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motorcycle use. Spur roads lead DHV users to dead-end locationa
are mors likely to plonser new unauth zed of Lllegal rcutea. G
alpo have the effect of encouraging OHV users to 9o arcund gates to find out
i im trying to prevenc them from accessing. Higher densicies

d trails coupled with irresponmibhle materized use fragsencs
habitat and incurs undue wildlife energy expenditures.

re they
d roads

OrLZ
ildlife

Motorized recreation also conflieccs with other forms of recreaticn, These
include hiking, mountain biking; ncenic and wildlife viewing, primicive
hunting. and horseback riding.

OHVn also increase the pocential for the spread of noxious weeds an

asive plants. Although che BLM exercisss BMPE ¢ pect and
equipment before entering the field, the agency cannot reassnably expect
usgers Lo inapect and clean their own equipsent voluncarily

lascly, OHVEe increass che chreat of husan-relatéed fire atarto. Most off-road
wehicles do not have spark arrescers. The fact that OHvVe lead to soils
disturbancen, heighten the potencial for the spread of noxious weeds. and
increase the potential for Ffires indicares the clear need for a reduccion in
road denpitien in the Eantside Township Project area

Wildlife

aloo relates to the number of new roadns
temporary roads, and the relative lack of road decommissioning in the
Eastside Township project. As the BLM pointa ocut in ite own analysis, roads
in the project area will increase husman/woll interactions and reduce elk

e l24] <8 fen2as dn additicn to general wildlife habitat
fragmentation. Thim in junt one more reanon for addicional reduccisna in
poad densities in Che project area

The main concern with wildlile

BEsurl

With regard to goshawks, the
in Reynolds et al[25] <H_[k

BLM suggests cthat the guidelines for goshawkn
appropriate because habitat
conditions are different ir srn Ragion compared to the Joutbhwest
region, [26] <8 _fen2é= Howewer, given the absence of any management
recoammendacions for che Norchern Regisn. the BLM should apply the suidelines
from Feynoldz et al eo redure impacta te goshawks

@ Horth

There ia alac & lack of dealgn [eatures in the project Lo reduce impacts on
species Chat depend upon structural diversity including snags and downed
woody debris. & BLM correctly points out that the lack of structural
diverasicy is not conducive to fishers, and che removal of borh green and
dead rreap will reduce black-backed wosdpecker hahicat. [27] <@ _I'rn:".‘-.- The
BiM should impoar diameter limits to recruit snagn and downed woody debris
and implement the Forest Bervice, Region 1 Snag Protocol for the sake of
thense and other wildlife species in the project area.
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Comment: 4-23

Response: The range of alternatives was developed in response to the
Purpose and Need for the Action and issues identified through scoping.
(Refer to Chapters 1 and 2). The use of alternative yarding systems and
timing clauses for operations was thoroughly evaluated in developing the
alternatives. As displayed in Table 0.1, the amount of helicopter yarding
versus other systems is substantial, as is the reduction in proposed
temporary roads. Sections 2.2.4,2.2.5, and 2.2.6 describe the alternatives,
including logging methods. Table 2.3.1, items 8, 11 and 15 and page 278,
3.10.3 display the use of timing clauses to reduce or minimize impacts.
Helicopter and winter logging have also been addressed in this EIS.

The Federally listed MacFarlane’s four-o’clock and Spalding’s catchfly do
not occur, and no suitable habitat exists for these species within the project
area. No logging is proposed to occur in RHCA buffers, which would
protect known populations of Case’s corydalis and suitable habitats (i.e.,
riparian). No known populations of Payson’s milkvetch are in proposed
logging areas. The Project Design Measures Table 2.3.1 includes actions
to mitigate impacts to Candystick (item 40) and Idaho Barren strawberry
(item 41) as well as addressing noxious weeds (items 33-39). Refer to
Section 3.3.4 Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants for additional
information.

Comment: 4-24

Response: Fuels reduction includes reducing the forest canopy as well as
decreasing surface fuels, lowering fuel bed depth and increasing fire-
resistant species. As described in the Alternatives (2.4.4 - 2.4.6) a variety
of treatment methods are proposed. The intent of treatments is to obtain
the best results from a silvicultural standpoint, using a variety of
treatments to fit the area. Treatments, including irregular shelterwood
cuts, would achieve these variations and all action alternatives favor
retention of large trees. Appendix D, Table D.4 displays the different
treatment types and acreage for each alternative, based on the current size
and species composition of the stands. The Treatment maps in Appendix
A are illustrative of where the different methods would be applied. Section
3.3.3.2 (pages 70-71) discloses the effects to tree size class distribution
which is comparable to the Historic range (see page 250).
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Roadless Area ImpActs

hs part of the project proposal for the Eastside Township project the BLM 18
proposing to construct up to 1.8% milen of road within unroaded lands
adjacentc to the Headow Creck Inventoried Roadless Area [IRA] (28] <#_L[En2B> .
The BLM should avold road conscruccion and logging in these unroaded areas
in order to maintain the natural inteqrity and wildlife habitat found there.
Although the unrcaded lands managed by BLM are under a different
jurisdiction than the Meadow Creek IRA. the adjacency of these two areas
encompanses a larger, intact area without roads. Road construction and
logging inm the unroaded areas will do little to meeb the purpose and need of
the project since the unroaded BILM land and the Meadow Creek IRA are farther
from Elk City than other parcs of the project area. The BIM should maintain
the natural integrity and wildlife wvalues in the unroaded area

The inclusien of che cursory analysis of unroaded impacte [rom the American
and Crocked River Project failed to recognize the Flaws from thabt FEIE. Ra
pointed cut in our appeal over the American and Crocked River Project, the
unroaded areas should have been included in both the 1987 Forest Plan, an
well as preliminary documents related to che ongoing Plan Revision

The analynin found that logging of uninventoried roadless areas does not
harm their roadless character. This is vonbtrary te agency histery and case
law, which firmly declarea 'Irsq'l:_pnq roadlesns areas (whethar inventoried or
notl is an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of rescurces.

The FEIS and ROD for the American and Crocked River Project failed to look
at the impacts of logging on future wilderness suitabilicy as regquired by
law,., See California w. Block.

The decision to log a Roadless area, whether inventoried or not, precludes
the area from being added via the ongoing revimion of the Forest Plan. The
fact thart it was erronecusly wichdrawn from the 1387 Forest Flan in
important, yet the plan revisicn iz such more cricical.

46 F.3d 1437 [(3th CTir. the Coure

In Haticnal Audubon Sociely v. 1993}

ruled:

Lyong.

"The Audubon Bociety alleges the Foreat Service completely ignored the
roadlenn nature of the timber sales when it prepared the environmental
agppesoments. In its defenoe;, the Forest Service repeats fits argument that,
under the OWA, it was not required to consider the roadless nature of Che
four timber sales. We again rejeoct this argument, and we agree with the
digeriece courec thac the decision te harvest timber on a previounly
undevelaped cract of land is *an irreveraible and irrecrievable deciasion®
which could have =sericus environmental conseguences.® See california v.
Block, 690 F.2d 753, 763 (9th Cir. 15982). WNacional Audubon at l448.
{Emphasis added).?

In Kettle Range Conservacion Group w. USFS, 371 F. Supp 480 [(DCt. OR, June
17, 1937) the coure again held logging in roadless areas, including ones
cthat are uninventoried. is an 'irrecrievable commitment of resources.' In
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Comment: 4-25

Response: We agree and have included irregular shelterwood treatments
as part of our project. Refer to irregular shelterwood descriptions in
Appendix B page B-15.

Comment: 4-26
Response: Thank you for your comment, we agree with you and described
this in the alternatives.

Comment: 4-27

Response: We are proposing to convert 2.39 miles of existing road to an
ATV trail in Alternative D as shown on Table 3.8.3. The road to trail
conversion project would reduce the running surface of the roads, allow
for reduction of chronic sediment sources (e.g., closing fords, constructing
ATV bridges), and restrict full size vehicle use of these roads.

Comment: 4-28
Response: Thank you for your comment on the Eastside DEIS

Comment: 4-29

Response: Thank you for your comment. Using BMPs is expected to help
reduce the spread of noxious weeds. We will continue public outreach
efforts and require all motorized users to stay on existing roads and trails.
Off-road vehicle use is not proposed under any of the action alternatives.

Comment: 4-30

Response: Thank you for your comment. OHVs are currently using the
roads that are proposed to be converted to ATV trails. Under all action
alternatives, a decrease in road density and motorized routes would occur
in the long term (refer to Chapter 2, and Appendix I and J). Also see
response 4-27
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this case, the logging unice were alleged te conscicuce an uninvencoried
roadless area next to che Thirceenmile Roadless Area chua vielacing NEPA. Id
at 481, This is similar to the mituation in the American and Crocked River
and now Cthe Eastside Township Projects.

This finding is not new. In Wyoming Oubdoor Coordinating Committes v. Buktz
494 FP.2d 1244 {10th Cir, 1373) the 10th Circuit:s gquote of Sierra Club v.
Butz 3 ELR 20071 (N.D. Cal.), allaws: ‘no cimber cutting, road building or
acts that would change the wilderness character of such areas.' Under this
language; timber cutting (logging) changes roadless and wilderness
character.

All cases are applicable here. The Forest and BLM fail to recognize. as
case law requires, that logging Foadless areas arée an irretrievable
commitment of rescurces, This is in direct contradiction to the courc
findings and pasc agency policy.

Furthermore, the agency itsclf has found that legging (including helicopter
logging) alters Roadless areas and wilderness character. On the Payette and
Boige Mational Forest, salvage sales as a result of the salvage rider, which
included helicopter logging, the agency concluded that the Boadleass area
would be negatively allected by helicopter logging under aimilax
clircumsStances.

On the Middle Fork Timber Sale osn che Her parce NHational Foresc, the FEIS
concluded logging (much of which was helicoprer legging) resules in
irreveraible and irrecrievable commicmenca of resocurces iMiddle Faork FEIS,
page 31-%4, October 1997, Moose Creek Ranger District, Nez Perce Mational
Forent] .

There is no analysis on the shape of the area. There i no gquantificabion of
the impacts (no chart or map are included in FEIS) to Roadless areas in
cerms of integrity. size. naturalness, wildness. or othar roadless valuss
Hew lang will cthe impaces lase from project (clearcucs, cemporary roads,
veraus aother kind of logging proposed for che areal.

In easence, the cumulative effects analysis does not enlighten us on bthe
impacts to Roadless areas because it is based upon an erronecud assumpbion
that there are no irretrievable and irreversible commitments of reacurces.
As such, there is no analysis to the impacts on Roadless Areas.

California v. Block 690 F.2d 753 (%ch Cir. 1%42) laid out specific
requiremencs for analysis of Roadless areas. Idaho Conservation League v.
Mumma, %56 F.2d 1508 (%th Cir. 19%1) made Chose applicable Lo site-specific
analysis. In summary. Lhey ave:

al Comprehansive degeriprions of Roadleas areas ineluding the arean?
unique characceriscica: landmarks, rare and endangered species;

B Aaseaoment of wildernens value: tourism, sales of wilderness orieanted
recreacional equipment, conmervation of wildlife and flova populations. soil
conservation and stability, watershed protection, clean air and water:

al Discussion of impact of Wonwilderness designaticns upon each area's
wilderneas characteristice and values: primary and secondary impacee
mebhods of mitigation, and env ronmental damage:

d) Conaideration of the effect of development on f
wilderness classification: the effect upon the benchmark characteristics
identified in the Wilderness Act; and

el An attempt to balance sconcaic benefita of Honwilderness designation
for an area against the consegquent environmencal loas.

Bath che American and Croocked River Project FEIS and Rod, and now Che
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Comment 4:31

Response: The ability to decrease existing roads is extremely limited due
to the limited BLM landownership, low amount of BLM roads in
subwatersheds, and ingress and egress needs of adjacent landowners.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives would reduce road
densities in the long term. It is acknowledged that short term (1 — 3 years)
increase in road densities would occur from action alternatives and use of
temporary roads. However, public road closure actions would restrict
public motorized use of these temporary roads (and will be made a design
feature for the project). Long term reduction in elk security is slightly
lower than existing conditions, and is primarily attributed to opening up of
timber stands and size of the units and not an increase in motorized vehicle
routes. The gray wolf population has steadily increased and no land use
restrictions are required (see pages 200 and 201) due to wolf recovery.
Page 201, states, “Watershed restoration actions, and post-harvest slash
treatments are not expected to negatively impact wolves, elk or their
habitats considerably regardless of alternative.”

Comment: 4-32

Response: There is a conservation strategy for Idaho (Patala et al. 1995)
that is being used for the Eastside Project. See page 212, regarding
specific goshawk management guidance and analysis of such. No
additional mitigation is deemed necessary to maintain goshawk viability in
the project and analysis area, because suitable habitat is 205 percent of
historical amounts in the American River watershed (USDA-FS, 1998b).

Comment: 4-33

Response: We will implement the snag management guidance in the
BLM Chief Joseph MFP (1981), as amended, and the North Idaho Timber
Management EIS. All action alternatives include a variety of treatments
that include snag retention and recruitment. The project treats
approximately 40% of the area and retains structure (not clear cuts). There
will be approximately 1,907 acres untreated with increasing numbers of
snags and down woody debris.

Also see response to comment 4-24.
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Eastside Township DEIS are inadeguate in thie analysis

The abave noted court cases require an analynism of the impacto on Che areas
wilderness characteristics and suiktability,

It in the Forest Service itaelf that set up the policy of sice-specific EISs
on development of Rocadless area in the agency appeal decisions and
subsequent court decisicns cn the Idaho Panhandle and Flathead Hational
Foreats. In the court decision on the IPHNF Forest Plan the court concluded
a @ite-gpecific analysis is where che irreversible and irretrievable
decigion is made (Idako Conservacion League v, Mumma, 9%8 F.2d 1508
cir. 1392)

{%kh

The above referenced cape in the result of a challenge to the forest plant's
analyninfevaluationfallocation of Roadless areas. The court determined chat
it wan the site-specific decision, not the forest plan. that analyzed the
impacts of development cn the Roadless area and was, hence, the background
document Lor a decision on the fate of Roadless areas, Yer here, the FEIS
concludes that the valus of these lands for wilderness designation won't be
condidered in this analysis or cthe ROD

The action agencies are rcq-\,n.-lr-'! to analyee the site-ppecific impacts to
Foadless areas The American and Crooked River Project FEIE and Eastsida
Tewnahip DEIS defer chin decinion to a broader planning stage [(Forest Plan
Revision), yet precludes that, by logging and building roada in These areas.
This stands in contrast to what the law requires.

Finally, the DEIE fails to identify any unroaded areas adjacent to exiating
Forest Bervice roadless areas. Ags laid out in the 1998 PACFISH Diological
opinion, *Wilderness, unroaded. and large blocks of primicive lands contain
most of the best available remaining habivat for steelhead and salmon
|Frissall 1993; Thomas et al. 1993; Easceide Forests Scientcific Society
Panel 1594; Rhodes et al. 199 and Quigley and Arbelbide 198T7) .7

Grazing

The analysis of the exiscing condition and the impacts from grazing in the
Eascaide Township DEIS needs to incorporate a more thorough description of
how grazing has influenced che American River Watershed. Disclooure and
analynin of graeing in the watershed io necespary to adeguately describe the
cunulative aeffiecta and discern whether ©r not changes in grazing mapnagement

the project area in order te improve riparian habirar and comply wich scace
warer qualicy scandards and TMDLa, Arcas wheres riparian restoration im to
take place smhould be excluded from grazing to facilitate a more rapid
recovery and improve salmonid spawning and rearing habicak.

Cumilacive Effects

The BLM did nob discloge or analyze the elfects of the Bultan Shalt, Sultan
60, Tailinga 40. Borowicz 40, Eaat Swale Jalvage, Tranoportaticn Corzidors
and any other foresesable projects in the DEIS (ses Table 3.0.1). These
projects should be incorporated and analyzed in the cumulative effectan
analysis in che PEIS for the Eascside Township legging projecc. Any ocher
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Comment: 4-34

Response: The 1.89 miles of proposed new road are on the Nez Perce
National Forest. These roads would be temporary, comprising less than
six acres of disturbance. Much of the areas have not retained high
unroaded characteristics due to past activities in the area and are within the
community protection area for the Erickson Ridge Subdivision.

The NPNF is currently revising the Land and Resource Management Plan
(Forest Plan), and edits to the July 9, 2005 Draft Roadless Area Inventory
maps have been completed. The January 2006 Proposal does not include
this area in the “Areas Under Consideration for Recommendation as
Wilderness (Draft Roadless Inventory)”. They are still classified as
Generally suitable for timber production, where timber production is a
management objective, as delineated in the current Forest Plan

Comments: 4-35

Response: The areas described are not a part of the West Meadow Creek
Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA). The boundaries of the IRA were
defined in the Forest Plan and used in this EIS. This is the only official
boundary of the IRA and, as such, the areas with unroaded characteristics
are not a part of the IRA. IRAs and Areas with Potential Unroaded
Characteristics were analyzed in Section 3.8.4.3. Also see responses to
comments 4-2 and 4-34.

Comment: 4-36

Response: See response to comment 4-2. This EIS provides a description
and analysis of the areas having possible unroaded characteristics. Refer
to Sections 3.8.4.3, pages 266-270. Map 15 in this Final EIS has been
updated to show these areas.
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Comment: 4-37

Response: The issue analyzed in this EIS was the effect the vegetation
and fuels project would have on livestock grazing as an authorized use.
Effects of livestock grazing within the project area were not identified as a
major issue because there are only two grazing allotments on BLM land
involving 60 AUMs of use. Grazing impacts to various resources is
included in the description of existing conditions and impacts analysis.

Section 3.6.2 (pages 140-154) discloses the existing conditions that
include the impacts of grazing as well as other uses. Section 3.12 (page
282) describes the current grazing uses and states that livestock grazing
can be limited to avoid conflicts with the project. A design feature that
calls for livestock restrictions following restoration activities has been
added to Table 2.3.1.

Comment: 4-38

Response: The projects listed in your comments were categorically
excluded from NEPA analysis because the actions are listed as either a
Departmental or BLM Categorical Exclusion (CX). CXs are categories of
actions that Federal agencies have determined do not have a significant
effect on the quality of the human environment, either individually or
cumulatively, and for which neither an EA nor an EIS is required (40 CFR
1508.4). Therefore, the projects you mention were not included in Table
3.0.1 which displays projects considered for cumulative impacts analysis.
However, they were taken into account in assessing the current situation.

Page 53 identifies these projects as fuel treatment projects which support
the overall goal of the Eastside Project. These projects are primarily
located in the Little Elk Creek watershed, with the exception of 10 acres
located in the Middle American River subwatershed. BLM only proposes
to treat 20 acres within the Little Elk watershed. For all of the action
alternatives proposed in Little Elk Creek, modeled sediment yield increase
is only 0.1 percent.
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