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Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League 

Comment 4:1 
Response:  The majority of temporary roads proposed for construction 
occur in land types that do not have high sediment delivery potential to 
streams (e.g., ridge tops, upper and mid slopes.  The action alternatives 
identify from 0.56 to 1.13 miles of new permanent road would be 
constructed - not two miles as you have indicated (See Tables 2.2.1 and 
3.8.4).  The majority of the new road construction (0.6 mile of road 
relocation) is proposed so that portions of the American River subdivision 
road, paralleling the river, can be decommissioned.  Consequently, it was 
necessary to develop an alternate route to the subdivision by relocating the 
road away from the riparian area and floodplain of the American River.   

Appendix H in Volume II of this EIS provides additional discussion 
regarding aquatic trend analysis. Also additional analysis has been added 
to this appendix in this Final EIS in response to this and other comments.  

In addition to restoration work proposed in the Eastside Project other 
restoration has been implemented, is currently taking place, and is planned 
for the near future; all of which support upward trend in the upper South 
Fork of the Clearwater River subbasin. Refer to the following sections in 
this EIS, for additional information regarding these restoration actions: 
pages 41-43 (Table 3.0.1), and pages 171, 172, 180, 181 (Table 3.6.18), 
and 187. Additional information has been added to Appendix H in this 
Final EIS. 
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Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League 

Comment: 4-2 

Response: The BLM-managed lands within the project boundary contain 
numerous classified roads (which includes motorized trails) and is not 
considered to be unroaded.  Please refer to Appendix A, Maps 15 and 18 and 
Table 3.8.5 of this EIS. All of the project area is considered to be a Wildland 
Urban Interface area, as depicted on Map 18 Appendix A, where the presence 
of human development is common.  As stated in Section 3.8.4.2, “the 
proposed action does not enter or occur in the adjacent inventoried roadless 
areas.”

Comment: 4-3 
Response:  The effects analysis is contained in  Sections 3.6.3, 3.4.2.2 

Appendix H of provides additional discussion regarding aquatic trend analysis 
and has been supplemented in this Final EIS in response to this and other 
comments.  It is acknowledged that short term sediment impacts would occur 
from project implementation.  However, long term benefits would occur from 
a reduction in chronic sediment sources and riparian/aquatic restoration 
efforts.

Also see response to comment 4-1 which states the correct miles of new 
proposed permanent road (0.56 to 1.13). 

BLM lands often do not comprise a large majority of the watershed and mixed 
ownership patterns, BLM opportunities are often limited in many 
subwatersheds.  Consequently, BLM opportunities to reduce road densities in 
many subwatersheds are very limited.    

 Development of the road and access alternatives are based on a combination 
of criteria as stated in Section 3.8.1.3. Table 3.8.1 illustrates miles of road by 
owner and Map 15 in Appendix A their location. The ability to decrease 
existing roads is extremely limited due to lack of ownership by the BLM, few 
roads occurring on BLM lands in several subwatersheds, and ingress and 
egress needs of adjacent owners. 

The road densities noted by this comment are not the “result” of the Eastside 
project. These density classifications exist at present, and the Eastside project 
actually decreases the lower American river from a High to a Moderate using 
these criteria. See table 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 
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Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League 

Comment: 4-4 
Response:  We concur that NEZSED should be used in conjunction with 
monitoring and professional judgment. The model limitations are 
presented in Appendix H, pages H-9 and H-10.  As discussed on page 89, 
NEZSED has been tested using locally collected sediment yield data.  
Results of the individual tests varied, with predictions being over, under 
and close to observed values. The model has a general tendency to under-
predict, but has been determined to be a reasonably realistic tool for 
alternative assessment (Gloss, 1995; Gerhardt, 2005). 

Comment: 4-5 
Response: Potential increases in sediment yield not covered by the 
NEZSED model, including sediment from increased traffic, are addressed 
in other ways.  As stated on page 99, potential impacts from increased 
traffic “will be reduced through road maintenance where needed and 
contract provisions to minimize resource damage during wet periods.”  
Please refer to Table 2.3.1 (pp27-32), for specific project design measures 
and their relative effectiveness.  Applicable measures to address these 
concerns would include, but not be limited to, design measures # 7, 11, 12, 
14, and 15. 

Regarding the upward trend concern, Whittaker and Queen are meeting 
objectives and do not trigger the upward trend requirement – see Section 
3.6.2.2 pages 147-148.  The BLM is not proposing to conduct riparian 
restoration or designate new OHV trails in Whitaker, Queen, and Box Sing 
Creeks.
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Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League 

Comment: 4-6 
Response:  An implementation plan for the South Fork Clearwater River 
TMDLs was completed in 2006, and the BLM has been a cooperator in 
this process. No single project will be expected to achieve the entire 
TMDL sediment reduction goal. This project is predicted to result in a net 
decrease in sediment yield to the South Fork Clearwater River over time 
(refer to tables 3.4.7 and 3.4.8, and Figure 3.4.5).    

The South Fork Clearwater River TMDL target reduction of 25% for 
sediment does not identify a specific time frame or mandate project 
specific reductions of such.  Consequently, the Eastside Project would not 
be expected to achieve entire the TMDL sediment reduction.  
Achievement of TMDL objectives would be accomplished with a variety 
of management and restoration actions. The BLM is currently conducting 
and proposing other restoration actions that would also support 
achievement of TMDL targets for the South Fork Clearwater River. 

Again, because BLM lands comprise only 13 percent of the American 
River watershed and 2 percent of the South Fork Clearwater River 
subbasin, BLM restoration opportunities are often limited in many 
subwatersheds 

Comment: 4-7 
Response: See response to comment 4-1 – Even with limited 
landownership in the American River watershed, BLM is conducting and 
pursuing active restoration measures.  In addition to restoration actions 
identified in the Eastside Project, the BLM is currently undertaking and is 
proposing other restoration efforts to support upward trend. See Appendix 
H update Table H.6 in this Final EIS for additional information. 
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Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League Letter 4: Idaho Conservation League 

Comment: 4-8 
Response:  We are also concerned about impacts to the smaller 
watersheds.

This EIS, pages 145-148, provides an overview of these three watersheds, 
including the fish species present.  This EIS does not infer that ECA 
concerns are irrelevant or that these drainages do not have sensitive fish.  
For analysis of ECA refer to pages 176 – 178, and Appendix H, page H-8 
– H-9. 

In response to your comment, we have further clarified the water yield 
analyses procedures in Appendix H, page H-9. 

Comment: 4-9 
Response:  Channel morphology has been assessed in those watersheds 
where ECA is predicted to exceed 15% as described on page 176-178. See 
response to comment 4-8. 

Comment: 4-10 
Response: This EIS identifies that the greatest potential to exceed 
temperature guidance attributed to BLM management actions would be 
associated with potential impacts to riparian habitats and shading (see 
pages 103 – 105, 137 – 138, 174 -177).  Refer to Appendix H, pages H-8 – 
H-9, for additional discussion in regards to ECA.  This project’s 
restoration efforts and no timber harvest in RHCAs support the South Fork 
Clearwater River temperature TMDL guidance. 

Comment: 4-11 
Response:  See response to comments 4-8 (ECA) and 4-10 (temperature) 
and Table 0.2 (page ix), summary assessment of water yield, and pages 
96-102 for sediment analysis and trend information.   




