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

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

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

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

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

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




