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APPENDIX P - COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

P.1 READER'S GUIDE 

P.1.1 HOW IS THIS APPENDIX ORGANIZED?

This Comment Summary and Response to Comments contains three main sections.  

� The first section briefly introduces and summarizes the process of soliciting, receiving 
and evaluating comments on the Draft EIS. Section 1 also includes a table to assist the 
reader in finding specific comment letters, facsimiles, and emails that were received on 
the Draft EIS (hereafter collectively referred to as comment letters; Table 1). Each 
comment letter received was assigned a numeric identification code, which is the first 
column in the table. Additional information in Table 1 includes the name of the 
commenter (whether individual or organization), their address, the date the letter was 
postmarked/faxed/emailed, and a listing of the letter's substantive comments.

� Section 2 contains photocopies of all letters received by the BLM along with comments 
broken out (but still contained within the letter). 

� In Section 3, individual comments have been extracted from the comment letters and 
arranged by subject or resource discipline, and the BLM response to each comment is 
provided. Please note that Section 3 responds to individual comments in the letters 
received, not just the comment letters found in Section 2; there is often more than one 
comment per letter. 

P.1.2 HOW DO I KNOW THE BLM RECEIVED MY LETTER?

All letters received by the BLM during the comment period for the Draft EIS are listed in Table 
1. If your name appears in Table 1, your letter was received. This table can be used to find your 
name (or organization's name), the identification (Source Code) number of your letter, and the 
comments that received responses. The letter's Source Code number can also be used to locate 
the responses to your individual comments in Section 3. 

P.1.3 HOW ARE COMMENTS SHOWN IN THE EIS?

BLM policy requires the printing of comments from federal, state, and local agencies and elected 
officials in the Final EIS and responses to those comments. The letters from these agencies and 
officials are included in Section 2 of this appendix, along with the comment letters received from 
other individuals or entities. Whenever a comment resulted in a change to the EIS, in most cases, 
the response to the comment states that the change was made and indicates where in the 
document the change can be found. 

P.1.4 HOW DO I FIND MY COMMENT?

A specific comment letter (and any responses to the comments in that letter) can be located by 
looking up the author(s) of that letter in Table 1, then using its Source Code number to locate the 
individual comments in Section 3 of this document. 
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P.1.5 WHAT OTHER COMMENTS WERE MADE THAT WERE SIMILAR TO MINE?

Comments similar to one another are grouped together by subject in Section 3.

P.1.6 WHAT WAS THE RESPONSE TO MY COMMENT?

Responses to the identified comments are grouped by subject in Section 3. You can use the 
Source Code number that was assigned to your letter in Table 1 to help you locate responses to 
your comments. 

P.1.7 HOW DO I FIND WHAT COMMENTS ANOTHER INDIVIDUAL, GROUP, ORGANIZATION HAD?

Table 1 details agency, group, and/or individual authors of the comment letters. Once the agency, 
group, or individual is located in Table 1, the Source Code number can be used to cross-
reference individual comments in Section 3. A listing of the comment letters containing that 
comment in Section 3 also follows each comment. 

P.2 SUMMARY OF THE COMMENT PROCESS 

The main function of Appendix P of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) is to 
provide the BLM's response to comments received on the Draft EIS. This section explains how 
comments were solicited on the Draft EIS and processed. You will find a detailed list of persons, 
organizations, and agencies that submitted comments on the Draft EIS in Table 1.  

The comments on the Draft EIS that were used to prepare the Final EIS followed the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA) and a process established by the Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which provide that agencies must "(m)ake diligent 
efforts to involve the public in ... NEPA procedures" (40 CFR § 1506.6(a)). Although this 
appendix deals primarily with the comments received on the Draft EIS released at the end of 
October 2004, the reader should also be aware that substantial public involvement preceded and 
coincided with the writing of the Draft EIS; this prior public involvement helped to define the 
scope of issues that has been addressed by the EIS. 

P.2.1 PUBLIC SCOPING

Public scoping, typically done prior to the preparation of the Draft EIS, should not be confused 
with the comments received on the Draft EIS. Preparation of the Draft EIS included soliciting 
comments from various organizations and the public to determine the scope of the document (see 
Chapter 5 for more details). NEPA requires early public involvement in the EIS process to 
identify issues and address any potentially significant concerns related to the Proposed Action. 
Public and agency involvement continued in various ways throughout this particular EIS process. 
The Purpose and Need, identification of important issues and concerns by the public and other 
agencies, and particulars of the Proposed Action were all discussed during public scoping and 
are detailed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS. Public and agency input was extremely 
important in formulating the scope and content of the Draft EIS.
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P.2.2 PUBLIC AND AGENCY MEETINGS

Following the release of the Draft EIS in late October 2004, public meetings were held in Idaho 
in the following cities to explain the NEPA process, to receive comments regarding the Draft 
EIS, and to answer any questions related to the Proposed Action and alternatives: Idaho Falls (on 
December 1, 2004), Pocatello (on December 2, 2004), Boise (on December 8, 2004), and Twin 
Falls (on December 9, 2004). 

P.2.3 COMMENT PROCEDURE

The Draft EIS was released to the public on October 28, 2004. The Notice of Availability 
initiating the formal, 90-day comment period on the Draft EIS appeared in the Federal Register
on November 5, 2004. The 90-day comment period ended on February 3, 2005.

Those who received a full or summary copy of the Draft EIS and/or attending the public 
meetings were given instructions on how to provide comments and where they should be sent. 
They were advised that comments should be as specific as possible in terms of adequacy of the 
Draft EIS and/or merits of the alternatives discussed. Individuals that submitted oral comments, 
either by phone or at the public meetings, were advised that in order for the comment to be 
considered and included in the Final EIS, it would also have to be submitted in writing.  

All comment letters were copied and sent to the BLM's third-party consultant, where they 
received a source code. The full text of each comment letter, facsimile, or email received from 
individuals or groups are included in Section 2 of this appendix. Individual comments were 
extracted from each letter and were organized by subject, primarily into resource or discipline 
categories. Those comments that were identical or very similar were grouped together and 
summarized. Section 4 lists the individual comments by subject, the source code denoting the 
comment letter, and the associated response to the comment. Resource specialists from the 
third-party consultant prepared draft responses to each substantive comment, which were then 
reviewed, edited, and approved by BLM. 

Consistent with NEPA regulations (40 CFR § 1503.4(b)), this document focuses on substantive 
comments on the Draft EIS. Substantive comments include those that challenge the information 
in the Draft EIS as being accurate or inaccurate, or that offer specific information that may have 
a bearing on the analysis and/or decision. Comments that merely expressed an opinion for or 
against the Proposed Action were considered non-substantive and thus were identified as a 
comment not requiring a response. These non-substantive comments were nonetheless valuable 
in conveying public opinion regarding the project and so were included in Section 3. In cases 
where the comment was substantive but appeared to indicate that information in the EIS was 
either misunderstood or unclear, a response was prepared to clarify the information.  

Table 1 provides an index of agencies, organizations, and individuals that commented on the 
Draft EIS. It is organized by source code, and also contains the name of the commenter, his/her 
associated organization and/or address, the date the letter was postmarked faxed/emailed to the 
BLM, and a list of numbered, individual comments contained in the letter.  
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TABLE 1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE FIRE, FUELS, AND RELATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT DIRECTION PLAN AMENDMENT AND 
DRAFT EIS

Letter
Code

Name Organization/Address City, State 
Date

Postmarked 
Comment Code (s) 

Receiving Responses 

1 Steven R. Paulsen 506 Center Street West Kimberly, ID Public meeting LG1, LG2, LG3, VR1, VR2, VR3, VR5 

2 Karl Ruprecht 649 Lynwood Twin Falls, ID Public meeting LG1, LG4, VR3 

3 Lahsha Johnston The Wilderness Society, Regional 
Conservation Associate  

Boise, ID 02/11/05 AT1, AT2, AT3, AT4, AT5, PR1, PR2, 
LG5, VR6, VR7, VR8, VR9, VR10, 
WUI1, WUI2, WUI3, WUI4, WI1, WI3, 
WI4

4 Kent Fothergill Conservation Committee Prairie 
Falcon Audubon 

Twin Falls, ID 02/10/05 LG6 

5 Jack Depperschmidt Department of Energy, Idaho 
Operations Operator, NEPA 
Compliance Officer 

 02/07/05 LG1, VR11, VR12, IN1 

6 Rick Just Idaho Parks and Recreation Boise, ID 01/28/05 AT1, AT6, RR1, RR2, RR3, GM1 

7 Timothy C Duffner Idaho Department of Lands Gooding, ID 02/08/05 AT6, LG8, VR13 

8 Kenneth Sanders University of Idaho, Twin Falls 
R&E Center 

Twin Falls, ID 01/05/05 AT7, AT8, AT9, AT10, LG9, VR11, 
VR14, VR15, GM2 

9 Patrick A Takasugi Idaho Department of Agriculture Boise, ID 02/03/05 AT11, AT12, AT13, AT14, VR16, VR17, 
GM3
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TABLE 1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE FIRE, FUELS, AND RELATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT DIRECTION PLAN AMENDMENT AND 
DRAFT EIS

Letter
Code

Name Organization/Address City, State 
Date

Postmarked 
Comment Code (s) 

Receiving Responses 

10a Katie Fite Western Watersheds Project Boise, ID 02/09/05 AT15, LG1, LG2, LG4, LG6, LG7, 
LG10, LG11, LG12, LG13, LG14, LG15, 
LG16, LG17, VR1, VR2, VR3, VR4, 
VR5, VR6, VR18, VR19, VR20, VR21, 
VR22, VR23, VR24, VR25, VR26, 
VR27, VR28, VR29, VR30, WUI4, 
WUI5, WI2, WL1, WL2, WL3, SE1, 
SR1, GM4, GM5, GM6, GM7, GM8, 
GM9, GM10, GM11, GM12 

10b Katie Fite Western Watersheds Project Boise, ID 02/09/05 AT15, LG6, LG10, LG11, LG12, LG17, 
LG21, VR6, VR8, VR9, VR11, VR18, 
VR23, VR24, WL2, WL3 

11 Deb Mignogno USFWS Chubbuck, ID 02/11/05 VR2, VR3, VR31, WL1, WL4, WL5, W6, 
WL7, WL8, WL9, WL10, GM13 

12 Kelly Adams Twin Falls District RAC Twin Falls, ID 02/10/05 A16, LG18, LG19, VR32, VR33, VR34, 
VR35, SE2 

13 Christine Reichgott EPA Seattle, WA 02/03/05 LG20, LG21, WL12, AQ1, AQ2 

14 Tracey Trent Idaho Fish and Game Boise, ID 02/11/05 AT6, VR13, VR16, WL13, WL14, WL15, 
WL16 

15 Tess O. Sullivan Lava Lake Land & Livestock, LLC Hailey, ID 02/10/05 VR2, VR5, VR11, VR16, WI5, WL15, 
WL17 

16 B. Sachau 15 Elm Street Florham, NJ 11/20/04 WL18, GM14, GM15 

17 Bob Stoltz 1150 East 3400 North Buhl, ID 12/10/04 LG15, VR3, VR36, GM14 

18 Ted Howard Shoshone-Paiute Tribes  11/7/07 NAI18, 1-23 
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P.3 COMMENT LETTERS 

This section contains copies of letters, facsimiles, and emails received from tribes, federal, state, 
and local agencies, organizations, and the general public during the comment period—November 
5, 2004 to February 3, 2005—for the Fire, Fuels, and Related Vegetation Management Direction 
Plan Amendment and Draft EIS. Refer to Section 3 for individual comments, organized by 
subject, and responses to those comments. 



FMDA DRAFT EIS/PLAN AMENDMENT 

Comments/E-Mails/Letters Received 

Regarding the FMDA DEIS 

(Comment Period Ended 10 February 2005) 

Letter Number Letter Received From/Address Comment Received Via 

(US Mail, E-Mail, Other - 

Explain)

1 Steven R. Paulsen 

506 Center Street West 

Kimberley, ID 83341 

Public Meeting 

2 Karl Ruprecht 

649 Lynwood 

Twin Falls, ID 83301 

Public Meeting 

3 Lahsha Johnston 

Regional Conservation Associate 

The Wilderness Society 

350 N. 9 St. Ste. 302 

Boise, ID 83702 

Email

4 Kent Fothergill 

Conservation Committee 

Prairie Falcon Audubon 

780 Falls Avenue #159 

Twin Falls, ID 83316 

Email

5 Jack Depperschmidt 

NEPA Compliance Officer 

DOE, Idaho Operations Office 

depperjd@id.doe.gov 

Email

6 Rick Just 

Idaho Parks and Rec 

PO Box 83720 

Boise, ID 83720-0065 

Mail

7 Timothy C. Duffner 

Idaho Department of Lands 

329 Washington St. 

Gooding, ID 83330 

Mail

8 Kenneth Sanders 

U of Idaho 

Twin Falls R&E Center 

Mail



PO Box 1827 

Twin Falls, ID 83303 

9 Patrick A. Takasugi 

Idaho Department of Agriculture 

PO Box 790 

Boise, ID 83701 

Mail

10 Katie Fite

Western Watersheds Project 

PO Box 2863  

Boise, ID 83701 

Mail

11 Deb Mignogno 

USFWS

4425 Burley Dr. Ste. A 

Chubbuck, ID 83202 

Mail

12 Kelly Adams

Twin Falls District RAC 

Internal Mail 

13 Christine Reichgott 

EPA

1200 6 Ave. 

Seattle, WA 98101 

Mail

14 Tracey Trent 

ID Fish and Game 

PO Box 25 

Boise, ID 83707 

Mail

15 Tess O. Sullivan 

Lava Lake Land & Livestock, LLC 

PO Box 2249 

Hailey, ID 83333 

Mail

16 B. Sachau

15 Elm St. 

Florham Park, NJ 07932 

Email

17 Bob Stoltz

1150 E. 3400 N. 

Buhl, ID 83316 

Email

18 Ted Howard 

Director, Cultural Resources 

Shoshone-Paiute Tribes 

Mail
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P.4 IDENTIFIED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comments identified in the letters, facsimiles, and emails to the BLM during the comment period 
are grouped by subject, primarily into resource or discipline categories. Similar comments were 
combined. The comment letter Source Code numbers are displayed following each comment. 
References to more than one comment letter are the result of combining similar comments. 
Responses addressing each individual comment follow the Source Code numbers. Not all of the 
following comments are considered substantive; instead of asking for clarification or expressing 
concerns regarding the EIS analysis, they express an opinion. However, they are included as part 
of this comment summary to indicate public opinion regarding the project. 
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

Alternative
Development 

AT1 3-2, 6-1 Lack of specificity regarding 
alternatives. It is hard to quantify the 
impacts that Alt. D or other alternatives 
would have on recreation. 

As stated in Section 2.1, the nature of this 
EIS as a programmatic document is to 
provide the BLM direction to amend 
planning area wide LUPs to include 
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy 
in their management strategy. LUP-level 
planning is at a landscape level; once the 
LUPs are amended, alternative actions 
provided within this document would 
enable managers to use a broad range of 
management tools at their disposal to best 
address local situations within a given field 
office. More specific actions regarding fire 
management decisions would be at the 
field office level, through the use of site 
specific Fire Management Plans, using 
appropriate tools/treatments, to best meet 
the goals and objectives of the Federal 
Wildland Fire Management Policy. 

 AT2 3-20 We are concerned that the analysis 
conducted and conclusions drawn from 
these specific issues unnecessarily set 
the two alternatives (Alt. C and Alt. D) 
as contrary to one another. That is, the 
analysis leads to the conclusion that the 
FMDA can either fulfill the objectives 
outlined in the Cohesive Strategy or it 
can address Sage Grouse habitat 
restoration but not both. This dichotomy 
fragments rather than promotes the 
plan amendment's purpose and need of 
promoting comprehensive fire 
management. 

The range of alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIS do not preclude the combination 
of elements of different alternatives to 
formulate an alternative that best meets 
the BLM's policy objectives. These 
alternatives presented in the Draft EIS 
were formulated precisely to provide a 
view of how different elements of fire 
management can be achieved with 
different treatment levels. The Final EIS 
was revised to include a new Proposed 
Plan Amendment that includes elements 
from the alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIS to best meet the comprehensive fire 
management goals in the project area. 
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

 AT3 3-21 Alt. D would unnecessarily restrict the 
discretion of local land managers to use 
the process of fire- either through 
prescribed fire or as Wildland Fire Use- 
to achieve land management goals in 
the short and long term.  

What provisions within the Alternative 
would allow managers the discretion to 
use fire in future years when and where 
the landscape has been sufficiently 
restored to a degree where the use of 
fire does not pose undue risk to habitat 
components? 

Although there will always be areas that 
are considered inappropriate for WFU for 
resource benefit or Rx Fire due to social, 
economic, political, or resource 
constraints, Alternative D does allow for 
WFU and RxFire treatments as 
appropriate to achieve DFC after site-
specific project level planning. Monitoring 
would help evaluate success regardless of 
treatment type and adaptive management 
provides a mechanism for managers to 
use their discretion in how and when they 
use WFU and Rx Fire treatments. Please 
note that Alternative D is no longer the 
Preferred Alternative. Alternative E, which 
is a combination of elements of 
Alternatives C and D, is the new Preferred 
Alternative (also referred to as the 
Proposed Plan Amendment). 

 AT4 3-22 In Alt D., by overruling the possibility of 
the use of fire as a management tool on 
so broad a landscape unnecessarily 
commits BLM to using a non-fire 
vegetation management approach on 
an unrealistic scale. 

In some areas within the planning area, 
there are social, economic, political, or 
resource constraints that prevent the use 
of WFU or RxFire as a treatment option. In 
these areas, other treatment options are 
available to implement in order to achieve 
DFCs. See Section 2.4.7.4 for further 
discussion of WFU areas under Alt. D. 

 AT5 3-23 Alt C describes unrealistic / 
unachievable treatment targets. 

As stated in Section 2.4.6, it is assumed 
that Alternative C would not be limited by 
existing operational capabilities and 
resources. This alternative is included to 
present a scenario of the amount of 
resources needed to meet goals of the 
Cohesive Strategy and 10-year 
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

Comprehensive Strategy within the 30-
year planning window.  

 AT6 6-5, 7-1, 14-1 We support Alt. D, will improve 
recreational opportunities by restoring 
sagebrush. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.4.7 for a 
more detailed description of Alt. D. 

 AT7 8-2 Support writing general guidance, 
leaving details to site-specific plans. 

Comment noted. See also response to 
comment AT1. 

 AT8 8-3 I support Alt B because it seems more 
realistic in terms of what can be 
accomplished, given the time frame, 
manpower, and budget available. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.4.5 for a 
more detailed description of Alt. B. 

 AT9 8-4 Alt D is based on false assumptions on 
what it will do for sage grouse, and to 
identify it as the preferred alternative 
only sets you up for protests/litigation.  

Alternative D was developed with input 
from wildlife resource experts at the 
federal, state, and local level. This 
alternative seeks to maintain existing, 
high-quality sagebrush steppe habitat and 
to increase the quantity of resilient 
sagebrush steppe via post-wildland fire 
rehabilitation and proactive restoration. 
See Section 2.4.7 for a more detailed 
description of Alt. D, included alternative 
objectives. Also, please note that 
Alternative D is no longer the Preferred 
Alternative. Alternative E, which is a 
combination of elements from Alternatives 
D and C is the new Preferred Alternative 
(also referred to as the Proposed Plan 
Amendment). This choice was based on 
comments on the Draft EIS that expressed 
concern that Alternative D did not provide 
adequate fire and vegetation management 
for non-sagebrush vegetation types or 
Wildland Urban Interface. 
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

  8-8 Alt A is unacceptable b/c it hasn't 
worked in stopping the spread of 
invasive weeds or reducing the 
frequency of wildfires. 

Alternative A is considered the No Action 
Alternative. It serves as the basis of 
comparison for the other alternatives. 
Alternative A represents no change from 
current levels of treatment, but still allows 
the LUPs to be amended. Additionally, an 
analysis of the impacts of the No Action 
Alternative is required as stated in CEQ 
regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)). See 
Section 2.4.4 for a more detailed 
description of Alt. A. 

 AT10 9-1 Alt B doesn't provide for 
'comprehensive fire management 
direction'. Does not address purpose 
and need in a comprehensive manner 
by not treating all cover types to a level 
that returns the fire regime to the range 
of historic variability, and it would be 
limited by existing economic and 
personnel resources. It also does not 
incorporate the recommended level of 
treatment in the national scale program 
option, or directly address the goals and 
priorities of the Cohesive Strategy and 
10-year Comprehensive Strategy. 

As stated in Section 2.4.5.1, it is assumed 
that Alternative B would be limited by 
existing operations capabilities and 
resources. This alternative is included to 
present a scenario of what could be 
accomplished towards meeting the goals 
of the Cohesive Strategy and 10-year 
Comprehensive Strategy within the 30-
year planning period given existing 
operational capabilities and resources. 
Under this assumption, not all cover types 
are treated adequately since there are 
limited operational resources. 

 AT11 9-2 Alt D doesn't address purpose and 
need adequately; this is not a habitat 
conservation directive. The BLM would 
miss the opportunity to return fire 
regimes to the range of historical 
variability, and provide a complete and 
healthy range ecosystem. Limits range 
of management options, removes 
flexibility for future management 

As stated in Section 1.2.2, the proposed 
fire management direction plan 
amendments respond to several identified 
needs, one of which is the increased 
demand for the protection of sagebrush 
steppe communities. All treatment options 
are available for implementation, though 
there are some restrictions placed on WFU 
and RxFire due to social, economic, 
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objectives. political, or resource constraints. The 
nature of this document as programmatic 
EIS and the use of monitoring and 
adaptive management help provide 
mechanisms for land managers to be 
flexible in meeting goals and objectives for 
future management decisions. 

 AT12 9-6 Alt C does the best job meeting 
objectives of P/N, Issue 1. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.4.6 for a 
more detailed description of Alt. C. 

 AT13 9-7 Combining Alt C with sagebrush 
restoration components of Alt D would 
meet both issues. 

Comment noted. See also the response to 
AT2.

 AT14 10a-8, 10b-7 The BLM had no sound basis for 
estimates of acres proposed to be 
treated in the information that was 
provided to the public. No protocol was 
followed as a basis for these estimates, 
and no scientific methodology was 
followed. BLM did not use systematic 
approach for assessing treatments 
need. Analysis must be based on 
science. DFCs are not obtainable, 
especially considering disturbance 

The BLM acknowledges the desire to have 
better vegetation data across the planning 
area. This is one reason that monitoring 
and adaptive management components 
are critical to the success of implementing 
the Federal Wildland Fire Management 
Policy (see Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). 
Treatment needs were developed based 
on the best vegetation data available, as 
well the professional expertise of field 
office resource personnel who are familiar 
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factors. Need range of alternatives that 
focus on restoring cheatgrass 
infestations, and restore native 
vegetation.

with current resource conditions and 
needs. DFCs are based on landscape-
level fire management goals and 
objectives for the 30-year planning period 
of this EIS. Depending on the alternative, 
the DFC may not be attainable within the 
planning period. The BLM recognizes the 
importance of decreasing cheatgrass 
infestations since this is one of the 
reasons that fire frequency and intensity 
are more severe than in the past. By 
restoring native vegetation, fire resiliency 
is increased, and ecosystem integrity is 
restored. All action alternatives attempt to 
accomplish this, though at different levels. 

 AT15 12-7 We do not collectively support any one 
Alternative.

Comment noted. 

Process PR1 3-1 'Analysis incomplete and lacking'. Comment noted. Please see Chapter 4 for 
impacts analysis.  

 PR2 3-3 Treatment-acres vs. footprint-acres 
difficult to understand. 

The BLM wanted the reader to understand 
that a given piece of land (the footprint-
acre) could receive one or multiple 
treatments (the treatment-acre). Thus, a 
single acre of land could be treated 
several times (e.g., One acre of land could 
be mechanically disced, then chemical 
treated, then seeded. Under this scenario, 
there is one footprint-acre, and three 
treatment-acres). This aspect of treatment-
areas is important to consider when 
planning budgets, personnel needs, and 
other management issues. Please see 
Section 2.4.1 for further explanation.  
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Resource Issue: 

Livestock Grazing 
Management 

LG1 1-4, 2-2, 5-6, 
10a-26,
10a-50

Rest AUMs until recovered, not just 2 
seasons. 

Page 2.11, Section 2.4.3.3.2, under 
subheading "Livestock Grazing". The 
first sentence is not appropriate for 
Alternative D, the preferred alternative. 
To adequately address Issue 2, the first 
sentence needs to read; "All RxFire 
treatment areas would be rested from 
livestock grazing until vegetation 
establishment and resource objectives 
are achieved." This does not disallow 
grazing, it simply requires a healthy 
system exists before resuming grazing.  

Use comparison of exclusion areas to 
quantify differences between vegetation 
in and out, and use this info to develop 
a realistic time frame for livestock 
exclusion from seeded lands. 

All treatment areas would be rested from 
livestock grazing until project-specific 
monitoring identified in site-specific project 
plans and/or NEPA documents show that 
resource objectives have been met. 
Resumption of grazing would be 
determined on a case-by-case basis. 

 LG2 1-5, 10a-55 Use environmental/landscape health to 
determine suitable grazing conditions. 

The Draft EIS analysis is based on 
landscape level disclosure of vegetation 
condition and health. See Section 3.2 for a 
description of how existing vegetation 
condition was determined. 

 LG3 1-7 No cows on cheatgrass monocultures. Decisions affecting grazing management 
are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

 LG4 2-3, 10a-4, 
10a-25

Grazing increases cheatgrass, 
cheatgrass increases fire, decrease 
grazing, eliminate grazing, buyout 
grazing permits, cows are bad for the 
ecosystem, and economics. 

As stated in Section 2.6, an alternative of 
altering or eliminating grazing practices 
was suggested in the scoping process. 
While this is closely tied to vegetation 
conditions and treatments, it does not, in 
itself, meet the purpose and need of the 
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proposed project.  

An additional alternative was suggested to 
passively treat areas by utilizing livestock 
grazing to reduce invasive species, 
reducing livestock usage in areas with 
known exotic infestations, removal of 
livestock facilities, and the closing of roads 
and off-road vehicle trails. This alternative 
was eliminated from detailed analysis 
because it involves decisions beyond the 
scope of the EIS. Such decisions would be 
addressed in the RMP/LUP process. 

The purpose of this EIS is to address fire 
management issues within the planning 
area. While it is acknowledged that 
grazing would be impacted by 
implementing any of the alternatives 
presented in this EIS (see Section 4.9), it 
is not the purpose of this EIS to address 
the impacts that livestock grazing has on 
the ecosystem and landscape, the 
appropriateness of grazing on public 
lands, or livestock economics within the 
planning area. LUPs analyze the benefits 
and consequences of grazing on BLM-
administered lands. The Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 
states that the BLM is required to manage 
for multiple uses of administered land, one 
of which is livestock grazing. The Taylor 
Grazing Act of 1934 and Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 
further guide BLM's management of 
livestock grazing on public lands. In 1997, 
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the BLM adopted the Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management, which 
provides guidance for grazing in Idaho. 
The cumulative impacts section of this EIS 
has also been revised to include additional 
information regarding livestock grazing as 
it relates to the FMDA. 

 LG5 3-19 The Draft EIS specifically estimates the 
loss of revenue to the BLM in the form 
of grazing fees associated with the 
impacted AUMs, and estimates the cost 
of leasing private land and purchasing 
hay to replace lost AUMs. There is no 
estimate or attempt to quantify in any 
monetary way the funds saved by BLM 
in administering these AUMs and 
associated resource impacts. 

The Final EIS will be revised to include 
information regarding the resources 
expended to manage the grazing program. 
However, the resource impacts of this 
management will not be disclosed as part 
of this EIS process. As stated previously, 
analysis to support decisions regarding 
grazing are outside the scope of this EIS 
and are best addressed through the 
LUP/RMP planning process. 

 LG6 4-1, 10a-1, 
10a-14, 10a-
15, 10b-6 

No alternative addresses livestock 
grazing in other than cursory manner. 
Vegetation communities are shaped by 
climate, soils and disturbance regimes; 
and live stock grazing is a disturbance 
that is responsible for changes that: 
predispose landscapes to fire, create 
impoverished soils and the presence of 
cheat grass without returning a 
meaningful economic benefit to the 
American public. The FMDA is 
extremely flawed because it does not 
address the ubiquitous disturbance of 
livestock. Meaningful, cost effective 
management will not occur without 
examining the entire disturbance 

More specific analysis of grazing and 
grazing impacts is addressed in the LUPs, 
some of which are currently undergoing 
revision. Because this EIS aims to update 
existing LUPs with the National Fire Plan 
and the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy, grazing management 
has not been directly incorporated in 
alternative development, but is instead 
addressed in Section 4.9. See response 
comments to LG4. Additional analysis of 
grazing issues as they relate to fire are 
presented in Section 4.16 Non-Fire, Fuels 
and Related Vegetation Management 
Cumulative Effects of the Final EIS. 
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regime and being willing to make 
changes. 

The EIS fails to address the role of 
livestock, utilization, and BLM 
management of livestock on ecological 
health, livestock facilities, and fire 
regime within project area. It does not 
present scientific information and 
analysis necessary to understand the 
role of livestock in causing fuels 
problems. No alternative addresses 
livestock grazing, passive livestock 
treatments, disturbance from livestock 
and the subsequent effects on 
vegetation communities.  

 LG7 7-3 Grazing encouraged to manipulate fuels 
and reduce undesirable species. May 
help prevent having to reduce AUMs 
temporarily following fire / treatment. 

In some instances grazing can be used to 
manipulate fuels and reduce undesirable 
species. However, the main herbaceous 
invasive species with regard to fuel 
loading include cheatgrass and 
medusahead. Neither of these species 
provide good forage value for livestock. 
Additionally, in order to take advantage of 
the early-season short-term nutritional 
value of cheatgrass, livestock operators 
would have to move their livestock over 
long distances at frequent intervals. It is 
highly unlikely that permittees would have 
the resources or financial ability to do this. 

 LG8 8-6 I question that BLM guidance "dictates" 
no grazing for two growing seasons 
following a fire. It may be advantageous 
to timely graze the first spring after the 

The BLM has recently changed this policy 
to prescribe rest in accordance with 
objectives set prior to treatment. Treated 
sites will be monitored to determine when 
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fire to prevent cheatgrass from going to 
seed. It appears questionable that 
grazing after seed ripe the first year is 
necessarily detrimental to the perennial 
grasses, and in some cases, may be 
beneficial. See paper "How long should 
rangelands be rested from livestock 
grazing following a fire," found at 
www.cnr.uidaho.edu/range. 

objectives are met, at which point, grazing 
will resume. The Final EIS has been 
updated to reflect this change in policy. 

 LG9 10a-2, 10a-
13, 10a-27, 
10b-6

BLM's false premise that it can bring 
about changes is not based on the fact 
that grazing occurs, creating unnatural 
conditions. All direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of past and ongoing 
livestock use on rangelands health 
problems associated with fire must be 
assessed. Thus BLM is not using 
current ecological science in models 
and setting goals. Must determine 
current conditions. Stocking rates 
and/or removing cows from lands at risk 
from cheatgrass invasion, or where 
restoration actions may be undertaken, 
should be considered, otherwise it's a 
waste of taxpayers money. Conversion 
of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs not 
looked at. Suitability and capability of 
grazing not analyzed. Need to do this. 
All alternatives must include 25% or 
less allowable utilization of upland 
vegetation, no grazing during critical 
periods of growth for native species, no 
grazing during nesting seasons, 
management of trampling on native veg 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 
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and cryptic crust, no movement of 
livestock form infested lands to more 
intact communities. 

 LG10 10a-4, 10a-
24, 10a-32, 
10b-8, 13-2 

Grazing can introduce/propagate 
invasive species. This impacts fuels/fire 
cycles. How livestock influences 
outcome/effectiveness /success of 
treatments needs to be analyzed. BLM 
is using weeded areas as sacrifice 
zones (increased levels of livestock). 
Native species do not recover. The 
BLM has a poor track record with 
Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area as is relates to 
habitat destruction caused by drought, 
livestock management, and invasive 
species. 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG11 10a-5, 10b-4, 
10b-6, 10b-8 

Collect/analyze impacts from current 
stocking rates, utilization levels, grazing 
seasons, grazing facility, physical 
environmental conditions as they relate 
to grazing. Conduct additional modeling 
to determine impact of grazing on 
wildlife habitats and populations. 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG12 10a-10 Use better and more current data, and 
develop assessments on needs and 
risks of various treatments, as it related 
to continued livestock grazing under the 
old LUP paradigms, and under updated 
paradigms under the alternative actions 
that the BLM needs to develop for this 
process. 

See response to comments AT14, LG4 
and LG6. 

 LG13 10a-31 Concerned that the BLM may initiate a As stated in Section 1.7.1, field offices will 
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program of widespread prescribed 
burns on land previously disturbed by 
grazing and are vulnerable to invasives. 

prepare site-specific fire management 
plans, and consider those areas for WFU 
or RxFire where such treatments would be 
appropriate. 

 LG14 10a-32, 17-1, 
17-2

Grazing doesn't reduce fire danger. 
Livestock shouldn't be used a fire 
reduction tool, b/c they actually 
increase fire potential. Cows don't eat 
the old wheatgrass, which creates a fire 
hazard.

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG15  Livestock mitigation can't be monitored 
sufficiently, do not use these types of 
mitigation.

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG16 10a-52 Assess trespass impacts, don't use fire 
fund to construct post fire livestock 
facilities (fences are bad, water attracts 
livestock and causes degradation), 
restrict livestock access on treated 
parcels, don't shift AUMS after 
treatment, allow to rest. 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG17 12-5 Regarding livestock grazing, the term 
minimum of two yeas should be 
changed to reflect no specified time, but 
instead a site-specific evaluation. 

As stated in Section 4.9.1, this two-
growing season time limit may be 
extended if the BLM determines that the 
vegetation has not adequately recovered 
from the treatment.  

 LG18 12-8 'Treatments in grazing allotments 
should be designed to minimize impacts 
to grazing users in any specified 
allotment' should be added to Chapter 
2.

As discussed in Chapter 2.4.5, public 
safety and the protection of property will 
be a top priority in fire suppression. This 
would help decrease impacts to grazing 
permittees from wildland fire. Additionally, 
post-treatment monitoring would be 
completed at the site-specific level to 
determine the effectiveness of treatments 
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and to allow grazing to recommence as 
soon as possible. Note that Section 4.9.1 
discloses the long-term beneficial impacts 
of vegetation management to livestock 
grazing including, reduction in the number 
of long-term allotment closures and animal 
unit months (AUMs) temporarily 
unavailable and improving overall forage 
production. 

 LG19 13-2 The EIS doesn't address the impacts 
grazing activities in the proposed 
project area may have on the 
introduction and propagation of invasive 
species, nor the proposed plan's ability 
to meet grazing guidelines. 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 

 LG20 10b-4, 13-3 How will grazing affect sagebrush 
steppe communities and sage grouse 
habitat, including 
introduction/propagation of invasive 
species as it relates to grazing. If 
analysis demonstrates that grazing 
activities would continue to contribute to 
invasive species introduction and 
propagation after treatment and not 
meet grazing guidelines, the EIS should 
include and alternative that restricts or 
eliminated grazing activities in sensitive 
areas. Include monitoring / adaptive 
management to assure grazing 
restrictions are effective to curb 
invasive species and support 
protection, restoration, and 
rehabilitation of sage grouse habitat. 

See response to comments LG4 and LG6. 
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Vegetation VR1 1-1, 10a-41 Monitor sites as long as necessary 
based on site-specific conditions. 
Establish criteria. 

Section 2.5 discusses the critical role of 
monitoring and adaptive management as it 
relates to implementing new management 
actions or maintaining present activities. 
The constant feedback nature of adaptive 
management facilitates management 
flexibility and reduces the chances of 
missed opportunities.  

 VR2 1-2, 1-8,
10a-41, 11-6 

Fund monitoring adequately, outsource 
monitoring if needed.  

Plan criteria of implementation, timing, 
and success. 

Any one of the alternatives that would be 
selected for implementation would have a 
monitoring component. This is critical to 
the success of implementing the FMDA. 
This monitoring would likely be conducted 
by BLM resource specialists. Using field 
office personnel enables the resource 
specialists to gain comprehensive 
knowledge of the resources, and provide 
their expertise to decision making. This 
aspect helps ensure that BLM establishes 
representative criteria for success.  

 VR3 1-3, 2-1,
10a-21,
10a-42, 10a-
51, 11-5,
15-6, 17-3 

Use native seeds for restoration, 
include forbs. 

Use local seeds. 

Establish seed bank. 

Establish timeline for restoration of all 
seeded exotic areas to be restored with 
natives.

Commit to reseeding when necessary.  

Don't reseed high elevation sites. 

The BLM understands that numerous 
vegetation species and cover types in the 
planning area have developed various 
responses that have enabled them to 
resist, tolerate, or take advantage of fire. 
Ideally, it makes sense to reseed native 
species in areas that are suited for a given 
areas, and the BLM would prefer to do this 
wherever possible. However, there are 
situations were soil stability is important 
since wind and water erosion can have 
cumulative effects on additional resources 
such as air quality or water quality. Under 
these conditions, a place holder species is 
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needed until such time when land 
managers can reseed an area with native 
species and work towards meeting DFC 
for a given cover type. 

 VR5 1-6, 10a-24, 
10a-33, 15-3 

Better weed control on treated or 
burned sites.  

Grazing, grazing facilities, and/or road 
access can introduce/propagate 
invasive species. Must analyze. 

Noxious weeds and invasive species are 
undesirable to have for many reasons, and 
site-specific treatment plans will factor in 
consideration for minimizing propagation 
of these types of plants. Part of the 
adaptive management process is to 
evaluate sites that have been treated, and 
make management decisions to improve 
conditions. See response to comments 
LG4 and LG6 for relationship to grazing. 

 VR6 3-4, 10a-9, 
10a-27,
10b-2, 10b-5 

Despite repeated attempts to 
incorporate the goals behind Issue 2 
(sagebrush), the analysis lacks 
sufficient integration and examination of 
sagebrush steppe restoration and 
rehabilitation. The complexities of 
sagebrush steppe restoration seem 
almost non-exist in the analysis. There 
is no discussion of past rehabilitation or 
restoration efforts in the area and their 
success or problems. 

Ignores livestock grazing impacts 
(water developments, fences, etc.), 
composition, function, and structure, 
past disturbances, past treatments, 
relationship to invasive species, and 
human impacts (e.g., logging) to the 
various vegetation communities and 
relationship to proposed treatments as 

The analysis that was conducted for 
Alternative D, which focuses on the 
sagebrush steppe ecosystem, used the 
best data available at the landscape level. 
Appendix C presents the assumptions and 
methodology for developing FRCCs. Site-
specific fire management plans will be 
developed that will incorporate livestock 
grazing, invasive weeds, and other 
resource issues into treatment scenarios 
for a given area. Under Alternative D, 
wildland fire suppression efforts would 
emphasize protection of sagebrush steppe 
habitats.

Also, please note that Alternative D is no 
longer the Preferred Alternative. 
Alternative E, which is a combination of 
elements from Alternatives D and C is the 
new Preferred Alternative (also referred to 
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well as past treatments. 

Use suppression until grazing 
consequences and problems (altered 
understories, weakened native 
grasses/forbs, soil surface changes) 
understood more clearly. 

This EIS provides the BLM an 
opportunity to gain better understanding 
of the actual capability and productivity 
of the vegetation and soils that meets 
the desires and needs of the public on 
these lands. 

as the Proposed Plan Amendment). This 
choice was based on comments on the 
Draft EIS that expressed concern that 
Alternative D did not provide adequate fire 
and vegetation management for non-
sagebrush vegetation types or Wildland 
Urban Interface. 

The cumulative impacts analysis in the 
Final EIS has been revised to provide 
additional information regarding the 
cumulative impacts of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable livestock grazing 
on vegetation resources in the project 
area.

See also response to comments VR18, 
LG4, and LG6 for relationship to grazing. 

 VR7 3-5 There is no real analysis of mechanical 
and chemical treatments. Appendix H is 
a very short description of some other 
broad (regional and national) agency 
guidance documents on these 
treatments. There is no specificity as to 
how these treatments will be used or 
prioritized in the Upper Snake River 
District. 

This programmatic document provides 
general direction for fire management 
within the planning area. A range of 
treatments available to the land managers 
is presented and analyzed to allow them to 
use those that are best suited for a given 
site. Site-specific fire management plans 
will be created at the field office level to 
enable land managers to prioritization 
those areas that need addressing sooner. 
See Section 1.7.1. More information on 
the treatment themselves can be obtained 
by reviewing the Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) 
and ROD to address vegetation 
treatments using herbicides on BLM lands 
in 17 western states (BLM 2007) This 
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Programmatic EIS will provide a 
comprehensive NEPA document that can 
be used by BLM field-level staffs for local 
land-use planning with regards to 
vegetation treatment methodologies and 
strategies. 

 VR8 3-6, 10a-41, 
10a-50

The criteria for establishing vegetation 
treatments (p 2-28) all have to do with 
location, not vegetation type, class, 
condition, likelihood of restoration and 
other key factors. There is no 
discussion of how to prioritize what 
treatment(s) will be used and in what 
circumstances. What constitutes 
successful restoration? How will 
prioritization be given to an area 
depending on the likelihood of it 
responding to a type of treatment? 

Provide science-based assessment of 
predicted establishment times for 
seedings of native vegetation under 
various environmental settings, include 
with and without livestock influences. 
Establish control areas for comparison.  

See response to comments VR1, VR3, 
and VR7.

 VR9 3-7, 10a-19, 
10a-33,
10a-34,
10a-54

Chemical and mechanical treatments 
should only be considered if it can be 
assured that they would minimize 
damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, 
air, or other resources of the public 
lands, and to prevent impairment of 
wilderness suitability; minimize 
harassment of wildlife or significant 
disruption of wildlife habitats, and 

Treatments will be selected based on the 
current conditions and objectives for a 
given site in site-specific plans prepared at 
the field office level. Some areas will not 
suitable for fire treatments, and will only be 
able to receive mechanical and/or 
chemical treatments. Precautions will be 
followed to reduce the likelihood of 
impacting T&E species (e.g., timing of 



Fire, Fuels, and Related Vegetation Management Direction Plan Amendment Final EIS 

P-152

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

especially for protection of endangered 
or threatened species and their 
habitats; minimize impacts to 
recreational and other multiple uses of 
the same or neighboring public lands; 
and outside officially designated 
wilderness, primitive or wilderness 
study areas, and in natural areas only if 
the agency determines that will not 
adversely affect their natural, aesthetic, 
scenic, or other values for which such 
areas are valued.  

Experimentation with (new) chemical 
treatments should be limited to 
cheatgrass and wheatgrass areas.  

Keep chemical use to bare minimum. 
Use signage as appropriate. Use 
passive treatments instead where 
appropriate.  

treatment, pre treatment surveys). Future 
chemical treatments will be carefully 
evaluated prior to broad application. 
Manufacturer's instructions will be 
followed. See also response to comments 
LG4 and VR7. 

 VR10 3-12 Analysis of the condition class 
approach shows that the data needed 
to assess the condition of vegetated 
landscapes are not available and that 
they cannot be applied to existing data. 
Lack of data for FRCC assessment 
(don't know enough about historical and 
current conditions, results not accurate 
and meaningful). We believe that until 
the data "required by the methodology" 
are compiled, any results from applying 
that methodology should be viewed with 
skepticism. Discuss more clearly data 
used, data gaps, and assumptions 

Appendix C discusses the methodology, 
assumptions, and data that were used to 
calculate FRCC. The BLM believes the 
data is sufficient for the programmatic level 
analysis presented in the EIS. 
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(back up with literature/analysis). 

 VR11 5-2, 8-7,
10b-5, 15-4 

No loss of sagebrush habitat should be 
goal. Areas where sagebrush has 
already been removed should be 
restored to a self-sustaining sagebrush 
community before areas containing 
even marginal sagebrush communities 
are "treated." To do otherwise, results 
in losing more sagebrush habitat 
without ensuring habitat is being 
restored in the short term (i.e. less than 
20 years).

Restoration of vegetation will help 
reduce destructive fires in low elevation 
shrub and will improve habitat for 
wildlife.

Varying age-classes important to 
establish and maintain. 

Alternative D recognizes that the 
sagebrush steppe ecosystem and its 
associated wildlife species, including sage 
grouse, are at risk from increased wildland 
fire and other disturbances. As stated in 
Section 2.4.7, the emphasis of this 
alternative is to maintain existing, high-
quality sagebrush steppe habitat and to 
increase the quantity of resilient 
sagebrush steppe via post-wildland fire 
rehabilitation and proactive restoration. 
Treatments would aim to create mosaics 
for the improvement or enhancement of 
sagebrush steppe habitats. Restoration 
priorities would be identified to enlarge 
and reconnect sagebrush steppe habitat.  

Also, please note that Alternative D is no 
longer the Preferred Alternative. 
Alternative E, which is a combination of 
elements from Alternatives D and C is the 
new Preferred Alternative (also referred to 
as the Proposed Plan Amendment). This 
choice was based on comments on the 
Draft EIS that expressed concern that 
Alternative D did not provide adequate fire 
and vegetation management for non-
sagebrush vegetation types or Wildland 
Urban Interface. 

 VR12 5-3 A condition should be included in the 
EIS for all alternatives that stipulates, 
"No treatments should occur in 
sagebrush communities dominated by 

Treatments, including restoration and 
rehabilitation, of Wyoming big sage, which 
is associated with the Low-elevation Shrub 
cover type, will be prioritized and 
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Wyoming big sagebrush unless a there 
is a funded plan to aggressively re-
establish with seedlings." Those 
communities do not appear to re-
establish very well by simply reseeding 
or natural processes. Do not manage 
Wyoming big sagebrush communities 
like mountain sagebrush communities 
that appear to re-establish more readily 
after treatments. 

implemented in site-specific fire 
management plans prepared at the field 
office level. See also response to 
comment VR11.  

 VR13 7-2, 14-3, Placeholder species are suitable where 
needed.  

While place holders are needed under 
certain conditions, work towards 
improving plant diversity and structure 
on these sites, which would benefit 
wildlife. Prioritize similar to that in 
Section 2.4.7.3. 

See Response to Comment VR3. It is not 
predicted that species composition will 
change dramatically on these sites until 
additional management action is taken. 

 VR14 8-5 I do not believe the low success that 
has been achieved in seeding natives 
justifies the expense. The primary 
objectives in reseeding following a fire 
should be 1) preventing soils erosion 2) 
establishment of perennial vegetation.  

The ideal restoration scenario involves 
restoration and rehabilitation with native 
species. Returning cover types to historic 
conditions will also improve wildlife habitat 
and water quality, decrease fire intensity in 
most cases, and create resilient vegetation 
communities. However, in cases where 
restoration with native species is unlikely 
to be successful, placeholder species will 
be used. 
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 VR15 8-7 I was initially concerned that the 
document did not recognize the 
thousands of acres in the planning area 
where sagebrush density is greater 
than it should be. I was pleased to see 
that BFO and SFO indicated that they 
have such areas that need to be 
treated.

Comment noted. See Sections 3.1.3, 
3.1.4, and 3.2 for additional discussion. 

 VR16 9-4, 14-2, 15-
2

Alt D doesn't sufficiently address Aspen 
Conifer or Dry Conifer vegetation types. 
Must include aspen to properly manage 
watersheds, and habitat, and sustain 
forage (see comment letter 14 for 
specific recommendations). 

Fire is needed to promote aspen 
regeneration and prevent conifer 
encroachment. 

The Final EIS has been modified to 
address these issues. See Response to 
Comment AT2. 

 VR17 9-5 Juniper woodlands are not returned to 
historical fire regime (under Alt D). 
Encroachment can increase runoff, 
deplete water resource Incorporate 
management into alternative. Juniper 
management should be sensitive to 
disturbance and restoration. 

The Final EIS has been modified to 
address these issues. See Response to 
Comment AT2. 

 VR18 10a-6, 10a-
11, 10a-29, 
10a-39, 10a-
56, 10b-3, 
10b-4, 10b-5, 
10b-8

More baseline vegetation data needed 
to adequately assess alternatives / 
treatments needed for successful 
restoration / rehabilitation (see text for 
list of data). Include consideration of 
roads, soils, species 
composition/diversity, weed distribution, 
wildlife, past treatments, drought, 
livestock management, money spent, 

The BLM acknowledges the desire to have 
better vegetation data across the planning 
area. This is one reason that monitoring 
and adaptive management components 
are critical to the success of implementing 
the Federal Wildland Fire Management 
Policy (see Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). 
Treatment needs were developed based 
on the best vegetation data available, as 
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and other disturbances on vegetation 
communities. Use this information to 
determine current ecological condition 
of resources, what needs to be restored 
and treated, and why. Tie information to 
ICBEMP's ecological integrity rating for 
the area, and assess the role of past 
treatments and currently livestock 
management; develop new goals, 
objectives, allocation that better 
address pressing habitat needs of many 
species, and address root causes of 
hazardous fuels problem, and thus 
provide better and more cost effective 
protection from fuel problems. 

Commit longer than 3 years to 
rehabilitation. Under what 
circumstances will the BLM undertake 
restoration. 

well the professional expertise of field 
office resource personnel who are familiar 
with current resource conditions and 
needs. More specific actions regarding fire 
management decisions would be 
implemented at the field office level, 
through the use of site-specific fire 
management plans, using appropriate 
tools/treatments, to best meet the goals 
and objectives of the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy. This way, additional 
management considerations specific to a 
given site will be able to guide treatment 
scenarios.  

While ICBEMP provides valuable regional 
information, better direction for managing 
vegetation cover types within a given 
areas can be found at the field office level. 
See also response to comment LG7. 

 VR19 10a-7, 10a-
20

Crested wheatgrass seedings have 
altered landscape, fragmented 
landscape, destroyed wildlife habitat, 
and promoted fine fuels. Analyze 
impacts of past seedings on current 
proposals to predict future outcomes. 

See response to comment VR3. 

 VR20 10a-17 The word 'hazardous fuel' is unclear in 
its use. We think it is applicable to 
cheatgrass than it is for most other 
vegetation situations. BLM needs to 
develop methodology to prioritize 
treatment of 'hazardous fuels'. This is 
necessary to most effectively spend 
taxpayer money, best protect 

As defined in the National Fire Plan 
(August 2000), hazardous fuels can be 
considered "dry brush and trees that have 
accumulated and increase the likelihood of 
unusually large fires…" as a "…result of 
decades of fire suppression activities, 
sustained drought, and increasing insect, 
disease, and invasive plant infestations." 
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habitations that are truly at risk. Prioritization of sites will be conducted at 
the field office level since field office 
resource personnel are most 
knowledgeable of local conditions. The 
glossary in the Final EIS will be revised to 
incorporate this definition. 

 VR18 10a-18 Restoration must be goal of all 
treatments, targeting invasive species 
that have wildlife habitat needs 
consideration. Revisit crested 
wheatgrass areas, and return to native 
communities. 

Restoration of historical cover types is the 
goal of all treatments, except in the WUI, 
where public safety is paramount. See 
also responses to comment VR3 and 
VR14.

 VR19 10a-23, 10b-
1, 10b-3, 
10b-5

Arid lands that have crossed the 
transition threshold cannot recover. 
Must try to prevent vegetation 
communities from doing this. Use 
passive techniques. Desertification in 
uplands and destruction of wetlands 
must be assessed and prevented, 
and/or restored to native systems. This 
is necessary to understand the 
suitability of these lands for livestock 
grazing, invasive species issues, and 
whether proposed treatments will work 
and restore habitats. 

The conditions of various vegetation 
communities have changed for various 
reasons, one of which has been the 
continual long-term suppression of fire. 
This EIS attempts to restore healthy 
ecosystems within the planning area to 
benefit the many resources contained 
within. See Section 1.2.2 for additional 
information needs addressed in the 
document. See response to comment LG4 
also.

 VR21 10a-28, 10a-
34

Juniper and other woody vegetation 
have been fragmented by fire. No 
additional acreage should be removed 
until prescribed fire lands are fully 
restored with native species. Any 
removal should be highly selective. Fire 
or other disturbance allows invasives to 
come in, grazing expands juniper by 

As discussed in Section 3.2.1.2 and Table 
3.2, approximately 83 percent of the 
juniper communities are considered 
encroachment into sagebrush steppe 
habitat. The lack of fire has allowed juniper 
to expand. Where feasible, juniper 
encroachment areas will be treated to 
encourage sagebrush recolonization. 
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weakening native understories. 

 VR22 10a-31, 10a-
34

Proposed treatments (prescribed 
burning, seeding) must be fully 
analyzed under NEPA, with 
comprehensive restoration assessment 
conducted prior to treatment. Include 
road access to treatments 

See response to comments VR6, VR7, 
and VR18. 

 VR23 10a-36 Biomass fuel exportation shouldn't be 
allowed.

Biomass fuel exportation would be 
considered based on site-specific NEPA 
analysis on a case-by-case basis.  

 VR24 10a-38 Areas that are healthy need to be 
managed so they stay healthy. 

This is an objective of all the action 
alternatives. Sites that need treatment will 
be considered and prioritized at the field 
office level. 

 VR25 10a-49 Describe impacts of exiting seedings on 
all resources. 

Impacts of past seedings and/or perennial 
grass treatments are a characteristic of the 
existing environment as described in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. Impacts of 
treatment in perennial grass on other 
resources are described in Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIS. 

 VR26 10a-53 Rest areas for wildlife, watershed 
protection. Analyze. 

Impacts to wildlife and watershed 
resources are disclosed in Sections 3.5 
and 3.8 of the Draft EIS. 

 VR27 10a-57 Post fire salvage operations on 
resources must be analyzed. Include 
past areas where this has occurred. 

Post-fire salvage operations would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis and 
analyzed with site-specific NEPA. 

 VR28 11-5 The BLM should evaluate regeneration 
methods on project-specific basis, 
allowing the probability for successful 
regeneration guide treatment 
implementations, not the reverse. 

See response to comments VR6, VR7, 
and VR18. 
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Recommend that monitoring be 
supported through the future. 

 VR29 12-1 Monitoring helps to better manage 
when, how often, and how much 
livestock can use treated areas. 

See response to comment LG1. 

 VR30 12-2 The use of native species good, but can 
be expensive. Some native or hybrids 
do well, but take longer to be 
established. Grazing on some of this 
native seeding should be managed 
differently than some introduced 
species, while stabilization should be 
valued as more important in critical 
condition areas. 

See response to comments LG1 and VR1. 

 VR31 12-3 Individual case areas are going to differ 
and placeholder species should be 
used in areas of importance and great 
concern. Also of concern, is the lack of 
low precipitation grasses other than 
crested wheat for rehab purposes. We 
recommend a need to use exotics to 
promote watershed stability and limit 
soil erosion until more low precipitation 
natives are developed. 

See response to comments VR3 and 
VR13.

 VR32 12-4 We suggest that Alt D integrate some of 
Alt B and C, which better address 
diverse plant communities, from juniper 
control to Douglas fir tree stands in the 
Wood River Valley that have heavy 
mistletoe infestations. Douglas fir 
encroachment on sagebrush plant 
communities, as well as Aspen 
regeneration need to be addressed. 

The Final EIS had been modified to 
address this comment. Please see the 
description of Alternative E in Chapter 2 of 
the Final EIS. 
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 VR33 17-3 BLM replants with wheatgrass, which 
starts the fire cycle again. 

See response to comments VR3 and 
VR13.

Wildland Urban 
Interface

WUI1 3-8 In reviewing the Analysis of Effects on 
WUI, we do not understand why the 
Alternatives would prescribe varying 
levels of treatment to reduce risk to at-
risk communities. For example, as 
detailed in Table 4-31, Alternative B 
proposed treatment acres are less than 
half that of Alternative D and less than a 
fifth of the proposed treatments of 
Alternative C. As noted in section 4.3, 
Alternatives C and D propose the 
highest amount of treatment acres and 
"therefore would make the most 
progress towards creating fire safe 
communities." Yet, Alternative D, given 
its bias to maintaining or improving 
sage grouse habitat, would focus only 
on Low and Mid-elevation Shrub, 
Mountain Shrub, and Perennial and 
Annual Grass cover types. Please 
discuss how the final preferred 
alternative will maximize proposed 
treatments to reduce risk to 
communities-at-risk. 

The major federal documents addressing 
fire management all indicate that 
protection of lives and property is the 
number one priority for fire management. 
See the Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy, National Fire Plan, 
10-Year Comprehensive Strategy, and 10-
Year Implementation Plan for additional 
details. Also, the National Wildfire 
Coordination Group has been created with 
the purpose of establishing an operation 
group designed to coordinate programs of 
participating wildfire management 
agencies. 

The difference in treatment levels in the 
WUI between alternatives is meant to 
disclose the changes in conditions that 
would be expected for a given alternative. 
Please note that Alternative D is no longer 
the Preferred Alternative. Alternative E, 
which is a combination of elements from 
Alternatives D and C is the new Preferred 
Alternative (also referred to as the 
Proposed Plan Amendment). This choice 
was based on comments on the Draft EIS 
that expressed concern that Alternative D 
did not provide adequate fire and 
vegetation management for non-
sagebrush vegetation types or Wildland 
Urban Interface. 

 WUI2 3-9 Should narrow the 145-community list. A specific process for refining the Wildland 
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Consider those communities with 
mitigation plans already vs. without. 

Urban Interface communities list has been 
developed by the USFS, the Department 
of the Interior, and the National 
Association of State Foresters (e.g., Field 
Guidance: Identifying and Prioritizing 
Communities at Risk. Prepared by: 
National Association of State Foresters 
June 27, 2003). Recently the National 
Wildfire Coordination Group was also 
formed. These teams will work collectively 
to serve the long-term goals of identifying, 
prioritizing, and implementing wildland risk 
and hazard assessment and fuels 
treatment projects, to ensure that the long-
term needs of communities vulnerable to 
wildland fire are addressed. 

 WUI3 3-10 The term 'Community Fire Planning 
Zone' (CFPZ) better describes WUI. It 
is worth noting that where communities 
at the highest risk in the Burley and 
Shoshone Field Offices have largely 
completed or are completing mitigation 
plans, none of the highest risk 
communities in the Idaho Falls or 
Pocatello Field Offices have completed 
mitigation plans. Develop appropriate 
treatments within CFPZ. 

At this time, the BLM is using the definition 
in the Federal Register (66:751, 2001). 
The collaborative effort to identify the WUI 
is completed or currently underway for 
most communities within the planning 
area. See response to comment WUI1. 

 WUI4 3-11, 10a-43 Work to create defensible space, 
homes, CFPZ, communities, educate 
citizens, and pull stakeholders together 
to develop wildfire protection plans. 
Activities should be limited to the 
interface and private property, and be 
used to create 1/8 mile of defensible 

The 10-year Comprehensive Strategy 
establishes a strategy for federal, state, 
and private land managers/owners to plan 
and prioritize fuels reduction projects in 
and around WUI areas, improve fire 
prevention and suppression, restore fire-
adapted ecosystems, and promote 
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space. community assistance. The BLM is 
participating in interagency awareness 
campaigns, to encourage private 
landowners to proactively reduce the risk 
of wildland fire to their property and 
improve their safety in relation to wildland 
fire, as well as prevention programs. 
However, it should be noted that actual 
landowner implementation of the 
measures you describe is outside of the 
BLM's jurisdiction because it would occur 
on private land. 

 WUI5 10a-43 Focus on actual interface, provide 
detailed maps of interfaces, and list all 
criteria to determine interface area. 

More specific information will be provided 
via site-specific fire management plans. 
Criteria for determining the WUI are 
related to a combination of factors, 
including the composition and density of 
vegetative fuels, extreme weather 
conditions, topography, density of 
structures, and response capability.  

WSA / WSR / Special 
Management Areas 

WI1 3-13, 3-14, 
10a-12

Although we recognize that there may 
be circumstances, which would require 
treating WSAs, we do place a high 
burden of proof on those proposals and 
actions. We suggest that two threshold 
questions must be answered before 
intervention/treatment/restoration 
should be undertaken in WSAs, WC, or 
WSR.

1. Is intervention/treatment/restoration 
appropriate in this case? 

If this is answered affirmatively, then 
the "minimum requirement question 

See response to comment AT1 and 
Section 2.4.3.3.2. In the case of proactive 
restoration, the Field Office Manager 
would have to approve any use of 
mechanized equipment in WSAs 
contingent upon the findings of 
implementation-level NEPA analyses. In 
the case of emergency stabilization during 
or after a wildfire, the BLM resource 
advisor would ensure communication 
between the Incident Commander and the 
Field Office Manager. 
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2. What intervention is appropriate in 
this case? 

Would treatments affect suitability, 
integrity, features of special areas? 

We recommend that before acting in 
WSAs, WCs, or WSR, treatments 
should be done in adjacent areas of 
appropriate size and with similar 
vegetation type using minimal tool 
techniques and methods. The area then 
needs to be closely monitored over a 
period of time that would allow for 
verification of success and 
effectiveness of treatment. 

Although use of earth-moving 
equipment may be used in WSAs, per 
approval of field office manager, what is 
the line of communication established 
to assure that those uses would not be 
done before approval from FO 
manager? 

 WI2 3-15 What additional data (besides FRCC 
model) were used to determine that 
plant communities outside vegetation 
lava would receive more treatment? 
What data shows that treatments would 
restore enhance wilderness value / are 
successful? Should do an adjacent test 
plot.

The best available resource data, along 
with professional expertise, were used to 
determine proposed treatments. See 
response to comments VR18. 
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 WI3 3-16, 3-17, 3-
18

CMNMP needs a fire plan, 
management plan. Protect and restore 
native vegetation. Use local native 
seeds. Rest from livestock. No crested 
wheatgrass. Timeline needed for 
unauthorized OHV trail restoration. 

Craters of the Moon National Monument 
and Preserve has a Fire Management 
Plan already prepared (2000). In addition, 
the National Park Service and the BLM 
have prepared a joint general 
management plan and resource 
management plan that have incorporated 
fire management. OHV trail restoration is 
outside the scope of this EIS. 

 WI4 15-5 Management within WSA should 
ensure areas remain roadless. 

WSA wilderness values are protected in 
accordance with the Interim Management 
Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review 
(BLM Handbook 8550.1). Fires will be 
allowed to burn in WSAs, though risks of 
wildfire escaping from WSAs would be 
managed. Under this scenario, certain 
types of treatments (e.g., earth-moving 
equipment) may be required contingent 
upon approval by the Field Office 
Manager. 

INL IN1 5-1, 5-4, 5-5 Replace text (see letter). The Final EIS had been modified to 
address these comments. 

Recreation RR1 6-1 It is hard to quantify the impacts that 
Alt. D or other alternatives would have 
on recreation. Recreation activities can 
be temporarily displaced following 
wildfire or treatments. 

Site-specific fire management plans will be 
used to incorporate all existing information 
regarding resources in a given area to 
avoid or minimize impacts to resources, 
including recreation. See Section 2.4.3.3.2 
for more information. 

 RR2 6-2 Use more recent data, and be more 
specific to planning area (see data 

The Final EIS had been modified to 
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submitted with letter). address this comment. 

 RR3 6-3 Must manage (post, educate, enforce) 
recreational use so that previously 
hidden recreation resources remain 
hidden following treatment. 

See response to comment RR1. 

Wildlife WL1 10a-30, 11-7 Direct FMOs to allocate fire 
suppression in sensitive animal and 
plant habitats/populations. 

Implementation level fire management will 
be determined by Field Office Managers 
contingent upon site-specific NEPA 
analysis. This analysis will consider all 
pertinent resource issues, including 
sensitive animal and plant populations. 

 WL2 10a-35, 10a-
40

No treatments during nesting seasons 
or within critical seasonal habitats. Role 
of past fragmentation and disturbances 
to habitats must be assessed, including 
to TES species. 

The BLM will work with IDFG and USFWS 
to develop site-specific project plans with 
careful consideration given to T&E and 
BLM-sensitive species in the planning 
area. Fire management restrictions 
(Section 2.4.3.3 of the Draft EIS) provide 
protection to seasonal habitat and nesting 
seasons. The Draft EIS analyzes both 
positive and negative impacts to wildlife 
resources as a result of fire management. 
Fragmentation and disturbances are 
considered in the Draft EIS impacts 
analysis. 

 WL3 10a-53, 10b-
4

BLM need to conduct systematic and 
comprehensive survey and assessment 
of all vegetation communities, and 
relate to habitat and wildlife, species 
diversity and richness, and restore 
where appropriate. Consider that many 
species (see text for list) respond 
negatively to increased fire frequencies, 
grazing, and associated 

See response to comment WL2 and 
VR18.
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issues/problems (grazing facilities, 
drought, invasive species, 
fragmentation, resource extraction, loss 
of riparian, etc.). Conservation efforts 
should seek opportunities to integrate 
important habitats. Look at Partners in 
Flight NA Landbird Conservation Plan. 

 WL4 11-1 Create and update maps of populations 
and habitats regularly for listed, 
proposed, and candidate species in 
areas of fire suppression priority. 
Include conservation measures given 
for bald eagle, bull trout, snake river 
mollusks, Canada lynx, gray wolf, 
grizzly bear, Ute ladies'-tresses, and 
yellow-billed cuckoo (see letter). 

Data on specific habitats and populations 
for listed, proposed, and candidate 
species will be developed and disclosed 
through implementation level NEPA 
analyses as specific projects are 
proposed. The identification of potential 
planning area-wide impacts to these 
species are disclosed in Section 4.5 of the 
Draft EIS and are based on the general 
vegetation cover types typically used by 
these species throughout the planning 
area. Conservation measures for the 
aforementioned species are provided in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, as well as the 
Final Biological Assessment and Biological 
Opinion found in Appendix O of the Final 
EIS.

 WL5 11-2 Evaluation of other sagebrush steppe 
obligates and potential impacts to those 
habitats as a result of fire management 
and restoration/rehabilitation expected 
on project-specific basis. 

Site-specific fire management plans will be 
prepared at the field office for all 
treatments. 

 WL6 11-3 Any treatments reducing amount of low-
elevations sagebrush, especially 
Wyoming sagebrush, should be 
critically evaluated. Maximize net gain 

The BLM recognized the importance that 
low-elevation shrub sagebrush has for 
wildlife, and that it is also at risk from 
habitat degradation as a result of a variety 



Fire, Fuels, and Related Vegetation Management Direction Plan Amendment Final EIS 

P-167

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE FMDA DRAFT EIS
Category Specifics Comment 

Letter and 
Number 

Comment Response 

of available sagebrush habitat over 
short and long term. 

of factors. Alternative E – Proposed Plan 
Amendment and Alternative D specifically 
emphasizes protection of key sagebrush 
steppe habitats via wildland fire 
suppression. The goal is also to increase 
the quantity of resilient sagebrush steppe 
via post-wildland fire rehabilitation and 
proactive restoration. For Alternatives A, 
B, and C,, WFU would not be used where 
there are critical wildlife habitats. 

 WL7 11-4 Allocate more restoration treatments in 
additional vegetation types, particularly 
aspen/confer to benefit wildlife and fire 
regimes. 

The Final EIS has been modified to 
address this comment. See description of 
Alternative E in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

 WL8 11-8 through 
11-10, 11-13 
though 11-21 

Add/replace/delete text (see letter). The Final EIS had been modified to 
address this comment. Appendix Q and 
the Biological Opinion have incorporated 
the suggested management restrictions. 

 WL9 11-11 Discuss how would presence absence 
of TES species be determined? 

The presence or absence of T&E species 
would be determined at the project-
implementation level through site-specific 
NEPA.

 WL10 11-12 Monitoring should also examine 
implementation and effectiveness of 
conservation measures for special 
status species. 

See Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 of the Draft 
EIS and Final EIS for descriptions of 
monitoring commitments and adaptive 
management. 

 WL11 13-4 Better discursion on guild species 
representatives and effect of proposed 
action needed for: western meadowlark, 
montane vole, short-eared owl, bighorn 
sheep (perennial grass); long-billed 
curlew, western burrowing owl (annual 
grass); three-toed woodpecker, ruffed 

The Draft EIS provides adequate analysis 
to assess the relative level of impacts to 
the habitat types used by these species. It 
is impossible to predict actual impacts until 
specific projects are proposed. At this 
time, the specific impacts on pertinent 
species, including those you have listed, 
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grouse, red-naped sapsucker, 
snowshoe hare, wild, moose (dry 
conifer, aspen./conifer, wet/cold 
conifer); white tailed deer, and northern 
leopard frog (riparian). 

will be disclosed through corresponding 
site-specific NEPA processes. 

 WL12 13-5 Discuss short-term, long-term impacts 
of chemical application on the above-
mentioned species, species discussed 
in EIS, and include chronic and acute 
impacts. What chemicals are being 
considered for use and impacts on 
survival, reproduction, and population 
viability of chemicals used? Include 
requirements of developing monitoring 
plans for individual projects to assess 
chemical treatment impacts on wildlife. 

The Draft EIS includes a programmatic 
discussion of potential chemical impacts 
on wildlife species habitats. Detailed 
analysis of these impacts will be 
conducted at the implementation level 
through site-specific NEPA. See also 
response to WL11. 

 WL13 14-3 Alternative D should include 
opportunities to improve winter mule 
deer range in wheatgrass areas. 

Proposed vegetation treatments in 
Alternative D provide for potential long-
term impacts to mule-deer habitat. See 
Section 4.5 of the Draft EIS. Also please 
note that Alternative D is no longer the 
Preferred Alternative. Alternative E, which 
is a combination of elements from 
Alternatives D and C is the new Preferred 
Alternative (also referred to as the 
Proposed Plan Amendment). This choice 
was based on comments on the Draft EIS 
that expressed concern that Alternative D 
did not provide adequate fire and 
vegetation management for non-
sagebrush vegetation types or Wildland 
Urban Interface. 

 WL14 14-4 Revise mule deer, elk, pronghorn, The Final EIS had been modified to 
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moose maps. Coordinate this with IDFG address this comment (See Chapter 3).  

 WL15 14-5, 15-4 Section 4.5.3 doesn't address other 
important attributes of pronghorn 
habitat and uses literature citations that 
are not appropriate for pronghorn 
occupying sagebrush habitats. We 
suggest the analysis focus on how Alt. 
D will help protect and restore healthy 
sagebrush communities and 
subsequent pronghorn habitat in the 
future.

Vegetation restoration (sagebrush 
steppe) will reduce wildfire destruction 
of habitat and will benefit habitat and 
wildlife, including mule deer, pronghorn, 
and elk populations. Include how 
habitat improvements will benefit 
pronghorn. 

Section 4.5 of the Draft EIS discloses 
potential impacts to pronghorn. More 
detailed impacts analysis will be 
conducted at the implementation level 
through site-specific NEPA. 

 WL16 14-6 Effective monitoring of management 
actions must be tied to wildlife habitat 
and population responses. Work with 
IDFG to address issue. 

Section 2.5 discuses the importance of 
monitoring and adaptive management to 
the success of ecosystem restoration. The 
BLM will work IDFG and USFWS to 
address concerns regarding management 
actions upon wildlife habitat and 
populations. 
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 WL17 15-1 Sage grouse / habitat need protection 
from wildfire, and using fire suppression 
is an appropriate policy in low elevation 
sagebrush steppe habitat. 

Alternative D specifically emphasizes 
protection of sagebrush steppe habitats 
via wildland fire suppression. The goal is 
also to increase the quantity of resilient 
sagebrush steppe via post-wildland fire 
rehabilitation and proactive restoration. 
For the remaining alternatives, WFU would 
not be used where there are critical wildlife 
habitats. Also please note that Alternative 
D is no longer the Preferred Alternative. 
Alternative E, which is a combination of 
elements from Alternatives D and C is the 
new Preferred Alternative (also referred to 
as the Proposed Plan Amendment). This 
choice was based on comments on the 
Draft EIS that expressed concern that 
Alternative D did not provide adequate fire 
and vegetation management for non-
sagebrush vegetation types or Wildland 
Urban Interface. Alternative E also 
emphasizes protection of sagebrush 
steppe habitat. 

 WL18 16-3 The BLM throws wild horses that end 
up in the slaughterhouse so the mining 
industry can lease cheap public land. 

Wild horse management is beyond the 
scope of this document.  

Air Quality AQ1 13-1 The EIS should provide information on 
the location of potential prescribed 
burns and provide assurances that 
existing monitoring stations will provide 
representative data for all prescribed 
burns. If they don't, a representative 
monitoring programs needs to be in 
place to meet NAAQS compliance 
issues (e.g., monitors are approved for 

All proposed treatments will be analyzed 
on a site-specific basis, prepared at the 
field office level. Careful consideration will 
be given to ensure NAAQS standards will 
not be exceeded under proposed fire 
management plans. See response to 
comment AT1. 
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measuring NAAQS compliance, can 
measure particulate matter in real time, 
sufficient background monitoring is 
performed to accurately predict if a 
prescribed burn would exceed the 
NAAQS).

 AQ2 16-4 Prescribed burning kills people via 
particulates.  

The air quality analysis is presented in 
Section 4.6. It presents particulate 
estimations for each of the alternatives. It 
is important to consider that RxFire and 
WFU are smaller, planned burns that 
reduce fuel load so that larger catastrophic 
fires that release much more particulates 
are avoided. 

Socioeconomic SE1 10a-44 A cost benefit analysis of all actions on 
resources needed. BLM treatments can 
ruin the recreational experience of 
users. What impact does this have on 
economy? Consider economics of 
removing grazing, invasives, and 
passive restoration techniques. Include 
ESR seedings and rehabilitation efforts. 

The costs of the various treatments and 
suppression are presented in Section 4.15 
of the Draft EIS. 

 SE2 12-6 Effect of reducing grazing allotments 
can be severe for rural communities. Be 
sure to include in decision-making. If all 
of allotment not being used, is it 
necessary to cut grazing preferences in 
that allotment? 

The BLM recognizes the economic 
importance that grazing has for rural 
communities. The BLM has been directed 
to incorporate fire management into LUPs, 
which will ultimately benefit all resource 
users, including grazing permittees. While 
the BLM will make every effort to 
coordinate with stakeholder to minimize 
impacts associated with implementing the 
FMDA, it is anticipated that some gazing 
allotments will be impacted. See Section 
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4.9 for a detailed discussion of these 
impacts. 

Soils Resources SR1 10a-45 Current conditions of all lands must be 
assessed to understand impacts to 
resources, (e.g., wind/water erosion, 
herbicide runoff, soil crusts). 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS provides a 
detailed description of the current 
conditions of the affected environment. 

General/Miscellaneou
s

GM1 6-4 Check to see that references are 
updates and current, e.g., the Sawtooth 
National Forest has already amended 
their Forest Plan. 

The Final EIS had been modified to 
address this comment. 

 GM2 8-1 While I found many statements in the 
details of the plan that I question from a 
scientific standpoint and personal 
experience, I support amending the 
LUPs.

Comment noted. 

 GM3 9-3 Funding to fulfill goals / objectives is 
inadequate and inconsistent. This 
creates situations that may allow for 
litigation by unsatisfied user groups b/c 
the BLM is unable to fulfill objectives of 
this EIS and LUPs, as well as 
dissatisfied cooperators who are less 
likely to participate in collaborative 
programs that appear ineffective and 
wasteful. 

BLM funding is outside the scope of this 
analysis. This Draft EIS discloses the 
costs and benefits of several alternatives 
so the public, stakeholders, and 
cooperators can evaluate both the cost 
and effectiveness of each alternative. 

 GM4 10a-3 Need to update vegetation and 
livestock grazing components of LUPs 
in conjunction with this process. Can't 
rely upon older versions for this 
planning effort since info is outdated 
and doesn't take into account current 
science. Thus, cannot tier to these 

Several LUPs are in the process of being 
updated, and will incorporate this 
information. For those not scheduled to be 
updated in the foreseeable future, 
additional updates to these resource 
components are outside the scope of this 
document since they do not meet the 
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documents in this planning effort. purpose and need identified in Section 1.2. 

 GM5 10a-16 Road closures coupled with grazing 
reductions need to be considered in 
terms of weed invasion, attaining 
natural fire cycles. Allowing natural 
successional processes and healing 
processes to occur in plant 
communities that are still relatively 
intact is the most cost effective method. 

Historical fire cycles have been disrupted 
through years of fire suppression activities, 
sustained drought, and increasing insect, 
disease, and invasive plant infestations. 
While invasive plants can be carried via 
vehicular modes, it is out of scope of this 
document to consider closing roads, 
reducing grazing (other than resting 
allotments following treatments) as ways 
to reduce noxious weeds and invasive 
species from colonizing sites. Refer to the 
Vegetation EIS and LUPs to obtain 
additional information regarding these 
issues.

 GM6 10a-22 Why is the BLM going to prepare 2 EAs 
for ESR activities? 

The BLM generally does not prepare EAs 
for ESR activities for each fire. Instead, the 
BLM relies on the Normal Fire Rehab EA, 
which is programmatic in nature and 
analyzes the effects of the most common 
treatments applied post-wildfire. 

 GM7 10a-37 What protocols did the BLM use to 
ensure decision making, adequate site 
specific analysis? Were local agency 
specialists involved in data acquisition 
and analysis loops? 

Site-specific analyses were not conducted 
for this document since it is a 
programmatic EIS that will amend 12 
existing LUPs. When site-specific 
decisions are made, the BLM will use the 
best available data along with professional 
expertise of local BLM resource specialists 
to ensure site-appropriate management 
decisions are made. 

 GM8 10a-39 An independent vegetation assessment 
should be done. WWP would like to 
participate. A component of this should 

Existing vegetation data was considered 
sufficient for this programmatic-level EIS. 
Should a new vegetation assessment be 
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be assessment of risks of new, additive, 
or cumulative disturbances associated 
with the projects on top of existing 
disturbances. 

undertaken, BLM would welcome partners. 
Risks and cumulative effects to planning 
area resources are analyzed in Chapter 4 
of the Draft EIS. 

 GM9 10a-41 Adequate mitigation should be 
developed for activities carried out, e.g., 
burn 10 acres of sagebrush, remove 
cows from 10 acres of sagebrush to 
provide habitat in the interim. 

Fire management restrictions and 
mitigation are presented in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.4.3.3 of the Draft EIS. 

 GM10 10a-46 All other fire related projected in USRD 
planning area must be explored. 

Section 1.8 discusses the relationship of 
other planning efforts in the planning area. 
Chapter 4 includes a cumulative impacts 
analysis disclosing the cumulative impacts 
of implementation of these projects. 

 GM11 10a-47 BLM must ensure that all tiered /related 
projects undergo NEPA process. 

All site-specific Fire Management Plans 
and Project Plan would be required to 
undergo additional NEPA analysis. 

 GM12 10a-48 The BLM's ESR updates should be 
redone. 

The update of BLM's ESR is outside the 
scope of this EIS process. 

 GM13 11-6, 15-7 The BLM should proactively coordinate 
amongst stakeholders, include grazing 
permittees, landowners, agencies to 
allow for appropriate planning. Identify 
interdisciplinary/ interagency teams, 
and evaluation teams. 

The BLM is required to involve the public 
during the development of LUPs, and 
other NEPA documents. The BLM will 
make every attempt (e.g., internet, 
newspaper, radio, TV announcements, 
etc.) to notify stakeholders and the public 
of opportunities to participate in decision 
making. More site-specific information will 
be determined on the field office level as 
FMPs are updated. 

 GM14 16-1, 17-4 Public taxpayers are entitled to better 
management. Land shouldn't be just for 
lumber barons, mining 

The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 states that the BLM is required 
to manage for multiple uses of 
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kings/entrepreneurs, cattle barons, and 
environmental CADS! 

The era of ranchers telling the BLM 
what to do with our public lands has got 
to stop. 

administered land. In many cases, 
resource uses can exist side-by-side, 
allowing for the public to reap the benefits 
of resource extraction, grazing, and 
recreational enjoyment, among others.  

 GM15 16-2 Want to know how BLM actually 
reached out to the true American public. 
Especially for a nationally supported 
area like this one. 

The 'Response To Comments' portion of 
the Final EIS provides a 
discussion/summary of public involvement 
as it relates to this EIS. 

Native American 
Interests 

NAI 18-1 1.2.2 Need (P. 1-4) Action is needed to 
for the BLM to comply with the Federal 
Wildland Fire Management Policy and 
to work toward resource conditions on 
BLM administered lands that allow 
productive use of these lands and 
enhance the social, cultural and 
economic stability of the communities 
that depend on them.  

The tribal communities depend on the 
sites and resources on their homelands 
as well. Cultural stability must be 
included. 

The word cultural will be inserted into the 
text in the FEIS as indicated in the 
comment to insure that cultural stability is 
reflected in the text of the FEIS in 
recognition of Tribal dependence on the 
sites and resources of these lands. 

 NAI 18-2 1.3 The Proposed Action (P. 1-5), 
Fourth bullet; Restrictions on fire 
management practices, if any, are 
needed to protect natural or cultural 
values.
• What's the difference? The tribes do 

not separate natural and cultural 
resources, I don't understand what 
natural resource values are, please 
explain.

• This document continually refers to 

The BLM recognizes that the Shoshone-
Paiute Tribes do not separate natural and 
cultural resources. For the purpose of 
program management, however, the BLM 
defines natural resources as soil, water, 
air, wildlife, vegetation, etc. Cultural 
resources are defined by the BLM as 
archeological sites, historic sites and 
traditional cultural properties.  
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natural and cultural resources 
values.

 NAI 18-3 1.3.2.3 Non-fire Vegetation Treatments 
(P.1-7) Chemical:  
• The timing of chemical treatment is 

very important. The tribes do not 
recommend the use chemical 
treatment in the spring when the 
birds have their young. The 
chemicals will more than likely have 
a negative impact on their survival 
rate.

Mechanical: Mechanical treatments 
include mowing, chaining, chopping, 
drill seeding, and cutting vegetation.  
• The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes and 

other tribes oppose chaining as 
treatment. Chaining is a very 
destructive method, chaining 
destroys cultural sites both on the 
surface and subsurface, it is also 
destructive to the habitat of various 
wildlife. We recommend chaining 
not be used.

The Proposed Plan Amendment proposes 
to mitigate potential negative effects of 
chemical treatment and mechanical 
treatment as described in Appendix Q, 
section Q.1.2 Fire and Non-Fire 
Vegetation Treatment Restrictions. 
Specifically see the restrictions under 
Vegetation Management, page Q-3, and 
Cultural Resources and Historic Trails,
pages Q-4 and 5. These restrictions call 
for the use of archeologists and biologists 
during site specific project planning and 
NEPA analysis.  

This is a programmatic EIS and as such 
does not analyze individual site specific 
projects however; mitigation or restrictions 
are generally applied during site specific 
project planning and NEPA analysis as 
described below.  

The BLM recognizes that chaining can be 
destructive if used improperly. Chaining is 
but one of the tools the BLM can use 
during restoration efforts to prepare a seed 
bed. During site specific project planning 
and NEPA analysis, wildlife biologists and 
archeologists would consider project 
design features, mitigation measures 
and/or restrictions that could exclude the 
use of chemical treatments during spring 
when birds have their young. Similarly, 
project design features could be 
developed for chaining that would avoid 
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known and or potential surface/subsurface 
cultural sites or key wildlife habitat features 
to minimize adverse impacts. The 
specialists could conclude that chaining is 
not the appropriate tool to use in some 
cases. 

The impacts of chemical and mechanical 
treatments are presented in Chapter 4 of 
the FEIS. 

 NAI 18-4 1.4 Identification of Relevant Issues (P. 
1-9)  

Comments regarding issues 
surrounding this project were solicited 
from tribal governments, the public, and 
federal, state, and local agencies.  
• Were the comments from the tribes 

through formal consultation? The 
process in which agencies are 
mandated to interact with federally 
recognized tribes is through 
government-to-government 
consultation, not through 
solicitation. 

Throughout this planning process 
comments from the Tribes has been 
sought and received through formal 
government to government consultation.  

 NAI 18-5 1.4.2 Issues driving the Analysis (P. 1-
10)

This section summarizes the general 
issues that helped determine the 
pertinent resources and scope to be 
analyzed during the planning process.  

1. Water Quality, Watershed, Soils and 
Riparian Resources  

2. Vegetation  

Cultural resources are defined by the BLM 
as archeological sites, historic sites and 
traditional cultural properties. 

The BLM defines natural resources as 
water, watershed, soils, riparian areas, 
vegetation wildlife and so on.  
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3. Wildlife

4. TES Species "Terrestrial and aquatic 
TES species  

5. Cultural Resources  
• What is a cultural resource? 

Everything that is mentioned above 
is a cultural resource from the tribal 
perspective. 

 NAI 18-6 1.5 Planning Criteria and Legislative 
Constraints (P. 1-11) 

The criteria were based on standards 
prescribed by applicable law and 
regulations; agency guidance; analysis 
of information pertinent to the planning 
area; results of coordination
consultation with tribal governments, 
the public, and government agencies; 
and professional judgment. 

(Second bullet) Consult and coordinate 
with applicable, federal, state, local 
agencies, and tribal governments.  
• Affiliated federally recognized tribes 

should be one of the first to be 
consulted; additional studies and 
consultation may be required.  

(Third bullet) Recognize the Fort 
Bridger Treaty (1868) and preserve 
values significant to tribal governments. 
• The Fort Bridger Treaty is only 

relevant to the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes. The unextinguished rights of 
the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes under 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
consultation as suggested in the comment. 

Reference to the Fort Bridger Treaty will 
be dropped from the third bullet on page 1-
11.

The revised third bullet will be revised to 
read, “Recognize traditional tribal uses 
associated with these lands and preserve 
values important to tribal members”. The 
unextinguished rights of the Shoshone-
Paiute Tribes and the Boise and Bruneau 
Valley treaties will be discussed in Chapter 
3 of the FEIS in conjunction with 
discussion of the Fort Bridger Treaty. Also 
see the response to Comment 18-15. 

Under Executive Order 13007 American 
Indian Sacred Sites the BLM will ensure 
the protection of sacred sites and sensitive 
areas for traditional uses. 
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the Boise and Bruneau Valley 
treaties must also be addressed.  

(Last bullet) Manage resources/uses for 
multiple use and sustained yield.  
• The BLM must protect sacred sites 

and sensitive areas for traditional 
use.

 NAI 18-7 1.8.5 Tribal Trust Responsibilities (P.1-
13)

(P. 1-14 top of page) The relationship 
between the federal government and 
the tribal governments focuses on 
ensuring that the legal rights and 
interests of the tribal governments are 
considered upheld and protected.  

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comment. 

 NAI 18-8 3.13 Cultural Resources (P 3-80)  

3.13.1 (P. 3-80) Current conditions and 
trends The BLM is responsible for 
identifying, protecting, preserving,
managing, and enhancing 
archaeological, historical , architectural, 
and traditional lifeway values.  
• Traditional lifeway values, what 

does that mean? It's a foreign term 
to me, one that I don't recall ever 
being used in previous documents. 
Where did it come from? Who 
suggested that the phrase should 
be used? 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
insert the word preserving and delete the 
word lifeway as suggested in the 
comment. 

 NAI 18-9 3.13.1.1 (P. 3-81) Cultural Resource 
Inventories Cultural resources are 
generally identified through field 
inventories conducted by qualified 

The text in the FEIS will be changed by 
deleting the word lifeway as suggested in 
the previous comment. 
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professionals to comply with Section 
106 of the NHPA of 1966. Informant 
information and historical records are 
also used to identify known or potential 
archaeological, historical, and 
traditional lifeway values.  
• Consultation with tribes and 

Ethnographic studies must be 
included on the list.  

• Ethnographic studies by an 
ethnographer that the tribes are 
comfortable with, tribal elders will 
not share sensitive information with 
someone they're not familiar with.  

• What does "Informant information"? 
Is that old information? Or is the 
BLM out currently seeking 
"Informants?"  

The last sentence in the paragraph will be 
rewritten as follows in the FEIS: “Historical 
records, ethnographic studies and 
consultation with tribes are also used to 
identify known or potential archeological, 
historical, and traditional values.” The 
phrase informant information will be 
removed from the document. 

 NAI 18-10 3.13.1.3 (P. 3-81) Cultural Resources 
Conditions and Trends Cultural 
resources conditions and trends within 
the planning area vary considerably due 
to the variability of terrain and 
geomorphology, access and visibility, 
and past and current land use. Exposed 
artifacts and features on the ground 
surface can be disturbed by elements 
such as wind, and water erosion, 
animal and human intrusion, and 
development and maintenance 
activities. Based on limited site 
visitation and site form documentation, 
the trend of site condition is considered 
stable in most areas. Vandalism and 

The BLM has not conducted a survey of 
the entire area. However the BLM has 
conducted numerous surveys in the area 
over the years in conjunction with ongoing 
project level work. Project level surveys 
have been documented and are on file in 
the respective BLM offices. 

BLM patrols to monitor sites, or funding for 
such patrols, is outside the scope of this 
EIS. See Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for 
Action.

Agreed, the protection of sites and 
provision for tribal use is a BLM trust 
obligation. See the restrictions in Appendix 
Q regarding protection of sites to provide 
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unauthorized collection at sites 
constitutes the main source of cultural 
resource degradation.  
• Has the BLM conducted surveys of 

the entire area? What kind of 
documentation do you have of the 
area covered in this document?  

• Wind and water erosion, is a natural 
process.  

• The BLM must increase patrols on 
BLM administered lands, or provide 
funding for the tribes to monitor the 
sites.  

• It is the BLM’s trust obligation to 
protect the sites and provide for 
contemporary and ongoing use of 
the sites by tribal members.  

for on-going use by tribal members. 

 NAI 18-11 3.13.3 (P. 3-82) Opportunities (Last 
sentence) Other types of treatments 
could reveal previously unknown 
cultural sites, providing important 
historical information to the public 
and/or the tribal governments.  
• This only says "historical 

information," but when it refers to 
"previously unknown cultural sites," 
please explain.  

• Site specific information on any 
Native American sites must be kept 
confidential. That information is not 
for the public.  

The phrase previously unknown cultural 
sites refers to those recently discovered 
sites that had not yet been inventoried and 
documented. New sites that are 
encountered during site specific project 
planning will be documented and recorded 
upon discovery. The site will then be 
properly managed in accordance with 
cultural resource laws. 

It is BLM policy to keep site specific 
information on any Native American site 
confidential. 

NAI 18-12 3.14 (P. 3-82) Native American Tribal 
Concerns (Legal Rights) 

The first sentence following the heading 
3.14 (P 3-82) Current Conditions and 
Trends, will be rewritten as follows in the 
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3.14.1 Current Conditions and Trends  

The planning area now occupies 
traditional lands of the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribal Government, as well as 
some lands of the Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribal Government.  
• Explain what this paragraph means, 

what is meant by "some lands of the 
Shoshone-Paiute Tribal 
Government? Where are those 
lands?  

• The tribes are basically one people. 
Drawing lines is a European 
concept, tribes never drew lines, 
boundaries of our traditional lands 
exceeds the ICC lines considerably. 

Federally recognized tribal 
governments have rights to and/or legal

interests in public lands administered by 
the BLM. Both tribal governments 
depend upon the lands for a myriad of 
uses. The lands retain social, and
economic and traditional value for the 
tribal people, as well as contemporary 

and ongoing spiritual and cultural 
uses. Through past discussions
consultation with the tribal 
governments, the BLM is aware of their

treaty/trust obligations and the 

tribes' their desire to capitalize on 
opportunities that maintain or enhance 
resources critical to the exercise of 
treaty rights, traditional customs, 
subsistence, and cultural uses 

FEIS: “The planning area now includes 
portions of the traditional lands of the 
Shoshone-Bannock and Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes. 

The phrase, “some lands of the Shoshone-
Paiute Tribal Government” was an 
awkward attempt to refer to the lands 
traditionally used by the Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes. The phrase has been rewritten as 
presented above. 

The text in the FEIS will also be changed 
to reflect the edits suggested in the 
remaining portion of this comment. The 
phrase, “tribal government” will be 
removed from the paragraph. 
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purposes of the land. 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes tribal
governments have treaty under the Fort 
Bridger Treaty of 1868 that extend to 
unoccupied federal lands off-
reservation.  
• There are several places in this 

paragraph that refers to "tribal 
governments." This paragraph is 
specifically in reference to the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.  

• I recommend removing the phrase, 
"tribal governments" from this 
paragraph. This is very misleading 
to someone who doesn't know the 
difference between the tribes.  

 NAI 18-13 (P.3-83) The Duck Valley Indian 

Reservation is the Shoshone-Paiute 

Tribes' tribal government's current 
reservation includes 294,242 acres in 
Idaho and Nevada. The reservation is 
headquartered in Owyhee, Nevada, and 
the Tribal Government is housed there. 
The principle revenue sources of the 
Tribal Governments are farming and 
ranching. Business and lands leases in 
the planning and grazing permits also 
provide income to the Tribal 
Governments. 
• Most all business' are owned and 

managed by tribal members.  
Land leases are very limited. 
• The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes is one 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comment. The last sentence in the 
paragraph will be rewritten in the FEIS to 
read as follows: “Businesses owned by 
and managed by Tribal members, and 
grazing permits also provide income to the 
Tribes.” 
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tribal government. 
 NAI 18-14 (Same page.) 

Like most reservation communities, the 
area is geographically isolated and 
economically depressed. The people 
are tied traditionally, culturally, and 
spiritually to the land, and they are very 
interested and involved in helping to 
shape how the lands and the 

resources is are administered by the 
BLM. The Shoshone-Paiute Tribal 
Governments are is particularly 
concerned about cultural resources on 
public land, as well as subsistence, 
spiritual, and traditional use areas. 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comment.  

 NAI 18-15 (Same page.) 
• The Boise Valley Treaty; On 

October 10, 1864  
• The Bruneau Valley Treaty; on April 

10, 1866
• After more than a century, the 

Untied States Senate has not gotten 
around to ratifying these treaties.  

• The United States of America still 
has not obtained title to the Boise 
and Bruneau lands of southwestern 
Idaho, although Caleb Lyons of 
Lyonsdale, governor and 
superintendent of Indian affairs for 
Idaho, solemnly promised us that 
this matter would be attended to. 
The Aboriginal Title remains with 
the tribes.

The following text will be added to the 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS to acknowledge the 
Boise and Bruneau Valley Treaties on 
page 3-83 at the top of the first full 
paragraph. “Regarding Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribal interest in these lands, the Boise 
Valley Treaty and the Bruneau Valley 
Treaty were never ratified. The Tribes 
believe that the title was not relinquished 
and they continue to claim title, rights and 
interests associated with these lands. The 
BLM recognizes the traditional use 
associated with the lands as well as the 
requirements of cultural resource laws.” 
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(Same page.) 
• The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes have 

not relinquished any rights to 
southwestern Idaho, we still 
maintain aboriginal land title and all 
hunting, fishing , gathering and 
other traditional uses on our 
homelands 

 NAI 18-16 (Same page.) 

The BLM is responsible obligated for
maintaining a formal government-to-
government relationship with federally 
recognized Tribal Governments. The 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribal 
Governments and the Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribal Governments both have rights to 
and cultural/historical affiliation with the 
lands in the planning area. The 
relationship between the federal 
government and these Tribal 
Governments focuses on ensuring the 
legal rights and/or interests of the Tribal 
Governments are considered and
protected, preserved in accordance 
with relevant treaties, executive orders, 
legislation, the U.S. Constitution and 
federal policies. This includes 
consulting with tribal representatives; 
identifying and protecting important 
archaeological, religious, and/or sacred 
sites; and providing tribal members with 
appropriate access to these sties. The 
Tribal Governments are also interested 
in the BLM acquiring lands that contain 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comment. 

The discussion of acquisitions of or lands 
that go out of Federal ownership is outside 
of the scope of this EIS. This sentence 
(last sentence p. 3-81, Section 3.14.1, 
paragraph 4) will be deleted from the 
FEIS. See Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 
for Action.  
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traditional cultural resources and are 
part of their aboriginal territory, as well 
as ensuring that lands that go out of 
federal ownership do not diminish their 
rights of traditional uses.  

 NAI 18-17 (Same page.) 
• Any lands leaving federal ownership 

must undergo an intensive cultural 
resource survey to assure that they 
will remain protected and access to 
the sites will continue for tribal 
members.

The discussion of acquisitions of or lands 
that go out of Federal ownership is outside 
of the scope of this EIS. See Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need for Action. The last 
sentence p. 3-81, Section 3.14.1, 
paragraph 4 of the FEIS will be deleted. 

 NAI 18-18 Figure 3-14. (P. 3-84) Areas of interest 
to the local tribal governments The BLM 
is required under the Native American 

Graves Protection and Repatriation 

Act,(NAGPRA) federal cultural 
resource law to ensure the protection 
and proper treatment of human remains 
of Native American origin patrimony
known to be present or discovered on 
lands under their jurisdiction. NAGPRA 
mandates that land managers assign 
cultural patrimony of affiliation to human 
remains found as part of a federal 
undertaking and consult with the 
affiliated Tribes groups to determine 
the appropriate repatriation of the 
human remains.  
• The agency must consult with the 

affiliated tribes and attempt to 
establish cultural affiliation.  

• Once cultural affiliation is 
determined, they must continue 

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comments. To incorporate the comments 
at the two bullets, the second sentence of 
the paragraph will be rewritten in the FEIS 
to read as follows. “NAGPRA mandates 
that land managers consult with affiliated 
tribes to assign cultural patrimony of 
affiliation to human remains found as part 
of a federal undertaking and consult with 
the affiliated Tribes to arrange for 
repatriation of the remains, associated 
funerary objects and other objects.” 
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consultation with the affiliated 
tribe(s) to arrange for repatriation of 
the remains, associated funerary 
objects and other objects.  

NAGPRA also applies to grave goods
Associated Funerary Objects or 
objects of cultural patrimony associated 
with burial sites.  

 NAI 18-19 3.14.2 Risks  

Consultation has been undertaken 
between the BLM the tribal 
governments groups regarding 
concerns over implementing the 
proposed plan amendments that would 
result as a process of this EIS.  

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the edits suggested in the 
comment. 

 NAI 18-20 4.13.1 Analysis Assumptions and 
Methods  

4.13.2.1 Direct and indirect impacts of 
prescribed burn P. 4-165 (Top of the 
page) Most looting is undertaken by 
people who are unaware that their 
activities are illegal and can often be 
controlled by educating the public about 
the various laws.  
• Most looting on the small scale 

could be people who are unaware.  
• Professional looters know what their 

going after, and sometimes return to 
a site if it paid off before.

• We do agree that education is an 
important tool, in turn they too could 
help discourage looting and report 
violators.

The text in the FEIS will be changed to 
incorporate the ideas that most looting on 
the small scale could be people who are 
unaware and that professional looters 
know what their going after, and 
sometimes return to a site if it paid off 
before. Tribal participation in the education 
process would be welcomed by the BLM. 
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• Tribes must be a participant in the 
education process. 

 NAI 18-21 Same page (second paragraph from the 
bottom)

Archaeological sites consist of a 
collection of culturally modified material. 
• What does that mean? That's what 

a cultural site is, a site of culturally 
modified material, and materials 
from different quarries and other 
sources. 

The text in the FEIS will be edited to 
clarify. The words culturally modified 
materials will be replaced with the word 
artifacts. This change will be made in 
section 4.13 of the FEIS. 

 NAI 18-22 4.13.2.4 Direct and indirect impacts of 
Mechanical Treatment  

Mechanical activities can include, 
mowing, chaining, chopping, and 
cutting of surface vegetation, and 
applying seeds via rangeland drill.  
• The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes and 

other tribes are opposed to chaining 
because of the destruction to 
cultural sites, habitat and the 
environment.  

Chaining destroys subsurface material 
and displaces them from its original 
location. 

See the response to Comment 18-3 
above.

 NAI 18-23 4.13.8 Mitigation as Monitoring (PA-
168)

The BLM has formulated management 
restrictions to protect cultural resources 
during fire management activities. In 
addition to these guidelines, the BLM as 
a federal agency is required under 

The text in the FEIS will be edited to 
incorporate the notion that the BLM is 
required to comply with all other relevant 
cultural resource laws in addition to 
Section 106 of NHPA. A last sentence will 
be added this paragraph in the FEIS as 
follows: “Similarly, whether a site is eligible 
for the NRHP is irrelevant to tribes. A site 
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Section 106 of the NHPA to identify 
archaeological and historical properties 
eligible for or listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NHRP) and 
to determine if these properties would 
be affected by a specific action.  
• The BLM is mandated to comply 

with all relevant laws not just 
Section 106 of NHPA.  

• BLM cannot be selective when it 
comes to compliance.  

• Whether a site is eligible for the 
NRHP is irrelevant to tribes. A site 
could have very little left on the 
surface and still be a very significant 
site to the tribes. 

could have very little left on the surface 
and still be a very significant site to the 
tribes and the BLM must also determine if 
these properties would be affected by a 
specific action.” 
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