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O1-1: Thank you for your comment. 

O1-2: Thank you for your comment. 

O2-1: The range of planning issues identified during the 
public scoping period indicated that while resource con-
servation is a  goal that  the public expects of  BLM when 
managing their resources, many constituents see BLM 
lands as a source of renewable or non-renewable com-
modities or as a location to practice recreational practices 
that may not be promoted under the Conservation Alter-
native (Alternative C). To accommodate those needs 
while still providing a structured framework to conserve 
and protect natural and cultural resources, BLM devel-
oped Alternative D as a compromise. More specifics 
about the process of choosing the preferred alternative 
are given in Section 2.3.1 of the DRMP/EIS.  

O2-2: Under Alternatives B, C and D areas with hazardous 
materials would be protected by the Limited Travel Area 
designation   that   restricts   motorized   vehicles  to   the 
designated roads near or through the sites.  In addition, 
Alternative D would close all sites with significant known 
hazardous materials (149 acres) to motorized travel.  This 
was proposed in part to incur the need for BLM approval 
of mining plans as required by 43 CRF 3809.11, and as 
alternative to making the major sites ACEC areas (see 
Appendix G).    

O2-3: Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old growth 
stands would follow direction in the Vegetation - Forests 
and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6, or VF 
D1.2.7.  Location data on old growth stands is not neces-
sary to determine the affects of these actions.  
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O3-1: Initial steps in the planning process for this RMP 
included coordination of various issues with adjacent 
national forests.  

O3-2: Please see response O3-45.  
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O3-3: BLM has presented a reasonable and viable range of 
alternatives. The preferred alternative makes every at-
tempt to provide a balance between the needs of various 
user groups, including OHV users. Managing for multiple 
uses includes taking into account the needs of a large 
variety of recreational users, wildlife needs, water, soil, 
and vegetation quality, and commercial needs.  

 
The issue you described is the number one planning issue 
identified for this RMP. The change in total area available 
for motorized use (i.e. not designated as closed) ranges 
from 96,608 acres (99.8% of the BLM-managed land in 
the planning area) under current management, to 96,139 
acres (99.3% of BLM-managed land) under the Preferred 
Alternative.  Thus land where motorized recreation is 
allowed is only reduced by 0.5% in the Preferred Alterna-
tive.  All of the added closed areas are either ACECs, or 
sites where mine tailings would present a health hazard to 
users.  No areas where motorized recreation is currently 
allowed were closed under any alternative to allow for 
non-motorized recreation.  

 
The FLPMA definition for multiple use includes “the use 
of some land for less than all of the resources.”  Thus 
every acre does not need to be open to every use, to be 
considered managed under multiple use. 
 
Also, please see response to O3-124. 

O3-4: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-5: Table l 4.3.6-1 clearly compares areas available for 
motorized use and management designations under each 
alternative.  The change in total area available for motor-
ized use (not designated as closed) ranges from 96,608 
acres (99.8% of  the  BLM-managed  land in the  planning 
area) to 96,139 acres (99.3% of BLM-managed land).  
Thus land where motorized recreation is allowed has only 
been reduced by 0.5% in the Preferred Alternative.  Al-
most all of the added closed areas are sites where mine 
tailings would present a health hazard to users.    

O3-6: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1, O3-45, 
and  O3-75.  
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O3-7: Thank you for the information.  The Forest Service 
rule cited does not apply to the BLM.  Instead, please 
refer to 43 CFR 8340.  The BLM used “roadless’ as a 
criterion during the wilderness inventory process in ac-
cordance with the FLPMA.  However, the BLM carries 
out no “roadless area” management outside of designated 
WSAs.  Consequently, the BLM does not use the term 
“roadless area” as a land classification or as a specific 
designation similar to how the Forest Service does.  

O3-9: BLM combines the NEPA and land use planning 
processes. A Draft and Final EIS for an RMP is typically 
lengthy because each alternative is a separate management 
plan for all of the public lands and resources managed by 
the specific BLM office.  This is much different than 
NEPA documentation for a site-specific project.   

O3-8: The BLM manages no wilderness within the planning 
area.  Please see response O3-129.  

O3-11: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-10: The preferred alternative makes every attempt to 
provide a balance between the needs of various user 
groups, including OHV users. Managing for multiple uses 
includes taking into account the needs of a large variety of 
human uses,  wildlife needs,  and  commercial  needs.  All 
groups are given an equal opportunity to be involved in 
the planning process, including during the public scoping 
process and the public comment period.  

 
The issue you described is the number one planning issue 
identified for this RMP. 
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O3-16: The alternatives propose multiple use management 
of BLM-administered lands in the planning area, in accor-
dance with FLPMA, 43 CFR 1610, and BLM Policy.  
BLM does not manage national forests or private lands.  

O3-13: No camp sites are proposed for closure.  
O3-14: Thank you for your comment.  
O3-15: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 

O3-13.  

O3-12: Your suggestion may be appropriate in some areas 
but not in others.  The BLM prefers to evaluate such 
implementation level actions on a more site specific basis 
through activity planning.  

O3-18: The planning of individual timber sales is an imple-
mentation action not addressed in the RMP.  The BLM is 
not aware of unfairly closed routes on BLM managed 
lands in the planning area.  

O3-19: Thank you for your comment.  Please see response  
O3-18.  

O3-17: BLM used existing inventory data, staff knowledge, 
and consulted with local user groups to identify routes for 
potential designation.  

O3-20: Increasing development and use of roads, including 
both forest roads and highways, stand out as primary 
factors affecting carnivores.  Increased human access to 
remote areas can result in higher mortality from hunting, 
illegal killing, and accidental deaths among many carni-
vores.  Highways also act as significant barriers to move-
ments for some species, although the impacts of roads 
and  other  barriers  to  animal  movements  are  not  well 
documented in ways that improve understanding of carni-
vore population dynamics.  Reduced development, clo-
sure after use, and management of roads in forest and 
riparian environments are critical to carnivore conserva-
tion.  Large carnivore populations have difficulty persist-
ing when road access and interactions with people exceed 
threshold levels.  Studies of wolves and grizzly bears sug-
gest that reducing the number of roads in forest environ-
ments is important to the maintenance of normal habitat 
use patterns and to lower human-caused mortality 
(Witmet GW, Martin SK, Sayler RD.  1998.  Forest carni-
vore conservation and management in the interior Co-
lumbia basin: issues and environmental correlates.  Port-
land OR:  USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Re-
search Station.  General Technical Report PNW-GTR-
420.  49 p.). 

 
Various road-associated factors negatively affect habitats 
or populations of most of the 91 species of focus.  Ef-
fects of road-associated factors can be direct, such as 
habitat loss and fragmentation because of road construc-
tion and maintenance.  Effects also can be indirect, such 
as displacement or increased mortality of populations in 
areas near roads in relation to motorized traffic and asso-
ciated human activities.  Because of the high density of 
roads present across large areas of the basin, effects from 
road-associated factors must be considered additive to 
that of habitat loss. Moreover, many habitats likely are 
underused by some species due to the effects of roads 
and associated factors; this may be especially true for 
species of carnivorous mammals, particularly gray wolf 
and grizzly bear (Wisdom MJ, Holthausen RS, Wales BC, 
Hargis CD, Saab VA, Lee DC, Hann WJ, Rich TD, Row-
land MM, Murphy WJ, Eames MR.  2000). 

 
(continued on the following page)  
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O3-20 (Cont.): Source habitats for terrestrial vertebrates of focuc in the interior Columbia basin: broad-scale trends and management imple-
mentations.  Portland OR:  USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station.  General Technical Report PNW-GTR-485.  3 vols.) 

 
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (2006 Big Game Seasons, p. 13; http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/issues.cfm; and 
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/facts.cfm.) offers the following:  Roads that are open to motor vehicles increase access into 
big game habitat and as a result the number of hunters increases.  Generally, the number of hunters in an area is directly related to the num-
ber of roads. 

 
The combination of more hunters and increased mobility of hunters in roaded areas increases the vulnerability of deer and elk to harvest.  
Deer and elk living in a heavily roaded area are more likely to be killed during the hunting season and for that reason these areas have fewer 
old bulls or bucks.  It also means that hunting seasons have to be shorter to prevent over harvest. 

 
Research shows that slow moving vehicles on primitive roads and trails are more disturbing to elk than fast moving vehicles on highways.  
Slow moving vehicles traveling cross country have the same effect.  Deer and elk often flee from the sound of motor vehicles and may leave 
the area. 

 
The number of ATVs in Idaho has increased five-fold since 1994; in 2005 over 90,000 off highway vehicles were registered in the state.  
Most people who own ATVs use them for hunting. 

 
Conflict is occurring where ATVs have increased access into areas that were lightly used in the past.  Conflicts also occur because some 
people specifically select areas that are closed to motor vehicles for hunting and are upset when these rules are violated by others. 

 
Cross-country travel with motor vehicles can create a network of new travel ways that cause erosion, spread noxious weeds, and damage fish 
and wildlife habitats.  Much of this cross country travel occurs during the hunting season. 

 
To reduce these impacts, Idaho’s land and wildlife managers ask all hunters using motorized vehicles to stay on roads and trails and use 
designated routes where they’re established.  Do not travel cross country with a motor vehicle.  
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O3-23: The travel management maps are standardized in 
appearance to comply with BLM cartographic standards.  
Line weights, styles, etc. are the same on all maps.  

O3-22: See Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 1.5.4 “The 
RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”  

O3-21: Servheen, Waller, and Sandstrom (2001, Identifica-
tion and management of linkage zones for grizzly bears 
between the large blocks of public land in the northern 
Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the 
draft EIS for the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment 
(2004) identified important travel corridors for grizzly 
bears and Canada lynx.  Many of these travel corridors in 
northern Idaho do not have BLM public lands within 
them. 

 
Much of the BLM public lands in northern Idaho do not 
have many physically challenging basin divides.  Mountain 
goats and collared pikas inhabit these areas, but the BLM 
is unaware of any goats occupying public lands.  Collared 
pikas, however, do inhabit some of these lands. 

 
Rounded ridgelines have gentler slopes for easier travel 
than traversing up-and-down side slopes. 

 
Animals that migrate between Mexico and Canada usually 
fly and they use mountains and valleys for navigation. 
  

O3-24: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-25: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-26: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-27: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see responses 
O3-124 and O3-45.  
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O3-36: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124.  

O3-35: BLM has no such unstated goal.  

O3-34: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-33: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124.  

O3-32: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124.  

O3-31: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-29: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-28: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-30: Please see response O3-124.  
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O3-38: Under the no-action alternative, all current OHV 
designations would continue.  

O3-39: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-37: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-40: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-42: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124.  

O3-44: 43 CFR 1610.4-5 states that “one alternative shall be 
for no action, which means continuation of present level 
or systems of resource use.”  Management actions de-
scribed under the no-action alternative came directly from 
the existing MFP and amendments and adequately reflect 
current management direction, as required by Federal 
Regulations.  

O3-41: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-43: Please see response 05-20, paragraphs 1 and 2.  



             Comments             Responses 

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement     K-29    

Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses 

O3 (Cont.) 
44 

45 

O3 (Cont.) 

45 

46 

47 

48 

O3-45: Thank you for your suggestions.  The BLM recog-
nizes that OHV use on public lands has increased sub-
stantially in recent years.  Based on the number of com-
ments received on the topic, OHV management has 
emerged as the major issue being addressed in the RMP.  
The diversity of opinion on the issue also shows it to be 
the most contentious. 

 
The proposed action accounts for increased recreation 
demands by establishing five new Special Recreation 
Management Areas (SRMA).  Lands explicitly managed 
for recreation would increase from 651 acres to 79,152 
acres which represents 82% of the BLM lands in the 
planning area.  Objectives for several of the large SRMAs 
specifically prescribe management for motorized back-
country road and trail activities.  Refer to Action RC-
D1.1.1 and the area specific objectives and actions that 
follow.      

O3-46: Thank you for your suggestions.  Please see re-
sponses O3-124 and O3-45, paragraph 2.  

O3-47: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see response 
O3-124.  

O3-48: There are no excessive closures in this plan. BLM 
has worked openly with local motorized recreationists 
and they have participated in the planning process.   
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O3-50: Please see response O3-49.  

O3-49: Please refer to Chapter 5 for an accurate description 
of the public collaboration and outreach opportunities 
that the BLM made available in development of the 
RMP/EIS.  

O3-51: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.  

O3-52: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-54: Please see responses O3-48 and O3-53.  

O3-53: This settlement does not pertain to lands within the 
CDAFO.  

O3-55: Please see response O3-53.  
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O3-58: This RMP has been prepared in accordance with 
specifications described in BLM’s Land Use Planning 
Handbook (H-1601-1).  Documentation at the level of 
detail requested by the commenter is beyond the require-
ments for a programmatic planning document such as 
this.  

O3-57: Please see response O3-124 and the documents 
there referenced.  

O3-56: The 3-State OHV EIS does not apply to Idaho.  

O3-59: This comment relates to wilderness management, 
Forest Service and State of Montana issues.  All are out-
side the scope of the RMP.    

O3-60: Please see response O3-59.  

O3-61: Thank you for your comment.  
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O3-63: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-62: All alternatives designate trails for two-wheeled 
vehicles to provide this opportunity.  

O3-64: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.  

O3-65: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-68: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.  

O3-67: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-66: Please see Volume III of the Draft Coeur d’Alene 
RMP/EIS, Maps 25-40.  

O3-69: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.  
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O3-70: There is no such requirement by law, regulation, or 
policy.  

O3-71: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-72: Comment is directed towards USFS, not BLM.  

O3-73: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-75: The BLM manages no wilderness in the planning 
area.  The BLM does have the responsibility to man-
age wilderness study areas in accordance with BLM 
Handbook H-8550-1, Interim Management Policy for 
Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP) until such time as 
Congress acts to designate them as wilderness or release 
them   from  further  consideration.    The  basic   interim 
management standard is termed the “non-impairment” 
standard and says WSAs shall be managed “in a manner 
so as not to impair the suitability of such areas for preser-
vation as wilderness” (p. 2).  “Management to the non-
impairment standard does not mean that the lands will be 
managed as though they had already been designated as 
wilderness” (p. 5).  The IMP says with regard to motor 
vehicle use, “Mechanical transport, including all motor-
ized devices as well as trail and mountain bikes may only 
be allowed on existing ways …(p. 16).  Also, “Some lands 
under wilderness review may contain minor facilities that 
were found in the wilderness inventory process to be 
substantially unnoticeable.  For example, these may in-
clude primitive vehicle routes (“ways”) and livestock 
developments.  There is nothing in this IMP that requires 
such facilities to be removed or discontinued.  On the 
contrary, they may be used and maintained as before, as 
long as this does not cause new impacts that would im-
pair the area’s wilderness suitability” (p. 12).  The pro-
posed action continues to limit motorized uses to desig-
nated trails within the wilderness study areas.    

O3-74: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-76: Please see responses O3-124 and O5-24.  
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O3-77: Compliance with applicable laws (which most defi-
nitely includes the FLPMA) is a cornerstone of the plan-
ning criteria for this RMP planning effort as published in 
the Federal Register Notice of Intent.  See Chapter 1, 
Section 1.5. 

 
Also refer to response O4-1.  

O3-78: Please see response O3-3.  
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O3-79: Comment pertains to national forests, not BLM 
land.  

O3-80: None of the alternatives defines ecological sustain-
ability in this way. Comment must be in reference to a 
different document.  
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O3-81: Such values were determined through public input 
and as a result of socioeconomic studies prepared by 
BLM and other sources. The Organic Act, MUSYA, and 
NFMA pertain to national forests and the forest service, 
not BLM-administered public lands or BLM.  

O3-82: Assuming that the commenter is referring to the 
National Forest Organic Act of 1897, this comment then 
refers to management of national forests, not BLM lands.  

O3-83: Please refer to the Special Designations section in 
Chapter 2.  Also refer to responses P1-1, paragraph 2 and 
O5-13.  

O3-84: This roadless rule applies to national forests, not 
BLM lands.  
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O3-88: The alternatives are designed to address the issues 
BLM identified from public input during scoping.  How-
ever, the RMP and the planning process must also com-
ply with federal laws and regulation, which often limit the 
decision space.  

O3-85: Planning issues and, therefore, the  alternatives, were 
developed as a result of input from any member of the 
public who wished to comment. The number one plan-
ning issue is in relation to motorized recreational access, 
indicating a high level of input from members of the 
public who care about such use of CDAFO lands.  

O3-87: Funding was not a major consideration in develop-
ing alternatives.  It was only consider when analyzing the 
practicality and reasonableness of the alternatives.  It had 
no influence on development of the travel management 
alternatives.  

O3-86: Please see response O3-85.  
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O3-91: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-90: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-89: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-94: Section 4.5 discusses planning area and regional 
impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice.  

O3-93: Please see Sections 2-130 through 2-134, and Section 
4.5 of the DRMP/EIS. Also see response O3-85. 

O3-95: The social setting of the planning area was consid-
ered in identification of planning issues and in develop-
ment and analysis of alternatives.  

O3-96: The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) 
(BLM 2005) states “Environmental Justice involves the 
fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforce-
ment of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. 
Fair treatment means that no group of people, including 
racial, ethnic, or socio-economic group should bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and 
commercial operations or the execution of Federal, state, 
local, and Tribal programs and policies.”  BLM’s effects 
analysis (Section 4.5) found that no such group of people 
would bear a disproportionate share of the negative envi-
ronmental consequences resulting from the alternatives 
for this plan.  

O3-92: Please see response O3-3.  
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O3-97: A socioeconomic report has been prepared for this 
project, and is available for public review at http://
www.blm.gov/rmp/id/cda/. BLM relied heavily on this 
report when describing the affected environment and 
during analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
alternatives.  

O3-98: Section 4.5.1 describes the impacts of the travel 
management alternatives on socioeconomics. Also see 
response above O3-97.  
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O3-99: Such analysis is beyond the scope of this RMP.  

O3-103: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-104: Thank you for your comment.   

O3-102: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 1. 

O3-101: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2. 

O3-100: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-105: Thank you for your comment.  Please see response 
O3-124.   The proposed action describes an adaptive 
travel management process.  Refer to TM-D1.1.8.   
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O3-107: Planning issues were identified and alternatives 
were developed based on public input during the public 
scoping process (see Chapter 1).  

O3-108: Thank you for your comment.   

O3-106: We have not used the term “illegal trails.”  The 3-
State OHV EIS does not apply to Idaho.  To date, 
RS2477 has not been an issue of concern in the planning 
area.  

O3-111: Please refer to Maps 37-40.  “Because of the scat-
tered BLM land pattern, the CDAFO has a limited land 
base  and  transportation  system  with  which  to provide 
OHV opportunities.  The USFS manages most of the 
federal lands within the planning area, and much of the 
Forest Service land is contiguous.  Consequently, the 
opportunity for OHV use is largely on Forest System 
lands.  Opportunities exist for the BLM to connect trail 
and roads in the existing and planned Forest System mo-
torized road and trail system” (pg. 3-57).  The proposed 
action designates routes that serve as trailheads or con-
nections to the National Forest transportation system.   

O3-110: Please see response O3-13.  

O3-109: Pursuit of environmental perfectionism was not a 
goal in this RMP.  
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O3-113: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-114: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45, paragraph 2. 

O3-115: BLM did not have this “unreasonable expectation” 
during this planning process.  

O3-112: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45, paragraph 2. 

 
Also, based on the number of comments received con-
cerning or relating to recreation settings, Recreation Op-
portunity Spectrum (ROS) was added to Maps 20-23.  

O3-117: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-
45.  

O3-118: Comment pertains to the USFS, not BLM.  

O3-116: Existing OHV management does not allow BLM 
to adequately manage OHV use to prevent degradation of 
other resources, or user conflicts. The preferred alterna-
tive is intended to allow for significant retention of OHV 
use areas while protecting other resources.  

O3-119: Each map has been prepared according to BLM 
standards.  
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O3-121: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-120: Comment pertains to national forests, not BLM 
lands.  

O3-122: Thank you for your comment.  Please see response  
O3-49.  
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O3-127: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5, O3-7, O3-45, 
paragraph 2, and O3-75.  

O3-126: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-125: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-124: The proposed action would establish a “limited” 
travel designation on most BLM land (Action TM-
D1.1.1).  To implement this RMP allocation, motor vehi-
cle use would be restricted to certain designated routes 
(Except, cross-country travel by snowmobile would be 
allowed on frozen and snow covered ground on 63,373 
acres).  Use of some routes would be further restricted by 
season  of   use  or   class  of  vehicle.      Implementation 
decisions to establish a network of designated routes are 
made in the RMP.  Please refer to Maps 37-40.  This 
action represents a shift away from “open” designations 
and unregulated use to more active management and 
regulated use.  The action strikes a balance between the 
management requirements of the resources that are di-
rectly or indirectly affected by motorized travel with user 
needs for extensive motorized recreation access which is 
consistent with our multiple use resource management 
objectives.  The action complies with legal requirements 
of laws such as the FLPMA, National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, and Threatened and Endangered 
Species Act as well as Executive Order No. 11644 (as 
amended by Executive Order No.11989).  Also, the ac-
tion is consistent with agency regulations and guidance 
contained at 43 CFR 8340, H-1601-1 Land Use Planning 
Handbook, Appendix C, and the BLM 2001 National 
Management Strategy for Motorized Off-highway Vehicle 
Use on Public Lands. 

   
Environmental consequences are described in Chapter 4.  
Our analysis of impacts on recreation found that the 
proposed travel management actions would “alter some 
recreation users’ experiences by limiting motorized op-
portunities” (pg.4-145).  We also found that under the 
proposed action more area would be actively managed for 
recreation and “the transportation system would be main-
tained and expanded to meet related recreation 
goals” (pg. 4-156)  The proposed action was found to 
“balance cumulative effects on general socioeconom-
ics.” (pg. 4-172).    

O3-123: This comment concerns National Forest planning 
procedures and does not apply to the BLM.  All processes 
used to plan and evaluate effects on these resources are 
described in the DRMP/EIS, which was prepared in 
accordance with the BLM Land use Planning handbook.  
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O3-131: A socioeconomic report has been prepared for this 
project, and is available for public review at 
www.cdarmp.com. Also refer to response O3-45.   

O3-130: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2.  

O3-129: Thank you for your suggestion.  Site specific moni-
toring of visitor use is generally not performed in exten-
sive  recreation  management  areas  as  most of  the BLM 
lands within the planning area are currently classified.  
Since the proposed action would establish additional 
special recreation management areas, visitor use monitor-
ing actions would increase.  Specific monitoring locations 
and methods are implementation actions that would be 
specifically addressed through activity planning.  Also be 
aware that various types of traffic counters may be more 
effective at monitoring motor vehicle use levels than sign-
in registers.  The presence of a traffic counter may or may 
not be readily apparent or known to the user. 

O3-128: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-138: Thank you for your comment. Most of this com-
ment does not directly  relate to this RMP.   Trends in 
recreation demands have been identified by the BLM and 
the proposed action structured to appropriately respond.  
Please see response O3-124, paragraph 2 and O3-45.    

O3-137: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-136: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-135: Thank you for your comment.  Please see response  
O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-134: Please see response O3-202.  

O3-133: Please see responses above O3-124, O3-5 and O3-
45.  

O3-132: This and all comments submitted will be consid-
ered during preparation of the final RMP/EIS. Also refer 
to response O3-45.   
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O3-143: Please see responses O3-45 and O3-49.  

O3-142: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-141: Please see response O3-45.  

O3-140: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-139: Please see responses O3-17 and O3-49.  
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O3-146: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-145: Please see response O3-144.  

O3-144: The state of Idaho regulates registration and equip-
ment requirements for highway and off-highway motor 
vehicles.  On unpaved roads that are managed by a public 
land management agency the following are required: 

• Valid driver’s license 
• Valid    registration   as   a   motor   vehicle   (unless 

License plate 
• Valid liability insurance 
• Proof of liability insurance 
• Brake light 
• Helmet if under age eighteen (motorcycle only) 
• Muffler and spark arrestor 
• Headlight after dark/poor visibility 
• Taillight after dark/poor visibility. 

To operate on highways which includes paved roads on 
public land management agency lands there are additional 
requirements for: 

• Horn audible at 200 feet 
• Muffler – unaltered and in good working condition 
• Mirror showing roadway 200 feet behind the vehicle 
 

O3-147: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-17.  

O3-150: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-17.  

O3-149: Please see responses O3-12 and O3-45.  

O3-148: Please see responses O3-124, O3-17 and O3-45.  

O3-151: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.  

O3-152: Thank you for your comment.  
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O3-155: Please see Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 
1.5.4 “The RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”  

O3-153: Please see responses O3-124, paragraph 2 and O3-
45.  

O3-154: Please see Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 
1.5.4 “The RMP will recognize all valid existing rights.”  

O3-156: All maps have been produced in accordance with 
established BLM standards, which are in use on all BLM 
documents being currently produced. Also see response  
O3-200. 

O3-157: BLM’s extensive public outreach efforts and op-
portunities for public involvement are described in Chap-
ter 5 of the RMP.  

O3-158: The RMP is intended to provide program-level 
guidance on the breadth of planning issues within the 
CDAFO. Site-specific analysis will be performed during 
project-level planning.  
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O3-159: All analysis was conducted using the latest data 
available, which indicate that many of the planning issues 
faced in the CFO are influenced by human activity. Natu-
ral effects and trends are described in Chapter 3: Affected 
Environment, which was used in analysis of the environ-
mental consequences of the alternatives. 

O3-160: All use and resource categories are evaluated on 
their own merits and in combination with other re-
sources. Use and resources categories are given more or 
less management priority based on public input and the 
input of BLM resources staff regarding the potential for 
effects arising from that type of use. OHV use was one of 
the resource uses commented on most during the public 
scoping period and has emerged as a large management 
topic as the numbers of OHV users has increased greatly 
over the life of the previous management plan.  

 
Also see response O3-124.  
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O3-161: Sediment from federal lands covered by this RMP 
may affect stream habitat quality for listed species of fish 
within the planning area as well as downstream of the 
planning area. Therefore, according to the ESA, sediment 
input must be managed.  

O3-163: Alternative D is the type of alternative that you are 
describing.  

O3-164: Commenter is correct that there are numerous 
sources of weed seed transport. Therefore, several strate-
gies have been implemented or suggested to reduce the 
possibility of this occurrence, including public education 
and pre-washing for service vehicles. All users are held 
responsible for reducing weed seed transport to the de-
gree possible.  

O3-162: Numerous factors are considered when deciding on 
route designations. Sediment production is only one of 
those factors.  
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O3-167: Comment refers to USFS actions, not BLM ac-
tions.  

O3-166: Environmental impacts associated with road oblit-
erations can be highly variable. Factors include degree of 
obliteration (partial, full), location of the road on the 
slope (proximity to streams, side slope steepness, slope 
position, etc.) and the condition of the road itself.  Class 
restrictions are one option we considered and included in 
some of the alternatives.  

O3-165: Discussion of weed infestation in Chapters 2-4 of 
the RMP/EIS considers all sources of weed infestation, 
including grazing livestock, OHV use, and vehicular 
transport.  

O3-171: Two members of the Coeur d’Alene District Re-
source Advisory Committee (RAC) are motorized recrea-
tion enthusiasts from the local OHV community.  See 
Chapter 5 for more information about the RAC.  

O3-170: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-169: BLM appreciates the efforts of the public to pro-
vide trail maintenance. Please see Action RC-D1.7.5.  

O3-168: Thank you for your suggestion. Volunteers and 
hosted worker programs are utilized by the BLM.  

O3-172: Please see response O3-171.  
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O3-174: Servheen, Waller, and Sandstrom (2001, Identifica-
tion and management of linkage zones for grizzly bears 
between the large blocks of public land in the northern 
Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the 
draft  EIS  for  the  Northern  Rockies Lynx Amendment 
identified important travel corridors for grizzly bears and 
Canada lynx.  Many of these travel corridors in northern 
Idaho do not have BLM public lands within them.  

O3-175: Such improvements may be made during project-
level planning, but are beyond the scope of this docu-
ment.  

O3-173: Environmental consequences analysis is in compli-
ance with federal regulations and BLM policy.  

O3-176: Noise disturbance is only one of many considera-
tions the BLM incorporates into their decisions regarding 
any route designations.  

O3-178: An interdisciplinary team thoroughly analyzed all of 
the resources and uses on BLM public lands and at-
tempted to address everyone’s concerns.  

O3-179: Researchers conducted an experiment measuring 
elk response to ATVs.  Elk were less likely to flee away 
with further distance between them and the ATV.  There 
was up to an 80% response rate when ATVs were 20 
meters away,  7-13% times  larger  than when  ATVs were 
500 meters away.  There were significant responses when 
an elk was close to an ATV route but the ATV was 2 
kilometers away (Preisler, H.K., A.A Ager, and M.J. Wis-
dom. 2006.  Statistical methods for analyzing responses of 
wildlife to human disturbance.  Journal of applied ecol-
ogy. 43: 164-172).  With more than 90,000 off highway 
vehicles registered in Idaho in 2005, selected drivers of 
these vehicles harass wildlife and destroy their habitat.  

O3-180: Researchers conducted an experiment measuring 
mule deer response to ATVs.  When chased, the deer 
began to  feed  at  night,  used cover  more often,  moved  
outside of their home ranges, and produced fewer fawns.  
The researchers noted that all deer in the study area ha-
bituated to the ATV when it was on a predictable route 
and ignored motor traffic unless they were pursued 
(Yarmoloy, C., M. Bayer, and V.Geist.  1988.  Behavior 
responses and reproduction of mule deer, Odocoileus 
hemionus, does following experimental harassment with an 
all-terrain vehicle.  Canadian Field-Naturalist, 102(3):425-
429).  With more than 90,000 off highway vehicles regis-
tered in Idaho in 2005, selected drivers of these vehicles 
harass wildlife and destroy their habitat.  

O3-177: Elk behavior was monitored in relation to multiple 
uses in southern Wyoming.  Elk preferred a ½ mile buffer 
from people associated with out-of-vehicle activities (e.g. 
camping,  fishing,  harvesting  timber,  etc.)   (Ward,  A.L. 
1973. Elk behavior in relation to multiple uses on the 
Medicine Bow National Forest. Proceedings of the West-
ern Association of State Game Commissions 43:125-141).  
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O3-181: Under the preferred alternative, BLM has at-
tempted to exercise as many options to keep trails open 
to OHV as possible. Roads and trails are generally not 
closed solely for wildlife concerns, except for temporary 
events such as elk mating season or eagle nesting periods. 
If roads or trails are closed, it is generally for a combina-
tion of reasons.  

O3-182: Northern Idaho does not have either the Northern 
Continental Divide or the Yellowstone ecosystems, but it 
does have the Cabinet/Yaak and the Selkirk ecosystems 
for grizzly bears. The following is taken from the Biologi-
cal Assessment. 

 
The Cabinet/Yaak represents approximately eight percent 
of the total occupied grizzly bear range remaining within 
the conterminous 48 states. Grizzly bear numbers in this 
ecosystem are estimated at 30 to 40 animals (USFWS 
2004e). Until recently, the Service believed that this popu-
lation was stable to increasing. This belief was based on 
perceptions of grizzly bear researchers familiar with this 
ecosystem and population trend analyses. Grizzly bear 
biologists working in this ecosystem perceived that the 
population had increased due to more reported grizzly 
bear sightings and sightings in areas not previously known 
to be used by grizzly bears in this ecosystem (Kasworm 
2000 in USFWS 2004e). In 1999 and 2000, an unusually 
high number of grizzly bear mortalities in this population; 
there were five grizzly bear mortalities in 1999 and four in 
2000, three of which were females and five were cubs. 
Modeling used by the USFWS to conduct population  
trend  analyses  used data from 1993 to 1998 indicated 
that the grizzly bear population was experiencing annual 
growth (USFWS 1999). However, the results of the popu-
lation trend analysis were considered statistically inconclu-
sive (USFWS 2004e). 

 
The Selkirk represents approximately six percent of the 
total occupied grizzly bear range remaining within the 
conterminous 48 states (USFWS 2004f). The Selkirk is 
also one of the smallest recovery zones (1,957 square 
miles, 1.25 million acres), and only 53 percent (663,814 
acres) is contained within the conterminous US; the re-
maining 47 percent lies within British Columbia, Canada. 
Forty-six grizzly bears are estimated to be in this ecosys-
tem. Unlike the Cabinet/Yaak population, the Selkirk 
population is thought to be increasing, although a recent 
population trend analysis for the Selkirk was also incon-
clusive. Additionally, recovery plan criteria for bear repro-
duction, distribution, and mortality have been met only 
for female grizzly bear mortality (USFWS 2004f). Further-
more, population modeling indicated that one additional 
subadult female mortality in the sampled Selkirk popula-
tion could push the trend into a decline (USDI 1999a). In 
2002, there were six grizzly bear mortalities, one of which 
was an adult female (Wakkinen and Johnson 2003). 
 
The BLM does not have the same authority as the Idaho 
Fish and Game to regulate permit hunting. Action FW-
2.1.1 for all alternatives; Action FW-D2.1.2 (see Appen-
dix I, item 21); Action FW-C2.2.6; Action SS-D1.1.5; 
Action SS-D1.1.7; SS-1.1.8; and Action SS-D1.1.11 iden-
tify seasonal restrictions. 
 

(continued on following page) 
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O3-183:  Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to 
conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. Human 
injury and human caused mortality are the greatest  management  concerns of  grizzly  bears. Motorized access enhances the public’s access 
into grizzly bear habitat and, thus, increases the probability of encounters between people and bears.  People are often injured and the bear 
is killed in many of these cases.  The BLM uses its authorities to restrict motorized access as a method to reduce human injury, mortalities of 
bears, and conserve the species. 

 
8.9 miles of roads cross 4,324 acres of BLM public lands within grizzly bear habitat in northern Idaho. 

 
O3-184: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and  agencies  shall  seek  to 

conserve  endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. 
 

The BLM and the FWS used the best scientific and commercial data available to determine if any Federally listed or proposed species or 
designated or proposed critical habitat was present within the action area (50 CFR 402.12(d)). 

 
With the best scientific and commercial data available, the BLM conducted a “hard look” at the impacts of various resource programs to-
wards endangered, threatened, and sensitive species (Sierra Club vs. US Dept of Transportation, 753 F. 2d 120, DC Circuit 1985).  
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O3-186: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-187: Please see response O3-124.  
O3-188: The ability to reduce hunter densities and perhaps 

increase hunter success rates through managing road 
access appears to be a promising wildlife management 
tool   (Gratson,  M.W. and  C.L.  Whitman.  2000).   Road 
closures and density and success of elk hunters in Idaho.  
Wildlife Society Bulletin. Vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 302-310).  

O3-185: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (2003 
Big Game Seasons p. 78) learned that (1) elk in roaded 
habitats are more than twice as likely to be killed by a 
hunter  than  those in  unroaded  areas;  (2) selective  road 
closures help reduce the number of bull elk taken and 
allowed longer hunting seasons; (3) the number of hunt-
ers in an area is often directly related to the number of 
roads; and (4) with more roads (i.e. easy access) and more 
hunters in an area, more elk are taken, resulting in low 
bull:calf ratios and fewer mature bulls. 

O3-189: BLM can not control urban growth on non-BLM 
lands.  Loss of  habitat is simply the current situation. The 
alternatives propose a variety of means to enhance habitat 
to include reducing road density and closing roads where 
habitat is being adversely affected.  Under Alternative D, 
BLM attempted to balanced this need with that of provid-
ing access for recreational use.  

O3-190: The BLM interdisciplinary teams is composed of 
experienced scientists and experts in various fields.  The 
team also used the latest scientific data available in devel-
oping the alternatives and when conducting the analysis 
described in this document.  

O3-191: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please see re-
sponse O3-124.  

O3-192: The preferred alternative allows for easements to 
allow access through private lands.  Please see Action RC-
D1.5.8 in the alternatives section of the RMP. BLM can 
not discern access based on ownership.  

O3-193: Please see response O3-192.  
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O3-195: Comment pertains to USFS lands, not BLM lands.  

O3-194: See Lands and Realty Actions LR-B2.1.6, LR-
C2.1.6 and LR-D2.1.6, “Retain necessary public access 
when lands are transferred out of Federal ownership.”   

O3-197: The issue raised is beyond the scope of the RMP.  
Please see responses O4-1 and O5-16.  

O3-196: Please see response O3-3.  
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O3-199: All members of the public have equal opportunity 
to participate in the planning process. The level at which 
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence. BLM gave equal consideration to ideas, requests, 
and other comments from organizations and private citi-
zens throughout this planning process. 

O3-198: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45. Also, 
based on the number of comments received concerning 
or relating to recreation settings, Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) was added to Maps 20-23.  

O3-200: All members of the public have equal opportunity 
to participate in the planning process. The level at which 
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence. BLM has made great efforts to ensure all members 
of the public have an opportunity to participate in the 
planning process.   The motorized  recreation community 
was well represented at most of the public meetings that 
BLM conducted.  Also, judging from content of the pub-
lic comment letters on the Draft RMP/EIS, most were 
from people who enjoy motorized recreation.  

O3-201: The extensive public involvement process that 
BLM has implemented is described in Chapter 5 of the 
RMP/EIS. BLM took extra care to prepare easy-to-read 
travel management maps.  During public meetings, BLM 
received a number of compliments on these maps, and 
many attendees took copies home with them. 

O3-203: BLM is required to notify the public of all actions 
that require NEPA analysis. Public citizens are free to 
choose those actions they wish to be involved with. This 
is not BLM’s overarching strategy. 

O3-202: Newsletters were sent to anyone who requested 
one or who signed up to be on the BLM mailing list for 
this project. See response to O3-201. The newsletters and 
other information about the planning process were also 
made available on the project website.  During the scop-
ing period, the BLM Project manager participated in a 
meeting of a local motorized club.  Motorized recreation-
ist participation at public meetings and the number of 
comment letters from them indicate that BLM did an 
adequate job of informing the public and allowing for 
their involvement in the planning process. 

O3-204: Public comments are used to draw planners’ atten-
tion to resource issues of most concern to the public. 
One of the main points of NEPA is to encourage public 
participation by allowing for comments on most actions. 
Comments are  not counted  as votes  during the decision 
making process.  Chapter 5 of the Proposed RMP/Final 
EIS contains a section describing how comments on the 
Draft RMP/EIS were utilized.  The substance of the 
comments was BLM’s main consideration in determining 
whether or not a change to the Draft was warranted. 
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O3-205: BLM’s resource management planning process is 
focused on public involvement, and NEPA requirements 
are integrated into this process. BLM has held numerous 
public meetings, mailed newsletters to hundreds of inter-
ested parties, published and updated a website, and been 
open to work with any interested individuals or groups to 
involve them in this process.  See Chapter 5 for more 
information about public involvement. 

O3-206: Such evaluation is beyond the scope of this docu-
ment.  
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O3-208: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-207: All members of the public have equal opportunity 
to participate in the planning process. The level at which 
they choose to participate is a matter of personal prefer-
ence. 

 
Public comments are simply one facet of the decision-
making process. Lack of involvement by a particular 
group does not mean that their area of interest will not be 
addressed. However, public attention to a matter ensures 
that planners consider that area of interest in the process 
of creating a planning document.  

O3-209: Thank you for the information.  The four items 
listed at the end of the comment are reasonable and in 
fact provide the basis for the creation and selection of the 
preferred alternative as the proposed action.  
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O3-211: Please see response O3-207.  

O3-210: Please see response O3-207.  

O3-212: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-213: Thank you for your comment. 
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O3-214: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45.  

O3-215: Grant programs funded by gas taxes and/or vehicle 
registration fees are administered by Idaho Department 
of Parks and Recreation, Idaho Transportation Depart-
ment and the Federal Highway Administration.  BLM 
field offices routinely apply for and compete for grant 
funds.    
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O3-216: Such action would take place at the federal level, 
and is beyond the scope of this RMP.  

O3-217: Please see responses O3-215 and O3-216.  

O3-218: Please see responses O3-215 and O3-216.  
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O3-220: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-221: Please see response O3-2.  

O3-219: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-222: Due to the small, scattered land base managed by 
the BLM in the planning area, the agency does not have 
the capability to initiate the establishment of extensive 
long distance OHV trails.  Refer to Map 1.  Action RC-
D1.5.6 does propose planning to design an intercon-
nected road and trail network in the Rochat Divide/Pine 
Creek Special Recreation Management Area.  

O3-224: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-45.  

O3-225: In meeting the agency goal of improving access to 
appropriate recreation opportunities, the BLM complies 
with provisions of the Architectural Barriers Act (ABA) 
of 1968 and Title 5 - Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  While 
the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) does not 
apply to federal agencies, BLM voluntarily complies with 
its provisions in instances where it is more  stringent than 
the ABA.  The ADA-ABA Guidelines are adopted stan-
dards for the design and construction of built features in 
the outdoor environment.        

O3-223: Comment pertains to conditions in Montana, 
which is outside of the planning area.  
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O3-226: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-227: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-229: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-230: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5, O3-17 and O3-
45.  

O3-228: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-231: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.  
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O3-232: Please see response O3-225.  

O3-233: Comment pertains to USFS, not BLM.  

O3-234: The 3-state OHV plan does not apply to Idaho.  

O3-236: Although this publication applies to the USFS, not 
BLM; all of the listed items were generally considered in 
the analysis of the alternatives for the RMP.   

O3-235: The Record of Decision and Approved RMP will 
contain maps identifying open routes and restrictions.  
Posting of signs is an implementation action that is be-
yond the scope of the RMP.  
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O3-239: Please see response O3-45.  

O3-237: Each alternative includes a travel management 
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel 
management would minimize the importance of other 
factors for which BLM must plan.  

O3-238: Existing levels of travel opportunities are based on 
a very old plan that must be updated to reflect changing 
conditions. There have been no past strategies to elimi-
nate motorized recreational opportunities, except in cases 
where protection of sensitive resources required doing so.  
Also see response O3-124.  

O3-240: Each alternative includes a travel management 
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel 
management would minimize the importance of other 
factors for which BLM must plan. Also see response  O3-
144.  

O3-241: Please see responses O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-242: Each alternative includes a travel management 
section. However, an alternative dedicated solely to travel 
management would minimize the importance of other 
factors for which BLM must plan. Also see responses 
O3-124, O3-5 and O3-45.  

O3-243: Such analysis is beyond the scope of this RMP.  
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O3-244: The visual impacts of motorized and non-
motorized trails are assessed utilizing a similarly method-
ology in accordance with BLM Visual Resource Contrast 
Rating Handbook, H-8431-1.  

O3-246: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-245: Thank you for your comment.  Use restrictions or 
trail closures may occur if resources are being significantly 
degraded due to any type of recreational use in accor-
dance with 43 CFR 8364.1.  

O3-248: BLM has solicited public comments during both 
the scoping and public comment periods, which it as-
sumes  reflect  local values and needs. The   RMP  reflects 
input gathered during these processes. The regional 
population, which includes the Spokane and Coeur 
d’Alene metropolitan areas, was considered during devel-
opment and analysis of the alternatives.  

O3-249: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-250: All of the alternatives support the preservation and 
interpretation of cultural resources.  During implementa-
tion, all sites will be evaluated before any action would be 
initiated that may impact such resources. Please refer the 
cultural resource objectives and actions in Chapter 2.  

O3-247: Please see response O3-3.  

O3-251: Please see response O3-124.  
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O3-255: Please see response O3-124. 
 

Impacts must be attributable to the proposed action or 
alternatives for their analysis to be required.  

O3-254: BLM has had very few travel management related 
actions concerning lands in the planning area, in the past 
several years.  Incorporation of a detailed travel manage-
ment plan in this document is actually intended to reduce 
the number of actions for the public.  According to BLM 
policy, designation of routes for travel management is not 
an RMP decision, but is left for implementation level 
planning.  However, in order to reduce the number of 
planning projects and maximize public participation, 
BLM decided to incorporate this into the CdA RMP.    

O3-253: Your suggestion is similar to the Overall Vision for 
the planning area described in Section 1.9.  

O3-252: Please see response O3-124.  

O3-258: Thank you for your comments.  See responses O3-
17 and O3-49.  

O3-257: Thank you for your suggestion.  

O3-256: Comment pertains to a different plan. The term 
“limits of acceptable change” is not used in this plan.  
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O3-260: Public education is a key component of conserva-
tion under all action alternatives. Proposed actions in-
clude educating visitors about weed infestation and trans-
port, wildlife habitat needs, and open and closed areas.  

O3-261: Thank you for your suggestions and comments.  
The BLM routinely takes public outreach actions to com-
municate with and educate recreation users in implement-
ing RMP decisions.    

O3-259: Thank you for your suggestion.  

O3-264: The planning of individual timber sales is an imple-
mentation action not addressed in the RMP. Also see 
responses O3-124 and O3-45.  

O3-263: Please see response O3-240.  

O3-262: Please see response O3-3.  
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O3-266: Please see response O3-265.  

O3-267: Please see responses O3-18, O3-45 and O3-111. 

O3-268: Thank you for your suggestion.  Please refer to 
Action TM-D.1.1.9.  

O3-265: The proposed action makes no attempt to restrict 
public access to narrow corridors along main roads.  

O3-272: Thank you for your suggestion.  

O3-271: Please see responses O3-124 and O3-240.  

O3-270: Where seasonal restrictions are used, the proposed 
action adopts dates which match those used on the adja-
cent National Forests.  This should help to avoid confu-
sion and resulting misunderstandings.  

O3-269: Please refer to Action TM-D1.1.9.  
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O3-275: The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-
1)(BLM 2005) defines planning issues as “disputes or 
controversies   about    existing    and     potential      land 
and resource allocations, levels of resource use, produc-
tion, and related management practices.”  BLM identified 
the planning issues during scoping, as described in Sec-
tion 1.4.  

O3-276: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-274: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-273: As examples, please refer to several of the other 
comments we received for this RMP.  Specifically see P1, 
P2, P3, P4, P5, P8, P11, P19, P21, P30, P36, P40, P41, 
P43, P45, P53, O4 and O5.  

O3-277: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-279: Thank you for your comment. Please see response 
to O3-278.  

O3-280: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-278: All executive orders must be considered and com-
plied with by any federal agency in a planning document.  
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O3-282: Amendment of Executive Orders is the prerogative 
of the President and is beyond the scope of the RMP.  

O3-281: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-283: Thank you for your suggestion.  

O3-284: On BLM lands it is prohibited to operate an off-
road vehicle in violation of State laws and regulations (43 
CFR 8341.1(d)).  The state of Idaho limits noise emission 
to a base level of not more than ninety-six (96) decibels 
when  measured  on the  “A”  scale  using  standards  and 
procedures established by the society of automotive engi-
neers (SAE), specifically SAE standard J1287, June, 1988. 
(IC 67-7125)  The proposed action would establish no 
additional noise restrictions and noise was not a factor 
used in designating routes.  

O3-285: Fire wood gathering is permitted on most BLM 
land.  We are not aware of a shortage of fuel wood gath-
ering areas in the planning area and public scoping did 
not identify this to be an issue.  

O3-286: Thank you for your comment. Please see responses 
O3-124, paragraph 1 and O3-45, paragraph 2.  



             Comments             Responses 

K-74                Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses 

O3-294: Please see response O3-17. 

O3 (Cont.) 

290 

289 

288 

287 

286 

293 
292 

291 

O3 (Cont.) 

296 

295 
294 

297 

298 

299 

300 

305 

301 

306 

304 
303

2 

302 

O3-287: Level of use is a factor used when determining a 
route’s maintenance level.  

O3-290: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-293: Please see response O3-17. 

O3-289: Please see response O3-2.  Analysis of regional trail 
systems is beyond the scope of this document.  

O3-288: Thank you for your comment.  

O3-292: Please see response O3-124, paragraph 1.  

O3-291: Thank you for your suggestion.  

O3-295: Please see response O3-111. 
O3-296: Please see responses O3-2 and O3-111. 

O3-297: BLM can not discern access based on ownership.  

O3-298: BLM has added Action LR-D2.1.11 to the Lands 
and Realty section of Alternative D to emphasize acquir-
ing this type of access.  

O3-299: Please see Action LR-D2.1.1. BLM has also added 
a  Lands  and  Realty  action  (LR-D2.1.11)  which  would 
place emphasis on acquiring access through adjacent 
lands.   

O3-300: Please see response O3-111. 

O3-301: Please see response O3-111. 
O3-302: Thank you for your comment. 
O3-303: Please see response O3-144. 
O3-304: No suitable areas have been identified on BLM 

lands within the planning area.  
O3-305: Thank you for your suggestion.  Refer to Maps 37-

40.   
O3-306: Thank you for your suggestion.  Refer to Maps 37-

40.   
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O3-312: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 
O3-45.  

O3-313: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 
O3-215 and O3-261.    

O3-314: Thank  you   for  your   suggestion.     Maintenance 
scheduling is an implementation action determined at the 
activity planning level.   

O3-315: Thank you for your suggestion. 
O3-316: The alternative travel management plans were de-

veloped from identified public recreational needs and 
necessary resource protection.   

O3-317: Thank you for your suggestion.  Designated  routes 
disturbed by resource uses would be maintained.  

O3-318: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 
O3-49.  

O3-319: Thank you for your suggestion. 
O3-320: Thank you for your comment. 
O3-321: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-310: Thank you for your suggestion.  Concerning volun-
teers and grants, see responses O3-215 and O3-261.  

O3-309: The proposed action stresses this at TM-D1.1.9. 
O3-308: Please see response O3-144. 
O3-307: Please see responses O3-2, O3-45 and O3-111. 
O3-306: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-327: Thank you for your comment. 

O3-322: Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 
O3-129.  

O3-323: Thank you for your suggestion.  This  is  consistent 
with agency policy (H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Hand-
book, Appendix C).  Designations required are proposed 
in the RMP Transportation and Travel Management sec-
tion.  Refer to Actions TM-D1.1.2 thru TM-D1.1.11.   

O3-324: We are not aware of where such signs exist.  
O3-325 Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 

O3-7 and O3-75. 
O3-326: Thank you for your suggestion. 

O3-328: Thank you for your comment. 
O3-329: Thank  you  for  your  comment.   BLM   routinely 

recognizes volunteer efforts.  
O3-330: Please see response O3-3. 
O3-331: Thank you for your suggestion. 
O3-332: Thank you for your comment. The proposed action 

emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9.  

O3-333: Thank you for your comment. The proposed action 
emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9.   

O3-334: Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.    The  proposed 
action emphasizes this at TM-D1.1.9.  Also, see response 
O3-111.  

 
(continued on the following page) 

03-311:The Proposed Action does propose closing un-
needed roads in travel management, wildlife, and special 
status  species actions.  However, closing all roads and 
trails containing weeds would mean prohibiting motorized 
access to most BLM public lands.  See response O3-124. 
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O3-335:  Many of BLM’s administrative uses are confined to the designated motorized routes.  However, management actions also often re-

quire administrative travel on other routes.  Such use is exempt from following the established travel restrictions (43 CFR 8340.0-5)  Also 
refer to Actions TM-D1.1.4 and TM-D1.1.5.    

 
O3-336: Thank you for your suggestion. This implementation  level   action   can   be  considered   during   activity planning and is consistent 

with Action TM-D1.1.9.  
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O3-338: Thank you for your suggestion.  Planning and de-
velopment of trail systems is an implementation level 
action.  See responses O3-2, O3-45, paragraph 2 and O3-
111.  

O3-337: Thank you for your suggestion.  Designated routes 
without seasonal restrictions if open to 4-wheeled vehi-
cles would serve this need.  Refer to Maps 37-40.  

O4-1: As indicated on page 1-7, roadless area inventories 
and wilderness  suitability  determinations are beyond  the 
scope of the RMP.  BLM’s recommendations on Wilder-
ness Study Areas were forwarded to the President in 
1991.  Those recommendations were later forwarded to 
Congress, and continue to await Congressional action.  
We have been directed by BLM Instruction Memoran-
dum No. 2003-275 that “the BLM’s authority to conduct 
wilderness reviews, including the establishment of new 
WSAs, expired no later then October 21, 1993, with the 
submission of the wilderness suitability recommendations 
to Congress pursuant to Section 603 of the FLPMA” and 
also, “that the BLM is without authority to establish new 
WSAs.”  The three BLM wilderness study areas within 
the planning area were recommended non-suitable for 
wilderness designation.  Elimination of allowed motor-
ized uses to manage these non-suitable WSAs as if they 
were wilderness is inconsistent with and contrary to the 
recommendations before Congress.  Consequently, alter-
natives to make “closed” vehicle designations were con-
sidered but not carried forward.  The document was 
modified to make this clear (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.5).  
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O4-5: See definition for HRV added to the Glossary.   
 

HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the IC-
BEMP science finding, both of which have scientific 
research supporting their conclusions.  Walder 1995 in-
cludes many discussions of vegetation conditions for the 
last 10,000 years and tries to explain HRV in terms of 
“evolutionary time”.  This information is irrelevant to the 
timeframe the CDFO RMP uses for “pre-settlement” 
conditions.   

 
The conclusion of the Johnson et al. 1994 paper is that 
“large-fire years” defined by the total acres burned is 
related to weather systems and their effects on drying of 
forest fuels over large areas. The article mentions that 
there was a large-scale shift in fire frequencies in the mid-
1700, related to climate change associated with the Little 
Ice Age. There is no mention of HRV. The article would 
appear to support the concept that 1850 or 1900 would 
be a better representation of historic conditions than 
those of 2000-3000 years ago given the Little Ice Age 
climate change.    

O4-4: See definition for “Forest Health” added to the Glos-
sary.  

O4-3: Research does indicate that logging, roads, and other 
human disturbances can promote the spread of diseases 
and  insect  infestations (ICBEMP 2000).   ICBEMP  also 
concludes that the exclusion of fire combined with the 
harvesting of shade intolerant trees has resulted in a shift 
of forest dominance to smaller shade tolerant trees that 
are more susceptible to insects, disease, stress, and wild-
fire.  

O4-2: The purpose and need for the RMP in no way im-
pinges on the BLM’s ability to develop a full range of 
alternatives.  In contrast to your suggestion, the planning 
issues promote consideration of a full range of alterna-
tives, especially when considering options for managing 
motorized and non-motorized recreation (see Issue 1 in 
Section 1.4.2).  However, BLM has reconsidered the po-
tential to broaden the range of alternatives in regard to 
management direction for motorized use in the Grand-
mother Mountain WSA. See Section 2.4.6: Alternatives 
Considered, but Not Analyzed in Detail.   

O4-6: HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the 
ICBEMP science finding (see definition in Glossary), 
both of which have scientific research supporting their 
conclusions. Both of these also use local information, and 
the ICEBMP uses regional information.  Fire, insects, 
disease and other natural disturbances are considered in 
HRV. The alternatives presented would attempt to put 
the forest in a condition where the effects from natural 
disturbances are less damaging. 

O4-7: The RMP is different than the MFP under which we 
are currently operating.  The MFP places emphasis on 
meeting an allowable sale quantity.  The RMP will place 
emphasis on returning the forest to historic species com-
position, structure, and function (see Goal VF-1).  Re-
moval of forest products will be a result of the treatment 
applications  applied  not  the  purpose  for  applying   the 
treatment. Use of natural fire is not rejected and is, in 
fact, considered in Alternatives B, C, and D, based on 
ecological conditions, resources at risk and weather con-
ditions. (see Objectives VF-B1.4, C1.4 and D1.4 and 
Objectives WF-B1.4, C1.4 and D1.4). 
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O4-8: The RMP is different than the MFP under which we 
are currently operating.  The MFP places emphasis on 
meeting an allowable sale quantity.  The RMP will place 
emphasis on returning the forest to historic species com-
position, structure, and function (see Goal VF-1).  

 
BLM’s fire management strategy is to use wildfire to 
achieve forest characteristics more representative of his-
torical conditions (see Goal WF-1).  At the same time, 
BLM must preserve and restore listed species habitat. 
Allowing nature to take its course is not a feasible option 
in all areas due to the diversity of resources in the 
CDAFO. Therefore, the fire management actions de-
scribed in the alternatives have been developed to give 
BLM forestry staff the flexibility needed   to  respond   to  
an  altered  landscape,  evolving resource needs, and a 
changing regulatory environment. 

 
BLM agrees that natural fire regimes are the goal and, 
where feasible, wants to use fire to achieve goals. The 
issue is complicated by landownership patterns, human 
habitation, current forest species composition, past man-
agement actions, and public sentiment. 

 
The key to understanding the natural role of fire in the 
planning area is in realizing the intricacies and interaction 
of vegetation with soil, weather and geographic features 
that creates the unique situation that exists in the Panhan-
dle of Northern Idaho.  The Panhandle area cannot be 
compared directly with the standard model for the North-
ern Rockies which has a much dryer climate and much 
different fire regimes as supported by the FRCC defini-
tions and mapping (Hann, Wendal, Havlina, Doug, 
Shlisky, Ayn et al. 2003).  The Panhandle has a much 
stronger component of mosaic type fires with areas of 
high-intensity stand replacing fire mixed with areas of 
low-intensity underburns and islands of unburned areas.  
This mosaic pattern is primarily driven by fuel loads as 
they interact with weather to create the conditions of 
large fire spread (Turner and Romme 1994).  To only 
look at “crown fire” spread, conditions and impacts is 
overlooking the often greater impacts to the soil and 
vegetation from high-intensity ground fires that are pri-
marily driven by fuel load conditions.     

O4-9: The alternatives and actions in the RMP are based on 
the best information available to BLM staff, as well as 
their institutional knowledge of on-the-ground condi-
tions.  
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O4-10: BLM agrees that the harvest of trees can cause the 
increased intensity of wildfire.  Research has shown that 
harvesting  of  large  shade  intolerant  trees  resulted  in a 
shift of forest dominance to smaller shade tolerant trees 
that are more susceptible to wildfire, stress, insects, and 
disease (Hann, Jones, Karl, et al. 1997 in ICBEMP 2000). 

 
Research does indeed show that thinning can minimize 
the effects of fire.  Thinning from below and possibly free 
thinning can most effectively alter fire behavior by reduc-
ing crown bulk density, increasing crown base height, and 
changing species composition to lighter crowned fire 
adapted species.  Such intermediate treatments can reduce 
the severity and intensity of wildfires for a given set of 
physical and weather variables (Graham, Harvey, Jain, and 
Tonn 1999). 

 
While it is reasonable to agree that fires will spread 
through managed forests, and that extreme weather con-
ditions can overshadow benefits of fuel reduction, the 
evidence provided does not make the case that salvage, 
thinning and logging, when designed to reduce fuel haz-
ards and implemented as planned, do not reduce the risk 
of unnaturally large or severe wildland fires.  

 
Henjum et al. 1994 is a “Report to Congress” about old 
growth forest management in forests east of the Cascade 
crest in Washington and Oregon. In the summary of the 
report the statement is made “Many ecologists believe 
that the combined effects of logging old growth and fire 
prevention have significantly increased the vulnerability of 
Eastside landscapes to catastrophic disturbances…” The 
report states “Salvage (removing dead, fallen woody ma-
terials) and thinning (cutting small live trees) are two 
legitimate techniques – but not the only ones – for lower-
ing risk from such disturbances..” (referring to drought, 
fire, insects, and pathogens). And states that “no consen-
sus exists on silvicultural practices for minimizing ef-
fects…on the conditions under which LS/OG (late-
successional/old growth) should be entered…” The re-
port does not “agree that scientific evidence does not 
support the hypothesis that logging, thinning, minimize 
the effects of fire.” 

 
It is standard practice and knowledge in the wildland 
firefighting community that containment opportunities 
and efforts are generally far more successful and safer for 
both the public and firefighters in areas that have been 
managed in the past.  When management activities in-
clude fuels treatments the result in lower FRCC ratings 
has the same affect on a “running “ fire as previously 
burned areas.  This is dramatically illustrated in the Moose 
Fire Progression maps from 2001.  This fire in the course 
of making major runs of 15,000 plus acres split at the 
head and burned around both sides of an area that was 
burned in the 1980’s (http://www.nps.gov/glac/
resources/fires_2001/moose/index.htm). 
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O4-11: We agree that weather does play a role in stand replacing or severe fires; however, research also suggests that  wildfire  behavior  is  
influenced  by  physical  setting (local to regional topography and terrain features), fuels (composition, structure, moisture content of dead 
and live vegetation and detritus).  (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano and others 1998, Graham and others 1999  In Gra-
ham, McCaffrey and Jain, 2004). 

 
The subject of Turner et al. 1994 is the relationship between crown fire and landscape pattern. You are correct about what this paper says 
about Yellowstone fire return intervals (200-400 years from Romme 1982 and Romme and Despain 1989). The paper also indicates that the 
fire return interval for “western Montana, northern Idaho (the CdA RMP Planning Area) is 90-150+ based on Arno 1980. The implication 
in the paper regarding the effect of weather on fire regime is specifically related to New Mexico, Arizona, and Colorado. The “research in 
Yellowstone” concerning altered fire regimes were attributed to a “non-equilibrium landscape”.  In the article, a landscape in equilibrium is 
one where “…distributions of stand age classes or successional stages that show little or no change over time.”  The paper does not discuss 
the condition of northern Idaho’s lodgepole pine forest as being in equilibrium or not. A critical element to the understanding and use of 
information in this article is to remember that “crown fire” can not be directly translated to mean “high-intensity” or “stand-replacing”. 
Stand-replacing fires are often low-intensity, and stand-replacing fires are not always crown fires. 

 
 

The BLM forest and woodland vegetation management goal places emphasis on returning the forest to historic species composition, struc-
ture, and function (see Goal VF-1) using various treatment actions described in Objectives VF-B1.2, C1.2, & D1.2, Objectives VF-B1.3, 
C.1.3, D1.3, Objective VF-B1.4, C1.4, & D1.4., and Objectives WF-B1.4, C1.4, and D1.4.  At the same time, BLM must preserve and re-
store listed species habitat.  Allowing nature to take its course is not a feasible option in all areas due to the diversity of resources in the 
planning area.   Using the treatment applications described in the alternatives for Forest Woodland vegetation and/or Wildland Fire Use 
gives BLM forestry and fuels staff the flexibility needed to respond to an altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a changing regula-
tory environment.  

 
O4-12: The HRV was determined from the IPNF AMS and the ICBEMP science finding both of which have scientific research supporting 

their conclusions. Both of these also use local information, and the ICEBMP uses regional information.  The information presented in Sec-
tion 3.2.8 (Wildland Fire Ecology and Management) uses information provided by GAP, ICBEMP, BLM, and USFS. 

 
Table 3-17 shows that the Dry Conifer comprises approximately 35% of the three major forest woodland vegetation types and is in a Fire 
Regime Class I which generally has low severity fires (small cool fires).  The Wet/Cold and Wet/Warm comprise approximately the remain-
ing 65% of the three major forest woodland vegetation types and are in Fire Regime Class IV and V which have stand replacement severity 
fires. From GAP analysis, Table 3-17 also shows that the Dry Conifer vegetation is in a Fire Regime Condition Class 3 and the Wet/Warm 
and Wet/Cold Conifer types are in a Fire Regime Condition Class 2.  None are in Fire Regime Condition Class I but instead are considered 
to be unhealthy, non-functioning, and at risk for losing key ecosystem components.   

 
As noted in Section 3.2.8, fire suppression efforts and resource management activities have influenced the structure and composition of 
these forest woodland vegetation types.  Table 3-14 shows that between 1974 and 1992 there has been substantial increases in number of 
live trees per acre, suppressed trees per acre (which comprise fuel ladders), trees infected with disease and insects, and number of dead trees 
per acre.  ICBEMP shows that continuing current management would lead to a decline in ecological integrity.  The function and process of 
the ecological process has changed.  The risk and severity of fire continues to grow.  Whereas lethal fires played a lesser role in the past on 
the landscape, lethal fires now exceed non-lethal fires. 

 
BLM agrees that weather does play a role in stand replacing or severe fires especially with drought conditions that have persisted; however, 
research suggests that there is still uncertainty to impacts from global warming.  Research also suggests that wildfire behavior is influenced 
by physical setting (local to regional topography and terrain features) and fuels (composition, structure, moisture content of dead and live 
vegetation and detritus)  (Rothermel 1983, Chandler and others 1991, Debano and others 1998, Graham and others 1999  In Graham, 
McCaffrey and Jain, 2004). 

 
The BAER report provides estimates of burn severity on National Forest and Plum Creek Timber Company. The report indicates that Plum 
Creek lands had a higher percentage of moderate and high burn severity than the National Forest. The report writers attribute the outcome 
to “the presence of red logging slash on portions of their [Plum Creek] land. The report goes on to say that “Slope, aspect, fuel loadings, 
and the type of vegetative cover present when the fire burned influenced the severity of the burn.” The report does not address fire sup-
pression effect on fire severity. The report also does not indicate whether National Forest lands were logged.  
 

O4-13: BLM agrees with your statement that research does indicate that logging, roads, and other human disturbances can promote the spread 
of diseases and insect infestations (ICBEMP 2000).  Logging does not equal land  treatment  actions as you  seem to  indicate.  Rather, log-
ging may be part of the land treatment action to recover commercial forest products (e.g. hew wood, sawlogs, hog fuel, etc.)  Under Alterna-
tives B, C, & D, BLM has chosen a variety of silvicultural treatments including thinning and prescribed fire to reduce insect and disease 
damage to timber stands. 

 
Treatments would be designed to reduce the number of trees that are susceptible to insect and disease mortality. Also, stress from over-
stocking and drought is a known contributor to insect and disease mortality, and reducing stand density has been shown to reduce stress 
from nutrient and water competition.  As an example, research has shown that thinning overly dense forests before rather than after an 
outbreak has started is one of the best methods of reducing infestation and preventing mortality caused by bark beetles on residual trees 
(Sartwell and Stevens 1975, Cole and Cahill 1976, McDowell et al 2003).  
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20 

21 

O4-17: The fact that a specific action is not mentioned in 
the RMP does not preclude it from happening. If Con-
gress designates the Grandmother Mountain WSA as 
Wilderness it will be withdrawn from mineral entry, leas-
ing, and sale. The RMP’s focus is to prescribe manage-
ment direction to ensure the area retains its wilderness 
values until Congress determines its status (H-8550-1, 
Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review). If Congress does not designate the area as Wil-
derness, then the RMP provides management direction 
that will protect identified special status species and 
unique environments while balancing BLM’s mission of 
multiple use of the public lands. Pinchot Butte is not part 
of the BLM land base and therefore outside the scope of 
this RMP.   

O4-18: Thank you for your suggestion.  See response P1-1, 
paragraphs 2 and 3 and O5-24.  

O4-16: This RMP is intended not to propose actions spe-
cific to any particular project, but to propose and evaluate 
actions that encompass the range of possible projects that 
plan is intended to be flexible and provide a framework 
for a range of project-specific options. The leasing of 
minerals on public lands is a discretionary act and thus 
the BLM will determine prior to issuing any exploration 
license if an area needs special protection, hence the 
NSOs and CSUs developed during the RMP process. 
Areas designated as a WSA are closed to leasing (H-8550-
1, Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilder-
ness Review) until Congress makes a determination on its 
status. If an area achieves Wilderness status then it re-
mains withdrawn from the leasing laws. If Congress does 
not designate the area as Wilderness then the RMP rec-
ommends specific management prescriptions for each of 

    these areas. In the case of Grandmother Mountain and 
Crystal Lake WSAs, NSO 1 and CSU 1 will be applied. It 
is true that these stipulations can be excepted or waived 
but that is a determination made at the project level. Pin-
chot Butte is not part of the BLM land base and therefore 
outside the scope of this RMP.   

O4-15: The BLM parcel to the north and east of Marks 
Butte is part of the Widow  Mountain  Special  Recreation 
Management Area under Alternatives C and D.  As such, 
the parcel will be intensively managed to retain the semi-
primitive recreational setting.  Thus, any vegetation treat-
ment must comply with this objective.  This parcel 
(except for Forest Road 301) will also be designated as a 
right-or-way avoidance area under Alternative D, due to 
the semi-primitive setting and its adjacency to a Forest 
Service Inventoried Roadless Area that will be managed 
as backcountry under the Proposed Revised IPNF Forest 
Plan (FS - 2006).  

O4-19: Thank you for your suggestion.  See response O4-1. 

O4-14: Timber management actions in steep, mountainous 
areas would utilize cable systems and helicopter logging.  

O4-20: Impacts to the lynx have been reviewed during for-
mal consultation with the USFWS, and specific conserva-
tion measures from the Northern Rockies Lynx Amend-
ment Biological Assessment have been incorporated into 
the RMP. Action TM-D1.1.3 restricts snowmobile use 
around wolverine den sites. The Grandmother Mountain 
Wilderness Study Area is also closed to snowmobile use 
by Action TM-D1.1.3.  

 
(continued on the following page) 



Responses  
(Continued from Previous Page) 

Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses 

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement      K-83 

O4-21: Thank you for your suggestion.  BLM has identified this as an issue and recognizes the need for collaboration.  Refer to Actions TM-
D1.1.9 and RC-D1.8.3.  
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29 

31 

32 

35 

34 

30 

33 

O4-22:  The 22 recommendations in Appendix I do not 
include two related to livestock grazing because of the 
Preferred Alternative D  would  reduce  livestock  grazing 
from 4,004 to 1,218 acres.  Action FW-C2.1.5 would 
reduce or maintain open permanent road densities to one 
mile of road per square mile of land outside of urban or 
rural areas.  Action FW-C2.1.4 would close and partially 
obliterate all newly constructed roads upon completion of 
their need and purpose.  These actions are repeated for 
the conservation of Canada lynx [SS-D1.1.6 Transporta-
tion 1(c)] and wolverine (SS-D2.4.4 and SS-D2.4.5).  

O4-23:  The objective and actions for lynx under the Pro-
posed Action (Alternative D) for this Proposed RMP/
Final EIS comes from the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative F) from the Draft EIS for the Northern 
Rockies  Lynx  Amendment (Forest  Service  2004).   The 
Forest Service submitted a Biological Assessment to the 
FWS for consultation regarding the Lynx Amendment.  
The BLM submitted a BA to the FWS for consultation 
regarding this RMP/EIS. 

 
Much of the suspected wolverine denning habitat on 
BLM public lands lies within the Crystal Lake WSA.  
Additional suspected denning habitat lies within the 
Roche Divide ACEC (Alternative C).  The BLM has and 
will continue to coordinate inventories with the Idaho 
Fish and Game, as funding allows. 

 
Actions SS-D2.2.1 and SS-D2.3.1 would implement ac-
tions under FW-D2.2, which would retain habitats for 
cavity nesters and fisher. 

O4-24:  The snag standard for Alternative A comes from 
the existing land use plan. Numbers of trees and snags for 
retention in alternatives  C  and  D  come  from  the  
Interior  Columbia   Basin Supplemental Draft EIS 
(2000).  This is the latest pertinent science BLM is aware 
of.   

O4-25:  Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old 
growth stands would follow direction in the  Vegetation 
-Forests and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6, 
or VF D1.2.7.  Also, a unique old growth stand is pro-
tected under Alternatives C and D with the designation 
of the Farnham Forest RNA/ACEC.   

O4-26:  Default buffers are provided under both INFISH 
and  CNFISH.   Please  see  “RHCAs/RCAs”  section  
of Appendix D.  

O4-27:  CNFISH was designed to give BLM managers 
flexibility  in  applying  INFISH  measures. BLM’s 
intent is to attain the same or greater level of RMO 
attainment under CNFISH as would have been realized 
under INFISH, but using a wider array of possible 
methods of doing so. Some of the road Standards and 
Guidelines in CNFISH are actually stronger than IN-
FISH.  For example, RF-2a in CNFISH requires analy-
sis prior to construction of roads and landings in all 
RCAs, while INFISH only requires this in priority wa-
tersheds.  In RF-2b INFISH guidance is to minimize 
roads and landings in RHCAs, while CNFISH guidance 
is to close existing roads and avoid construction of new 
roads and landings in RCAs.    
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O4-28:  Where the RMOs are not being met, the amount of recovery time to achieve the RMOs can be highly variable depending on the 

RMO, the particular aquatic system, influences from other landowners, climate, etc.  It would be inaccurate to place generic timelines on 
RMO achievement, however if no timelines are specified, attainment of RMOs could be delayed.  

 
Specifying that the RMOs are met within the “expected, near natural period of restoration”, and requiring that this period is defined by an 
aquatic, soils or riparian specialist, ensures that recovery is not being delayed or prevented.    

 
O4-29:  BLM feels that a regional approach to weed control combined with prevention of the types of disturbance that  commonly  promote  

weed  infestations  is  the  best option. By continuing BLM’s participation in CWMAs, eliminating cross-country OHV travel, implementing 
BMPs to minimize and mitigate for ground-disturbing activities, reducing vectors for weed seed transport, and closing unnecessary roads, 
BLM is actively addressing the problem of invasive species in the CDAFO.  These BLM prevention measures, along with education efforts 
designed to inform the public of weed prevention issues, will help reduce the spread of noxious weeds on BLM lands.  BLM does feel that 
prevention is a vital part of any successful weed management strategy. 

 
O4-30:  Please see response O4-29. 
 
O4-31:  Thank you for your comment. Although this may not be added to the alternatives for the RMP, BLM periodically updates its weed  

management plan and will consider all such suggestions.  
 
O4-32:  The Proposed Action does propose closing unneeded roads in travel management, wildlife, and special status  species actions.  How-

ever, closing all roads and trails containing weeds would mean prohibiting motorized access to most BLM public lands.  Also, see the re-
sponse to comment #1 regarding closing of WSAs to motorized vehicles. 

 
O4-33:  Most or all roads in the CFO have weeds of some sort.   All such sites are subject to weed control measures designed to contain their 

spread and eliminate new occurrences.  
 
O4-34:  Most or all recreational and administrative sites have weed populations to a certain degree. All such sites are subject to weed control 

measures designed to contain their spread and eliminate new occurrences.  
 
O4-35:  The BLM Idaho State Office is currently proposing action that will require the use of certified weed-free hay, straw,  and  mulch  on  

BLM-administered  public  land in Idaho.  This proposed action would require all visitors, permittees, and operators to use certified weed-
free hay, straw, and mulch when visiting or conducting authorized activities on BLM-administered public land in Idaho.  This measure is 
needed to prevent and slow the continued spread of noxious and invasive weeds on public land.  This policy is similar to the U.S. Forest 
Service weed-free hay order and will provide consistency for users of both BLM public land and National Forest land in Idaho. 
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O4-36:  Please see response O4-35.  

O4-37:  Site  specific  recreation  management  actions  are 
analyzed, evaluated, and determined at the activity plan-
ning level which follows Special Recreation Management 
Area designations made in the RMP.  Some of the RMP 
proposed actions do describe a “framework” for the ac-
tivity planning that will follow.  For recreation manage-
ment actions relating to the Grandmother Mountain 
WSA refer to Actions RC-D1.8.2-5. (Reference  H-1601-1 
Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C).        

O4-38:  Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1, 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 

O4-39:  Under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D), the 
boundaries of the Lund Creek RNA/ACEC would be 
expanded to incorporate other areas with related special 
values in this vicinity (see Map 55).   

O4-40:  Thank you for your suggestion. Please see response 
O5-16.  

O4-41:  Thank you for your suggestion. A number of op-
tions for land adjustments will be considered on a project 
level basis. 

O4-42:  The western portion of the Grandmother Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area   was  transferred  to   the  Forest 
Service by Congress with the Arkansas-Idaho Land Ex-
change Act of 1992.  When this happened, BLM travel 
restrictions no longer applied to the transferred portion 
of the WSA.  OHV damaged areas in the vicinity of 
Grandmother Mountain and Grandfather Mountain along 
trails 251 and 275 are already managed by the Forest 
Service.   
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1 

O5-1:  Direction in resource management plans is intention-
ally general in nature.  More specificity and detail is pro-
vided during implementation when actions and site-
specific  projects are proposed.   The alternatives  for  the 
Draft and Proposed RMP were prepared in accordance 
with federal regulations and BLM policy.  43 CFR 1610.0-
5 (k) states "It [a resource management plan] is not a final 
implementation decision on actions which require further 
specific plans, process steps, or decisions under specific 
provisions of law and regulations."  Regarding plan deci-
sions, the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1610-
1) Appendix C, specifies that “These broad-scale deci-
sions guide future land management actions and subse-
quent site-specific implementation decisions."  Even 
though the alternatives are general, BLM made every 
attempt to be as specific and quantitative as possible 
when analyzing the effects.    
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O5-2:  The vision statement must be general in nature.  The 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) states 
that “vision should reflect the goals that are common to 
all alternatives” (BLM 2005).  It further specifies that 
“goals are broad statements of desired outcomes (e.g., 
maintain   ecosystem  health  and  productivity,   promote 
community stability, ensure sustainable development) that 
usually are not quantifiable.  Thus, in order to reflect 
broad goals, the vision must be non-specific.  

O5-3:  The RMP has been prepared in accordance with 
FLPMA requirements and is in compliance with all other 
statutes. Actions intended to ensure that the CFO comply 
with these requirements are spelled out in Chapter 2 of 
the DRMP/EIS.  

O5-5:  BLM relied on existing inventories and other data 
sources in all stages of the planning process to include 
analysis of special designations.  BLM Manual 1613 de-
scribes the ACEC designation process.  This manual 
states that “a potential ACEC (or portion thereof) must 
be shown as recommended for designation in any or all 
alternatives in the draft RMP.”  It further states that “to 
be  designated as an  ACEC, an area  must require  special 
management attention to protect the important and rele-
vant values.”  Management direction that would protect 
these values in potential ACECs not designated under 
Alternative D, are described in Appendix G.   

O5-4:  All of the alternatives provide for variations in the 
balance of multiple uses.  Analysis of the effects of the 
alternatives revealed that none exceed a sustainable yield 
for any resource.  

O5-7:  43 U.S.C. Sec 1712(c) states: “In the development 
and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall-.”  Sub-
paragraph (c)(7) states  “weigh  long-term  benefits  to the 
public against short-term benefits.” The term “cost-
benefit analysis” does not appear.  Short-term and long-
term economic effects of the alternatives are discussed in 
Section 4.5.1.  

O5-6:  BLM relied on existing inventories and other data 
sources in all stages of the planning process to include 
special  designations.   However,  not  all  BLM  inventory 
information is reproduced in the RMP.    Based on the 
number of comments received concerning or relating to 
recreation settings, BLM added the Recreation Opportu-
nity Spectrum to Maps 20-23 (Special Recreation Manage-
ment Areas).  These maps, as well as maps 46-64 for 
ACECs, Maps 65-68 for other special designations, and 
Map 71 for eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, synthesize 
inventory information on areas suitable for special desig-
nation. During project-level planning, which would be 
conducted prior to any development activities, BLM will 
complete more detailed inventories as required by federal 
laws, regulations, and BLM policies.   

O5-8:  Several sections of the alternatives address how BLM 
plans to comply with the major relevant pollution control 
laws.  For the Clean Air Act see Air Quality Goal AQ-1  
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O5-8 (Cont.):  with the Objectives AQ-1.1, AQ-1.2 and AQ-1.3 that address air quality standards and regulations.  For the Clean Water Act 
see Water Resources Goal WA-1 and Objectives WA-1.1, WA-1.2 and WA-1.3 which address water quality standards and regulations.  In 
the Health and Safety section Goal SE-2 addresses procedures and Objectives SE-2.3, SE-2.4, SE-2.5 and SE-2.6 address compliance with 
federal and state regulations.  Objective SE-2.5 specifically addresses the coordination and work efforts in Silver Valley watersheds.  

 
O5-9:  Please see response O5-1. 
 
O5-10:  BLM was careful to ensure that all of the alternatives were reasonable.  The variation in emphasis of each alternative provides for the 

range.  If each alternative equally balanced use and protection, then there would be no range.  For many resources and uses, CDAFO has a 
very   restricted  decision  space  due  to   governing  laws, regulations, policies, and standing agreements.  The result is little to no variation 
among alternatives for some objectives and actions. An example of this is management direction proposed for invasive species and noxious 
weeds.   In addition, for resources or uses for which current management was deemed adequate, or somewhat adequate, BLM carried such 
management forward, with little or no change.  This was the case for INFISH/CNFISH.  
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O5-12:  The USFWS has been involved in the planning 
process and the BLM has formally consulted with them.  
The RMP incorporates stipulations that were developed 
directly by the USFWS or in coordination with them.  
During the Section 7 consultation process, the BLM has 
refined these stipulations.  These revisions are reflected in 
the Proposed RMP / Final EIS. 

 
See Chapter 5 for more information about consultation 
with USFWS.  BLM did not consult NOAA because no 
anadromous fish species inhabit the planning area.  

 
Goals SS-1 (conserve listed species) and SS-2 (ensure 
BLM actions are consistent with conservation needs of 
listed species) include bull trout.  Specific objectives and 
actions for bull trout protection and recovery are found 
mainly in CNFISH (Appendix D and E).  Bull trout were 
strongly considered when developing CNFISH and in the 
prioritization of restoration and conservation watersheds.  

O5-13:  The Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitabil-
ity Study included as Appendix J of this DRMP/DEIS is 
a Draft.  Although the determinations presented are 
based on the best available information, the eligibility and 
suitability determinations have not been finalized.  In 
accordance  with   BLM  Handbook  8351,  the  public  is 
afforded the opportunity to comment and provide input 
into the Wild and Scenic Rivers process.  Consequently, 
the final determinations will consider any additional infor-
mation provided as a result of the review period for this 
document.  The range of suitability determination in-
cluded in the DRMP is in accordance with BLM Manual 
8351 as you have noted, and the purpose of presenting 
this range is two-fold.  First, the range of determinations 
allows the public an opportunity to comment and provide 
additional input/information on the entire suite of river 
segments being considered.   Secondly, it meets the 
NEPA requirements for analyzing a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  The BLM Planning process and NEPA 
allow for portions of different alternatives to be brought 
forward into the Proposed RMP and ultimately the Final 
RMP.   The final determinations of eligibility and suitabil-
ity will be based on the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act re-
quirements and the determination criteria outlined in 
BLM Handbook 8351, and will be independent of alter-
native selection.     

O5-11:  The cumulative impacts analysis is based on the best 
available information. Please see Table 4.1.3.1 for criteria 
used in determining cumulative impacts. In addition, 
BLM has added to the cumulative impact sections of 
Chapter 4 for clarification and to provide missing infor-
mation. 

11 

11 
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O5-14:  Thank you for pointing out these inconsistencies. 
These will be reconciled in the PRMP/FEIS.  

O5-15:  Two of the WSAs, Crystal Lake and Grandmother 
Mountain are proposed as special recreation management 
areas with management objectives to provide for dis-
persed backcountry forms of recreation.  The visual re-
source management Class I objective is preservation 
while the Class II objective is retention.  Both are protec-
tive and limiting of management activities that would alter 
the landscape.  Class I is generally reserved for designated 
wilderness areas, wild sections of national wild and scenic 
rivers and other congressionally and administratively 
designated areas with a “preservation” objective.  

O5-16:  Please see response O4-1. The BLM used 
“roadless” as a criterion during the wilderness inventory 
process in accordance with FLPMA.  However, the BLM 
carries out no “roadless area” management outside of 
designated WSAs.  Consequently, the BLM does not use 
the term “roadless area” as a land use classification or as a 
specific designation similar to how the Forest Service 
does. 

 
In accordance with the land use planning handbook, H-
1601-1 and Instruction Memorandum No. 2003-275, 
characteristics may be considered in the land use planning 
process.  “The BLM can make a variety of land use plan 
decisions to protect wilderness characteristics, such as 
establishing Visual Resource Management (VRM) class 
objectives to guide placement of roads, trails, and other 
facilities; establishing conditions of use to be attached to 
permits, leases and other authorizations to achieve the 
desired level of resource protection; and designating lands 
as open, closed or limited to Off Highway Vehicles 
(OHV) to achieve a desired visitor experience.”  Actions 
in all these areas and more are proposed.  

 
Please review Maps 20-23 depicting recreation settings.  
The Coeur d’Alene Field Office manages no lands which 
exhibit primitive settings and 47,601 acres which exhibit 
semi-primitive settings.  Over 94% or 44,468 acres are 
proposed for Special Recreation Management Area desig-
nation with accompanying prescriptions to maintain the 
semi-primitive character of these lands. (See the following 
Actions: RC-D1.1.1, RC-D1.5.1, RC-D1.5.4, RC-D1.6.1, 
RC-D1.6.4, RC-D1.8.1, and RC-D1.8.2). 

O5-18:  Thank you for your comment. 

O5-17:  Please see response O5-16.  
(Note:  The map submitted by the commenter shows 
dated land status.  Two areas no longer contain BLM land 
and a substantial portion of another area was transferred 
to the Forest Service.)  

16 

O5-19:  Please refer to Maps 37-40.  Due to scale and for 
clarity, not all routes are shown.  However, all those pro-
posed to be designated as motorized routes are shown.  
Other routes exist and may remain available for non-
motorized uses. 

 
Although no alternative closes a large percentage of the 
CDAFO to motorized uses, Alternatives B-D restrict 
OHV use on virtually all of the land to established roads 
and trails, eliminating cross-country travel (except by 
snowmobiles).  This is a drastic change over existing con-
ditions, and reflects the best balance possible in meeting 
the BLM’s multiple use management needs. 
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O5-21:  Please see Appendix B of the RMP for evaluation 
criteria for road construction.  Please see Actions FW-
D2.1.4 and 2.1.5 for BLM policy on decommissioning of 
newly-constructed roads and road density.  

O5-23:  Thank you for your suggestion.  See response O5-
22. Monitoring programs are established at the activity 
planning level.  Coordination with other agencies is re-
quired by Action RC-D1.7.3.  Sightseeing routes are iden-
tified as “Backcountry Byways”.  Refer to Actions SD-
D4.3.1 and 4.3.2.  

O5-22:  Thank you for your suggestion.  See response P42-
1, paragraph 1. Site specific management actions are ana-
lyzed, evaluated, and determined at the activity planning 
level which follows adoption of the RMP.  Some of the 
RMP proposed actions describe a “framework” for the 
activity planning that will follow.  For those that relate to 
the travel planning issues you raise refer to TM-D1.1.9, 
RC-D1.2.6, RC-D1.3.5, RC-D1.4.4, RC-D1.5.5, RC-
D1.6.4, RC-D1.7.2, RC-D-1.7.3 and RC-D1.8.2. 

O5-24:  There is a very broad range to the recreation alter-
natives.  Please refer to Actions RC-A1.1.1, RC-B1.1.1, 
RC-C1.1.1 and RC-D1.1.1.  Allocations for recreation 
management vary from a low of  651 acres in  Alternative 
A to a high of 79,152 acres in Alternative D.  This is a 
range from 7% of the BLM lands to 79%.  Allocations for 
recreation in alternatives B and C are similar in size, 
63,928 acres (66%) and 61,667 acres (62%) respectively.  
However, there would be a marked difference between 
the settings managed.  Alternative B has a community-
based market emphasis and 70% of the BLM lands exhib-
iting rural and roaded-natural settings would be allocated 
for recreation management.  Conversely, Alternative C 
has an undeveloped/dispersed market emphasis and 94% 
of the BLM lands exhibiting semi-primitive settings 
would be allocated for recreation management while only 
7% of the rural and 37 % of the roaded-natural lands 
would be so allocated.   
 
Each alternative makes concessions for the fact that the 
population of northern Idaho will increase significantly 
over the life of this plan, placing more pressure on public 
lands for diverse recreation and commodity needs. The 
range of alternatives considers the range of resource is-
sues that could foreseeably arise under the life of the plan 
and attempts to strike the best balance between the needs 
of the various user groups.  
 
(continued on the following page) 

28 

O5-20:  BLM agrees that widespread and largely unrestricted 
vehicle use is incompatible with our multiple use resource 
management objectives.  Consequently, the proposed 
action would “close” 631 acres to all OHVs and would 
establish a “limited” travel designation on the remaining 
96,139 acres restricting motor vehicles to certain desig-
nated routes (Action TM-D1.1.1).  Please refer to Maps 
37-40. 
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O5-25:  Conservation measures designed specifically to reduce the chances of environmental degradation while managing resources for a mul-
titude of uses are outlined in the alternatives for most resources. T&E species, watersheds, riparian areas, non-forested areas, and areas des-
ignated as ACECs are examples of resources for which specific conservation measures have been developed. The level of detail that the 
commenter is asking for is appropriate for project-level documentation, but not for a document that must be flexible enough to allow for 
changing conditions and a wide variety of potential types of projects over the life of the plan.   Special uses are only allowed when there is a 
demonstrated public need or benefit and the uses are consistent and compatible with the area’s management objective and managed condi-
tion. Permit issuance is discretionary. Standard administrative procedures have long been in place for managing special use permits.  Sub-
stantial guidance is contained in the BLM Recreation Permit Administration Handbook, H-2930-1.  Cost recovery is directed “if more than 
50 hours of staff time is required for processing a permit” (pg. 21).  Recovery charges can be based upon the actual personnel, vehicle, travel 
and materials costs required to issue, administer, and monitor the permit.  Bonds may be imposed by the authorized officer.  They may be in 
the form of a cash bond, payment bond, or surety bond and will “be sufficient to defray the costs of restoration, reclamation, or rehabilita-
tion of the lands affected by the permitted use” (pg. 39).  “Permits are monitored for compliance with stipulations, terms, and conditions.  
The amount of such monitoring is commensurate with the resource values at risk, the permittee’s past record of compliance, and the ability 
to obtain monitoring services through other means such as local police, other permittees, the public, and other factors” (pp. 41-42).      

 
O5-26:  BLM feels that for the purposes of a programmatic document such as an RMP, in which site-specific decisions are  not being made,  

GAP  data  is  sufficient.   Site specific, on the ground data will be collected as part of any follow-up action, including forest treatments, fire 
management actions, and mineral actions.  Guidance on the level of detail and decision-making in an RMP is given by 43 CFR 1610.0-5 (k), 
which says "It [a resource management plan] is not a final implementation decision on actions which require further specific plans, process 
steps, or decisions under specific provisions of law and regulations" and by BLM LUP Handbook (H-1601-1), Appendix C, page 1, which 
specifically says "Land Use Plan Decisions: These broad-scale decisions guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific 
implementation decisions."  
 

O5-27:  ASQ is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.1.  The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) was the term used in the old Management Frame-
work Plan  (MFP) (and  applies to Alternative A) which assigned an annual sale quantity that had to be met.  The PSQ is not a mandatory 
quantity that must be met, but is the estimated quantity of forest products that may be produced as a result of land treatment actions de-
scribed in Alternatives B, C and D.  

 
O5-28:  Alternative D was arrived at by determining how many acres  could be treated over the  life of this plan (15 years) considering realistic 

constraints of estimated funding and manpower availability.  
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O5-30: As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5, the Dry Coni-
fer and Wet/Warm Conifer vegetation types are deficient 
in late seral (large trees) stages.  The Wet/Cold vegetation 
type is deficient in early and mid-seral stages.  Alternatives 
B, C, and D deal with these issues by concentrating on 
creating more late seral stages in the Dry Conifer and 
Wet/Warm Conifer vegetation types and more early seral 
in the Wet/Cold vegetation type.  Because much of the 
Wet/Cold Conifer vegetation type is in the late seral 
stage, this may necessitate cutting some late seral stands.  
However, Vegetation - Forests and Woodlands Action 
VF-B1.2.6 places specific restrictions on treatments 
within the vicinity of exiting old growth stands.  

O5-29: The ASQ applies only to Alternative A, while the 
PSQ applies to Alternative B, C, and D.  (See explanation 
for O5-27. 

 
Even though the MFP, under which we are still operating, 
states that the ASQ is 6.5 MMBF, forested acres lost over 
the past 20+ years has significantly reduced the number 
of available forested acres on the CDAFO area that can 
be treated.  The previous ASQ was modified by averaging 
the acres treated over the past 20 years and applying the 
treatment actions to these forest vegetation types (Dry 
Conifer, Wet/Cold Conifer, and Wet/Warm Conifer). 

 
The PSQ was arrived at by applying different treatments 
based on the three major forest vegetation types and the 
estimated acres that would treated in each of these forest 
vegetation types.   

O5-31: Please review management actions for Objectives 
VF-A1.2, B.1.2, C.1.2 and D.1.2.  The RMP is designed to   
allow for flexibility and a range of options for manage-
ment of all resources over the life of the plan.  

O5-33: BLM has coordinated planning with the Forest Ser-
vice and other adjacent land managers. Following com-
pletion of this RMP the BLM will appropriately revise the 
Field Office Fire Management Plan.  This revision will 
also be coordinated with adjacent land managers.  

O5-36: MIST is a tool often used by Wildland Fire Manag-
ers.  The use of “etc.” in the subject action will provide 
for use in a great range of situations, to include those 
identified in your comment.    

 
(continued on the following page)  
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40 

34 

35 

33 

O5-35: The completion of the RMP will trigger a revision of 
the Field Office Fire Management Plan (MFP).  This 
revised MFP will contain more detailed guidance on Ap-
propriate Management Response (AMR) affecting wild-
land fire use.  

O5-34: Please see Actions WF-C1.1.2 and WF-D1.1.2 in the 
Wildland Fire Management section of the alternatives. 
These actions state that minimum impact suppression 
tactics (MIST) will be employed to protect valuable re-
sources in special management areas.  

31 

32 

O5-32: Please review management actions for Objectives 
VF-A1.2, B.1.2, C.1.2 and D.1.2. The RMP is designed to 
allow for flexibility and a range of options for manage-
ment of all resources over the life of the plan.  Also 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5 discusses insect and disease is-
sues and their impacts on the three forest vegetation 
types.  

28 
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O5-37: Lack of variation in the alternatives regarding fire management is a result of the scattered ownership pattern of BLM-administered 
lands.  Adjacent and/or nearby private and State lands limit the options available to manage fire on BLM lands.  

 
O5-38: Many of the Standards and Guidelines in CNFISH are identical in wording to INFISH, and some the BLM believes are actually 

stronger.  For example, the CNFISH RF-2a requires analysis prior to construction of roads and landings in all RCAs, while INFISH only 
requires this in priority watersheds.  In RF-2b INFISH guidance is to minimize roads and landings in RHCAs, while CNFISH guidance is to 
close existing roads and avoid construction of new roads and landings in RCAs.  Also, the CNFISH RCA buffer width for Category 4 non-
priority watersheds is 100 feet, while the INFISH RHCA buffer is 50 feet.  

 
O5-39: As written, actions that would degrade riparian resources are prohibited in RCAs. Only those that would result  in  a net  benefit  to 

aquatic and  riparian  resources would be allowed. RCA-1 states: Activities in RCAs will be designed to enhance, restore or maintain the 
physical and biological characteristics of the RCA.   

 
O5-40: Though  it  is  called the  Coeur  d’Alene Native  Fish Strategy, the strategy does apply to all waters within the planning area.  All waters, 

including non fish-bearing streams, intermittent streams and wetlands have RCAs, and the RMOs and conservation measures apply to all 
RCAs.  By including “native fish” in the title of the strategy, we are indicating our intent to focus our conservation and restoration efforts 
on fish that are native to the planning area, and not encourage introduced species, especially where they may negatively impact native fish.  

 
O5-41: CNFISH incorporates language allowing greater flexibility than INFISH. This change was needed as it was found that INFISH was too 

restrictive of management actions as written, and sometimes resulted in less effective resource management than would have occurred if it 
were more flexible. 

 
O5-42:  Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
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O5-44: Thank you for your suggestion. See responses O4-1 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 

O5-46: Thank you for your comment.   

O5-47: Thank you for your comment.   

O5-48: Thank you for your comment.   

45 
O5-45: Thank you for your comment.   

O5-43: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
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O5-49: Thank you for your comment.   

O5-51:  The BLM planning approach focuses on goals that 
are common to all alternatives, while the alternatives 
provide different approaches to resolving user-conflicts 
and other issues. The RMP was prepared in accordance 
with the BLM handbook H-1601-1 for alternatives.  The 
handbook states (page 21):  

 
c. Each fully-developed alternative represents a different 
land use plan that addresses and/or resolves the identified 
planning issues in different ways. 
 
d. Each alternative will include a different suite of poten-
tial planning decisions to address the issues. Some poten-
tial planning decisions may be common to multiple, or all 
alternatives. 

 
e. Goals typically pertain to all alternatives (will not vary 
by alternative). Objectives, allowable uses, and manage-
ment actions may (1) be consistent across alternatives, 
and/or (2) vary by alternative. A plan could include some 
objectives that vary by alternative, and other objectives 
that are consistent across alternatives.  

O5-50: The range of planning issues identified during the 
public scoping period indicated that while resource con-
servation is a goal that the public expects of BLM when 
managing their resources, many constituents see BLM 
lands as a source of renewable or non-renewable com-
modities or as a location to practice recreational practices 
that may not be promoted under the Conservation Alter-
native (Alternative C). To accommodate those needs 
while still providing a structured framework to conserve 
and protect natural and cultural resources, BLM devel-
oped Alternative D as a compromise. More specifics 
about the process of choosing the preferred alternative 
are given in Section 2.3.1 of the DRMP/EIS. 

 
Alternative D has been created to provide access to re-
sources to as diverse a user base as possible while protect-
ing resources for future benefit. The PRMP includes 
measures to allow for commodity uses such as timber 
harvest and mining, diverse recreational opportunities 
such as OHV use and backcountry hiking, maintenance 
of fish and wildlife habitat, and protection of physical 
resources such as water, soil, and vegetation that benefit 
all residents of northern Idaho.  

 
TT response OK but in addition it should also be pointed 
out that the commentors are in error when they indicate 
“a majority of BLM lands are open to motorized use”.  
Action TM-D1.1.1 designates zero acres “open”.  

54 

O5-52: Please see response O5-51. 

O5-53: Please see response O5-51. 

O5-54:  Thank you for your comment.  Please see response 
O4-1.  

48 
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O5-56:  Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 

O5-57:  Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 
and O5-16, paragraph 2. 

 
Protective management prescriptions are offered. Please 
refer to the following Actions:  RC-D1.6.1  thru 1.6.4, 
RC-D1.8.1 thru 1.8.5 and SD-D3.1.   

55 
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O5-55:  Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
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O5-59: The BLM agrees that prevention of weeds infesta-
tions is the best method of weed control.  Weed preven-
tion measures are included under all alternatives.  Meas-
ures are included for washing equipment, especially those 
involved in ground disturbing activities. Additional focus 
will be placed on equipment that leaves the roadway and 
may spread seed into areas that are difficult to monitor 
and treat.  Restricting OHVs to designated routes is also 
part of the weed prevention strategy.   

 
Education efforts are included to provide the public with 
information regarding the prevention of noxious weed 
spread by activities including; vehicle traffic on roadways, 
OHVs, equestrian and pack animals, camping and hiking, 
as well as commercial activities.   

 
Continued coordination with CWMAs in an effort to 
reduce new infestations on a regional basis, active revege-
tation of disturbed areas, and inclusion of measures to 
reduce surface-disturbance and require revegetation in 
permits and operating plans are all proposed as pre-
infestation measures to reduce the conditions that most 
favor weeds.  

O5-58: Thank you for your comment. See responses P1-1 
and O5-16, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
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O5-60: BLM has modified Vegetation - Invasive Species and 
Noxious Weeds Action VW-1.4.1 to specify that aerial 
spraying will not be used as a weed-control option.  The 
RMP specifies a range of general measures under which 
the CDAFO weed management program would be car-
ried out. The range of variables associated with weed 
control is very broad, and requires maximum flexibility in 
terms of management options available to treat different 
types of weeds in a variety of habitats and under various 
conditions (drought, post-burn, pre- and post-treatment, 
etc.). The alternatives do not vary between alternatives 
because under all scenarios, all management options for 
noxious weeds, exclusive of aerial spraying, will be avail-
able to BLM managers. The BLM’s participation in and 
commitment to CWMAs necessitates flexibility in nox-
ious weed control treatments to meet our obligations.  
Proposed treatments under current management are 
specified in the Environmental Assessment for Noxious 
Weed Control on the Coeur d’Alene District. Any new 
management programs or large-scale strategies that have 
not been reviewed under programmatic documentation 
(for example, the EIS for Weed Control in 13 Western 
States) or proposed in BLMs Partners Against Weeds will 
be the subject of specific NEPA analysis and documenta-
tion.  

O5-62: ACECs and SRMAs are designated for a variety of 
reasons, some of which will not be affected by actions 
occurring within ROWs. For example, certain special 
recreation management areas are managed to retain rural 
and roaded-natural settings.  The presence of roads or 
utilities within such settings would be expected and need 
not be avoided.  Proper placement to protect resource 
values would be determined at the project planning level. 

 
The proposed action is modified (See Lands and Realty 
Action LR-D1.1.5) to designate BLM lands adjacent to 
inventoried Forest Service roadless areas as ROW avoid-
ance areas if: 
1) The recreational setting for the BLM parcels is semi-
primitive 
2)  The IPNF manages the inventoried roadless area as 
backcountry or recommended wilderness 
3)There are no existing roads within the parcel that would 
be the most practical way to, or through the area in the 
future.  
 
(continued on the following page) 

 
 

61 

O5-61: Appendix G identifies management direction under 
Alternative D, that would protect values in the Gamlin 
Lake Proposed ACEC (Alternative C). In the Proposed 
RMP/Final EIS Alternative D, BLM has added ROW 
avoidance designations to some BLM parcels that are 
adjacent to Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas 
(See Chapter 2, Recreation, Lands and Realty, and Special 
Designations sections).  BLM made this designation only 
if: 
1) The recreational setting for the BLM parcels was semi-
primitive 
2) The IPNF Proposed Land Management Plan (Forest 
Service 2006) prescribed management of the adjacent 
Inventoried Roadless Area as backcountry (5A) or recom-
mended wilderness (1B) 
3) There were no existing roads within the parcel that 
would be the most practical way to, or through the area in 
the future.  
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O5-62 (Cont.): Each proposed ROW would be thoroughly reviewed for potential effects during project-level NEPA documentation. If it were 
found that the ROW would have significant effects on the values or functions for which an area was designated as an ACEC, the project 
would be redesigned or the effects would be mitigated for.  

 
Appendix J identifies management direction that would protect important and relevant values within areas that were proposed as ACECs, 
but not carried forward into Alternative D.  BLM analyzed each proposed ACEC and SRMA, and determined that ROW avoidance was not 
always a necessary or practical means for protecting values or recreational opportunities.  

 
O5-63: Appendix J identifies management direction that would protect important and relevant values within areas that  were proposed as 

ACECs, but  not  carried  forward into Alternative D.  BLM analyzed each proposed ACEC and SRMA, and determined that ROW avoid-
ance was not always a necessary or practical means for protecting values or recreational opportunities.  

 
The proposed action has been modified (See Lands and Realty Action LR-D1.1.5) to designate BLM lands adjacent to inventoried Forest 
Service roadless areas as ROW avoidance areas if: 

1) The recreational setting for the BLM parcels is semi-primitive 
2) The IPNF manages the inventoried roadless area as backcountry or recommended wilderness 
3) There are no existing roads within the parcel that would be the most practical way to, or through the area in the future. 

 
O5-64: Thank you for your comment.  
 
O5-65: The acquisition/retention boundaries on Maps 42, 43, and 44 are simply BLM’s estimation of the BLM-administered lands which meet 

the criteria.  The criteria would be considered under any proposed acquisition or adjustment, not just the estimation boundaries.   
 
O5-66 (Cont.): BLM institutes conservation easements where possible, but cannot commit to requiring such an agreement on every sale. If 

warranted conservation easements would be placed on lands leaving federal ownership.  This would be determined during project level 
planning.  

 
O5-67: This can not be addressed in the RMP. It is regulated by BLM policy at the national level.  Also see response O5-66.   
 
O5-68: Public or administrative access is included as an retention/acquisition criterion under Alternatives B, C, and D.  This would allow for 

acquisitions for public access to Lake Pend Oreille.   
 
O5-69: The intention of co-location is to minimize disturbance this is addressed in LR-B1.1.3, LR-C1.1.3 & DR-D1.1.3.  
 
O5-70: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species Act declared the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall  seek to 

conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. 
 

 Alternatives that would not conserve the species would not satisfy the law.  Alternative D includes conservation measures that were mutu-
ally developed and agreed upon by the BLM and the FWS. 



             Comments             Responses 

Proposed Coeur d’Alene Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement     K-105    

Appendix K: Public Comments and Responses 

70 

O5 (Cont.) 

78 

79 

80 

81 

O5 (Cont.) 

O5-71: See response O5-70. Goal SS-1 reaffirms BLM pol-
icy to conserve listed species and the ecosystems upon 
which they depend (Manual 6840.06A1). This goal applies 
to all alternatives. Goal SS-2, which also applies to all 
alternatives, reaffirms BLM policy to implement manage-
ment plans that conserve candidate and sensitive species 
and their habitats and shall ensure that actions authorized, 
funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to 
the need for the species to become listed (Manual 
6840.06C and E). Only the FWS can designate critical 
habitat.  

77 

77 

76 

O5-77: Goal SS-2 and Goal SD-2 with all accompanying 
objectives and actions under all alternatives are intended 
to provide special management direction for habitats 
occupied by sensitive species. 

 
Neither the BLM nor the Idaho Fish and Game have 
detailed mapped migration corridors between summer 
and winter ranges. However, we examined a broad-scaled 
map prepared by the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation.  
BLM also considered findings in Servheen, Waller, and 
Sandstrom (2001, Identification and management of link-
age zones for grizzly bears between the large blocks of 
public 

 
(continued on the following page)  

O5-76: Increased public education is proposed for a variety 
of resource areas and under a number of actions, includ-
ing FW-D2.1.2 (see Appendix I, Item 15), SS-B1.1.5, SS-
C2.5.9, CR B1.2.5, RC-D1.2.10, RC-D1.3.7, and SD-A4.2. 
TT - make sure to update this when we decide what to do 
about Appendix I.  

75 

O5-75: The BLM does not manage any fish or wildlife spe-
cies, only their habitat that falls within public land 
boundaries. The wildlife and fish are under the jurisdic-
tion of Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), 
therefore we do not control stocking or removal of fish.   

74 

O5-74: CNFISH requires that RCAs be established around 
landslide-prone areas as well as streams, lakes and wet-
lands.  Activities in RCAs will be designed to enhance, 
restore or maintain the physical and biological characteris-
tics of the RCA (see RCA-1).  Actions that may degrade 
the riparian area or aquatic habitat, or delay or prevent 
attainment of RMOs (including those actions that would 
cause siltation) are subject to the CNFISH Standards and 
Guidelines.   We abide by the State of Idaho standards for 
turbidity when we implement projects that have the po-
tential to cause turbidity, such as culvert replacements or 
instream restoration.  Objectives for pool frequency, 
quality and size are now included in the CNFISH RMOs.  

73 

O5-73: BLM does not manage any dams in the CDAFO. 
Fish passage at road crossings is addressed in CNFISH, 
RF-5. Thermal pollution is addressed in CNFISH by 
ensuring that adequate canopy cover remains in riparian 
zones to provide adequate shading.  Establishment of 
temperature guidelines for streams is outlined in the 
RMO section of CNFISH (please see INFISH/CNFISH 
crosswalk in Appendix D of the DEIS).  

72 

71 

O5-72: Provisions to ensure that these types of activities do 
not affect listed fish species or their habitats are contained 
in the conservation measures listed under the preferred 
alternative and by specifying restrictions on actions occur-
ring in RCAs under CNFISH. These measures have been 
prepared in cooperation with the USFWS, and Section 7 
consultation has been initiated.  

82 
83 
84 
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O5-77 (Cont.): land in the northern Rocky Mountains, US Fish and Wildlife Service) and the draft EIS for the Northern Rockies Lynx 
Amendment (2004) identified important travel corridors for grizzly bears and Canada lynx.  Many of these travel corridors do not have 
BLM public lands within them. 

 
O5-78: A complete list of BLM Idaho sensitive species is available  on  the  internet  at  http://www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/id/data/03_im/

IMID2003-057.pdf.  Trends of sensitive species in the planning area are described in Chapter 3 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.  More 
information on individual species is available on the internet at http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/.  Objectives SS-2.1 (aquatic, riparian, 
and wetland), 2.2 (cavity nesting species), 2.3 (fisher), and 2.4 (wolverine) apply to sensitive wildlife species. 

 
O5-79: The potential for leasable minerals occurrence (fluid and solid) is very low to zero in the CDAFO (TT 2005b) and leasing is a discre-

tionary act therefore the need to recommend  closure  of  specific  areas  to  leasing  is  not considered imperative. The Proposed RMP does 
present alternatives which “emphasize environmental restoration and protection”. Alternatives C and D have additional lands withdrawn 
from mineral entry and impose leasing stipulations (NSOs and CSUs) on the greatest amount of BLM lands. The Proposed RMP highlights 
protection of resources in critical areas via NSOs and CSUs based on special designations, cultural concerns, visual concerns, and/or special 
status species and their habitat. This management approach allows protection of critical areas and flexibility to respond to future, unforeseen 
conditions.  

 
O5-80: We feel the first and second paragraphs of the Impacts from Minerals Management on Water Resources adequately  address the possible 

impacts  mining  could  have on Water Resources. Levels of protection are based on Federal, State, and local laws and apply equally to all 
alternatives and all forms of activity. Protection of water resources is based on these laws and management prescriptions developed during 
the RMP. Protective/mitigation measures are implemented on a case-by-case scenario. In order to get specific about the impacts from min-
ing on water resources we would need the specifics of each proposed mineral operation over the next 20 years. Our effort to predict the 
level of mineral activity the CDAFO could see is provided in Appendix H, Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario. These impacts 
could occur on any lands open to mining therefore the only comparison between the RMP alternatives is the amount of lands available for 
mineral activities.  

 
O5-81: Salmon River withdrawal is outside the scope of this RMP. 
 
O5-82: BLM does not  ‘buy out’  mining  claimants.  If  it  is determined that an area warrants withdrawal from the mining laws, then a validity 

determination is performed on mining claims with valid existing rights within the area to be withdrawn. 
 
O5-83: Please see all actions under Objectives SE2.1, SE2.2 and SE2.3 for proposed action relative to these issues. 
 
O5-84: Thank you for your comment. 
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O5 (Cont.) 

O6 

1 

O6-1: This document is not intended to provide site-specific 
documentation. It is intended to provide a framework 
under which site-specific projects could occur. It is at the 
project level that the type of data and documentation that 
the commenter is requesting would be generated. 

 
BLM agrees that there is a great need to be as  strategic as 
possible in determining which areas will be subjected to 
treatments. Since conditions may change over the life of 
this plan (for example, drought could increase or de-
crease, or bark beetle infestations could increase or de-
crease, etc.), this strategy is to develop a flexible manage-
ment framework that will allow BLM to apply its re-
sources where they will have the greatest effect over the 
life of this plan.  
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

O6 (Cont.) 

O6-3: A compromise that would appear to be balanced by 
all user groups is not possible for every resource area. 
Some actions proposed under the preferred alternative 
may fall closer to those proposed under the “commodity” 
alternative, while others may fall closer to those proposed 
under the “conservation” alternative.  BLM asks that the 
commenter review the entire alternative for balance, and 
also realize that each alternative allows for flexibility in 
the way that actions are carried out during implementa-
tion. 

O6-2: Every effort was made to develop a plant list identify-
ing all of the special status plant species in the CFO  (see 
references in Table 3-13).  A programmatic Biological 
Assessment has been created for all federal T/E species, 
and indicated no effects on those species. Site-specific 
inventory would refine species lists at the project level.   

O6-4: Although research suggests that there is still uncer-
tainty to impacts from global warming (fertilization effect 
of CO2 and increased water use efficiency), BLM imple-
ments and will continue to implement silvicultural prac-
tices to mitigate the effects of climate change and the 
predicted northward migration of tree species.  These 
practices are described in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.5) and 
Chapter 4 (Section 4.2.4.2).  

O6-9: All actions listed under Objective FW-D2.2 would be 
implemented under Action SS-B2.3.1.  

O6-8: CNFISH provides buffers along waterbodies with 
adequate protection for various BLM resources and uses.  

O6-7: The information that BLM used in developing Alter-
native D of the Draft RMP/EIS, that were not available 
during development of Alternatives B and C, included 
conservation measures that are now specified in the Bio-
logical Assessment (BA) on the Coeur d’Alene Resource 
Management Plan [Emerald Empire Management Frame-
work Plan (MFP)] (BLM 2006).  BLM was in the process 
of developing this BA, simultaneous with developing the 
alternatives for the Draft RMP/EIS.  The referenced 
section of Alternative D has been modified in the Pro-
posed RMP/Final EIS to reflect measures as they appear 
in the final version of this BA.  Alternative D was also 
modified from the Draft RMP/EIS to incorporate con-
servation measures outlined in the Biological Assessment 
of the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment (USDA For-
est Service 2005).  This recent document identifies the 
preferred alternative for amending a number of BLM and 
Forest Service land use plans, to include the Emerald 
Empire MFP, to protect the subject threatened species.  
BLM made other minor changes to address concerns that 
USFWS identified during consultation.  

O6-6: Thank you for your comment. BLM recognizes the 
importance of native plants in a weed resistant plant com-
munity.  Native plant seed will be used preferentially for 
revegetation efforts.  Approved non-natives will be con-
sidered when native seed is not available, not practical, or 
does not meet management requirements.   

O6-10: Action SS-B2.3.1 implements actions under FW-
D2.2. Action FW-D2.2.8 says When consistent with goals 
and objectives in the forest vegetation section, identify 
mid-seral forest stands that could be brought into late-
seral conditions in the near future, and use appropriate 
vegetation treatments to encourage this development.  

 
(continued on the following page) 

O6-5: Action VF-D1.2.4 is the same as Action VF-C1.2.2, it 
is just out of line due to the differences in the way the 
two alternatives are written.  
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

O6 (Cont.) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

O6 (Cont.) 

O6-12: Thank you for your comment.  
O6-13: Thank you for your comment.  
O6-14: This action does appear in Alternative D; SS-

D2.5.10, item 35b. NSO stipulations will be implemented 
on mineral actions where such actions could affect threat-
ened and endangered species. All proposed actions will be 
reviewed for such effects on the project level.  

O6-15: Action will be included in all alternatives in the 
FEIS.  

O6-16: Plant species designated  as BLM Sensitive are given 
the same level of protection as a federal candidate species 
(BLM Manual 6840).  Plant species designated by the 
Idaho Native Plant Society as “State Sensitive” generally 
are incorporated into the Idaho BLM Sensitive Plant 
Species list as Type 2, 3, or 4, depending upon rarity and 
threat levels.  However, in order to be included on the 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Plant list, the species must be 
known to occur on BLM lands, or be very likely to occur 
there, though not yet documented.  

O6-17: This list provides conservation measures for federal 
T/E plant species which were developed in consultation 
with the USFWS. Any alternative that ultimately becomes 
the RMP will contain appropriate conservation measures 
to protect listed plant species, in compliance with the 
ESA.  

O6-18: This action (SS-D1.3.2) has been changed to state 
that BLM will not issue commercial firewood permits 
within riparian forests. 

O6-19: This action refers to allowing commercial timber 
projects in the vicinity of suitable habitat for water how-
ellia when it can be shown that such projects would have 
no effects on the species. Each project would be subject 
to implementation level NEPA analysis.  

O6-20: Alternative C is the Minimal Active Management/
Preservation emphasis alternative.  The theme for this 
alternative was to make minimal impacts via minimizing 
active management of resources.  Hence, under vegeta-
tion management, the direction would be to only treat 
areas where disturbance has already occurred.  The 1,200 
acres is an estimate based on past occurrence of wildfire.   

 
Alternative B emphasizes commodity production.  Thus, 
under forest vegetation, even though the goal is still to 
restore forest health, the treatment acres were maximized 
with the intention of maximizing forest products.  The 
goal for forestry and woodland products, which applies to 
all alternatives, is to provide timber to help meet local and 
national demands for wood products while protecting the 
natural component of the environment. 
 
Alternative D is a balanced approach, but not a midpoint 
between B and C.  Some of the resource protective meas-
ures under this alternative are more restrictive than under 
Alternative C, to minimize impacts from such things as 
greater active management of forest vegetation.  
 
(continued on the following page) 

O6-11: The 1995 Oregon Guidelines for Selecting Reserve Trees 
was updated (2005) to a Field Guide for Danger Tree Identifi-
cation and Response (http://www.cbs.state.or.us/osha/pdf/
pubs/reserve_trees.pdf). The State of Washington’s 
Guidelines for Selecting Reserve Trees (1992) was updated in 
2005 (http://www.lni.wa.gov/ipub/417-092-000.pdf).  
The 1995 Oregon and the 2005 Washington guidelines 
are very similar to one another.  The BLM is not aware of 
guidelines developed for Idaho.  
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O6-20 (Cont.): Alternative D also took into account mid-level estimates of  future funding and manpower.   
 

Unfortunately, a realistic approach to managing BLM lands through treatment actions or using wildland fire makes it impossible to manage 
all acres.   It would be unrealistic to assume funding levels and manpower would be available for such a fete.   Thus, under Alternative D, 
approximately 10% of the available non-withdrawn forested lands could be treated over the next 15 years.  If this were to continue beyond 
the 15-20 year life expectancy of the plan, then all available forested lands on the CDAFO area could be treated over the next 150 years ±.   

 
Numerous treatment options are available for implementing forest health and fuels reductions treatments.  These options range from the 
use of a wide range of silvicultural treatments including reforestation, prescribed burning to the use of wildland fire (VF-B1.2, C1.2 and 
D1.2 and Objectives WF-B1.3, C1.3, D1.3, B1.4, C.1.4 and D1.4).  The actions described in the alternatives have been developed to give 
BLM forestry and fuels staff the flexibility needed to respond to an altered landscape, evolving resource needs, and a changing regulatory 
environment. 

 
Impacts resulting from not treating forest vegetation are described in Chapter 4. 
 

O6-21: As an SRMA, Gamlin Lake is subject to management under which increased use is accompanied by increased management. Under all 
alternatives, conservation measures identified to protect special status plants would be implemented, as would INFISH/CNFISH measures 
to protect riparian and wetland vegetation.  

 
O6-22: Proposed Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) are delineated in accordance with BLM guidance contained in H-1601-1 

Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C.  There is no requirement that SRMAs be comprised of contiguous tracts of land.  If that were 
the case, all our proposed SRMAs except for Huckleberry Campground would have to be segmented into multiple areas that would make 
activity level planning very redundant, cumbersome and administratively unmanageable.  The parcels we have grouped share a distinct, pri-
mary recreation tourism market, serve most of the same people, produce similar experience and benefit outcomes and have similar setting 
characters (ROS  =  a combination of both rural and roaded natural).  Specific recreation development proposals are made at the activity 
planning level.  In the case of Gamlin Lake a current activity plan is in place.  Actions contained in it for the currently configured area re-
main consistent with proposed RMP actions.  Consequently, plan revision in accordance with action RC-D1.4.5 is needed so activity specific 
management direction can be incorporated for the lands that would be added to the management area.   

 
O6-23: Action RC-D-1.4.1 is a prescription of setting characteristics that would commonly be appropriate, consistent, or desirable for rural 

and roaded natural areas and is not a development proposal.  In the case of Gamlin Lake, a characteristic developed facility with improved 
road access already exists and it is desirable that it be retained.  If future activity level planning determines that other facilities were required, 
the provision of road access would be consistent with the managed setting.  

 
O6-24: BLM is strongly committed to containing any invasive species, including Eurasian milfoil. Installation of a boat launch at Gamlin Lake 

would be preceded by the appropriate level of NEPA documentation, which would consider the projects potential to contribute to weed 
spread, and would propose measures to mitigate for this effect.  

 
O6-25: We agree that Eurasian milfoil is a serious situation particularly in a lake the size of Gamlin Lake.  Presently we are working with the 

Bonner County Weed Superintendent to determine whether the plant exists in the lake and to what extent.  
  

We also agree that electric and outboard motors are one mechanism for spreading milfoil plant parts.  However, BLM does not have the 
authority to regulate the use of boats or engine types on Gamlin Lake.  Boat usage on Gamlin Lake is regulated by Idaho Fish and Game 
(IDFG) and Bonner County.  Presently there is dual regulation on the lake.  If a person is fishing from a boat, they are required to use only 
an electric motor by IDFG.  Bonner county regulations state no jet skis are allowed and place a limit on outboard engine size of 10 h.p. or 
less for all boats.   

 
Boat access to the lake is presently provided at one location at an undeveloped launch along Glengary Bay Rd.  This launch is not on BLM 
land and is not administered by BLM, therefore BLM has no authority to erect barriers along this road to prevent or limit launching access. 
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34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 
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41 

42 

O6 (Cont.) 

O6-30: Locations of ROW corridors are displayed in Map 
45. Some variation of the corridors exact routes will occur 
based on the items listed in Actions LR-D1.1.1 through 
1.1.5.  On-the-ground habitat assessments would occur 
during project-level documentation, and will address all 
issues required under existing legislation, BLM internal 
guidance, or agreements with other agencies.  

O6-29: The preferred alternative contains sufficient meas-
ures to protect sensitive resources at the same time that it 
provides suitable levels of access to all user groups. As a 
compromise alternative, the miles of roads and trails pro-
posed for OHV use fall directly between the 
“commodity” alternative and the “conservation” alterna-
tive, and fits with BLMs mandate to provide for multiple 
uses.  

 
Note, the proposed action results in a net decrease of 
motorized access over the existing situation not an in-
crease.  A designation change from “open” to “limited” is 
made on 63,041 acres.  

O6-28: We agree that unmanaged vehicle use is incompati-
ble with multiple use resource management objectives.  
Consequently, the proposed action would “close” 631 
acres to all OHVs and would establish a “limited” travel 
designation on the remaining 96,139 acres restricting 
motor vehicles to certain designated routes (Action TM-
D1.1.1).  Please refer to Maps 37-40.  Also see response 
O5-6. 

 
A complete inventory of resources is not necessary for a 
programmatic document such as an RMP. Follow-up 
inventories will be conducted as necessary through pro-
ject-level planning, and travel routes may be adjusted if it 
is found that sensitive resources may be affected by their 
further use.   

O6-27: All implementation level projects will undergo the 
appropriate level of NEPA analysis and documentation.  

O6-26: BLM is an active member of the Selkirk CWMA and 
is working with the Bonner County Weed Superintendent 
to identify all options for milfoil control funding, includ-
ing the recent State of Idaho funding.  BLM also intends 
to work cooperatively with other landholders and inter-
ested parties around Gamlin Lake to identify the presence 
of Euraisan milfoil, map the extent of any infestations, 
propose and carry out treatment efforts, and educate lake 
users on proper methods to reduce weed transport into 
and\or out of Gamlin Lake.  

O6-31: Thank you for your comment. 
O6-32: Although general locations about the locations of 

these corridors is provided in Map 45, detailed informa-
tion about the corridors is beyond the scope of this docu-
ment. Detailed information of the type assumed to be 
requested by the commenter would be provided during 
project-level NEPA documentation.  

O6-33: Most of the difference in ROW avoidance area 
among the alternatives resulted from designation of visual 
resource management (VRM) Class II areas.  Under Al-
ternatives B and C, VRM Class II areas were designated 
as ROW avoidance areas.  Under Alterative C and D, the 
VRM Class II area greatly increases (42,273 acres under 
Alternative C and 23,551 acres under Alternative D, com-
pared with 14,312 acres under Alternative B).  Preliminary 

 
(continued on the following page)  
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O6-33 (Cont.): analysis of Alternative B found that it was impractical and ineffective to designate VRM 2 areas as ROW avoidance under Al-
ternative D, given the theme of this alternative. This designation is also not absolutely necessary, since any ROW granted must meet VRM 2 
standards when activity occurs within this visual class.  The VRM designations under Alternative B are identical to current management, and 
were designed to maximize opportunities for commodities.  Considering this, and the fewer acres of VRM II under this alternative, ROW 
avoidance in VRM II areas would not be as impractical.  Chapter 4 contains more information on effects of visual resources management.  

 
O6-34: BLM has added an action (LR-D2.1.10) to Alternative D which states, Land sales (Sec 203, FLPMA) will not be a mechanism for dis-

posal of Public Lands except for very unique situations specifically; Historical Occupancy Trespass and Hazmat.  
 
O6-35: The existing plant communities would be protected under the no-surface-occupancy stipulation (See NSO-1 Appendix F), that would 

be a condition of mineral leasing.  Potential for locatable minerals is very low.  Any salable mineral development authorized by BLM would 
have to comply with the management objective and actions specified for this RNA/ACEC.  

 
O6-36: On the Alternative D Widow Mountain Motorized Route  Designations  map (Map 40)  motorized  travel (to include snow mobiles) in 

Lund Creek RNA/ACEC is limited to designated routes.  Travel management actions under Alternatives B, C, and D specify that motorized 
travel (except snowmobiles) is limited to designated routes on all BLM lands in the planning area, unless they are designated as closed. Re-
strictions for snowmobiles are shown on the travel maps.  

 
O6-37: Franham Forest RNA/ACEC is closed to motorized vehicles  on  the  Alternative D Selkirk  Motorized  Route Designations Map (see 

Map 39).  We have added this restriction to Action SD-D1.6.2 in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS for extra emphasis.  
 
O6-38: The reasons that BLM did not carry designation of Gamlin Lake ACEC forward under Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are 

described in Appendix G. This description identifies other management direction within Alternative D that provides protection for the 
special values of concern in these areas, to include special status species and riparian/wetland plant communities.  

 
O6-39: This action is already implied as under all alternatives.  See Vegetation-Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds (VW), Action VW-1.4.5.  
 
O6-40: The reasons that BLM did not carry all ACEC designations forward from Alternative C to Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are 

described in Appendix G.  This description identifies other management direction within Alternative D that provides protection for the 
special values of concern in these areas.  

 
O6-41: On the Alternative D Coeur d’Alene Motorized Route Designations Map (see Map 38) motorized travel (to include snowmobiles) in 

Windy Bay RNA/ACEC is limited to designated routes.  Also, see response to O6-36.  
 
O6-42: At this time, the BLM land pattern and limited resources make an all-inclusive vehicle wash requirement exceedingly difficult to en-

force.  The BLM land pattern is such that, on the vast majority of roads that cross BLM, a significant potion of the road also crosses other 
jurisdictions that have various levels of weed control in place.  Requiring vehicle to wash prior to entering BLM land (when the user must 
often travel along miles of weed infested roadways prior to arriving on BLM land) would be ineffective.  BLM proposes to cooperate with 
adjacent landowners and engage in public education efforts that promote a joint effort to control and prevent weeds through CWMAs.   

 
All alternatives do include weed prevention measures that focus on ground disturbing activities.  The BLM currently requires Right-of-way 
holders to provide for the treatment of noxious weeds and seeding of the roadway to prevent weed introduction and/or spread.  Equipment 
involved in commercial applications may be required to be washed prior to arriving on BLM lands.  Additional consideration will be given 
for weed free and sensitive areas.  
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48 

O6-46: We agree that the successful reintroduction of WWP 
involves more than just harvesting trees.  Alternative D 
includes a wide range of silvicultural options (besides 
timber harvesting) that allow for the reintroduction of 
WWP (see Action Items VF-D1.2.1, VF-D1.2.3, &  VF-
D1.2.6).  These measures would be implemented during 
project level planning. 

O6-45: BLM is concerned with insect, disease, and root rot 
infestations.  The analysis completed on two extensive 
inventories that provided the information contained in 
Table 3-4 shows a 10,400% increase in insect-infected 
and diseased trees per acre between 1974 and 1992.  Also 
as noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5, Vegetative Commu-
nities, 39% of BLM lands had root disease in 2003.  To 
assist with project level planning and implementation, 
BLM utilizes the USFS annual insect and disease aerial 
survey flights.  Discussions for the Dry Conifer, Wet/
Warm Conifer, and Wet/Cold Conifer in Chapter 3, Sec-
tion 3.2.5, state that insect and/or disease have adversely 
affected these forest vegetation types to the point that 
they no longer reflect their historic species composition. 
If insect and disease problems were not of a concern, 
they would not have been addressed in the RMP.    

O6-44: The reasons that BLM did not carry all ACEC desig-
nations forward from Alternative C to Alternative D (the 
Preferred Alternative) are described in Appendix G.  This 
description identifies other management direction within 
Alternative D that provides protection for the special 
values of concern in these areas.  

O6-43: Commenter is mistakenly referring to the summary 
of environmental consequences, not the alternatives.  

O6-47: BLM planners consulted the ICBMP extensively 
during the formulation of the alternatives. The DRMP 
incorporates measures out of the ICBMP that pertain to 
specific resources within the CDAFO, although these 
measures may not be identified as such.   

O6-48: Actions VR-A1.1, VR-B1.1, VR-C1.1, and VR-D1.1 
state that the CDAFO would “Complete riparian and 
wetland inventory and assessment.”  

O6-49: Thank you for your comment. Under any alternative, 
BLM has a vested interest in containing weed outbreaks 
on their lands and takes a comprehensive approach in-
cluding education, eradication, cooperation with CWMAs, 
and revegetation.  

O6-50: This statement indicates that plant habitat of espe-
cially high value is protected in these ACEC/RNAs by 
closing them. This does not indicate that this is the only 
method of protecting such habitat, it is simply the most 
appropriate method in these cases. BLM has numerous 
other methods to protect valued plant habitat.  

 
Also note that no areas are designated “open” to motor-
ized vehicle use under the proposed action.  The 
“limited” designations will restrict motorized vehicle uses 
to designated routes. 

 
The reference to the Rochat Roadless Area as “closed” 
on page 3-58 of the draft is incorrect and was deleted.  
(Note: this does not relate to the commenter’s statement 
but was noticed when reviewing page 3-58. 
 
(continued on the following page) 
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O6-51: Right-of-way (ROW) restrictions are not automatically implied by ACEC designation.  Management restrictions for each proposed 
ACEC are specified within the alternatives.  The area surrounding Gamlin Lake is designated as a ROW avoidance area under Alternatives 
B, C and D.  Morton Slough was proposed for ACEC designation, with ROW avoidance only under Alternative C.  The reasons that BLM 
did not carry this designation forward under Alternative D (the Preferred Alternative) are described in Appendix G.  

 
O6-52: BLM feels that for the preparation of this RMP, the level of detail provided by GAP is sufficient, and that the missing information is 

not essential to a reasoned choice between alternatives. This is because, as pointed out in 43 CFR 1610.0-5 (k) - "It [a resource management 
plan] is not a final implementation decision on actions which require further specific plans, process steps, or decisions under specific provi-
sions of law and regulations." 

 
Further such guidance is provided in BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, which states “Land Use Plans: These broad-scale decisions 
guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation decisions." Therefore, actions proposed under this RMP 
will simply provide a framework for them to be protected at the project level. 

 
Prior to any forest treatment or timber management action, the project area would be delineated and surveyed for sensitive resources. This 
would occur at the project level and would be subjected to the appropriate level of NEPA documentation.  
 
Alternative A noted that a the FORVIS inventory was in progress on 55,000 acres and Alternatives B, C, and D called for completing a 
FORVIS inventory on the remaining forest acres.  
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57 

O6 (Cont.) 

58 

59 

60 

61 

O6 (Cont.) 

57 

O6-56: Under Alternative C, all ACECs were recommended 
for withdrawal from mineral entry.  Any withdrawal in the 
RMP is only a recommendation, since only the Secretary 
of the Interior or Congress can make such withdrawals.  
Under Alternative D, fewer ACECs were proposed.  In 
addition, when developing this alternative, BLM consid-
ered the mineral potential when identifying which areas 
would be recommended for withdrawal.  The Pulaski 
Tunnel ACEC (27 acres) was the only ACEC which had 
high mineral potential, and thus was recommended for 
withdrawal.  

O6-55: Thank you for your comment. 

O6-54: This is stated in several sections of Chapter 4: Envi-
ronmental Consequences.  In all but the Vegetation - 
Forest and Woodlands Section, the statement included 
“unless released by Congress for multiple use.”  This 
oversight has been corrected in the Proposed RMP/Final 
EIS.  

O6-53: BLM has used the best available data in the develop-
ment of the draft RMP/EIS.  Completion of project level 
FORVIS inventory for all forest vegetation types and 
incorporation of this data into the BLM FORVIS data-
base has been ongoing.  With current funding levels it is 
expected that the FORVIS inventory will be completed 
and entered into the data base before the next planning 
cycle.  This is an objective under Alternatives B, C, and 
D.  

O6-57: Miscalculation will be amended in the final plan. The 
statement of revenue collected from 148,650 visitors 
reflects the fees that BLM collected from visitors, while 
the number for OHV users represents the amount that 
this group injects into the local economy.  Additional 
information from the Socio Economic Report concerning 
effects of recreation in general to the economy was 
added.  All recreation visitors spend an average of $1,425 
(Idaho Department of Commerce, Dean Runyan Associ-
ates 1997) and contribute to Idaho’s economy. 

O6-59: The publication mentioned in the comment is not a 
decision-level document, and can only make non-binding 
recommendations. Therefore, the CDAFO is not re-
quired to meet the goals outlined therein. However, ac-
tions are specified under all vegetation sections of the 
RMP, the special status species section, and the lands and 
realty section that would contribute to the attainment of 
these goals.  

O6-58: This section has been revised in the Proposed RMP/
Final EIS. 

O6-60: Resource inventories in the CDAFO are constantly 
being updated as resources allow. For the purposes of the 
creation of a programmatic document such as this, and 
on-the-ground inventory of all resources is not necessary 
or appropriate. Comprehensive inventories for physical, 
biological, and cultural resources will be performed for 
the area of influence of any implementation-level project 
that might be proposed during the life of this plan, and 
for which NEPA documentation must be prepared. Data 
from many past inventories is described in Chapter 3.  
The need for inventories have also been identified in a 
number of objectives and actions in the alternatives (for 
examples see the Vegetation - Forest and Woodland and 
Vegetation -Riparian and Wetland sections of the alterna-
tives). 

O6-61: Please see response O6-59. 
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O6 (Cont.) 

61 

64 

O6 (Cont.) 

O6-62: Please see response O6-59. 
O6-63: Please see response O6-59. 
 

Also, conservation measures for water howellia and Spal-
ding’s catchfly are built into the preferred alternative (see 
Action SS D1.3.1). These measures include conducting 
surveys, mapping, and database management.  Retention 
or acquisition of habitat for listed plant species is pro-
posed under Action LR-D2.1.1.  

 
In accordance with BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status 
Species), BLM conducts surveys and monitoring prior to 
and following implementation of specific actions and 
projects. For instance, a timber harvest would be pre-
ceded by a vegetation inventory, which would include 
special status plant species.   Also, surveying habitat that 
has high potential for occurrence of Threatened, Endan-
gered, or Sensitive plant species is a priority for the BLM 
rare plant program, and is not always specifically linked to 
a proposed ground-disturbing project.  This occurs as 
directed by the BLM Idaho State Office, and is in coop-
eration with ID Fish and Game Conservation Data Cen-
ter (CDC), and other agencies.   

 
Currently, CDAFO has inventory and monitoring data on 
about 10-15% of the lands it administers.  This inventory 
grows with each new project.  BLM relied on this data, as 
well as data acquired from CDC when developing the 
alternatives and conducting analysis described in this 
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.  

O6-64: Please see response O6-63. 
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O8 

1 
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O7-2: Thank you for your comment.  

O7-1: Thank you for your comment.  

O8-1: Planning Issue #2 (Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2), derived 
from scoping comments, specifically mentions old growth 
forests.  Also, Vegetation treatments in the vicinity of old 
growth stands would follow direction in the Vegetation - 
Forests and Woodlands Action VF-B1.2.6, VF-C1.2.6, or 
VF D1.2.7.  Location data on old growth stands is not 
necessary to determine the affects of these actions.   

O8-2: This information has been included in the PRMP/
FEIS.  

O8-3: This information has been included in the PRMP/
FEIS.  
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O9 
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2 
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O8-5: The commenter probably means to refer to Execu-
tive. Order 11644, rather than E.O 11643. In addition to 
the FLPMA, Executive Order 11644 as amended by E.O. 
11989 guides BLM OHV management.  Section 8 re-
quires monitoring and periodic adjustment to OHV des-
ignations.  We are complying with Section 8 by addressing 
OHV designations in this plan.  Section 9 allows for 
emergency limitations or closures which we do under 43 
CFR 8341.2.  These are not ORV designations but are 
interim measures used when travel restrictions have to be 
made outside of the land use planning designation proc-
ess.  The Executive Order is reproduced in the 2001 Na-
tional Management Strategy for Motorized Off-highway 
Vehicle Use on Public Lands.  This BLM document is 
among those that are referenced in the Draft RMP/EIS.  
Please see references-2.     

O8-4: We are not sure of the point of this comment.  The 
term “eligible” is the correct way to refer to the river 
segments at this time since suitability is just proposed, not 
finalized.  

O8-6: Thank you for your comment. 

O9-1: Thank you for your suggestion.  See response P42-1.  
O9-2: Thank you for your suggestion. There may be a need 

to define “jeeps” as their own specific unique class of 
vehicle if we are going to manage routes for “extreme 
4WD use”.  At this time it is more appropriate to deal 
with the issue at the implementation level rather than the 
RMP level.  Coordination will be required with the Forest 
Service and the State of Idaho.  As you probably know, 
Idaho Code currently defines only three classes of off-
highway vehicles; motorbikes, ATVs and snowmobiles.    

O9-3: Thank you for your suggestion.  See response O9-2. 
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1 
O10-1: See Chapter 1, Page 1-8, Planning Criteria 1.5.4 

“BLM will recognize all valid existing rights.”  

O10 (Cont.) 

2 

3 

4 

O10-3: BLM reviewed and considered “Sustainable Devel-
opment and its Influence on Mining Operations on Fed-
eral Lands” during development of the RMP.  

O10-4: BLM is currently conducting a study of this docu-
ment.  When the final document is completed details 
from that study would be incorporated into, or amend 
this RMP.   

O10-2: BLM scoping analysis did not find that energy devel-
opment was a major issue in the planning area. However, 
the topic is addressed in various sections (e.g. Renewable 
Energy, Fluid Minerals, and Lands and Realty) of the 
draft and proposed plans.  
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O10 (Cont.) 
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O10-6: Please see response O10-5. 

O10-7: By regulation, BLM does notify grant holders in 
writing when it receives an application for a right-of-way.  
More detailed information can be found at 43 CFR 
2807.14 Rights-of-Way.  

O10-5: Compatibility of right-of-ways is always a concern.  
This  type of  issue  would be addressed in a  site-specific  
analysis, but not in this land use plan.  

O10-8: Compatibility of right-of-ways is always a concern.  
This type of issue would be addressed in a site-specific 
analysis, but not in this land use plan.  

O10 (Cont.) 

9 

10 

11 
O10-11: The mineral leasing stipulations are consistent with 

BLM policy.  The stipulations include exceptions and 
waivers to allow for adaptive management.   

O10-10: Please see response O10-9. 

O10-9: Expressly authorized uses are exempted from OHV 
restrictions.  The specific terms contained in individual 
right-of-way grants would govern whether there is an 
exemption or not.  In the case of utility rights-of-way, an 
accompanying road right-of-way (to provide for mainte-
nance access) is generally requested and granted.  Some 
existing right-of-way grants may have to be amended in 
order to authorize the OHV exemption.   


