especially on the east side of the
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Forest. This need was recorded on a flip chart of suggested actions (see Appendix D for all flip chart

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

Concerns 26 through 29

26. Failure to address how the factors of transplantation, human contacts, and sedation for transport may
be precursors to disease problems.

27. Failure to address how the effects of fire may be precursors to disease problems.

28. Failure to address how excessive or unseasonable rains and snows, and extremes of heat and cold
may be precursors to disease problems.

Panelists decided that other factors needed to be addressed but not spotlighted. Some felt that statement 4
addressed the concerns, but others felt that this concern also warranted an explicit statement. The main
concern in drafting the statement was articulating whether factors could be controlled or managed. In some
cases, such as fire, resource managers might want to manage a factor in some situations but not in others.
Those management decisions had to be left to the discretion of the Forest. Panelists agreed to the
following statement:

7) There are factors (e.q.. franslocation, habitat improvement, harvest, weather, nutrition, fire, interspecies

competition. and predatlon; some that can be managed {e-g-ranslocation-habitat-improvement:
harvest}-and some Ihat cannot that tmnﬂuence blghorn sheep papulahon wablllty ihene-a;emhef

pepulaﬂen#labﬁhly—[later renumbered as 5 ]
Concern 24

24. Question whether the bighorns could be carriers of disease, and that transplanting introduces new
pathogens into their own herds.

This concern was adequately addressed by statement 4.

Concern 25
| 25 Failure to address whether bighorn sheep could be carrying disease to domestic sheep herds. ]

This concern was deemed as outside the scope of the Chief's request, somewhat addressed by statement
2, and irrelevant to the viability of bighorn sheep populations.
Concern 16 through 19

16. Failure to include references that the same viral and bacterial pathogens in bighorn sheep are also
commonly found in domestic sheep bands.

17. Failure to acknowledge a Pasteurella strain unique to bighorn sheep.

18. Failure to include references that bacteria in the family Pasteurellaceae have been found in bighorn
sheep herds regardless of no known, or suspected, contact with domestic sheep.

19. Underestimates risk of disease in bighorns because it is limited to projections based solely on direct
contact with domestics in 23 allotments.

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Panel Meeling 8
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Concerns 17 and 19 were addressed in statement 4. Panelists discussed the uncertainty of whether
Mannheimia haemolytica is a result or trigger. It was also mentioned that some pathogens can be both
primary and secondary when the immune response is reduced. Uncertainty also exists about stressors
such as marginal nutrition, weather, dust, and others. Rainville commented that a statement specifically
mentioning Pasteurella would be helpful since that is what lay people hear about. Panelists drafted
statement 8 to meet that suggestion.

8) Pasteurellaceae, other bacteria, viruses. and other agents may occur in the-rermat-flera-ofhealthy,
free-ranging bighorn sheep. [later renumbered as 6.]

Concern 35

! 35. Failure to address the effects of predation on bighorn sheep.

Panelists believed that the issue of predation was related to population viability but not disease
transmission. Given the percentage of losses to predation, this factor has more impact than some of the
other factors. On the other hand, predation may be a cause of death for individuals weakened by other
faclors. The issue can be complex. Collar data may help fill a gap in information about the impacts of
predation to these populations. Panelists decided to add predation as a factor in statement 7 (above).

Concerns 33 and 34

33, Failure fo draw more extensively from studies by Garde et al.
34. Failure fo cite studies from the University of Idaho Caine Velerinary Research and Teaching Center.

Hayman provided copied and bound literature recommended by panelists (including Garde, Ward and
Weiser, among many others). The USFS will retain two of three binders, and Hayman will retain the last
copy in case people request copies of specific articles later. A bibliography will be made available for
anyone interested in what this panel thought was the relevant literature (see Appendix C).

Concern 30

30. Question about factors related to the success and failure of translocations, other than proximity to
domestic sheep, which were considered and measured in the analysis.

Dr. Kim Keating, U.S. Geological Survey wildlife ecologist, summarized other factors affecting the success
of translocations, as reported by Frank Singer. Other faclors were assessed during the study and could be
discussed in the risk analysis report. However, those factors had not been highlighted, given the disease
transmission focus on the risk analysis.

Concern 31

31. Disagree with finding that removal, rather than separation, is the only remedy to reduce risk of disease
transmission on the Payetie National Forest.

This concern is addressed in statement 3. Rainville requested that the panel brainstorm management
strategies for preventing contact, if time permitted.

Summary of the November 2, 2006, Science Panel Meeting
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Concern 32

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

32. Failure to discuss how the separated populations of domestic and bighorn sheep populations have
helped the health of bighorn populations in the long term.

Dr. Michael Miller, Colorado Division of Wildlife, said that a paper in press may provide a framework on
these kinds of analysis (measuring the effects of preventive actions). It will be published in December in
Ecological Applications, and he will provide the information to Rainville. Connor et al. also provides an
example of how one might go about evaluating preventative actions. The Singer paper (see the reference
list in the risk analysis report) showed that translocations are 50% more likely fo fail if domestic sheep are
in the area. Any fish and game agency that translocates bighorn sheep in the vicinity of allotments needs to
assess the wisdom of this action.

Panelists also discussed the amount of time and number of replicates necessary to evaluate actions.
Changes in the populations may not be seen for some time since recruitment is affected for several years
by a disease event. Rainville commented that population viability is the larger issue but disease
transmission is the surrogale for addressing it. She asked for any literature talking about long-term
responses (or lack thereof). Panelists were encouraged to provide her with any literature about rates of
recovery.

Concern 19

19. Underestimates risk of disease in bighorns because it is limited to projects based solely on direct
contact with domestics in 23 allotments.

This issue was related to viability since the planning unit is the Forest itself. Forest staff have coordinated
with surrounding National Forests on the issue. Panelists agreed that statements 5 and 6 about movement
might stimulate consideration of a broader scope. "

Concern 20

20. Failure to completely highlight the various levels of a “more limited contact,” i.e., fraces of just-trailed
domestics, use of domestic goats for weed control, propensity of some bighorns to wander widely, etc.

When asked about information provided to the expert panel, Waters said that Pete Grinde, Payette National
Forest, had presented an overview of grazing practices and management of domestic sheep on Payette
National Forest allotments and been available throughout the day to answer questions about livestock
management on these allotments. This information could be added fo the risk analysis report. Panelists
agree that management needs to be monitored and enforced, especially if management actions are
implemented. Otherwise, the success/failure of these actions is impossible to evaluate. Regarding current
permittees, Grinde commented that three of the four are outstanding. To guard against wolves, these
permittees have two people per band and use guard and herding dogs. Grinde said there were two
separate instances, totaling about 150 head, of lost or missing sheep separated from the rest of the
permitted bands at some point during their time on the Payette National Forest allotments. Sheep that stray
likely don't last long due to predation. If Wildlife Services are notified immediately upon finding a kill, they
can determine the cause of death.
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Concern 21

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

| 21. Failure to address concerns over driveways in risk ratings. |

It was mentioned that the statements didn't address domestic goats. Although no goats are under permit for
weed control on the Forest, goats are occasionally used for packing by recreationists. Panelists decided to
note that references to domestic sheep also include domestic goats. The statements should also note that
goats are not currently an issue on the Payette National Forest. Foreyt reported that mountain goats and
bighorn sheep have been penned together with no trouble. On the range, they avoid each other.

Concern 23

23. Failure to acknowledge that there are many documented cases of die-offs in bighorn sheep that have
no reported contact with domestic sheep.

This concern was addressed in statement 4.

Concern 22

22. Disagree with characterization of die-offs—believe that the record shows frequent, significant losses of
lambs that should be characterized as die-offs.

The phrase “and reduced recruitment” was added o statement 1 to address this issue.

Concern 37
| 37. Disagree with assertion that there is no data on disease transmission from Salmon River Mountains. |

Drew reported that the IDFG has considerable information, but many of the health assessments were
conducted farther upriver. Others interpreted the concern as being about the lack of data in the risk
analysis. Waters responded that the report did include documentation, mostly from the IDFG. Nowhere in
the document was it asserted that data were lacking.

Concern 8 (in Population Subcategory)
| 8. Disagree with finding that Salmon River meta-populations are not at risk from domestic sheep. |

This issue was viewed as being similar to concern 37. The Salmon River metapopulation was addressed in
the risk analysis. Panelists did wonder about the movement of bighorn sheep (especially rams) between
the two metapopulations, given the continuous availability of habitat. They talked about potential barriers,
but little was known. Schommer showed on the map where, with greater numbers, the two metapopulations
could and would likely connect and interact. This discussion further emphasized the need for telemetry
data. Dr. Ben Gonzales, California Department of Fish and Game, believed that the risk to metapopulations
in Hells Canyon and in the Salmon River mountains was understated in the report. According to the scale
of the maps provided and the distances fraveled by GPS-collared rams, it is possible, if not probable, that
rams could expose the different ewe groups throughout the range. Resources aside, if there are limited
objective data on ram movements, management of bighorn/domestic interactions should be conservative.
Likewise, Schommer believed there was probably more movement and connection than indicated in the
document.
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Concern 5 (in Habitat Subcategory)

5. Failure to address the effects of high elk numbers grazing in bighorn winter range in the Payette
National Forest on bighomn sheep.

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

Panelists decided to add interspecies competition as a factor to statement 7. Schommer mentioned that the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife monitors elk in Hells Canyon. The numbers are about 70% to 75%
of the agency's management objectives. Radio-collar studies on elk numbers show a huge impact of
cougars on calf survival. He didn't see much overlap in wintering habitat.

Concern 38 and 40 (in Livestock Management Subcategory)

38. Question accuracy of the statement that bighorn sheep come into contact with the domestic sheep
herds on the Payette (believe contact is unlikely and preventable due to herding)

40. Failure to include in the risk assessment that ewes are bred on the Curren Hill and Victor-Look
allotments during late summer/early fall.

Panelists were asked whether they agreed that contact between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep occurs
under range or other conditions (concern 38). With no voiced disagreement that contact can occur, the
ensuing discussion focused on management to minimize contact between the two species and
development of management practices to do so. Panelists agreed that management to minimize contact
was possible, but it would require help from sheepherders as well. Garde reiterated that other factors of
contact were less important than the magnitude of the consequence. She sought information on what was
required before domestic sheep were placed on allotments and when they were out there.

The phrases “is possible” and “under range conditions” were added to statement 1. This statement was
also broken into two sentences. Panelists discussed whether to change “increases risk” to “can increase
risk.” Most panelists believed that “increases risk” was accurate: the risk may be very small but it is not
zero. Dr. Anette Rink, Nevada Department of Agriculture, dissented and preferred “can increase risk”
because it didn't imply that any contact will result in disease transmission. Panelists also determined that
the first three statements were related and should be renumbered as 1a, 1b, and 1c.

Suggested Management Strategies

Hayman reminded panelists that an item raised to discuss further if time permitted was possible
management strategies to prevent contact between domestic and bighorn sheep. Garde had mentioned
some strategies earlier in the day, so Hayman asked her fo reiterate management actions regarding
domestic sheep in British Columbia.

Garde said that, before any sheep are allowed on the range, the Ministry of the Environment considers the
risks and mitigates for those to promote high-health flocks. Based on identified risks, such actions include
inspecting for hoof rot, other foot problems, abscesses, parasites, blue tongue (location dependent), and
body condition. In addition, sheep are vaccinated, lambs are weaned, and all are identified and subject to
an isolation protocol. There are also regulations pertaining to the ratio of herders, guard dogs, and herding
dogs to sheep. Once on the range, sheep must be penned at night. These protocols are applicable
province-wide, not just in bighorn sheep habitat. Costs are borne by the producers, without government
subsidies, but producers buy in because the protocols protect their own sheep since these are mixed flocks
being used for clear-cut management on public lands. One panelist noted that die-offs have occurred in
captivity after bighorn sheep were penned with apparently healthy domestic sheep. Therefore, these
actions to ensure the health of domestic sheep may not eliminate pneumania die-offs in bighorn sheep. It
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Comments Responses
was also noted that, although these measures are appropriate for BC flocks, a state-specific protocol
should be developed that identifies local management strategies (flock health practices, closed vs. open Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
flocks, etc.) and mitigation for diseases of local concemn.

Several other management actions were also suggested:
« Not allowing breeding or lambing on the range
* Trucking rather than frailing in some situations

« Timing turn-in and turn-out to avoid overlap with known, occupied bighomn sheep ranges (an action
requiring an understanding of wild sheep movements)

* Managing at night (through penning or other measures)

» Removing wild sheep in contact with domestic sheep (an action requiring rapid response from
management agencies and herders)

« Removing/eliminating stragglers to prevent their grouping up with bighorn sheep (an action requiring a
higher ratio of herders and dogs to sheep as well as a regular account of sheep and their movements)

e Marking sheep with bells or markings

Meeting Evaluation

Panelists were given the opportunity o evaluate the effectiveness of the meeting and make final remarks.
Overall, panels were pleased with the interchange of ideas. They felt that the discussion during the meeting
paved the way for a mare collaborative approach. Although the meeting was held primarily to serve
Rainville's immediate purpose, participants felt that it served a broader context. Several panelists hoped
that the open and frank discussion could lead to a new direction in research. Specific research needs
mentioned during the evaluation included not just looking at Pasteurella but also at other bacteria, viruses,
and agents, assessing techniques used in domestic animal research, and adapting them for use on this
issue. Laboratory scientists were also encouraged to let field scientists know what more they needed.
Hayman was commended for processing the information in advance and focusing the meeting. Rink
encouraged people fo read the Wyoming management plan, which she thought could be adapted to other
states. She added that all states with a lot of or mostly federally managed lands conduct the conflict with
more adversity than Wyoming did due to that state's approach with private property rights. Keating
mentioned the importance of continuing to study population structure and how bigharn sheep behave on
the landscape. Management is important and cannot wait for epidemiological answers.

Closing Remarks

Rainville made several closing remarks. She was impressed with the open and honest exchange of
information. She felt that the panel had met the objectives of the meeting, and she and the Payette National
Forest now had excellent ideas on how to address the issues. She thanked panelists for the additional
information that they provided. A key outcome was the eight statements that addressed the concerns and
issues that came from the 67 comments from diverse interests. Rainville had not anticipated that outcome
but greatly appreciated it. She hoped that the forum was also useful for the panelists.

Rainville emphasized that the USFS is methodical and has a process to follow. The risk analysis was the
first step, and it is too early to begin making decisions regarding allotments. She undersiands that lifigation
is possible, but she'd like to show progress to avoid such litigation. She is interested in the Wyoming plan,
and in exploring this with ldaho Fish and Game.
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Rainville expressed her concern about panelists changing their minds about the statements, especially
given that the meeting summary will be a public document and panelists are representatives of their Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

agencies and organizations.
Hayman thanked the panelists and observers and adjourned the meeting.

Attendees

Meeting Administration
Suzanne Rainville, U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest, Forest Supervisor
Susan Hayman, North Country Resources, Inc.
Natalie Chavez, Chavez Writing & Editing, Inc.
Science Panelists
Dr. Mark Drew, Idaho Department of Agriculture/ldaho Department of Fish and Game
Dr. Bill Foreyt, Washington State University, Department of Veterinary Microbiology and Pathology
Dr. Elena Garde, Ministry of the Environment-British Columbia
Dr. Ben Gonzalez, California Department of Fish and Game
Dr. Dave Jessup, California Department of Fish and Game
Dr. Kim Keating, U.S. Geological Survey, Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center
Dr. Michael Miller, Colorado Division of Wildlife
Dr. Anette Rink, Nevada Department of Agriculture
Dr. Sri Srikumanan, Washington State University, Department of Veterinary Microbiology and
Pathology
Dr. Al Ward, University of Idaho, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center
Dr. Glen Weiser, University of Idaho, Caine Veterinary Teaching and Research Center
Observers
Rick Forsman, U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest
Pete Grinde, U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest
Mark Hilliard, Bureau of Land Management
Clint McCarthy, U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest
Tim Schommer, U.S. Forest Service
Patti Soucek, U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest, Forest Planner
Jeff Waters, U.S. Forest Service
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Appendix A—Agenda
Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

Science Panel Discussion
November 2, 2006

USGS/Bureau of Reclamation Office
230 Collins Road, Boise ID

Meeting Objectives:

1) Clarify the science-based concemns regarding the Risk Analysis of Disease Transmission between
Domestic Sheep and Bighomn Sheep on the Payette National Forest (February 6, 2006).

2) Allow panelists to provide additional science-based information regarding disease transmission and

its risk of occuming on the Payette National Forest that the Forest Supervisor should consider in
conjunction with the Risk Analysis.

Meeting Prework:
1) Read the Risk Analysis and note any specific areas of concem for discussion.

2) Review, and be prepared 1o discuss, the abstract of the science-based comments received during
the comment period for the Risk Analysis.

3) Provide one copy each of up to five separate scientific documents that you personally feel are
crifical o the analysis and discussion. Please provide this to the facilitator by October 20,
2006.

4) Provide a bibliography of other key literature that you think the Forest Supervisor should consider
in conjunction with the Risk Analysis.
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Agenda
Time Topic Process [ Product
&30am. Opening Information
= Welcome and introduclions
— Patlie Soucek, Payette Forest Planner
= Meeting purpose and oulcomes
- Suzanne Rainville, Payette Forest Supervisor
= Meeling overview
- Susan Hayman, Facilitator
9.00a.m. Process review Information,
= Overview of the 3-slep decision process Faciiaon Dicclission
- Pattie Soucek
*=  Methed of determining risk
- Jeff Waters, Forest Service Wildlife Biologist
= Clarifying Q&A on processes and procedures
- Panelisls
9:30 am. Specific science-based concerns with the Risk Analysis Information,
(A 15-minute = Concerns identified during the comment peried Faiatet! Diecuselon
break will be .
taken during = Concerns brought forward by the meeting
this segment) participants
= Discussion of the compelling scientific literature
related to specific concerns
11:30am. | LUNCH (lo be brought in)
1230pm Specific concerns with the Risk Analysis (cont'd) Information, _
(A15-minute Facilitated Discussion
break will be Product: Complete fist of spedific
taken during science-based concems and related
this segment) key scientific findings
400 p.m. Mext steps, closing remarks - Suzanne Rainville
430pm. Adjourn
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Comments

Appendix B—Comments to Address
Synthesized from the “Abstract of Comments,” and grouped by topic areas

Habitat

1.

[E I S X

Failure to document the extent of high quality, unoccupied habitat and historical bighorn range within
the Hells Canyon Area.

Disagree with potential bighorn habitat listed in Figure 1, page 37 of the report.
Report underestimates the extent of the area affected by the Smith Mountain Sheep Allotment.
Failure to provide information on the quality of bighorn sheep habitat in the area.

Failure to address the effects of high elk numbers grazing in bighorn winter range in the Payette
National Forest on bighorn sheep.

Population

6.

10.

1.

Critical of the lack of documentation of “abundant” populations of bighorn sheep prior to the
commencement of domestic grazing in the 1800's.

The population status evaluation is flawed.
Disagree with finding that Salmon River meta-populations are not at risk from domestic sheep.

Inaccurately describes the amount of bighorn sheep habitat contained within the five allotments
associated with the Shirts Brothers.

The positive annual growth numbers for bighorn sheep in Hells Canyon do not take into account the
large number of bighorn reintroductions that have taken place.

Failure to discuss why it is necessary to adopt any management changes when the Hells Canyon
meta-population has increased over the last 30+ years.

Disease/Mortality

12.

13.

14,

Disagree with the premise that domestic sheep transmit disease to bighorn sheep on the rangefin the
wild. Report conclusions based on circumstantial evidence, rather than in any scientifically verifiable
way.

Disagree that the risk of disease can be evaluated in a quantitative manner when the specific
mechanisms for transmitting disease have been difficult to document outside of clinical settings.
Failure to address significance of bighorn behavior and social patterns that contributes to their natural
susceptibility to disease.

. Failure to evaluate the potential for disease transmission through inter-population movements of

bighorns when assessing risk for allotments on the east side of the Forest.

. Failure to include references that the same viral and bacterial pathogens in bighorn sheep are also

commonly found in domestic sheep bands.

. Failure to acknowledge a Pasteurella strain unique to bighorn sheep.
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20.

21.
22,

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

3.

pury

32,

33.
34,
35.
36.

37.

Comments

. Failure to include references that bacteria in the family Pasteurellaceae have been found in bighomn

sheep herds regardless of no known, or suspected, contact with domestic sheep.

. Underestimates risk of disease in bighorns because it is limited to projections based solely on direct

contact with domestics in 23 allotments.

Failure to completely highlight the various levels of a “more limited contact,” i.e. fraces of just-trailed
domestics, use of domestic goats for weed control, propensity of some bighorns to wander widely, etc.

Failure to address concerns over driveways in risk ratings.

Disagree with characterization of die-offs — believe that the record shows frequent, significant losses of
lambs that should be characterized as die-offs.

Failure to acknowledge that there are many documented cases of die-offs in bighorn sheep that have
no reported contact with domestic sheep.

Question whether the bighorns could be carriers of disease, and that transplanting introduces new
pathogens into their own herds,

Failure to address whether bighorn sheep could be carrying disease to domestic sheep herds.

Failure to address how the factors of transplantation, human contacts, and sedation for tfransport may
be precursors to disease problems.

Failure to address how the effects of fire may be precursors to disease problems.

Failure to address how excessive or unseasonable rains and snows, and extremes of heat and cold
may be precursors to disease problems.

Failure to address how nutritional shortages may be precursors to disease problems.

Question about factors related to the success and failure of translocations, other than proximity to
domestic sheep, which were considered and measured in the analysis.

Disagree with finding that removal, rather than separation, is the only remedy to reduce risk of disease
transmission on the Payette National Forest.

Failure to discuss how the separated populations of domestic and bighorn sheep populations have
helped the health of bighorn populations in the long term.

Failure to draw more extensively from studies by Garde et al.
Failure to cite studies from the University of Idaho Caine Veterinary Research and Teaching Center.
Failure to address the effects of predation on bighorn sheep.

Failure to discuss the relationship between the reintroduction of wolves and the resultant change in
bighorn sheep behavior, keeping the bighorn sheep at higher elevations and, effectively, keeping
domestic and bighorn sheep apart.

Disagree with assertion that there is no data on disease transmission from Salmon River Mountains.

Livestock Management

Responses

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

38. Question accuracy of the statement that bighorn sheep come into contact with the domestic sheep
herds on the Payette (believe contact is unlikely and preventable due to herding)
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39. Failure to adequately evaluate the risk of contact between domestic and bighorn sheep for allotments
on the east side of the Payetie National Forest Attachment to Letter O6, not acomment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

40. Failure to include in the risk assessment that ewes are bred on the Curren Hill and Victor-Look
allotments during late summer/early fall.

Viability Analysis
41. Failure to define population viability for bighorn sheep.

42. Disagree with conclusion that demestic sheep grazing in the Smith Mountain and Curren Mountain
allotments would not threaten the viability of bighorn populations north of Hells Canyon.

43, Disagree with all findings on “viability” due to the inadequacy on analyzing for viability in the report. The
report cannot reach conclusions about long-term viability without performing a viability analysis.

Risk Analysis Process

44, No qualified veterinarian with knowledge of domestic sheep included on the expert panel.

45. No rangeland professionals were included on the expert panel.

46. No one knowledgeable in domestic sheep behavior or management was included on the expert panel.

47. Failure to provide expert panel with information regarding livestock rotations or herding practices on the
allotments in question.

48. Disagree with the Forest Service conducting a risk analysis rather than a viability analysis as directed
in the appeal decision, and lack of information in the report to document why this was done.

49. Believe analysis was really an analysis of the “risk of contact” rather than a "risk of disease
fransmission.”

50. Failure to conduct a risk assessment for the Surdam allotment.
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Appendix C—Panelists’ Key Literature References, Compiled October 30, 2006
Attachment to Letter O6, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
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Appendix D—Flip Charts

1)
2)

3

Risk Analysis:
3 Components

Literature review

Review and analysis of information on
known bighorn sheep populations
(including those adjacent to Forest)

risk of disease transmission (expert panel)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Scientific observation and field studies
demonstrate that “contact” between
domestic and sheep and bighorn sheep is
possible under range conditions. This
contact ereates-a-increases risk of
subsequent bighorn sheep mortality and
reduced recruitment, due primarily 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 that
minimizes-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 infroduction and transmission.

6)

7)

8)

Dispersal, migratory, and exploratory
behaviors of individual bighorn sheep
traveling between populations may
exacerbate potential for disease
introductions and transmission.

There are factors (e.q., translocation,
habitat improvement, harvest, weather,
nutrition, fire, interspecies competition, and
predation), some that can be managed

haﬁésl}and some that cannot, that te
influence bighorn sheep population

viability. There-are-otherfactors{e-g-fire;
ey : 9 M

i inf :
WWW } i O
Pasteurellacae, other bacteria, viruses,
and other agents may occur in the-nermal
flera-of-healthy, free-ranging bighomn
sheep.

2)

3)

Bin
Can viability be determined on a Forest-
wide basis?

Suggest management strategies for
preventing contact

—monitoring of management
Literature regarding rate of recovery

Missing [from Risk Analysis]
Other pathogens

Case definitions for contact

Magnitude of the negative outcome (level
of consequence)

Check out other models for risk
assessment (Elena)
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Comments
Suggested Actions
1) Telemetry data on Salmon River 5) Need data on domestic and bighorn sheep
metapopulations, especially at potential movements (telemetry VHFIGPS;
interface of Hells Canyon/Salmon River day/night)
popukations 6) Encourage evaluation/monitoring of
2) Note: There may be additional factors beforefafter data in future bighorn sheep
beyond disease transmission affecting management (#32) (Mike Miller to provide
bighorn sheep populations. Connor et al. article on how you might do
3) More robust assessment of risk of contact this)
(lack of quantitative information) —long-term, takes awhile for positive
4) Check out other methodologies for change/recovery
assessment from Elena survival, recruitment, as well as lamb
ratios
7) Include current management of domestic
livestock in analysis information (provided,
but not included in report)
Suggestions: Management Strategies
1) Provisions/protocols for what needs to 5) Night-time management (e.g., penning)
g]ccur:efore domestic sheep are put on 6) Removing wild sheep in contact with
€ range domestic sheep (quickly)
—with adaptive management 7) Removeleliminate straggling domestic
—risk analysis specific sheep from range
—(see Elena's paper) 8) Regular accounting of sheep/movements
2) Don't breed or lamb on range 9) Requirements for herding experience, ratio
3) Trucking instead of trailing in some of hgrders o shet;p, guartidogs to sheep,
circumstances herding dogs to sheep, e
4) Timing of turning sheep infout on allotment 1) Marksitecp iy merkers/ells

so that not an overlap with bighorn sheep
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

12/14/06

Greg Yuncevich

Field Manager, Cottonwood Field Office
Bureau of Land Management

1 Butte Dr.

Cottonwood, ID 83522

RE: Proposed RMP/Draft EIS for the Cottonwood Field Office
Dear Mr. Yuncevich:

Please accept the following comments on management of bighorn sheep as part of the
comments on the proposed RMP/draft EIS for the Cottonwood Field Office on behalf of
The Wilderness Society (TWS). TWS has long been involved in management decisions
affecting Bighorn Sheep in Idaho, and we appreciate vour consideration of our
comments. As you revise and make changes to the proposed RMP, there are several
concerns related to the management of bighorn sheep that should be considered.

Currently, the Payette National Forest is in the process of implementing a management
plan that addresses the conflict between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep. Specifically,
the Payette Forest conducted a risk analyses that focused on disease transmission between
bighorn sheep and domestic sheep.’

The report by the Department of Agriculture concluded that there is a substantial body of
scientific evidence that documents the devastating effects that disease transmission from
domestic sheep and goats can have on wild populations of bighom sheep. Furthermore,
the study went on to state that in order for bighorn sheep populations to survive, the two
species need to be kept separate from one another.

The report made the following conclusions about the relationship between the two
species: “l) when in close contact, domestic sheep commonly transmit diseases to
bighorn sheep; 2) some of these diseases (e.g., Pasteurellosis or pneumonia) resultin
mortality of large portions of bighom sheep herds and cause depressed recruitment for
vears, and thus have significant impacts on bighorn sheep population dynamies; and 3)

! http:#www fs fed us/rd/payette/publications/big_hom/bighorn final.pdf. This link will take you to the
full report that was published in February of 2006 by the Department of Agriculture.
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bighorn sheep and domestic sheep must be kept separated if one of the management goals .
is to maintain viable populations of bighorn sheep.” O7-1: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-31.

The report makes it clear that any physical contact between bighorn sheep and domestic O7-2: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-31.
sheep can be potentially fatal to bighorn populations. As a result, any potential physical

contact between the two species must be avoided. 0O7-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-31.
O7-1
The results of this report indicate that 1f the goal of the Cottonwood BLM field office is
to maintain a healthy population of bighorn sheep, then they must take every possible
measure necessary to ensure that the two species do not come into contact with each
other. Anything less will jeopardize the future of the bighomn sheep population in the
Cottonwood FO and potentially the Payette National Forest.

Recommendation: We are encouraged by the fact that the BLM has proposed to ban
sheep grazing in some portions of the field office, but we believe that additional measures
and analysis are necessary for the Cottonwood Field Office to meet their management
objectives. Limiting domestic sheep grazing up the Salmon River to Graves Creek is a
good first step, but additional risk analysis similar to what was done on the Payette
National Forest is necessary to ascertain whether further elimination of domestic sheep
0r7-2 grazing permits is necessary.

We recommend that the Cottonwood Field Office conduct a risk analysis that assesses the
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that all domestic sheep grazing allotments could
have on bighorn populations, and that the results of the risk analysis be incorporated into
the RMP. A risk analysis would allow the BLM to make better informed decisions
regarding the domestic sheep grazing allotments. It would also aid the BLM in making
decisions to ensure that a viable population of bighorn sheep is maintained.

In order to meet the management objectives for bighom sheep, which requires the
separation of domestic sheep from bighorn sheep, any domestic sheep or goat grazing
allotment in occupied or known bighorn sheep habitat should be eliminated. The risk
analysis on the Payette NF concluded that separation of the two species is necessary in
order maintain viable populations of bighomn sheep, and therefore any grazing allotment
where there is a likelihood that the two species could come into contact with one another
O7-3]| should be eliminated.

Allowing domestic sheep grazing in an arsa where there is the potential for physical
contact with bighorn sheep negates the objective of maintaining a viable population of
bighorn sheep. The two species are incompatible, and the RMP needs to be forthright in
discussing it will ensure that bighorns and domestic sheep do not come into contact with
one another. Included in this, the BLM must reconcile the incompatibility of these two
species.

I hope that you will seriously consider our recommendations and I look forward to seeing
how they are incorporated into the proposed RMP. Thank you for your time.

June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS U-216



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

Comments Responses
Pradey Brooks
Regional Censervation Associate
The Wildemess Soctety, [daho Regional Office
(208) 343-8153 ext. 18
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Nov-28-2006 10:18am  From=
11/27/2886 17:89

11-1]

11-2

11-3]

Comments

T-832  P.002 F-343

2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE 82
RECE
George & Frances Alderson IWVED
112 Hilton Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21228 Nov 27 2006
BLM Conmoriwood
idaho 83522

November 21, 2006

Greg M. Yuncevich, Field Mansger
Bureau of Land Management
1 Butte Dr.
Cottonwood ID 83522
Re; Cottonwood Draft RMP
Dear Mr. Yuncevich:

Please include this ImasourmmmanLUnthedmﬂMandElSﬁwmﬂCmd
Field Office. 1(George) visited BLM lands in the Elk City area on a memotable trip in
the 19705, en route to visit a wilderness area on the Salmon River.

Wilderness characteristics: The draft RMP should be revised to address wilderness
characteristics in a few areas. One is the East Fork American River and Kirks Fork,
which are part of an interagency roadless area known on Forest Service land as the
Meadow Creek Inventoried Roadless Area. We share the concern expressed by Idahoans
that the wilderness character of this area was not properly studied in the 1980 BLM
wilderness inventory. The same concern applies to areas near Jol y.

identified by Idaho conservation groups in their comments. BLM has an obligation under
FLPMA to review the wilderness resource values of the land in the RMP process, and
this has not been done in the drafi.

ORVs: Lands near Elk City have been left open to cross-country ORYV traffic at all
seasons of the year. TMmmmndatndpuhoymdltshmﬂdberuplnwdbyrcguhnm
restricting ORV's to designated routes that can withstand their impacts without causing
loss of resource values.

Logging: The draft RMP contemplates logging on 40 percent of this planning area,
ostensibly for reduction of fire risk. 'ﬂu.uppmachlsﬂ! ndwsedmdpatmaliymom
costly than alternatives using prescribed firc and emphasi
management. Wep&mc;darlyu:scBLMtobarlusynsﬁ'ommadlﬂamWild&
Scenic River corridors and ACECs, as these have been identified for natural landscape
values.

Please keep us informed of further action on this RMP. Thank you for considering our
views.

Sincerely,

CC"O;E(&P Fraway fetrco—

Frances Alderson

Responses
11-1; Seeresponse to Comment Number O2-49.

[1-2: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-8.

11-3: Refer to the response to Comment Number 17-4.
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12-1

12-2

Comments
From: Dick Artley [DArtley @ connectwireless.us]

Posted At: Monday, November 20, 2006 8:47 PM
Conversation: Comments on the draft RMP/EIS
Posted To:
Subject:

e-mail comments
Comments on the drait RMP/EIS

November 20, 2006

BLM Cottonwood Field Office
ATTN: Draft RMP/EIS

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, ID 83522

Dear Cottonwood BLM Representative,
| appreciate the opportunity to comment on your flawed plan.

Before | begin my comments, | wish to introduce myself. | am recently retired from the
Nez Perce National Forest. Since 1980, | worked at the supervisor's office in
Grangeville. For 16 years before my retirement, | was the forest planner for the

forest. My primary duties in that position were:

« assure that all project were consistent with the forest plan standards,

« review each EA/DN, EIS/ROD and CE produced on the forest for legal consistency
before final line officer approval,

« team leader for each NEPA process for forest plan amendments, and

« serve as District Ranger NEPA advisor.

The Chief of the Forest Service recently named motorized recreation as one of the 5
major threats to the public land administered by the agency. | know. In my field trips,
| saw countless areas where 4-wheelers and motorcycles ruined foot and house trails.
Besides being a danger to foot traffic, these machines turned the trails into deep ruts
which turned into small, muddy creeks. The erosion was unthinkable. Your plan
proposes that the public land administered by the BLM around Elk City be open to open
to motorized vehicles year round. There isn't even a restriction to cross-country
travel. This is not land management.

Fuel reduction. People, you have spent too much time reading Bush's worthless
Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003. There are a few places where fuels should be
reduced ... in the urban-interface, within 300 feet of a structure. Even there, the real
fuels problem is not merchantable trees. The large trees shade and cool the ground,
and serve to reduce the hazard. The real problem is with grass, needles, twigs,

and Christmas tree-sized trees. Bush wants merchantable trees removed for a reason
other than fire. Guess why? | invite you to read the research findings of USFS fire
physicist Dr. Jack Cohen if you really want to discover how to protect human

11/28/2006

Responses

12-1: Under Alternatives B, C and D of the DRMP/EIS no cross

country travel would be allowed around Elk City.

[2-2: 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 al so 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 arein 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 awhole and is not lim-
ited to “ structure protection,” which iswhere a 300-foot dis-
tanceis effective. It isimportant 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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structures. See: <http://www.saveamericasforests.org/congress/Fire/Cohen.htm> Q. _
Outside of these urban interface areas, the vegetation and wildlife of the forest depend 12-3: See response to Comment Number 02-49.
|2-2| on wildfires, and wildfires depend on fuels. A forest without wildfires would die as a
self-sustaining forested ecosystem. The BLM plan must be changed to reduce fuels 12-4: Thank you for your comment.
where it is needed. Elsewhere, fires must not be suppressed ... just monitored.

Roadless public lands are a superb asset ... even if they never become wilderness study 12-5: Appendix C inthe DRMP/ EIS provides a description of

areas. They offer the best hunting, fishing, birding, hiking/camping etc. The public : - : e g « ;
knows this, and you know the public knows this. | find it astounding the draft BLM some of the cons de_ra_t'_ons for identifi f:a“ on _Of reﬂora_tl on
plan never even analyzed the roadless character of the roadless portions of Kirks Fork watersheds’. A definition of “restoration” will also bein-
and the East Fork of the American River. There are other very large contiguous i Ssar i i i
unroaded areas that are not even mentioned. What is your hidden agenda for cludedin the PRM P/FE.I S gI.o Y. YO!JI’ speuﬂg questions
123 diminishing the importance of these roadless areas? are correct in that identification of baseline conditions, natural
3 . . and human impacts on resource conditions and what are de-
Federal land management agencies (including the BLM) are required to dedicate . . L [P
significant resources to wilderness inventory. Such inventory begins with very sired resource objectives or conditions are the specific infor-
comprehensive analysis and protection of roadless areas. To allow the Wilderness mation needed to properly address “restoration” or “restore.”
characteristics of a roadless area to be destroyed or diminished is a clear violation of Specific resources have identified goals and objectives (desired

the Wilderness Act of 1964.

. conditions).

12- 4| In conclusion, the BLM draft plan (which schedules 38% of the public land acres) must
be managed for the public ... not corporate America. Stop trying to invent reasons to
log and road MY land.  On at least 80% of the land you administer, fire and fuels is not
it.

Also, be specific. The BLM and Forest Service have a favorite buzzword ...
restoration. Usually, it is used as an adjective ... restore this and restore that. To
correctly use the word "restore" or "restoration," there must be specific questions
answered each time. Anything needing restoration is currently in degraded
condition. Therefore, tell the public:

12-51 1) the exact resource that is degraded,

2) how the agency knows it is degraded,
3) the reasons it is degraded or how did it become degraded,
4) how long did it take to become degraded,
5) how long has the agency known about this degraded condition,
6) what will happen if nothing is done to reduce the degradation
7) what is being done to eliminate the source of the degradation

| trust that the re-write of your draft plan is an improvement over your existing draft
plan.

Sincerely,
Richard Artley

415 East North 2nd
Grangeville, Idaho 83530

11/28/2006
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Attachment to Letter 12, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
Back to Fire Alert Page

Key Points of Cohen's Paper

Introduction and Bulleted Points by Timothy Ingalshee, Ph.D.
Director, Western Fire Ecology Center
Eugene, Oregon

Introduction

Jack Cohen, research scientist at the Fire Sciences Laboratory in the Forest Service's Rocky
Mountain Research Station, presented the paper below at the Fire Economics Symposium in San
Diego, California on April 12, 1999, His research findings could potentially eliminate arguments
for increased public lands logging, road-building, and grazing as alleged means of protecting
private homes from wildfires.

In the context of the Quincy Library Group Rider, the Sierra Framework and ICBEMP regional
EISs, Helen Chenoweth's bill H.R. 1522, and literally dozens of timber sales billed as "fuels
reduction for fire protection” projects, the implications of Cohen's research are profound. Also,
some fear-based obstacles to the use of prescribed fire for habitat maintenance and ecosystem
restoration can be removed,

Key Points of Jack Cohen's Research Paper

Home ignitability, rather than wildland fuels, is the principal cause of home losses during
wildland/urban interface fires. Key items are flammable roofing materials (e.g. cedar
shingles) and the presence of burnable vegetation (e.g. ornamental trees, shrubs, wood
piles) immediately adjacent to homes.

Cohen's Structure Ignition Assessment Model (SIAM) indicates that intense flame fronts
(e.g. crown fires) will not ignite wooden walls at distances greater than 40 meters (approx.
130 feet) away. Field tests of experimental crown fires revealed that wooden walls can
successfully survive intense flame fronts from as close as 10 meters (approx. 30 feet)
away!

Current strategies for wildland fuel reduction may be inefficient and ineffective for
reducing home losses, for extensive wildland fuel reduction on public lands does not
effectively reduce home ignitability on private lands.

The so-called "wildland/urban interface zone" overgeneralizes and misrepresents the zone
of prime fire risk and fuel hazards: the home and its adjacent vegetation.

L]

Opportunities to use prescribed fire for the sake of ecosystem restoration may be greatly
enhanced in wildland/urban interface areas if home ignitability is reduced.

The primary and ultimate responsibility for home wildfire protection lies with private

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/congress/Fire/Cohen.htm 11/28/2006
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homeowners, not public land management agencies (or taxpayers).

Attachment to Letter 12, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

+ Given nonflammable roofs, Stanford Research Institute found that 95 percent of homes
survived where vegetation clearance of 10 to 18 meters was maintained around the homes.

Reducing the Wildland Fire Threat to
Homes: Where and How Much?

By Jack D. Cohen, Ph.D.
Research Physical Scientist
Rocky Mountain Research Station

Abstract Understanding how ignitions occur is critical for effectively mitigating home fire
losses during wildland fires. The threat of life and property losses during wildland fires is a
significant issue for Federal, state, and local agencies that have responsibilities involving homes
within and adjacent to wildlands. Agencies have shifted attention to communities adjacent to
wildlands through pre-suppression and suppression activities. Research for the Structure Ignition
Assessment Model (SIAM) that includes modeling, experiments, and case studies, indicates that
effective residential fire loss mitigation must focus on the home and its immediate surroundings.
This has significant implications for agency policy and specific activities such as hazard
mapping and fuel management.

The threat of life and property losses during wildland fires is a significant issue for Federal,
state, and local fire and planning agencies who must consider residential development within and
adjacent to wildlands. The 1995 USDA Forest Service Strategic Assessment of Fire
Management (USDA Forest Service 1995) lists five principal fire management issues. One of
those issues is the "loss of lives, property, and resources associated with fire in the
wildland/urban interface." The report further identifies "the management of fire and fuels in the
wildland/urban interface" as topic for further assessment. More than a Forest Service issue, the
National Wildland/Urban Interface Fire Protection Program, a multi-agency endeavor, has been
established for over a decade and is sponsored by the Department of Interior land management
agencies, the USDA Forest Service, the National Association of State Foresters, and the National
Fire Protection Association. This program also has an advisory committee associated with the
multi-agency National Wildfire Coordinating Group. These examples indicate that the wildland
fire threat to homes significantly influences fire management policies and suggests that this issue
has significant economic impacts through management activities, direct property losses and
associated tort claims.

The wildland fire threat to homes is commonly termed the wildland/urban interface (WUI) fire
problem. This and similar terms (e.g., wildland/urban intermix) refer to an area or location where
a wildland fire can potentially ignite homes. A senior physicist at the Stanford Research

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/congress/Fire/Cohen.htm 11/28/2006
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Institute, C.P. Butler (1974), coined the term "urban-wildland interface” and described this fire
problem as follows:

"In its simplest terms, the fire interface is any point where the fuel feeding a wildfire changes
from natural (wildland) fuel to man-made (urban) fuel. ...For this to happen, wildland fire must
be close enough for its flying brands or flames to contact the flammable parts of the structure."
In his definition, Butler provides important references to the characteristics of this problem. He
identifies homes ("urban") as potential fuel and indicates that the distance between the wildland
fire and the home ("close enough") is an important factor for structure ignition. How close the
fire is to a home relates to how much heat the structure will receive.

These two factors, the homes and fire proximity, represent the fuel and heat "sides" of the fire
triangle, respectively. The fire triangle--fuel, heat, and oxygen--represents the critical factors for
combustion. Fires burn and ignitions occur only if a sufficient supply of each factor is present.
By characterizing the home as fuel and the heat from flames and firebrands, we can describe a
home's ignitability. An understanding of home ignitability provides a basis for reducing potential
WUI fire losses in a more effective and efficient manner than current approaches.

Ignition and Fire Spread are a Local Process

Fire spreads as a continually propagating process, not as a moving mass. Unlike a flash flood or
an avalanche where a mass engulfs objects in its path, fire spreads because the locations along
the path meet the requirements for combustion. For example, C.P. Butler (1974) provides the
following 1848 account by Henry Lewis about pioneers being caught on the Great Plains during
a fire.

"...When the emigrants are surprised by a prairie fire, they mow down the grass on a patch of
land large enough for the wagon, horse, etc., to stand on. They then pile up the grass and light it.
The same wind which is sweeping the original fire toward them now drives the second fire away
from them. Thus, although they are surrounded by a sea of flames, they are relatively safe.
Where the grass is cut, the fire has no fuel and goes no further. In this way, experienced people
may escape a terrible fate.” It is important to note that the complete success of this technique
also relies on their wagons and other goods not igniting and burning from firebrands. This
account describes a situation that has similarities with the WU fire problem.

A wildland fire does not spread to homes unless the homes meet the fuel and heat requirements
sufficient for ignition and continued combustion. In the prairie fire situation, sufficient fuel was
removed (by their escape fire) adjacent to the wagons to prevent burning (and injury) and the
wagons were ignition resistant enough to not ignite and burmn from firebrands. Similarly, the
flammables adjacent to a home can be managed with the home's materials and design chosen to
minimize potential firebrand ignitions. This can occur regardless of how intensely or fast
spreading other fires are burning. Reducing WU fire losses must involve a reduction in the
flammability of the home (fuel) in relation to its potential severe-case exposure from flames and
firebrands (heat). The essential question remains as to how much reduction in flammables (e.g.,
how much vegetative fuel clearance) must be done relative to the home fuel characteristics to
significantly reduce the potential home losses associated with wildland fires.

Insights for Reducing Ignitions from Flames

Recent research provides insights for determining the vegetation clearance required for reducing
home ignitions. Structure ignition modeling, fire experiments, and WUI fire case studies provide
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a consistent indication of the fuel and heat required for home ignitions. The Structure Ignition
Assessment Model (SIAM) (Cohen 1995) assesses the potential ignitability of a structure related
to the WUI fire context. SIAM calculates the amount of heat transferred to a structure from a
flame source based on the flame characteristics and the flame distance from a structure. Then,
given this thermal exposure, SIAM calculates the amount of time required for the occurrence of
wood ignition and flaming (Tran and others 1992). Based on severe-case assumptions of flame
radiation and exposure time, SIAM calculations indicate that large wildland flame fronts (e.g.,
forest crown fires) will not ignite wood surfaces (e.g., the typical variety of exterior wood walls)
at distances greater than 40 meters (Cohen and Butler [In press]). Figure 1 illustrates this by
displaying the amount of heat a wall would receive from flames depending on its distance from
the fire (the incident radiant heat flux decreases as the distance increases). This figure also
displays the calculated time required for a wood wall to ignite depending on its distance from a
flame front of the given height and width. But the flame's burning time compared to the required
ignition time is important. If at some distance the fire front produces a heat flux sufficient to
ignite a wood wall, but the flaming duration is less than that required for ignition, then ignition
will not occur. For example, Figure 1 shows that at a distance of 40 meters, the radiant heat flux
is less than 20 kilowatts per square meter, which corresponds to a minimum ignition time of
greater than 10 minutes. Crown fire experiments in forests and shrublands indicate that the
bumning duration of these large flames is on the order of one minute at a specific location . This
is because these wildland fires depend on the rapid consumption of the fine dead and live
vegetation (e.g., forest crown fires).

Distance vs Incident Radiation
& Piloted Wood Ignition Time
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60 \ ] %0
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0 0
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Figure 1-- SIAM calculates the incident radiant heat flux (energy/uni hing a surface) and the
minimum time for piloted ignition (ignition with a small ignition flame or spark) as a function of distance for the

time

11/28/2006

Responses

Attachment to Letter 12, not a comment letter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.

June 2008

Cottonwood Field Office — Proposed RMP/Final EIS

U-225



Appendix U: Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/congress/Fire/Cohen. htm

Comments

given flame size. The flame is assumed to be a uniform, parallel plane, black body emitter.

Experimental fire studies associated with the International Crown Fire Modeling Experiment
(Alexander and others 1998) generally concur with the SIAM calculations. Data were obtained
from instrumented wall sections that were placed 10 meters from the forest edge of the crown
fire burn plots. Comparisons between SIAM calculations and the observed heat flux data
indicate that SIAM overestimates the amount of heat received . For example, the SIAM
calculated potential radiant heat flux for an experimental crown fire was 69 kW/sq meter as
compared to the measured maximum of 46 kW/sq meter. This is expected since SIAM assumes a
uniform and constant heat source and flames are not uniform and constant. Thus, the SIAM
calculations in Figure 1 for an arbitrary flame front represent a severe-case estimate of the heat
received and the potential for ignition. The distances in Figure 1 represent an upper estimate of
the separation required to prevent flame ignitions.

Past fire case studies also generally concur with SIAM estimates and the crown fire
observations. Analyses of southern California home losses done by the Stanford Research
Institute for the 1961 Belair-Brentwood Fire (Howard and others 1973) and by the University of
California, Berkeley, for the 1990 Painted Cave Fire (Foote and Gilless 1996) are consistent with
SIAM estimates and the experimental crown fire data. Given nonflammable roofs, Stanford
Research Institute (Howard and others 1973) found a 95 percent survival with a clearance of 10
to 18 meters and Foote and Gilless (1996) at Berkeley, found 86 percent home survival with a
clearance of 10 meters or more.

The results of the diverse analytical methods are congruent and consistently indicate that
ignitions from flames occur over relatively short distances—-tens of meters not hundreds of
meters. The severe-case estimate of SIAM indicates distances of 40 meters or less. Experimental
wood walls did not ignite at 10 meters when exposed to experimental crown fires. And, case
studies found that vegetation clearance of at least 10 meters was associated with a high
occurrence of home survival.

As previously mentioned, firebrands are also a principal WUI ignition factor. Highly ignitable
homes can ignite during wildland fires without fire spreading near the structure. This occurs
when firebrands are lofted downwind from fires. The firebrands subsequently collect on and
ignite flammable home materials and adjacent flammables. Firebrands that result in ignitions can
originate from wildland fires that are at a distance of 1 kilometer or more. For example, during
the 1980 Panorama Fire (San Bernardino, CA), the initial firebrand ignitions to homes occurred
when the wildland fire was burning in low shrubs approximately one kilometer from the
neighborhood. During severe WUI fires, firebrand ignitions are particularly evident for homes
with flammable roofs. Often these houses ignite and burn without the surrounding vegetation
also burning. This suggests that homes can be more flammable than the surrounding vegetation.
For example, during the 1991 Spokane, WA fires , houses with flammable roofs ignited without
the adjacent vegetation already burning. Although firebrands may be lofted over considerable
distances to ignite homes, a home's materials and design and its adjacent flammables largely
determine the firebrand ignition potential.

Research Conclusions
SIAM modeling, crown fire experiments, and WUI fire case studies show that effective fuel

modification for reducing potential WUI fire losses need only occur within a few tens of meters
from a home, not hundreds of meters or more from a home. This research indicates that home
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losses can be effectively reduced by focusing mitigation efforts on the structure and its Attachment to L etter 12, not acomment |etter on the CFO DRMP/DEIS.
immediate surroundings. Those characteristics of a structure's materials and design and the
surrounding flammables that determine the potential for a home to ignite during wildland fires
(or any fires outside the home) will, hereafter, be referred to as home ignitability.

The evidence suggests that wildland fuel reduction for reducing home losses may be inefticient
and ineffective. Inefficient because wildland fuel reduction for several hundred meters or more
around homes is greater than necessary for reducing ignitions from flames. Ineffective because it
does not sufficiently reduce firebrand ignitions. To be effective, given no modification of home
ignition characteristics, wildland vegetation management would have to significantly reduce
firebrand production and potentially extend for several kilometers away from homes.

These research conclusions redefine the WUI fire problem as a home ignitability issue largely

independent of wildland fuel managemen t issues. Consequently, this description has significant
implications for the necessary actions and accompanying economic considerations for fire
agencies.

One aspect of the USDA Forest Service approach to reducing their WUI fire problem is to
determine where the problem is and focus fuel management activities in those areas. The
Strategic Assessment of Fire Management (1995) states:

"...The Forest Service should manage National Forest lands to mitigate hazards and
enhance the ability to control fires in the wildland/urban interface. The risk of
wildland fire to communities can be lessened by reducing hazards on Forest Service
lands adjacent to built-up areas. ...Broad-scale assessment processes for the next
generation of forest plans should identify high risk areas related to the
wildland/urban interface. ... The highest risk areas within the United States should be
identified and mitigation efforts directed to these locations."

The Strategic Assessment describes a costly, intensive and extensive WUI hazard mapping and
mitigation effort specifically for reducing home fire losses. As described, this approach is not
necessary.

The congruence of research findings from different analytical methods suggests that home
ignitability is the principal cause of home losses during wildland fires. Any WUI home fire loss
assessment method that does not account for home ignitability will be critically under specified
and likely unreliable. Thus, land classification and mapping related to potential home loss must
assess home ignitability. Home ignitability also dictates that effective mitigating actions focus on
the home and its immediate surroundings rather than on extensive wildland fuel management.
Because homeowners typically assert their authority for the home and its immediate
surroundings, the responsibility for effectively reducing home ignitability can only reside with
the property owner rather than wildland agencies. The next sections further address the
management implications related to WUI hazard mapping, fuel reduction, and responsibilities.

Mapping Home Loss Potential

As stated, the evidence indicates that home ignitions depend on the home materials and design
and only those flammables within a few tens of meters of the home (home ignitability). The
wildland fuel characteristics beyond the home site have little if any significance to WUI home
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fire losses. Thus, the wildland fire threat to homes is better defined by home ignitability, an
ignition and combustion consideration, than by the location and behavior of potential wildland
fires.

This has implications for identifying WUI fire problem areas and suggests that the geographical
implication of the term "wildland/urban interface" as a general area or zone misrepresents the
physical nature of the wildland fire threat to homes. The wildland fire threat to homes is not
where it happens related to wildlands (a location), but how it happens related to home
ignitability (the combustion process). Therefore, to reliably map WUI home fire loss potential,
home ignitability must be the principal mapping characteristic.

Wildland Fuel Hazard Reduction

Extensive wildland vegetation management does not effectively change home ignitability. This
should not imply that wildland vegetation management is without a purpose and should not
oceur for other reasons. However, it does imply the imperative to separate the problem of the
wildland fire threat to homes from the problem of ecosystem sustainability due to changes in
wildland fuels. For example, a WUI area could be a high priority for extensive vegetation
management due to high aesthetic, watershed, erosion, or other values, but not for reducing
potential home fire losses. Vegetation management strategies would likely be different without
including the WUI home fire loss issue. It also suggests that given a low level of home
ignitability (reduced wildland fire threat to homes), fire use opportunities for sustaining
ecosystems may increase in and around WUI locations.

WUI Home Loss Responsibility

Home ignitability implies that homeowners have the ultimate responsibility for WUI home fire
loss potential. As shown, the ignition and flammability characteristics of a structure and its
immediate surroundings determine the home fire loss potential. Thus, the home should not be
considered a victim of wildland fire, but rather a potential participant in the continuation of the
wildland fire. Home ignitability, i.e., the potential for WUI home fire loss, is the homeowner's
choice and responsibility.

However, public and management perceptions may impede homeowners from taking principal
responsibility. For example, the Federal Wildland Fire Management, Policy and Program
Review (1995) observes, "There is a widespread misconception by elected officials, agency
managers, and the public that wildland/urban interface protection is solely a fire service
concern.” In a Journal of Forestry article, Beebe and Omi (1993) concur, stating that, "Public
reaction to wildfire suggests that many Americans want competent professionals to manage fire
flawlessly, reducing the risks to life, property, and public lands to nil." These statements agree
with Bradshaw's (1988) description of the societal roles in the WUI problem. He observes that
homeowners expect that fire protection will be provided by others. Contrary to these
expectations for fire protection, the fire services have neither the resources for effectively
protecting highly ignitable homes during severe WUI fires, nor the authority to reduce home
ignitability.

An Alternative

Home ignitability ultimately implies the necessity for a change in the relationship between
homeowners and the fire services. Instead of pre-suppression and fire protection responsibilities
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residing with fire agencies, homeowners take the principal responsibility for assuring adequately
low home ignitability. The fire services become a community partner providing homeowners
with technical assistance as well as fire response in a strategy of assisted and managed
community self-sufficiency (Cohen and Saveland 1997). For success, this perspective must be
shared and implemented equally by homeowners and the fire services.
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From: Bennett Barr [bennett.barr @ gmail.com]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 2:09 PM
Conversation: Cottonwood Resource Area Management Plan for Pubic Comment
Posted To:  e-mail comments
Subject: Cottonwood Resource Area Management Plan for Pubic Comment

Dear BLM,

Please accept my comments toward public comment on the Cottonwood Resource Area Management
Plan:

The proposed plan needs critical consideration for protection and consideration of environmental

Responses

I3-1: All Objectives and Actions under al alternativesin various
resource sections of Chapter 2 in the DRMP/EIS, such asthe
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 actionsin-
clude restrictions on some physical impacts, such as OHV's,
logging, mining, and/or grazing. Please also see response to

|3'1| protection for it's various wildlands. Comment Number O2-49.
13 2| The plan has not used the latest science in developing its plans to log 40% of the area under the use of
"4 fire prevention, restoration and fuel reduction. BLM has proposed logging levels even greater than those 13-2: Refer tothe response to Comment Number 7-4.
of the US Forest Service, and this is not acceptable. BLM does not need to follow the footsteps of the
Forest Service by running in the red in regards to logging these lands.
13-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number O2-49.

The plan fails to analyze the roadless portions of the East Fork of the American River, Kirks Fork and
other areas for protection. The East Fork American and Kirks Fork Wild Areas are actually part of the .
Meadow Creek Roadless Area on the Nez Perce National Forest and should be evaluated under section 13-4: See response to Comment Number O3-3.

13-3 202 of the Federal Land Policy Management Act. This provision is needed to correct BLM's faulty
wilderness inventory that took place many years ago. Other areas near John Day should also be
evaluated.
Wildlands around Elk City are open to vehicles year round to cross country travel. In addition, Special

|3-4| Areas, Roadless Areas and Areas of critical environmental concern are open to logging and grazing.
This must also be changed.
Thank you for your consideration.
Bennett W. Barr
PO BOX 9875
Moscow 1D 83843
11/28/2006
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From: jo earth [showerdishes @yahoo.com]
Posted At: Monday, Movember 27, 2006 2:11 PM
Conversation: Draft RMP/EIS

14-1; Seeresponse to Comment Number 3-1.

Posted To:  e-mail comments 14-2: Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-15.
Subject: Draft RMP/EIS
To whom it concerns, I'm writing to you to

14- 1‘ please protect all special areas (roadless arcas, wild and scenic river corridors, and areas of critical
environemntal concern) from off-road vehicles, logging, mining, grazing.
| I have to say that fire, not logging, is an important part of the landscape and should be allowed to play
14-2 its role. Logging does not mimic fire and has negative long-term consequences on public land.
Sincerely, Joseph
Bayley p.0. box 1633
Port Townsend,. Wa. 98368

Everyone is raving about the all-new Yahoo! Mail beta,

11/28/2006
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15-2

15-3
15-4
15-5

Comments
From: William Boyd [willynillyboyd @ wildmail.com]
Posted At: Monday, Movember 27, 2006 7:32 PM
Conversation: Subject line: Draft RMP/EIS
Posted To: e-mail comments
Subject: Subject line: Draft AMP/EIS

BELM Cottonwood Field Office

ATTN: Draft RMP/EIS

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood, ID 83522

Email: comments@cottonwoodrmp.com

To whom it may concern:

nt to National Forest Roadless Areas
hat these wildland chunks
1ich provide connectivity for roaming
, and include recommended Wild &

» forest health, reduce fuel loads, or abate pine

E wough this past fire season was the largest in many
years, more wild country o be left to burn for natural cycles te return and do
their important work of nutrient cycling. Pine beetles are also a part of the system and
need to be allowed to play their important role in forest ecosystem dynamics.

Logging projects designed to impro
beetle outl ks are ill advi i

The BLM needs to analyze all roadless parcels in their system. These areas should be
protected as roadless areas in the National Forest system are currently protected.

I want to encourage the BLM to monitor lands in NC Idaho for the Idaho giant salamander
suspected imperiled, and for the C d'Alene Salamander, a Forest Service sensitive
species. Lastly, I want to encourage you to designate Lower Lolo Creek as a Wild & Scenic
River.

We have been blessed with amazing lands that give us many benefits. May we manage them so
that they reflect the creative genius of the Creator.

Sincerely,
Will Boyd

116 N. Howard
Moscow, ID 83843

Care2 make the world greener!

Stop the Forest Service from killing more wolves, bears, cougars, and other animals in the
wild:

htep://go.care2.com/99055

http://www.Care2.com Free e-mail. 100MB storage. Helps nonprofits.

Responses

I15-1: 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.

15-2: Fire would be allowed to play its natural role where resource
values can be protected. Refer to the response to Comment
Number 02-15.

15-3: See response to Comment Number 02-49.

15-4: The ldaho 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.”

15-5:; Refer to response to Comment Number 15-1.
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16-2|

16-3|
16-4|
16-5]
I6-6|
16-7
16-8|
16-9
16-10)

16-11

16-12

Comments
From: andrew carman [andyrunner @ hotmail.com]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 10:35 PM
Conversation: Draft Cottonwood RMP/EIS
Posted To: e-mail comments
Subject: Draft Cottonwood RMP/EIS

Since this will likely be coded, I'll try to make this letter as easy on the coders as
posible.

Current draft RMP fails to sufficiently and specifically plan for areas like wild and
sceniec river corridors, roadless areas and areas of critical biclogical concern.

The BLM should properly plan for the designation and protect of all areas which meet

a as critical biological areas.

Any accteptable management plan ¢ 14 properly plan for the designation and protect of
all areas which meet criteria as wild and scenic river status.

ation and protect of all areas which meet
erness areas.

The BLM plan should properly plan for the design
criteria as roadless/widlerness study areas/wil

Specifically,

The BLM should analyze roadless portions of the Kirks Fork for proper and due protection
as a wilderness/wild and scenic river area.

The BLM should analyze the roadless portions of the East Fork of the American River for
proper and due protection as a wilderness/wild and scenic river area.

hold evlauate the East Fork American and Kirks Fork wild areas under section 202
Federal Land Policy Management Act.

The BLM
of the

Concerning extractive and other land intensive idustries:

The BLI should take into heavier consideration the land in and of iteself rather than
lanning for how and when it could be of economic benefit.

weak sc ence and a socio/economic copout of the stated role of
¢ land. Lets steer, the BLM from euphimistically stating
bment gla' 1ing while pro g easy ins for extractive industries.

the land as land not as economic boon.

The BLM should use the most current science to recognize the improtant role of wildfire in
our forest ecologies.

The BLM should use the most current, reliable science to properly weigh the negative
environmental impacts of extractive industries, such as logging, and regulate and/or limit
such activities according to said science.

”HF BLM shou d use the most current, reliable science to properly weigh the negative
impacts nf extractive industries, such as mining and regulate and/er limit
according to said science.

iable science to properly weigh the negative
t itensive industries, such as grazing and regulate and/or
h activities according to said sc

BLM should use the most

Concerning Recreation:

The BLM should use the most current, reliable science to properly weigh the negative
nvir ental _TpdCCu of la ctivities such as off-road vehicle use, and
rec1‘1te and/or limit and/or elim such activities according to said science.
1

16-1:

16-2:

16-3:

16-4:

16-5:

16-6:

16-7:

16-8:

16-9:

16-1

16-1

16-1

Responses
See response to Comment Number 13-1. 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.

See response to Comment Number 02-49.

See response to Comment Number 02-49.

See response to Comment Number 02-49.

See response to Comment Number 02-49.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

Refer to the response to Comment Number O2-15.

The DRMP/DEIS reflects currently available pertinent infor-
mation and science of which the BLM is aware.

0: Refer to the response to Comment Number 16-9.
1: Refer to the response to Comment Number 16-9.

2: Refer to the response to Comment Number 16-9. Alterna-
tives B and C propose no off-road or cross country travel.
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16-13: Seeresponse to Comment Number A3-8.
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From: Dinda Evans [dindamcp4 @ yahoo.com]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 4:02 PM

Conversation: Protect Lolo Creek, Lower Salmon River and South Fork Clearwater Wildlands

Posted To: e-mail comments

Subject: Protect Lolo Creek, Lower Salmon River and South Fork Clearwater Wildiands

protect all special areas (roadless areas, wild and scenic river corridors, and areas of
I7'1.cr tical environemntal concern) from off-road vehicles, logging, mining, grazing.

3- Fire, not logging, is an important part of the landscape and should be allowed to play

| 7- 2 ts role.

Logging does not mimic fire and has negative long-term consequences on public land.

The 144,000 acre BLM Cottonwood RMP is very diverse.

It ir clud es lower Lolo k, 1rd near Elk City, the lower Salmon River corridor, and

high country near Mar I Many of these 1a105 are adjacent to National Forest

Roadless Areas, but r
I?_ BLM. It is ntial that these wildla

pieces which ovide connectivity for roa

streams, and include recommended Wild & Scenic River Corridors (lower Lolo Creek).

The Plan

The biggest problems with the proposed plan are listed
below:
--The BLM has not used the latest science in developing its plans to log 40% of the area

|7' under the ruse of fire prevention, restoration (?!) and fuel reduction. Indeed, BLM has
proposed logging levels even greater than those of the US Forest Service!

--BLM fails to analyze the rcadless portions of the East Fork of the American River, Kirks

Fork and other areas for protection. The East Fork American and kirks Fork wild areas are
:cr jally part of the Meadow Creek Roadless Area on the Nez Perce National Forest and
u be evlauated under section 202 of the FLchal Land Policy Management Act. This

I7-

provision i
ago. Other areas near John Day should also be evaluated.

--Wildlands around Elk City are open to vehicles year round to cross country travel.
| Special areas, roadless areas and eas of critical environmental concern are open to
logging and grazing. This must be wged.

Want to start your own business?
Learn how on Yahoo! Small Business.
http://smallbusiness.yahoo.com/r-index

n or protection because they are managed by the
ks remain intact as they are important puzzle
ng wildlife, forest buffers for salmon spawning

s needed to correct BLMs fau‘cy wilderness inventory that took place many years

Responses
17-1: Seeresponse to Comment Number 13-1.

17-2: Firewould be allowed to play its natura 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 seere-
sponse to Comment Number 12-2

17-3; See response to Comment Number O2-49.

17-4; 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.

17-5; See response to Comment Number O2-49.

17-6: See response to Comment Number O3-3.
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18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

Comments

From: Suzanne Fegelein [powderplease @hotmail.com)

Posted At: Monday, Movember 27, 2006 1:45 PM

Conversation: Cottonwood Resource Area Management Plan-Public comment
Posted To:  e-mail comments

Subject: Cottonwood Resource Area Management Plan-Public comment

To whom it may concern:
Below are some problems with the Cottonwood Plan:

The BLM has not used the latest science in developing its plans to log 40% of the area under the ruse of
fire prevention, restoration and fuel reduction. Indeed, BLM has proposed logging levels even greater than
those of the US Forest Service! The BLM has the capacity to use the latest science, and it should do so. Fire

is a natural part of the ecological process, and logging does not mimic fire reduction.

BLM fails to analyze the roadless portions of the East Fork of the American River, Kirks Fork and other
areas for protection. The East Fork American and kirks Fork wild areas are actually part of the Meadow
Creek Roadless Area on the Nez Perce National Forest and should be evaluated under section 202 of the
Federal Land Policy Management Act. This provision is needed to correct BLMs faulty wilderness inventory

that took place many years ago. Other areas near John Day should also be evaluated.

Wildlands around Elk City are open to vehicles year round to cross country travel. Special areas, roadless

areas and areas of critical environmental concern are open to logging and grazing. This must be changed.

Roadless areas, wild and scenic river corridors, and areas of critical environmental concern require

protection from off-road vehicles, logging, mining, grazing.

Suzanne M. Fegelein

Sandpoint, Idaho

View Athlete's Collections with Live Search

11/28/2006

Responses
18-1: Refer to the response to Comment Number 17-4.

18-2: Seeresponse to Comment Number O2-49.
18-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number O3-3.

18-4: See response to Comment Number 13-1.
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Comments Responses

From: Nelson, Lynne [olnelson @ vetmed.wsu.edu]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 3:31 PM I9‘1 Refel' to the req)on% tO Commmt Number |7'4

Conversation: Cottonwood resource management plan

Posted To:  e-mail comments 19-2: Seeresponse to Comment Number O2-49.
Subject: Cottonwood resource management plan

R R——— 19-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number O3-3.
| The BLM has not used the latest science in developing its plans to log 40% of the area in this plan. Logging has
19-1 been clearly shown not to replace natural fires in restoration. Restoration and fuel reduction is a public ruse. BLM
has proposed logging levels even greater than those of the US Forest Service!
BLM also fails to analyze the roadless portions of the East Fork of the American River, Kirks Fork and other
areas for protection. The East Fork American and kirks Fork wild areas are actually part of the Meadow Creek
|9_2 Roadless Area on the Nez Perce Mational Forest and should be evaluated under section 202 of the Federal Land
Policy Management Act. This provision is needed to correct BLMs faulty wilderness inventory that took place
many years ago. Other areas near John Day should also be evaluated.
Wildlands around Elk City are open to vehicles year round to cross country travel. Special areas, roadless areas
19- and areas of critical environmental concern are open to logging and grazing. This must be changed.

0. Lynne Nelson, DVM, MS

Diplomate ACVIM (Internal Medicine & Cardiology)
Associate Professor

Washington State University

College of Veterinary Medicine

Pullman, WA 99164

Tel: 509-335-0711

Fax: 509-335-0880

11/28/2006
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110-1
110-2

110-3]

110-4

Comments
From: Chris Norden [cnorden @ lcsc.edu]
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 11:04 AM
Conversation: Draft RMP EIS
Posted To: e-mail comments
Subject: Draft RMP EIS

Dear BLM Managers,

I am writing on behalf of myself and my family in response to your draft Cottonwood
Resource Area Management Plan, There are several problems with the plan as currently
constituted, which I ask you to please address. First, the fact that these public BLM
lands lie in direct proximity to existing roadless areas is not adeguately taken into
account, especially from the standpeoint of their value as connecting habitat. Secondly,
you need to consider the roadless portions of the Cottonwood Resource Area for stronger
protection, including Kirks Fork and the east fork of the American river.

These areas in particular should be considered as part of Meadow Creek Roadless Area, as
per section 202 of the Federal Land Policy Management Act.

In addition, your proposal to log something approaching half of the CRA in the name of
fire protection and/or restoration does not correspond to current scientific
understandings of fire ecology, and thus must be held suspect, specifically relative to
local demands for more timber cutting.

This is 1980's vintage policy, folks! We look to the BLM for sound and responsible
management of public lands that belong to all Americans, not just the few who want to
liquidate forests for a quick profit!

Finally, I would urge stricter regulation of off-road vehicle use, both in the Elk City
area and generally, aleong with stronger restrictions pertaining to cattle grazing and
logging generally, as these for-profit activities have been shown consistently to have a
disproporticonate negative impact on ecosystem health and integrity, and mitigation then
proves to cost taxpayers more than the activities contribute either to tax coffers or even
to local economies.

Thanks, and please be aware than BLM is no longer flying under the public radar!
Chris Norden & Family

428 E. 7th st.
Moscow ID 83843

Responses
110-1: See response to Comment Number O2-49.

110-2: See response to Comment Number O2-49.
110-3: Refer to the response to Comment Number 17-4.

110-4: Refer to response to Comment Number A3-8.
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Comments
From: fred Rabe [fredr @ uidaho.edu)
Posted At: Monday, November 27, 2006 7:02 PM
Conversation: Draft RMP/EIS
Posted To: e-mail comments
Subject: Draft RMP/EIS

ch of the area especially
by restoration? Many years
Salmon River in the Craig
macroinvertebrate communities
bove activities, care
ntal concern should also

[11-1| &
111-2)
111-3 =

some of the more pristine
-esently BLM has

ch provides an

¥ in the Moscow-Pullman

111-4]?

Fred Rabe
1715 Appalcosa Rd
Moscow, ID 83843

Responses

[11-1: Asstated in Section 3.4.4, Wild and Scenic Rivers, of the
DRMPYEIS, there are five riversin 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, al Objectives and
Actionsin the Wild and Scenic Rivers section of Chapter 2
provide management direction of eligible and preliminarily
suitable river segments.

[11-2: Seeresponse to Comment Number 12-5.

[11-3: Seeresponse to Comment Number 13-1.

111-4;: An ACEC has been proposed for the East Fork of the
American River.
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Comments
10:19am From- T-832  P.003/011

886 17:89 2889623275 BLM COTTOMWOOD P

RECEIVEL

NOV 2 7 2006

November 24, 2006 BLM Dol
idaho 83522

The following is my response comment, with my concems to the BLM Draft
Resource Management Plan.

My participation in the development project of the RMP has been attending the
Lewiston Public Review and Comment Meeting. | have all

four copies of the Draft, and am reading them. | have read the Executive
Summary of May 2006.

| am not certain where my comment concems fit into which RMP Land Use
alternative plan.

My concemns are in two areas:

Area 1: The location, identification, and preservation of the historical

placer gold mining sites of the Lower Salmon and

Snake Rivers. With special attention given to Deer and Horse
Creek mining ore pracess milling setiement.

These mining areas are important and unique in that they
112-11 provided a source of income to a large number of

people and families during the Great Depression. | spent some
time with Lewis A. Heckman in a cabin on Webb

Ridge during the 1940's and 50's . Mr. Heckman spent the
Depression years placer mining on the Salmon River.

Area 2: The location, identification, and preservation of the small clan
sites of the Pre-Horse Native Peoples’ settlement.
112-2| | would like to sea a study undertaken to better locate and
understand this very primitive native peoples’ culture.
These sites can be found on the Snake and Salmon Rivers.

| thank you very much for any value and consideration you can give these
concems.

Eo

1128 Linden Drive
Lewiston, ID. 83501
208 -743-3334

P.S.; | am a retired person, and am presenﬂydumgranaarmtomﬂnhistory
of Graig Mountain. } offer my assistance in anyway you might
want to use my services.

Responses

112-1: The CFO isactively recording archeological sites (including
historic mine sites), monitoring site condition, and developing
Site protection measures.

[12-2: The CFO is actively recording prehistoric archeological
sites, monitoring site condition, and devel oping 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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Comments
11/83/2005 2883623278 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE
Nay - 2 205
4120 Edgemont Street L Cong,
Boise, Idaho sho 83535

83706-2404

BLM Cottonwood Field Office
ATTN: Draft RMP/EIS

1 Butte Drive

Cottonwood , ID 83522

October 26, 2006
Dear Resource Managers,

1 have read the draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
for the lands under the jurisdiction of the Cottonwood Field Office.

1 am strongly in favor of Altemative C because of its emphasis on preserving and )
protecting (and hopefully improving) ecosystem health in the area in comparison with
113-1 - Alternatives A, B, and D. A

Altemnative C provides the most protection for the river corridors/riparian areas. Tam a
whitewarer enthusiast and someone who has enjoyed the unique beauty of this area from
its rivers. River runners form a solid base of the regional economy and that base will stay

I 13'2| and grow with an ecosystem that is pristine and preserves natwal beauty, People floating
the rivers already haul out all their garbage and waste and camp on sand below the high
water line, thus having a minimal impact.

Idaho's public lands are part of its wealth. Preservation and protection enable future
113- generations to enjoy this wealth while supporting the local economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RMP/EIS.

Sincerely,

Jydi Steciak

M-RE-2006  11:80 2085623275 L

P.a2

Responses
113-1: Thank you for your comment.

113-2: Thank you for your comment.

113-3: Thank you for your comment.
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Comments Responses
tm  From- > T-950  P.002/002  F-365 114-1: Thank you for your comment,
i5:53 2889623275 BLM COTTONWOOD PAGE @2/82

I %ww . _ . RECEIVED 114-2: Thank you for your comment.
I NOV 3 0 2006
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Comments Responses
From: S Westervelt [suew @ uidaho.ed -1 _
Posted At: iy, Navermbar 27, 2000 3142 P 115-1: See response to Comment Number O2-49.
Conversation: Draft RMP/EIS
3 -mail t
Poe T PRGN 115-2: See response to Comment Number O2-49.
Subject: Draft RMP/EIS

115-3: See response to Comment Number O2-49.

To Whom It Concerns:

Idaho is blessed to have some of the most undisturbed wildlands in the world. As the

human population continues to grow and the demand for wild places increases, it would |15-4 Thank you for your comment.

behoove the agencies in charge of our public lands to take into consideration the value of

those wild places.

There is increasingly more value in untrammeled places than in the rescurces we extract .

from public land. To that end, when the BLM is considering the Cottonwood RMP, please |15'5 Refer to the reSpOﬂSGtO Commmt Number I6‘9
|15—1 take into consideration the proximity of the land you propose to “"develop” and "improve*

to exist roadless lands - especially those lands that have wilderness gualities.

|15 2| Kirks Fork and the E. Fork of the American River are part of the Meadow Creek Roadless
= Area on the Nez Perce National Forest and should be totally left alone.

Lower Loloc Creek, the lower Salman River corridor, areas around Marshall Mountain and Elk
City are all adjacent to national forest roadless areas and should receive protection from

115-3| the BLM. These areas provide travel corridors for wildlife and buffers for salmon
streams. Lower Lolo Creek has been recommended for inclusion into Wild & Scenic River
Corridors.

|15- Fire is a natural part of forest ecosystems, not logging. I implore the BLM to use the
latest science available when developing plans for logging any public lands contiguous to
roadless areas, and public lands that contain valuable wildlife habitat and salmon

|15'5 fisheries in particular; and to consider the damage caused by the unbridled use of off-
road wvehicles.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on plans that affect public lands.
Sincerely,
Susan Westervelt

PO Box 223
Deary, ID 83823
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