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APPENDIX 20. PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 

The public comment letters do not include the attachments. Specific comments are included in the 
comment response Section of Chapter 6. To see the full comments, including the attachments, contact 
the Boise District BLM (208) 384-3300. 

 
LETTER NUMBER CROSS REFERENCE  

Letter 
Number Last Name First Name Organization 

1 Nielsen Rep. Pete House of Representatives State of Idaho 
2 Binder Angelia M. Mountain Home Air Force Base  
3 Reichgott Christine U.S. EPA Region 10 
4 Cook Jeff Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation 
5 Swanson John R. Individual 
6 Whitlock Clair Snake River Raptor Volunteers, Inc. 
7 Taylor Bill Idaho State 4x4 Association 
8 Richards Jeff PacifiCorp 
9 Culver Nada The Wilderness Society 

10 Steenhof 
Kochert 

Karen 
Michael N. 

USGS Snake River Field Station Forest and 
Rangeland Ecosystem Science Center 

11 Taylor 
Davidson 

Bill 
Nate 

Idaho State 4x4 Association 

12 Black Doug Joe Black and Sons 
13 Nordstrom Jenifer Western Watersheds Project 
14 Belt Doug Western Elmore County Recreation District 
15 Turner Terry Military Affairs Committee 
16 Smith Bradley Idaho Conservation League 
17 Chatburn John Idaho Department of Agriculture 
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From: B1ndE:r Angelia M C1v 386 CES/CEVA (Angelia . 8inder@rncur~tair.hcrr.e af.miiJ 

Sent: Thursd<J:f, August '17, 2C06 12 C9 PM 

To: I D_bll'ds_~)f_prey_rmr-@blm.gov; srbp: jac'<_g_peterson@blm.gnv 

Cc; Ot:>;ger Pam A.Civ 356 FW/.Jr\G: Rowland Nathan E Civ 366 CES.'C.:O. Brown Pal!laJc J Civ 36c 
CES/CE'-/C; 1\.lattoon-B::>wden Sneri L Civ 3o6 CcSiCE:V; C<Jri. Ruc:~en.c;r@mc:ur:r~~ir:nc;'!'le.af.mii; 
Hamilton Lucille CIV 366 CESiCERR 

Subj ect: Comments on Draft BOP RMP 

Mike O'Donnell and the RMP team. 

Thank you for !he opportuni ty lo review lhe Snoke River Birds of Prey Nc liono l Conservaiion Area Droll 
Resource Management Plan and Environmenlo l lmpocl Slolemenl. Volumes I & II. 10-1 11-2006-EIS-17 40, 
April 2006. In general. I he p ion was well organized and easy to use. A lo l o f hard worl< w ent into the 
preparation of this d rofi and il shows in !he quality o f the w riling and analysis. 

Please accep l our comments on lhe Draf t RMP a nd EIS. We lhol they ore helpful as you continue 
lo modify and finalize your plan. 

« 366 CEV Comments on Draft SRBPA doc» 

Very Respeclfully. 

Angelio M. Binder 
Chief. Conse rva tion 
366 CES/CEVA 
1 t ()(J Libera l or Sl .. Bldg 1297 
Mountain Home AFil iD 83648 
(208) 828-6668 
Fax (208) 828-2194 
ongelia.binder@mounloinhome .of.mil 

8/ 17/2006 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION10 

t: _:{ . ' ' : JjJ 
\ '. '-.- ··- "-.- "-

BO\St u\Smlvl 1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

August 30, 2006 
Reply To 

1\ u nOI: ETPA-088 

Mike O'Donnell 
Bureau of Land Management. Boi ~e District 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, lD 83705 

Dear Mr. O' Donnell: 

2006 SEP -I PH 2: OS 

Ref: 0 1-056-BLM 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (E IS) for the Snake River Bi•·ds of Prey National Consei'Vation Area (CEQ 

o. 20060220) in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPAJ and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Section 309, independent of NEPA. 
~peci tically directs EPA to review and comment in writing on the environmental impacts 
assoc iated wi th all major federal actions and the document's adequacy in meeting NEPA 
requirement~. 

The draft EIS identifies three action alternatives for managing approx imately 483.700 
acres of publ ic land in southwest Idaho. The Pre ferred Alternative (Alternative D) emphasizes 
the restoration and rehabilitation of all non-shrub areas outside the Orchard Training Area (OT A ) 

to improve raptor and raptor prey habitat. while imposing moderate restrictions on recreation. 
military training, and commercial uses. Alternative B emphasizes restoring a moderate amount 
of raptor and raptor prey habitat in add ition to those areas affected by emergency fire 
rehabilitation and fuels management projects. Alternat ive B would accommodate recreation. 
mili tary and commodity use~. Alternative C. like the Preferred Alternat ive. would emphasize 
restoration and rehabil itation o f raptor and raptor prey habitat. However. unlike the Preferred 
Al ternat ive, recreation and military training would be substantially restricted and livestock 
grazing prefe rence would be eliminated in order to support a higher level of habi tat restoration. 

We support the intended goals of the proposed projccl. In particular, we support the 
Bureau of Land Management' s efforts to manage this area in a proact ive manner to conserve, 
protect and enhance raptor populations and habitats including raptor prey habitats. We 
understand the need to balance resource u~cs ancl as~ure they are ustainable over the long-term 
even when some uses may be in connict. The document demonstrates that rapt or conservation, 
protection and enhancement can be in conflict with recreation, mi litary training and li vestock 
grazing activities in the Nat ional Conservation Area. Livestock grazing and recreation activi ties 
such as off-highway vehicles (OHY) increase erosion and sedimentation, reduce strearnbank 
stability and exacerbate the invasion or noxious species. Mili tary training act ivities could affect 
raptors either by directly di,turbing foraging behavior or indirectly by causing subtle habi tat 
changes that adversely influence rapror prey. Be('ausc Alternati ve C would provide the most 
environmentally protective management mea~ures for the National Conservation Area we 
recommend that BLM select th is alternative for implementation. 

0 Prlntod 011 Rocyclod P-
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We have assigned a rating of EC- 1 (Environmental Concerns - Adequate) to the draft 
EIS. This rating. ami a ~ummary o f our co111mcnts will be published in the Federal Regisler. A 
t:opy o f the rat ing system u~ed in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. H you would like to discuss these 
commelll~ in detai l , please contact Mike Letourneau at (206) 553-6382 or mysel f at 
(206) 553-1601. 

Enclosure 

Sim:erely, 

(/:<-(~;::~ . 
Christine Reichgott. Manager 
NEPA Review Unit 
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JAMES &. RJSCH 
g:oven1or 

Robert L. Meint n 
dirt'dor 

fax (20SU3 4-3741 

ldd I-SO 3 7-3529 

f!:tree eu 
5657 Warm tjng&: AvtriUe 

www,pwkstndrccrntioll.ic.bbo.JO'l 

August 28, 2006 

John Sullivan. Conservation Area Manager 
Snake River Birds of Pr..-y NCA 
C/0 Content Analysis Group 
POBox2000 
Botmtift~. UT 834011-2000 

RE: Snake River Birds of Pr..-y NCA Drafi RMP/ElS 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Gtntral Conuntnts 

The Idaho Dcpamnont of Parks and Recreation (JDPR) reviewed the 
Snake River Birds of Prey NCA Drafi RMP/ElS. Titis RMP provides 
the guidi•l.g management stmtegy for the NationaJ Conse•vation Area 
(NCA) for Ute next 20+ years. 

The lDPR is a dt~)'-<'Stablished executive department of the State of 
Idaho. Idaho Code§§ 67-2402(1) and 67-4222(a). The lDPR, acting 
under the supervision of the Idaho Park and R(..·a-.;:ation Board, C81Ties 
out recreational policies and programs of the State of Idaho. Idaho 
Code §§67-4221 and 67-4222. The IDPR is nutho•i l>Xl by state 
slattne to prepare· and keep current a "Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Plan" referred to as ''SCORTP," for 
the protection and maintenance of areas of scenic beauty. recreational 
utility. historic. archeological. or scientific interest for the enjoyment 
of the people. Idaho Code §§67-4219 and 67-4223(11). Consistent 
with these authorities. the Oepa.1ment pa.1icipates in BLM land 
management phuuti.n.g and project plarutin.g to fl.n1her tlte public 
interest in recrearionaJ. scenic. and h.istoricaVarcheological values. 

This Res<>tlroo Managcmem Plan (RMP) is somewha1 unique 
oompar<:d to other RMPs. The Snake River Biros of Prey NCA is 
mandated by its enabling legislation to "provide for the conservation, 
protection. and enhancement of raptor populations and habitats". This 
legislation gives BLM more specific direction that the Federal Land 
Management Planning Act (FLMPA). 

We have been involved in the planning process sinoe August 2001. 
Our stafT has provided scoping comments. anended I ntergovemmental 
Coordination Group (ICG) meetings. helped BL.M staff. and ancnded 
field t:Jips. Titc IDPR appreciates tltc public involvement effons that 
BL.M has made witlt this plruming prooess. We believe that this ' "ill 
make a better RJ..<tP with fewer protests and com1 challenges. 
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We arc somcwh~t conccmcd with the draft RMP's pl:uming time frame. Scoping for this project 
started in 2001. 'llte Fi1tal RMI'1tU)' 1101 be :lJ)I)roved untii Jate SUiluner Of' the fa ll of2007. A 
six-ye:~t pi:Ullling period can put the BLM at risk of using outdated infonnati011 (which we will 
outline in our specific comments). It is critica.J for I he plan11ing te-am to review ru1d update the 
dmfl infOnnation to rcncct current conditions in Chapter 2 , AllC:ctcd Environment. 

We arc also concerned with the dmfl RrvlP's proposed implementation. A 20-year time fi'ame fo r 
a comprehensive plan is a long time. Nntural and social conditions can significantly change in 20 
years. Adaptive numagcmcnt requires monitoring. TI1csc monitoring rcpons r.:ally detcnninc 
whether an RlviP needs to be :uncnded or revisited. 

We arc !>leased that BLM has tinally released a draft RM P. lltis draft gives the public an idea of 
what the BLM is looking to do in the NCA for the ne:\i 20 years. 

Specific Commenrs 

Chapter 2 Affech.'tl En\'i_ronment 

On Page 2-3 the dmfl states. '"11u: Jarbidge Wildcmess A.rca, lo<.·ntcd in Elko County. Nevndn, is 
the closest PSO Class I designated area ... 1l1is statement is tn1c for the Bruneau Planning Area. 
but not for the Sll3ke River Birds of Prey NCA. 1l1e Jarbidge Wildcmess Area is located 70 
miles from the NCA The Sawtooth Wildcmess. which is also a PSD Class I designated arc3. is 
only GO miles from the NCA. 

Under the Fish and Wildlife section on J>age '206. the dr.tfl suucs.. "'TI1e IOF&O manages 
navigable waters in the State ... '11te Idaho Department of fish and Game docs not manage Idaho's 
navigable waters. llte Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) is mandated to manage •uvigable 
wat~rs. lOL 1>-t•blic Trost l..'lnds ar~ th~ submcrs~d lands lyins b4low th~ n<1turo.l ordi.nruy hish 
water line of navigable streams and tivers within the State. 'fille to these lands is held in trust aJld 
is manag.ed fot the public good. 

In Section 2.29, Wttter Quality, Rip:ari:m, and Wetlands. the dntfl references lotic and lc:ntic 
conditions. Lotic and lcntic an: tcchnic-al tcnns that many members of the. gcner~tl public don't 
undcrs1nud. We suggest that the hcnding.;; be listed a..-. "Lotic (moving water) Condition ttnd 
Trend" and •Lcntie (still w~tcr) Condition 3nd Tread.". 

On Page 2-68ln Scc-tion2.2.16. Recreation Sites. the draft declares lhatthc NCA only has two 
developed recreation sites (Cow and IRdication Point). however. the draft lists three sites (Cove, 
Dedication Point and Rabbit Creek. Celebrntion i>ark is also another de\'clopcd recreation site 
within the NCA. but is managed by Canyon County Parks and Waterways. 

In Section 2.2.22. 1 l~ono.nic Conditions on Page 2-76, drafl references Idaho population growth 
betwee.l 2000 and 2003. ·ne United States Census Oureau has released the 2005 census figures 
Md this data should be used to describe the existing COtlditiOJlS. 

11tc Socio-Economic Table 2.5 on Page 2-81 rcfcn::nccs IOPR's rvlotorbike/ATV Rcgistmtion 
ligures from 1998-2003. We htwe posted our kttcst rcgis tmtion$ figui'(."S (2005) on our website at 
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P::'lg-:3 

hUpjl/www.p:lrks..·mdrCi:r.::ttion.id:tho,go\'/d.!tt~tecntcrirecrctttion stMislics .11StlX. Table 2.5 needs 
to be updated 10 rcJl.:c-1 the CWTCOI ligures. 

Also on this pag~. the drnH stntes. "'Socio·cconomic Tablts 2.~ l.\1'1<1 2.6 !\.how that oft"..hig.hwi'Y 
motorbikes rutd A 1'V registrations have had ll1e largest increase compared to sltowmobilcs 
(22. 7%)". ·nte Idaho snowmobile r~gistrntion iJ)tn~a.~te: h:Lo; been driven by lhc. non-r-:s idt:nt 
registmtion n:(Juin.·m~nt. Resident ~nowmobi'l" rtgistrntions incn:n.sed 10.1% b~1wccn 1998 :md 
2002. Rcs idenl s nowmobile rc!giSlrntions dc~o:rea,;cd 9. 1 °~t het\\'l.'cn 2001 and 2005. '11tu 2004-
2005 snow season wa~ ~1ow awnagc thnt dl.!crcascd rcgis1r:11ion s~lcs. 

Chnpt<'r3 - Aitemath·es Including lhe Pl'o postd Action 

"ll1e draft RMP references semi~primitive non· motorized OSJI>OI1unilies Mwcral Limes in this 
chapter. starting on Page 3·55. 1"l1e NCA docs not contain any semi-primitive non-motorized 
opp011UJ1 i tie~. ·111e Recrctuion 0(Jportuni1y Spcelnun (ROS) is defined .. :ts tJ)C combinntiOI\ of 
phy!5ical. biologica.l. soei.al. and n1~u1ag~rial co11ditions 1ha1 give valu~ 10 a place."1 

BL.M ROS dctin_ilions ddi.nc s~mi·primitivc non-motorized a.s: ~n,is selling c()n!)iSts of nbout 
2.500 acres lying :.'I t least ~ mile from the nearest point of mo10r vehicle :u:c~s. l11o :1rcn is 
pn!dominnnt ly u nnlurnl land'icnpl!. When: lh..:rc is ..:.vidence of others. inh:raclion is low. and few 
mnuagcmcnl controls exist. Acti\•ilif.-s include bm .. "k:p:lck c~uuping.. nature ' 'icwiug. ba..:k country 
huntiug (big game, smnll game. and upl:md birds). climbing. hiking., (Uld cross~coun'y skiing. 
111c .:xpcricncc provtdes lOr minnnal cont~ct wtth oU~ers. :1 lush degree of mt.:r:.1ction wtth 
nawrc, and a gr..:a1 de:• I of pcn;coual risk ~md ch:tllcngc. .. l 

The bulk oft h..: non·mQIOrizcd :lr.:a.~ within the NCA !lrl! in the Snttk\!0 River Canyon bcrw~~n 
Swan F':tlls Dam ru1d Celebration Park. This stretch of river r~cei\'cS powerboat usc lh:ll 
diminishes the scnti•J>rimitivc non· motorized setting. 1be IDI,R recommends tha_t scmi~primitivo 
be deleted ti-om the IU. U, :md just usc ooo·motoriud 10 describe these areas. 

On f•og,e 3-55 llllder 3.2. 16 Recrt.ation I he R~ll, stat\!s. " lleer~<ll ion activities r10t specilically 
mentioned would be evaluated on a case-by-case to detem1ine their compatibility with 
nmn:.1gcmcnt objcctiw-s.'' Th..: RMP nc..:d.s to t~ddrc~s Gcoc:u:hing. This is :1 recreation activity 
that i.!i r.l(Jidly yowing :md ha..~ the pOtcnti:d lO impncl the NCA re.sour~"\:'".s, We \\'Quid b" happy 10 
work with the NCA in do\'ciOJJing ~land~rd.~ and guidcliJ1cs fOr gcocnch~ LL~¢ . 

Rcc~a1ion Table 3.1 on l>agc 3·60 shows that Altcrnuth·c D would no! recommend l.'ny Wild & 
SC'Cnic Rivers (Rccr.::uional River) under 1hc Wild & Sc~nic Rivers Ac1 (WSA). It is our guess 
thai these recommendations were not carried forward under this Alternative because tltc NCA 
enabling legislation provides some level of protection. Docs the NCA cnabHng legislation 
proteCI the Snake R.i'"Cr from additional dam constmction? lf not a WSA designation may be 
wamuttcd ror the S11akc Ri\'l!r. 

1 
The Rcq@lotl OMOflUnil)' SP*trum . A f rnmcwod:: fer P!ann.ns. Mwtwnc;nt. and Rescurch by ROSI=r N C l!uk 

111\d Oc¢1ic II StMkcy. U.S Dcpoomem of As.muhurc FOfc:llt Sen·i« Pacific Nonhwdol F«~l 11M ~c 
B.'q'JC'rimenl Slnt.tOn Gcn.:ml Tcchrucal Rc=port PNW·?S DI."CCMlx-r 1979 

1 w·ww nm blm.p•/aufo/c:l_mal~i,._$UIJ'ld_:~Jone/;\pd'<Cf•nal m~11 ·12.01 .pdf 
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In the Tronsp0f1ation Section 3.2.18 on Page 3·66 outlines the transportation options ofl'crcd 
under AltcmMive D. This altcmatiw~ closes 4.400 acres to motorized usc. sets a route density 
standard of2 miles per square mile, and designated 428,000 acres: as limited to designated I'Outes 
for motorized vehicles. Is the route deJlSity s1andard arl overoll standa..d for the KCA otis it 
broken into different areas? 

Some are:ts in the NCA cum:ntly httV1! more. thou 2 miles of road per square mile. We an: 
COilCCnlcd I hat 1his standard could be u~cd to prevent mo torized aocc8s. In general, the II)J'R is 
support3tivc of clim.in:~ting duplic-ate routes or dcad·cnd routes I hal don't lend 10 a n.-crcation 
destination. We cncourngc the NCA to work closely the Nalionnl Guard. Stale agencies. 
Counties. and the public 10 develop a trawl plan thai provides adequate molorizcd :tcco.·ss. 

Altcn1ative 0 would create up to 20 miles of non-motorized trails and Altemative C would 
create \IP to 40 miles of non-motorized trails over the lifetime of the t>lan. We assume that the 
additional mile-age is nee-ded bec-ause of the additional closed areas under Ahen1ative C. "l'lte 
IDPR supports the cre-ation of' additiOJtal~ton-motorized opportu11itie-s. 

Ec.-.onQfni~ Table 3. I on Page 3-74 outlines addition:-.! recreation f:•cil ities to be created during 
the life time ofthc plan. Alternatives C and D crc.nu.-;s the most rccrcatiQfl facilities while 
Allcm tllivc B cr.!l\tC$ fewer rec·realion f:1cilities. We support Alternative 0 is this mailer, but. this 
RMP should not limit recreation facil ity development in other areas of the NCA as the needs 
arise over the next 20+ ycm. 

Chapter 4 Em ·h 'OIUncnt:ll Consequen<.'t'S 

We f<>Cused Qtlr review of this <.·hapter c.>n the Recreation subsec-tion 4.2.16 starting on Page 4-
101 . For the most pan. we agree with the draJl RMP conclusions. but some items need updating. 

'llN dmfl asS\lJU.:S tltt\t Ncr~ation US¢ wiU incr¢a.s~ in ~orr~l :at ion with th~ r¢gions popultltion 
growth. Recreation use may or may not be in correlation with population growth. For instrutcl!, 
ATV use has greatly ouunripped the population gro''1h over the past twenty years. For the ne:-.1 
twenty years, we see this gt0\\1h slowing down, mainly because this recreation activity is 
maturing. 

Other new rec:re:.tion activities such <L\ g~oc-aching and river surfing c-an increase much faster 
lhan the general population growth. 1l1c RMP needs to be adapli\'e enough to address new and 
emerging recreation :tctivitic:s over the next 20+ years. 

'll1e OEJS states "Alternative C would provide the greatest diversity of recreation opportunities." 
on Page 4-108. Altemative C does not provide the greatest diversity of recreation opportunities. 
Ahen1ative 0 provides more diversity because it provides on and off route non-mocorized 
(hiking and equine use) travel. Ahemative C greatly 1\."Stricts existing motorized access in the 
NCA. Alten1ative I) provides a balance betwe-en motorized Md 1\0n-nlOtorize-d access. 

·nte Future Anticipated Trends Oil Page 4-139 needs to be updated. "llle J)EIS states " r•opulation 
grow1h projcctiQflS to 2025 in the Ad:t County :-.rca an; from 13% in Kunn". Kuna's popultuion 
hns already g rown 66% in the~~ four years :tc<.-ording to Census Bureau stntisti<.-;s. This is t\ll 
average grow1h of 16% per yenr. 111e Community Planning A.~ocillt ion of Sou1hwcs1 ld:tho 
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completed a forcc.ast of population. housing. nnd cmt>loymcnl i.n 2005. ·n,is datn should be used 
for the analysis. 11tis datn can lx downloaded n1 h11o:/Jwww.compassidaho.orgfprodscrv/d.cmo-. 
forec:'lsts..htrn .. 

11te DEIS also references se:mi-primitiv.:: non-motorized opportunities on Page 4-140. "llte NCA 
docs not o iTcr ~tny scmi-primiti,•c non-motorit.i!d opportunities. 111e tcnn should be dmng'--d to 
n<:m-mOii,>rited opport.unitil!$. 

Ln the Tmn~p<>rtotion Cumul ~h·c lmp:lCIS on Page 4-141 , the DEIS S1::uc:; .. RotHe designations 
in the Bnmcau. Owyhee. :tnd NCA could initintc or accclcrntc route dcsigr.tations on St:uc and 
other hmd O\\'ncn;;hips. ". This slutcmt.'1ll is inaccurate. 

'l11e United States For.:sl Service is further along in it rouh: designation process thiln the BL~I is. 
For instance. the Mountain Home Ranger l)istricl has designated routes 73% of its area and is 
Cltm!nlly designali~tg 1he r\!l'naining 27~>0, Our dt))Jttment has al l'~ady d<!signntt..-d our routes 
withitl our Stall! Parks Systetll al Urun~au Dune-s llnd Thrc~ fsland Stal¢ l)ark. The ldnho 
O!!p:ll'tJl~IU of Fish and Oam~ also slt011gly r~gulah::s \'l!hicle u~e withil\ iu~ Wildlife! 
Mnnng.:ml!nl A.rc!l.lj. Only t1ll! Idaho o~p:U1JTIC111, or L.:s.nd~ lm~ not d~!S ign.:atcd rQ1JICS () 1_1 its hmds. 

f\lso on this page. the DEIS ,sink$ "'Ovcrnlllhc USFS 11nd Stntc l):uks haw begun to develop 
route dt.osignation proces-ses. which could further limit Of>portunitics in lhc region for \.'fOSS 

country ORV u.sc.'"lbc lDPR is not dcvl.llopin.g n root~ designation proc1.-ss.lhough we arc 
workmg OO<>pcrntwcly wiU1 lCdcral and slate ~gcncics in tl)Ctr travel planning processes. 

Chnph•r 5 lmpll•rnr nt-rlliOn :md Monito1in g 

Monitoring is a \'Cry important step in the implementation process. Monitoring tells decision 
makers wbethcr progress is being made towards desired future conditio•~ or not. It is ab.solutcly 
critical that indicntors be provided in the impkmcntation plan. so monitoring can be adc<1uatcly 
measured. 

Ln 1'able 5·2 on Pag~ 5·6. tJte recreation objective is oov'l!red ·n,e pla11 will monitor us.;: estimates 
frQm oth~r slntt: agencies ( IDPR. roF&G) nnd priV::tl -:' Cnlitk-s ( Idaho J)owcr) on nn nnnunl bn.si.s. 
Use t:$1in lJllc-$ are only one portion to :m effective monih.)ring plnn. 

'll1e ~\1 P objective tOr Rec-r~z11ion is to provide:. diversity of <IU~ Iity. rcsouroc based rccrc:uion 
opportunities. Usc estimates do nol measure <1unlity. In order 10 mcnsurc <Jl.lality. the BLM needs 
to set UJ) visitor surv..:ys like we do in our p;uf.: unii.S. 

We !IJ'C also concerned tJ1at the indicatoritriggcr for adaptive managemcnl is .. Limits or 
Acceptable Change (LAC)". 1lte limits of Acceptable Change process was developed 10 

dct~nnine n.'Crl!-itlion ~nrrying capt~city in Wildcmess uri! a.~. 'lllc LAC ptocess i.s very in-di!pth .. 
rl!tluiting I!Xli!1l.Sivc consultation. which we highly doubt thattlk!. NCA will undtrtuke 10 fulfill 
this monitoring re(tuitt'ment. 

It :~lso i.s very unlikely under the lifetime of the R.MP tlmtthc NCA's rccr.::uion C3n)'in&'-"·.1P:u:il)' 
"ill e\'cr I~ n::~ched. A bcllcr indicntorltrigg~.,. for ndapli\'\! mnnag~ml!nt would b~: to :L':k, Arc 
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quality recreation opportunities on a downward trend? A visitor Stuvey could help answer litis 
question. 

We are including a copy of our short survey and Long survey lhat we do in our parks. Setting a 
visitor·monitoring program that includes htunan dimensions research would go a long way 
towards providing a quality recreation opportunity while protecting resources. 

Conclusion 

Tite Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation awreciates U~e OpportWlity to paiticipate in Ute 
RMP plamting process. The Snake River NCA and the Boise District Plamting StaiThave done a 
great job of boUt involviltg the public and oUlOr affected agencies. 

The preferred alternative D gives the NCA the tools to effectively resource the lost vegetative 
resources that are hampering mptor populations. This alternative also tries to accommodate 
increasing and diversifying recreation uses. We encournge the BLM to tweak this RMP to beuer 
accommodate this use by using our comments and instituting visitor research in its monitoring 
efforts. 

If you have any question' about our comments, please contact me al (208) 334-4180 e.''· 230. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Cook, Otrtdoor Recreation Amllyst 
Comprehensive Planning, Research, and Review 

Enclosures 
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Snake River Raptor Volunteers, Inc. 

Mr. Mike O' Donnell 
Boise District 
Bureau of Land Management 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, rD 83705 

Dear Mr. O'Donnell: 

P.O. Box 7773 
Boise, ID 83707 

August 21, 2006 

RECEIVED 

AUG 31 21Dl 

UME/1 SNAKE RIVER OIST!liCT 

!) .·Lf5fM 
f.-\ . -~~ 

We have reviewed the Draft RMP and EIS for the Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area and fmd it to be a very comprehensive and high quality product. The 
description of the affected environment is very good and will serve as an excellent 
reference as the RMP is executed. As to the Alternatives, it is our conclusion that the 
Preferred Alternative for most resources will have the least adverse environmental impact 
while meeting the Desired Future Condition. The following comments point out some 
Rational, Objectives and Management Actions that on which we have suggestions and/or 
that we think need some clarification: 

Cultural and Tribal Table3.1 Last Management Action: 
We think Alternative A is too passive and would select Alternative B to be the 
one that is preferred. We beUeve education of the public regarding cultural 
resources to be very important. We think interpretation can be done in a manner 
that will not jeopardize the integrity of sites while sti ll relating the relevance of 
sites to today's world. This can be done regardless of whether the site/resource is 
pre-historic or historic. 

Fish and Wildlife Table 3.1 Management Actions: 
Since the work started on this RMP the Bureau has acquired the property near 
Grandview temporarily known as the Bull Pasture. The acres of woodland to be 
planted shou.ld be increased from 100 to include the acres envisioned for this site. 
Also there is an existing pond that will be renovated which should be reflected in 
this management action. 

Specia.l Status Plants Table 3. I Management Actions: 
In this table as well as several others that follow discuss fire protection for 
vegetation. In this case twelve miles of new fire breaks are proposed. There is 
however no mention of new Green Strips. [s green stripping not contemplated or 
will some of these new fire breaks actually be green strips? We believe that green 
stripping is an imPQrtant for any fire protection plan where Cheat Grass is a major 
component of the landscape. 
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Another concern is that Winterfat doesn' t show up as a particularly imponant 
shrub. It is our view that the blocked up patches of this plant in the NCA may be 
unique this far north in Idaho. 

Upland Vegetation 3.1 Management Actions: 
With the Management action regarding allocation of AUMs we are concerned that 
we find no explanation of the S&G guidelines and processes any where in the 
document. 

We also wonder if the Management Action concerning camp fires may be too 
stringent considering the limited availability of developed camping facilities. We 
recommend you're considering seasonal restrictions that consider weather, ground 
moisture and location in regard to flammable vegetation. 

Visual Resources 3.1 Objectives: 
We believe that the Alternative D Objective should give the Snake River Canyon 
equal emphasis with historical areas. After all it is the Canyon itself that defines 
the NCA landscape and provides it's most scenic and awe inspiring vistas. 

Idaho Army National Guard 3.1 Management Actions: 
We are concerned that the lANG could attempt an end run to withdraw not only 
their live fire impact area but the whole OT A. The whole OT A is important 
hunting area for all the raptors and could be nesting habitat for some as well. 
All of the OT A excepting the impact area should remain an integral part of the 
NCA. We urge the BLM to take steps to make sure this happens. 

We could not find any reference to the lANG taking responsibility for restoration 
of depleted vegetation sites within the OT A . We believe they should finance 
any work inside the OT A. It is also not be unreasonable to expect the Guard to 
help fund projects outside the Area This is in consideration of the fact that prior 
a change in policy and their assuming initial attack capability, their exercises 
started many fires that escaped and burned large areas beyond the OT A perimeter 
creating annual grass monocultures. 

We support the enlarged no-shooting Management Action. We see this as 
desirable as a safety measure for Guard personnel as well as for the reduction in 
prey mortality. 

Lands and Realty 3 .I Management Actions: 
In the third Management Action we suggest that the phrase --or at least not 
adversely affect- be stricken. We are concerned that there will not be a net loss 
of acreage from the NCA after the proposed boundary adjustments are made by 
the Congress. Of major concern is the need to trade out the state lands for BLM 
lands outside of the NCA. 
We are also aware that an existing major exchange proposal for the Boise Front 
includes the conveyance to private ownership, State Section 16 T. 3 South, Range 
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1 East. This is a key state section that straddles the Snake River and should be in 
Federal ownership. We urge BLM to take steps to make certain this section is 
removed from the Boise Front proposal so it can be acquired when the Lands and 
Realty portion of the plan is implemented. We also urge the NCA staff to give 
high priority to implementing the state land exchange portion of the plan. 

Livestock Grazing 3.1 Standard Operating Procedures/Management Actions: 
We suggest that there be a statement in the SOP section Page 3-48 that addresses 
the need livestock graziers and the Bureau to work closely to attain the DFC 
stated for Vegetation and Livestock Grazing in Chapter 1. It will be imperative 
that NCA personnel educate the graziers as to the need, process and benefits of 
meeting these DFCs. It is in the long term interest of the graziers to actively 
participate in the implementation of the Plan. 

Recreation Management Actions 3.1: 
As stated in our comments on the lANG Management Actions we fully support 
the proposed no-shooting area. First it will be a safety factor for recreationists as 
well for reducing prey mortality for a large raptor hunting area. It also reduces 
the shooting risk for raptors. 

We are pleased to see a listing of potential new recreation sites for development. 
We do suggest that you have an option for finding and developing other sites as 
the demand grows with our ballooning population growth on or near the NCA. 

Utilities and Communications 3.1 Rational/Movement Actions 
There are some anecdotal reports of emissions from cell towers disrupting the 
navigational capabilities of birds. We urge a prohibition of cell towers be 
included in the Rational section until there is data on impacts on raptors that 
shows no effect. 

Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 3.1 Management Action: 
We recognize the hazard of escaped carnpfrres but suggest that there be some 
slack cut for campers in the late fall tllfough early spring seasons when the fire 
hazard is low. There could be a permit system during that seasonal period for 
groups who wish to camp in non-formal campground settings. 

As we noted in the SSP section above there is a need to clarify the intent for the 
use of Green Strips. We think this is too important a tool not to have some 
prominence in the plan. 

We mentioned in the Upland Vegetation Alternatives section the lack of descriptive detail 
for Standards and Guides. Some processes such as to how SSP is to be protected and 
managed is articulated almost to an excess. We are concerned that there is no similar 
explanation of what Standards and Guides involve. Since the Standards and Guides are 
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the key tools for allocating forage for livestock and managing vegetation, we urge you to 
give them prominent attention somewhere in the document. 

In the SSP section we mentioned our concern for Winterfat. We suggest that this plant 
should be given higher status than just another shrub. We believe that the NCA may host 
the northernmost Winterfat monoculture patches in Idaho and that it should receive extra 
attention as to how it is grazed and how it is protected from fire. It is a highly nutritious 
plant valuable for sustaining ground squirrels as well as providing winter forage for 
sheep. Some patches have been invaded by Cheat Grass making them very vulnerable to 
destruction by wildfire. Once burned these patches will not regenerate. The practice of 
reestablishing these stands through reseeding has thus far not proven to be a viable 
option. We believe Winterfat should qualify as a SSP, or at least as a plant of significant 
concern. It is truly unique and should be given protection commensurate with its 
uniqueness. 

Again we extend our congratulations on an excellent document. We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on it and to make suggestions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mike Ihli 
Presijient SRRV, Inc. 

::ti~ 
Clair Whitlock 
Treasurer SRRV, Inc 
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Snake- Rtnr Blnil Of hey NCA 
C/0 Control Aaat)S:lt Croup 
I'() Box 11100 
Bousuifu.l UT 84011 
~rbo1r"rontt""ntnnuh~locoamu tM'ftm 

Buta~u of land MaaDgemc--nt 
Bobe- OiJI.rid OfrK't 
John Sullhan. MlbO'Ounntll 
39~8 Oe,elopmut ;.,•t 
Do~ 10 837()5 

To Whom It May Concern; 

RECEIVED 

AUG 3 I 2006 

The Idaho Suut ·bA A.ssociatio~ a1ong wlt11 support lneluding but !lOt Umi1ed 10 Reprt$c!ntntivc Pc1c Niel~n and the 
EITOO'I't" County Commissioners offtce woukl lfkc: to (onnaJiy requc:sl nt.IUUlgcmc:m dusk$ o(the Canyon Cn:.-d. Sand Wash 
an:a. Thh area i:t Soc4tcd etn the nonh ,ide o(G'f"'nd\'iew lllghway nc:~r the SimCQ road tnlc.T.5CCiicon. 11lebe .see atttc:Md 
map 111'1d dcsc:ripc.ion of this lud (or complete deta.its otkx:alion and si1.c. W.: understand And intend 10 uphold the 
lcgi.iladon 10 place (Cit tbc Natknlal Can>CNttion ~by maint4lninga dcs.ignakd location for motorb.td r«:n:atlon \\ilh 

a main pufPO:K!: a( educauloo t~nd ufcty. fl1it lond will continuo to be llX'nted ln the Snake Rh 'l"f Birds of Prt:) Natlooll 
Conscrvat~) ~~ inckfinild) '"'ilh tho po~ibilil) ora lond $YI':lp in the future. Cu:rrentsuppon ofthiJenanagemenl 
~ue.a by 1::-• .hnon: Cuumy and (tfrM:iaiJ in nearby cides,. sh-es the upponunrty and poss:ib1tlf)' fOf aiJand S\1;-:tp that "'()Uid 
en hang<" this land. ~nluc- for- vniUCo, with hmd th.:!Lt ii a bcncr cn.ndidate for con:sen·ation designation. We hope to secure 
the de;igJUitlon orthis 11m as un open motori.~ f'\!'Crntion 11n:a and unpltmtnt rnJu'lagt:m~n 1dt:alJ chat \\OUid auiJf)' 
most mcmtxon ~flhe public ~ith llO intc~ In thiJ l~tnd. "The Idaho State 41C4 .Msociadon makes this ft!QIX!Il as a non-­
profit orpni"l'..ation with the romplete tli.sclosu~ th:lt we tn1cnd to imprO\'c the quality And condition oflhis land OJ well as 
lmpro'c the ge:ru:r:.l appe:arance and QJiinion nfthiJ an:a It should be ~rro::d) dcnr. ho"-e"~t'~. thatthecum:nt ~uue and 
usc of this lund is acctplllble Md no irnpro't'cmc.nb ~ n.."f'dcd to satisr)' our desittlto request aod manage this art'~. We 
want this lAnd M is... ond only intend lO lmpf'O\ c thl• land. We fear dlll ClosUI'C' oflhis area would be: tess responsible 
than fW'Opcr mllrm~nt and dO&utc would only c:nc»ul'llge c~nU) tra\c:l oalamd th:IJ i~ bener suitfd for 
Con:SC!Mition. 

rropc:r managemcm o(lhis art.a would be an e\'Oh·i.n~ ptacli~e. We n:cogni~ 1he need (or muhiple "-'C"tutf.on usc for All 
publ~ londs 11nd "ill include input tnd feedback from orgMacd user gro.1ps including but noclimhed to l.bc Idaho ATV 
AJ."""h11f"". So<nh We>~ Idaho Moun111n Bike 1\sso<;llion. Swthem Idaho o;n Racing Assoo:ialion. TmuuN Vall<y 
Tmil Mnchines.. ld:lho Rccre..,tion Counc:il and M}' ocher rccoQnizcd or orgn.niu:d user lfO'Ip:ilhal \\OUkJ hnw an intem.L 
in USing lhll area for motorized r«f't"-'.hOC1 We willtlso require tnputi\J1d ftcdblck from othc:r r«reulioo @10Up5,.1ll1d 
"ould make 1he contDct infonn:tllon :1\'lilabte on •ite in a R:~der bo.vd as well M ocher mcthod.s o(public:atiQn 
Management dutic~ would tonlmuc to ~mpiV' c a3 user input and dirc:ction an: lnfUlCd inti.> the: mo:naw:mcnt plan. 

CurTC'nt detaib or the manllg.:ment plnn for this land include! the nplicit request from the RLM thmt for now. shooting be 
prohibited on th•~ Jop!Xif.c lnnd fCif the mnttero( i3fety Md pollution. M "qu;c~ nocc.toc-urb nn)' COI'k.'Cm aboutthl• bc1ng 
:tn}thing mc.._'f'l: than a mfcty lssu~ 'ihooting wouJd llbJolutrl)' bt allowed on thl~ band~ if proptr $1t:ps a.rc taL. en co impi'O\c 
safes)·· AdditlonnUy. shooting. is •llt>\\rd .nfmos.t C\Cry'o\hcre nc,ljocentto this lt~od and tn0$11ln)'wbt~ on State and F'edeml 
lAnd. The.: b1@.gtil routlcm of -.llft'ty is tJn~ duu.t thlll dense shooting ln the pmc loct~dons AJ motori7.cd ra:reaaion "fll 
c11use a oociccablc cnnnict. l'hh ronnic1 is the! bisttesl IXmeem ror the ULM as ""ell u the IdAho Stnte ·b.4 Association. 
OUr 4x•l 'chicles IN g.entrally muffit.-d W"CC:: drhcn ,·dnclcs lhat canro lx heard ror gru1 distances. Once ~tgoi.n the 
c:IO!te prox.imil)' t'(lhc tmlb 10 r..miliar r.boodng loart1oru& on 1hiJ la.nd posc:$1hc sinsle largest threat to safety. Currently, 
tbt~ a~ no n:mote .:~~UJ that protect shootm from the trAits IU\d 1M senna! din."Ction oftargn shOOting is not mana$ed. 
The ocher matter or concnn \ooiccd h)' 1he BLM waslM pollution (If the !Md b) heavy mc1als.. There are curm1tly no 
managed !iboocing mngt:f in thii area. ho\\.e\cr. the dcmc: use oflhlJ land for wget prac1ke ts c:n:&lng o n(ltictablc 
occumuhrtlOil ofhca'') maalsthlc can n1a~e clc:a.nup \o'CI')' difficult. The Idaho Suue 4x4 A~soc:iation hAs no intention or 
spedfi\!.illly eMiudlng shooung in this area. but o;~ould abide by the 8LM requesa that OOihooli08, be pctmintd in this AttG 

unlil a fomlll propo>al is mado b) • """Sl'iz<>d WO<iatloo or shool<rs. Funher. In compliance" ith 1hc reqll<Sl from I he 
BI...M. shooting will on I) be allowtd in thit llrt'll if a fmcility is con_gructed ror the P'Jrpose of nange $hoocln~o This r"oility 
"'"''d h••< IO oomply "ilh NRA !JIIId<hnes and all plru .. wm hllv<IO gelapp<ov•l from Ill< lwmo Sial< 4x4 A»uc:•uloo 
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as w~ll as be opel"l (or poh1lc input "MI Appnl\'al. An) wsts, plnn> or implc-mentalion or thl"' f~tdlit) woukJ be at na 
e.\"pen\C to the ld:lho Slll.te 4x4 A~llltion. ho"e"6 we openly l,)ffcrour suppon 4Dd \'OlutU«r our time I0\\11rdi 
fundntising for this cause. 

MnnDJ;Cmt'llt of1hiJi lllt"d will invOI\'1! the Idaho Sl.llle ~:-~:4 Association nlong v.ith other int~ed po..nles including local 
4s4 :Uld A 1V clubs- Educatton \\<ill be the p_bsolutt tommon theme in the n\&tl.A.g.C'mei\C orthtl land li(hte4tioo loplcs will 
Include OO.OK'f"Yalion. protection. habilru n:cog,mtfon and m\lhiple use dc:signadon lnrorm:nton far all u..eno. Educalion 
will be Adaninisw-rcd in \ ariouJ Wll)'l. but the sing.le strongest nkthod or education will b.: ll~ COfltinucd Clean Up event 
th:tt thc Wild West Off·RC'oad club ool of MountAi-n I lome tw conducted in the piiSl and hns \--owed c·o t()ntinue for the 
future. Thl! Mountain llocne chapter of the ldtlbo A TV AssociiUion haJ also plr:dgcd tbcircoopetUtion to wntinuing th.:al 
C\~1. Tens ofthous::uuliofpounds of gartPage v.-ert extracted from that site by this clc:an up cl'fon Ia~ )CIU' u1 no 4:-xpense 
'"the BLM or ~any local buslntsses.- Voluntter5 rmm the local clubs as ,-.eU as •m:rnbcn fron1the &i~ area understand 
thAI taking tare of this lind is Vtl') tmpotlllnt. W~ \HU1t to help the BLM and exp~nd our efTons IU \ll5tly fmpr'O\e tbc 
cbo;mt"ter ofltllll IAlld. 

Another drtail of the manag~ment plan ror ahis. b11.d inc:ludes t~ folio" through and impl.:mcn1ntt0n orlhe ftneing that 
BLM Ius alrmd)• set in motioo Bl.M allott«< fcl!tCins money 10 adjacent lttndowner$ r\V the purpose or mclnsing thb: 
IMd llnd climinruin,~:~trafl1c rrom the Sltnd Wa:th arc:a Into I he adjMc-ntl~mJ. Fencing plllns lhnl fl1\: in pltK:c " 111 COrltinuc 
And (cncmg will hll\1! the pu~ orlirniling the: bpaOS.CI!II orn'IOIOn/L'd trailS $0 thAI they do 004 (';\pliJKI bcyood the 
pcrimetm or the an:a Sd forth. Fcncin~ thtat folbwJ 1hc perimeter wlll continue to be malnta[ntd ~ lhe adjacent 
l.a:ndO\\nefSU \\ell as \OlumecrtJfons fmm rne.m~oflhc Idaho State4x4 Assoc:ialiM Mdothcr local groups. 

Any n:cration done on tbi.s lsod will cocoonage coo\mcrcc ln Bmore Counry. Most roc:n:.ot.kloal ~ .tpend money 111 

dUlbhshmcnts nl!!lr n:cmuion s:pou. fnis pours mmcy imo the ec:.onotny locolly as well as gi"e" businc:ssc:s Joc;:ally the 
opponunlt.) tv directly bene Cit rrom l.'tlmrMn:e from Joal.s 8.$ \\>elias I~ tbac tnncllo Elnkn CounC)' rntm rllnhcr 
AWil) . The:~ a.re many compan~ lh:U will bcncfi I rrom the purchase or fuel. rood and supplies. BU\iness ownm in 
Elmore County ha\c lhown support ror this m•nagcme:nt pl111n aod 1hcy include .. chicle: ~PQifsllq)s.. pa.su wppliers and 
tO\\iBJ.! tomp:mie~ These DR" local bu!'ilness ownert tlmt m viULI to the economy o(thc county. 

W-: realize that lhe ~cope oftbh. C.Um:'fll piAn ~~ \'l!l') ll.:uTQ\\' and 1hc numagemcm pbUl Is rai.rly \JJguc Wt nt'Cd 141 
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August 23, 2006 

Mr. Mike O'Donnell 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83705 

Rc: Comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan and 

825 NE Multnomah 
Portland, Oregon 97231 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area 

Dear Mr. O'Donnell: 

PacifiCorp appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area. We want to ensure that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) understands 
the issues and recommended actions that could potentially impact PacifiCorp's existing facilities. 
We also request that BLM consider not only our existing rights and uses but the potential for future 
energy development, which would require rights-of- way on federal land identified in the EIS and 
RMP for Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area. 

We are interested in making sure that the final decision document provides PacifiCorp with the 
ability to maintain existing facilities, upgrade and/or expand existing facilities; and locate new 
faci lities as needed. The BLM has indicated that alternative Dis preferred which includes a 43,000 
acre avoidance area and no new utility corridor. PacifiCorp generally supports most components of 
alternative D but has concerns with the no new energy corridor and that all transportation systems 
"would be located within the existing utility corridor'' (pg 3-68 table 3.1 ). PacifiCorp would prefer 
to see alternative D include the new energy corridor as proposed in alternative C and continued use 
of existing road network transportation language as described in alternative B (pg 3-65). Please refer 
to the enclosed table for our extended comments on the draft RMP. 

We have also compiled a map ofPacifiCorp's facilities within the RMP Planning Area for the Snake 
River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area and are transmitting the following information to 
you on the enclosed CD for your review and consideration: 

• A map ofPacifiCorp's facilities within or near the BLM Planning Area as well as geographic 
information system (GIS) data shapefile. 

Appendix 20.  Public Comment Letters 

Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
Proposed RMP/FEIS Appendices  

A-247 



  
 

 

 

 

 

• A document titled "Electric Transmission and Distribution Line (Power Line) Maintenance 
Activities." We have prepared this document so that federal and state land managers will 
have a better understanding ofPacifiCorp' s operational and maintenance needs for access its 
facilities on public lands. 

PacifiCorp has long recognized the need to develop business practices, both on public and 
private lands, which are in harmony with valid and appropriate land use requirements. We are 
committed to maintaining our cooperative relationship and record of stewardship on BLM lands. 
We hope the enclosed comments will allow the BLM to produce a final RMP that offers suitable 
protections to the unique resources within the planning area while accommodating both existing 
and future uses including PacitiCorp facilities required to provide critical electric services to the 
people ofldaho and western United States. 

If you have any questions on the enclosed information, please feel free to contact Maggie Hodny 
in PacifiCorp' s Portland office. Maggie can be reached at 503-813-5889. 

~ 
-Attorney 

Office of General Counsel 

Enclosures 
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The Wilderness Society * Idaho Conservation League 
American Rivers 

August 30, 2006 

Via electronic mail and U.S. mail 

John Sullivan 
Snake River Birds of Prey Manager 
Boise District BLM Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, lD 83705 

RE: Snake River Birds of Prey NCA Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Study 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Please accept the following comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society (TWS), the Idaho 
Conservation League and American Rivers, Inc. (American Rivers). 

CD 
O ::D - rr· 
(f) -
m 
0 
(J; . 
- ...! ·. 

The Wilderness Society has been involved in land management since 1935, and has a vested 
interest in the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA. With over 250,000 members nation-wide, TWS 
represents a divt:rse:: range uf citi:tens. Our goal at TWS is to ensure that land management 
practices are sustainable and based on sound science to ensure that the ecological integrity of the 
land is maintained. 

For over thirty years, the Idaho Conservation League has worked to protect the clean water, 
wilderness and quality of li fe through citizen action, public education, and professional 
advocacy. As Idaho's largest state-based conservation organization, the Idaho Conservation 
League represents over 9,000 members, many of whom have a deep personal interest in ensuring 
that land management practices are consistent with protecting our air, water, and wildlife. 

American Rivers is the national voice for rivers and river communities. Headquartered in 
Washington, D.C., American Rivers has eight field and regional offices and more than 50,000 
members throughout the country. Founded in 1973, American Rivers has a long history of 
promoting designations of and providing protection for the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. American Rivers also has several ongoing campaigns focused on the Snake River and 
promotes the designation of additional segments of the Snake as Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

I. Decision-Making Context 

The Snake River Birds of Prey NCA (hereinafter referred to as the NCA or SRBOP NCA) was 
established because it was found to have some of the densest known nesting populations of 
raptors in North America. 16 U.S.C. § 460iii(l). Congress recognized that the area 
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encompassing the NCA was of important ecological concern, and that it was worthy of 
Congressional action to protect the unique ecological values of the land. The fact that the NCA 
was established to protect one of the densest known raptor populations in North America 
provides the BLM with a unique opportunity to take the appropriate measures in its management 
plan to place an emphasis on protecting raptor habitat and the habitat of their prey and other 
associated species. 

In recognition of this unique and important ecological region, the NCA was designated "to 
provide for the conservation, protection, and enhancement of raptor populations and habitats and 
the natural and environmental resources and values associated therewith." 16 U.S.C. 460iii-
2(a)(2). It is important to note that the term raptor habitat "includes the habitat of the raptor prey 
base as well as the nesting and hunting habitat ofraptors within the conservation area." 16 
u.s.c. § 460iii-1(4). 

The Bureau of Land Management must fulfill the NCA legislation's mandate through a 
management plan that "emphasizes management, protection, and rehabilitation of habitat for 
these raptors and of other resources and values of the area." 16 U.S.C. § 460iii(S)(a). Any 
management decisions must, therefore, be made within the context for which the NCA was 
formed, which is to protect for the habitat of raptors and their prey. 

The decisions made in the Resource Management Plan are critical to maintaining the ecological 
integrity of the land and the survival of the raptors that inhabit it. The land encompassed by the 
NCA has been severely impacted and degraded by a number of factors, including the 
proliferation of invasive species, habitat fragmentation, and unsustainable grazing practices. In 
order to ensure that the goals for establishing the NCA are reached, the guiding principle for all 
management decisions should be ensuring and enhancing the protection of raptors, their habitat 
and the habitat of their prey above all other considerations. 

We are encouraged by the fact that you have adhered to the protective principles of the NCA 
making it a priority in all management decisions. The Draft RMP/EIS demonstrates an effort to 
highlight and implement the NCA 's goals of protecting and rehabilitating habitat for raptors and 
other resources. We appreciate your efforts to make conservation a priority, as well as to 
emphasize restoration, in fulfilling the mandates of the NCA legislation. 

However, there are several areas of the Draft RMP that fall short of complying with the 
NCA enabling legislation and management goals directed by Congress, as well as with the 
BLM's obligations under FLPMA. Specifically, our concerns include the RMP's failures 
to: 

}- Comply with FLPMA's requirement to "give priority to the designation and 
protection of areas of critical environmental concern" (43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3)) in 
order to ensure appropriate management of vulnerable resources such as slickspot 
peppergrass and the giant fairy shrimp; 

}- Conduct Wild and Scenic River suitability determinations in accordance with the 
Wild and Scenic River Act and BLM Manual8351; 

~ Commit to a sufficiently definitive approach to restoration; 
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}> Ensure ongoing management to protect resources in tbe Orchard Training Area; 

}> Properly manage motorized vehicles and recreation; 

}> Apply appropriate visual resource management classifications; 

}> Commit to inventory and protection of cultural resources; and 

}> Limit wind energy development and designation of utility corridors. 

II. Slickspot Peppergrass 

The preferred alternative, Alternative D, will do little to address the most pressing threats 
to slicks pot peppergrass. Any management decision concerning slickspot peppergrass 
needs to take steps to protect it from all the major threats that could affect its future. 

The Draft RMP, under the description of alternatives for Special Status Plants (SSP), states, 
"management actions would focus on minimizing or eliminating the threats associated with 
wildland fire, competition from exotic species, grazing, and off-road vehicle activity" (pg. 3-23). 
The RMP also states that "implementation of appropriate grazing practices would be 
implemented in SSP habitats" (pg. 3-23). 

The goals identified above for management of SSPs, particularly slickspot peppergrass, are 
beneficial because there is a stated commitment to address the long term viability of SSPs. 
While the goals identified in the RMP are admirable, none of the alternatives presented in the 
Draft RMP provides a management solution that will ensure the future of slickspot peppergrass. 

As mentioned previously, the enabling legislation for the SRBOP NCA states that the NCA was 
established "to provide for the conservation, protection, and enhancement ofraptor populations 
and habitats and the natural and enviromnental resources and values associated therewith." 16 
U.S.C. 460iii-2(a)(2). Protecting raptor habitats, as defmed in the NCA, includes the habitat of 
raptors and their prey. The loss of a species and consequential reduction in biological diversity 
meets the criteria for destruction to the habitat of raptor prey species, and appropriate measures 
need to be taken to ensure that all management decisions are consistent with the requirements of 
the NCA legislation to protect the ecosystem that supports raptor and raptor prey habitat. 

Any effective management plan for slickspot peppergrass needs to address aU of the known 
disturbances that negatively impact L. papil/iferum. A study published in The American 
Journal of Botany in 2006 states, "disturbances known to negatively impact L. papil/iferum 
populations include off-road vehicle traffic, wildfire, weed invasion and post-fire rehabilitation 
practices such as the use of pre-emergent herbicides, the seeding of invasive species such as 
Kochia pros/rata (forage kochia), in addition to livestock trampling1 (902)." While the agency 
preferred alternative addresses several of the documented threats to slickspot peppergrass, it fails 
to provide viable solutions to all of the threats. 

1 Meyer, Susan E., D. Quinney, and J. Weaver. 2006. "A Stochastic Population Model for Lepidium Papilliferum 
(Brassicaceae), a rare desert ephemeral with a persistent seed bank." American Journal af Botany 93(6): 891-902. 
Attached and incorporated by reference. 
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For example, the preferred alternative would limit the military's ability to maneuver in known 
slickspot peppergrass territory (Bravo area of the OTA (pg. 3-24)). Limiting military off-road 
vehicle traffic only helps one half of the off-road vehicle threat to slickspot peppergrass. 
Recreational off-road vehicle traffic must also be restricted in order to properly protect slickspot 
peppergrass habitat. Appendix 11 of the Draft RMP states, "BLM and the State will manage 
OHV recreation to minimize impacts to occupied and suitable habitat" (A-44). The Draft RMP 
does not defme what "minimize impacts" means nor does the Draft RMP provide specific 
management prescriptions. Pursuant to BLM Manual section 6840, recreational OHV use should 
not and cannot supersede the need for protection of slickspot peppergrass (explanation provided 
below). 

Another example of a threat to slickspot peppergrass that is not adequately addressed in the Draft 
RMP is livestock trampling due to grazing. This point will be discussed in greater detail below. 
Although grazing is one of the more serious threats to L. papilliferum, none of the alternatives 
analyzed in the Draft RMP provides an effective solution to curb this threat. 

A. BLM is required by BLM manual section 6840 to manage slickspot peppergrass in the 
same manner as if it were a listed species under the Endangered Species Act. 

Slickspot peppergrass is considered a Type I special status species by the BLM (ID CDC 2006, 
page 11 in online bluebook). Because L. papilliferum is a proposed endangered, it is must be 
managed in accordance with BLM manual 6840, which states that "the protection provided by 
the policy for candidate species shall be used as the minimum level of protection for BLM 
sensitive species." BLM Manual 6840.06E. Slickspot peppergrass is both a BLM sensitive 
species and a proposed endangered species. As such, it must be managed in accordance with the 
guidelines and requirements outlined in BLM Manual 6840.06C. 

BLM's guidelines state that " the BLM shall manage species proposed for listing as threatened or 
endangered and proposed critical habitat with the same level of protection provided for listed 
species and designated critical habitat." BLM Manual 6840.06C2. 
BLM is required "to ensure that BLM actions will not reduce the likelihood of survival and 
recovery of any listed species or destroy or adversely modify their designated critical habitat." 
BLM Manual6840.06A2. Necessary actions include protective management prescriptions, such 
as excluding slickspot peppergrass from grazing. Key areas are also appropriate for special 
management, such as the areas being proposed for the OT A and Kuna Butte Slickspot 
Peppergrass Concentrations ACECs (discussed in detail below), which are part of the area that 
the BLM calls the "slickspot peppergrass management area." BLM has already recognized this 
area for its unique habitat qualities and its importance to the perpetuation of the species, but 
needs to take the next steps to ensure the continued survival of slickspot peppergrass in the NCA. 

B. The Draft RMPIEIS recognizes the threat posed by grazing, but does little to effectively 
alleviate this threat 

As noted above, the Draft RMP takes some steps to address the impacts of off-road vehicle use 
on slickspot peppergrass. However, none of the alternatives address the threats posed by grazing 
in an adequate marmer. Although the Draft RMP states that appropriate grazing practices will be 
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implemented in sensitive species habitat, the Draft RMP fails to mitigate against this threat to 
slickspot peppergrass. Within the Environmental Consequences section (pg. 4-38) the Draft 
RMP states: 

All SSP species could be affected by grazing activities that affect 
vegetation ... Management actions that reduce or eliminate these impacts ... would help 
maintain or enhance SSP populations. Exclosures that specifically protect plant 
populations would have long-term benefits at the population level, but would have 
limited affect at the species or landscape level. 

The Draft RMP attempts to reduce the significance of this recognized threat by suggesting that 
reduced grazing in slickspot peppergrass habitat will not benefit the species at the "species 
level," but does not provide any scientific data to support its claim that exclosures would have 
limited affect at the species level or that protection at the population level would not have 
important benefits. BLM must provide sufficient scientific evidence to prove that exclosures 
would have limited positive affects of providing this protection at the species level and/or 
population level. 

Appendix 11 to the Draft RMP provides a discussion of conservation measures that will be 
implemented in order to protect slickspot peppergrass (App. II, A-39). Included in this section 
are recommendations on how to manage "Priority Element Occurrences." This section details 
several measures that will help to protect slickspot peppergrass, however, in the OT A Slickspot 
Peppergrass Management Area, none of the solutions presented curtail livestock trampling 
because none of the solutions actually ensure that livestock will not trample sl.ickspot 
peppergrass (App. II., sec. 7.12-7.18). 

The Draft RMP presents three proposed solutions to decrease the impacts of livestock trampling 
in the OTA. The first, laid out in section 7.14 in Appendix 11, states, "permittees shall place 
salt/supplements to minimize trampling ofLEPA and of slickspots, respectively." The focus of 
this method is to provide attractants for cattle away from slickspot peppergrass element 
occurrences. The second directive states, "permittees will not trail livestock through element 
occurrences within the management area when soils are saturated (App. II , 7.15).'' The third 
solution, which is similar to the second, states, "permittee will delay turnout, when soils are 
saturated (7. 16)." 

While we are encouraged that BLM is trying to resolve the conflict in some places between cattle 
grazing and slickspot peppergrass, none of the aforementioned methods can adequately and 
reliably ensure that livestock trampling will not occur. All three solutions rely on certain 
circumstances being met prior to implementation. These methods may very well mitigate some 
of the negative effects of lives tock trampling, but none of these proposed management 
prescriptions, whether applied independently or used in conjunction with one another, will 
provide sufficient protection for slickspot peppergrass. For instance, it is unreasonable to 
assume that the placement of salt supplements can serve as a primary means of keeping cattle 
from trampling this imperiled and proposed endangered species. As long as grazing is allowed 
to continue in the Slickspot Peppergrass Special Management Areas, the potential exists for 
livestock trampling. Cattle will continue to wander throughout the slickspot peppergrass 
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management area and their behavior cannot be reliably predicted or controlled by the methods 
proposed in the Draft RMP. The approaches that BLM has proposed in Appendix 11 are not 
sufficient to ensure that livestock trampling will not significantly harm slicks pot 
peppergrass. 

Contrary to both the BLM's recognition that grazing adversely impacts slickspot peppergrass 
(which is consistent with available scientific research) and the requirements of BLM Manual 
6840 (for BLM to manage slickspot peppergrass as a listed endangered species), the Draft RMP 
does not propose eliminating grazing in known slickspot peppergrass habitat and proposes to 
manage this habitat in a manner that will have adverse impacts on the species. 

Recommendation: Because the management prescriptions currently presented in the Draft RMP 
fail to adequately provide for protection of slickspot peppergrass, and since the impacts from 
grazing on slickspot peppergrass are not fully considered, we recommend that BLM require 
grazing exclosures in known slickspot peppergrass management area habitats in the OT A and in 
the Kuna Butte area, and also that BLM designate these areas as Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (explanation provided below). 

Ill. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

BLM failed to meet its obligations under FLPMA by not prioritizing the protection and 
designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) in the Draft RMP. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) obligates the BLM to "give priority to 
the designation and protection of areas of critical envirorunental concern [ACECs]" when 
preparing land use plans. 43 U.S.C. § 17 12(c)(3). ACECs are areas "where special management 
is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is required) to 
protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and 
wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes." 43 U.S.C. § 1702(a). 

BLM's ACEC Manual (1613) provides additional detail on the criteria to be considered in ACEC 
designation, as discussed in the applicable regulations, as well. See, Manual 1613, Section .I 
(Characteristics of ACECs); 43 C.F.R. § 8200. An area must possess relevance (such that it has 
significant value(s) in historic, cultural or scenic values, fish & wildlife resources, other natural 
systems/processes, or natural hazards) and importance (such that it has special significance and 
distinctiveness by being more than locally significant or especially rare, fragile or vulnerable). 
In addition, the area must require special management attention to protect the relevant and 
important values (where current management is not sufficient to protect these values or where 
the needed management action is considered unusual or unique), which is addressed in special 
protective management prescriptions. For potential ACECs, management prescriptions are to be 
"fully developed" in the RMP. Manuall613, Section .22 (Develop Management Prescriptions 
fo r Potential ACECs). 

The Draft RMP for the SRBOP NCA does not comply with (and does not adequately address) 
BLM's obligations with respect to designation of new ACECs. While the Draft RMP 
acknowledges that both the public and Owyhee County raised designation of new ACECs 
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(including RNAs) and protection of existing special designations during the public seeping 
period, no further discussion of considering new ACECs is given. Instead, the preferred 
alternative proposes releasing the only designated ACEC currently within the boundaries of the 
NCA (pg. 1-11, 3-10). 

This oversight is especially troubling in light of the presence of two species of concern (slickspot 
peppergrass-L. papiliferum & the giant fairy shrimp-Branchinecta raptor) within the NCA that 
require additional special protection beyond that which is currently provided by the NCA. While 
the enabling legislation for the NCA (see, 16 U.S.C. § 460iii) specifically requires the protection 
of all species in the NCA, there is a need for more specific protective measures for these two 
species. Special protection is warranted and required under the guidelines set forth in 43 C.F.R. 
§ 1610.7-2, and FLPMA (43 U.S.C. § 1712). Neither current management practices nor the 
preferred alternative in the Draft RMP provide sufficient protection for these species with 
regards to the known threats to their existence, making designation of ACECs an appropriate 
method to ensure protection. In order to comply with FLPMA, BLM must consider designating 
these ACECs and fully evaluate the ACEC nominations below. 

A. New OTA Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations ACEC Nomination & Kuna Butte 
Slickspot Peppergrass ACEC Nomination 

Because current management practices do not provide sufficient protection for L. papilliferum 
from the known threats to its existence, and because the preferred alternative does not provide an 
effective strategy for protecting slickspot peppergrass, we propose the designation of two new 
ACEC's that will provide protection of this species. These ACECs will ensure that BLM's 
management decisions are in compliance with BLM manual 6840 and the Endangered Species 
Act. 

Slickspot peppergrass is known to exist in several locations within the NCA, and protection of 
slickspot populations in the NCA is crucial to the perpetuation of the species. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife has recently stated that "OTA populations [ofslickspot peppergrass) are generally 
regarded as being some of the healthiest and intact populations within L. papilliferum 's range2 

(pg. 57)." Historically, abundant populations of this species existed throughout southern Idaho, 
however, most of its historic range has been reduced. Small populations have been found in 
various areas, but the largest populations can be found in the NCA and in the Jarbidge Field 
Office. Because the NCA has some of the healthiest and most intact populations, we recommend 
that all major known element occurrences of slickspot peppergrass in the OT A and the 
populations south ofKuna be considered for an ACEC to protect them from what is widely 
considered the largest threat to its survival other than wildfire: grazing. See attached map for 
location details. 

This recommendation is consistent with current BLM protective measures, as the ACEC 
locations are within the boundaries of the Slickspot Peppergrass Management Area (Draft RMP, 

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife. Feb. 27,2006. "Best Available Biological Information for Slickspot Peppergrass." 
hnp://www.fws.gov/ idahoes/LEPA/DraftBAIFinal02282006.pdf. 
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appendices, A-126). BLM has already identified this area as an area important to the survival of 
slickspot peppergrass; this ACEC simply takes the protection of the species a step further. 

Slickspot peppergrass only survives in very limited areas within a narrow range of soil 
requirements. The areas where this species exists are commonly referred to as slick spots. Slick 
spots are depressions in the land where water gathers. They are typically recognized as having a 
layer of silt at the surface soil layer, resulting from rainwater carrying fine particles, draining into 
depressions, and leaving behind fine particles (Meyer et al. 2006). 

It has been found that the population persistence of L. papil/iferum is dependent upon having a 
seed bank that can withstand the variability and unpredictable nature of the desert climate. Seed 
banks are extremely important to the specie's survival because an adequate number of seeds 
must be present in the soil in order to survive several years of drought, waiting until enough 
moisture permeates the soil to trigger plant growth. Since the specie' s survival is dependent 
upon this seed bank, any disruption or destruction to it can have severely damaging 
consequences (Meyers et al. 2006). 

In addition, it has been found that because water sources are scarce in desert climates, grazing 
cattle naturally congregate around slick spots because they are some of the few locations that 
hold water in the harsh desert climates. Trampling by cattle around slickspots causes a 
disruption to the soil as a result of the weight of the cow hooves on the soft, wet soil. The impact 
from the hooves of the cattle has been found to severely disrupt the seed bank that is so vital to 
the perpetuation of slickspot peppergrass: 

We examined the postulated short-term effects of livestock trampling on L. papilliferum 
population dynamics and concluded that abrupt declines following catastrophic trampling 
events are likely to result from a combination of deep burial of seed and increased 
gerrninant mortality. And even when abrupt declines are not observed, the model showed 
that trampling disturbance at lower levels of impact can still set in motion a long-term 
trajectory of decline. It seems likely that one reason that so much potential L. 
papilliferum habitat is currently unoccupied is related to a 150-yr history of continuous 
livestock grazing in the area (Meyers et al. 901). 

In addition, U.S. Fish and Wildlife has noted "a decline in plant [slickspot peppergrass] numbers 
not associated with precipitation timing and amount (from thousands of plants in 1993 to three 
plants in 1996 and 8 plants in 2003) was documented following an intensive livestock trampling 
event in 1996 during a period when slickspot soils were saturated (Meyer and Allen 2005). These 
observations indicate that L. papilliferum may not be well adapted to high levels of disturbance 
(Fish and Wildlife 63)." 

Ample evidence exists to document the effects that cattle have on L. papilliferum populations. 
These effects typically occur during the spring when slickspots are filled with water. However, a 
single storm can leave enough rain water to fill a slickspot with water for several days or weeks 
at any given point during the spring, summer or fall , leaving that area susceptible to damage 
from cattle. 
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The slickspot peppergrass populations in the NCA are relevant and important. These 
nominations meet the relevance requirement as a significant wildlife resource because they 
involve the protection of habitat for a sensitive species and a natural process (BLM manual 
1613.1A). As described in detail above, the red tie area of the OTA and the northwest portion of 
the NCA, south of Kuna are considered to have some of the best known populations of this 
endemic species. The future of the population is in jeopardy, especially given the small 
geographic range and very specific habitat requirements of slickspot peppergrass. 

This nomination meets the importance requirement for ACEC nominations because of the crucial 
role the slickspot peppergrass populations in the OT A and near Kuna have in ensuring the future 
survival of this species. Significant documentation exists proving that grazing disrupts and 
destroys the seed banks that are vital to the survival ofslickspot peppergrass. Because slickspot 
peppergrass is easily damaged from grazing, and because its habit range is so small, the future of 
the species warrants cause for concern. 

Current management has not and will not provide for adequate protection of slickspot 
peppergrass. While the enabling legislation for the NCA does provide for the protection of 
raptors, their habitat and the habitat of their prey, of which slickspot peppergrass is a part, the 
legislation still allows for grazing and off-road vehicle use, which are some of the major threats 
to L. papi/liferum. 

Because current management practices have failed to address the problems associated with 
grazing and slickspot peppergrass, and because there is a documented negative effect associated 
with grazing and L. papilliferum, there is a need for a more protective management scheme 
beyond the current measures being used to protect the species. In addition, this nomination 
meets the relevance and importance requirement as described in detail above. In order to ensure 
that the best known populations of this rare plan species are protected, the areas identified on the 
attached map should be protected from all grazing activity. The best and most effective means to 
accomplish this is to build an exclosure surrounding the areas. 

Recommendations: BLM should designate the OT A Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations 
ACEC and Kuna Butte Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations ACEC and impose the following 
management prescriptions in order to protect these slickspot peppergrass populations from 
adverse impacts: 

> Construct exclosures: Contrary to the statement on page 4-38 of the RMP that states 
that exclosures will have limited affect at the species level for SSPs, an exclosure for 
slickspot peppergrass will prevent one of the largest threats to its survival besides fire. 
An exclosure alone will not ensure the vitality of the species, but because the NCA has 
some of the best populations of L. papilliferum, an exclosure in conjunction with fire 
suppression and other measures certainly will benefit the species at all levels. As of yet, 
there is no existing evidence that would suggest grazing provides anything but a 
negative impact on slickspot peppergrass. On the contrary, the research that has been 
done suggests grazing is a serious threat to slickspot peppergrass. See U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife; Meyers et. al. Since the BLM cannot allow any actions that will reduce the 
likelihood of survival or destroy designated critical habitat of a species that is managed 
as "listed," the BLM is obligated to discontinue grazing in all known slickspot 
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peppergrass habitat because of the threat it poses to the survival of the species and its 
habitat. Therefore, we recommend an exclosure be built around occupied slickspot 
peppergrass habitat in the OTA and Kuna Butte area (please see attached maps). As 
part of this exclosure, a fence should not be located within I 00 yards of an occupied 
slickspot because of the threat debris build up poses to slickspots. 

)> Exclude Off-Road Vehicles: Off-road vehicle traffic should only be allowed on 
established roads that are necessary for research purposes within the ACECs and within 
the greater slickspot management area. Allowing the construction or use of any other 
roads is contrary to the purposes for which the ACEC was designated. Roads deemed 
necessary for research purposes should only be those that have traditionally been used 
by researchers to access slickspot peppergrass populations and whose continued use 
would not harm the species. The ACECs should also be closed to all OHV recreation 
including the closure of all non-designated routes. When a comprehensive TMP is 
completed, it should identify ACECs as closed to recreational OHV use. 

)> Limit seeding use after fires: The study done by Meyers el al. identified that the use of 
Kochia prostrata and other non-native species, as well as the use of pre-emergent 
herbicides were threats to slickspot peppergrass. Because re-seeding efforts outside of 
the ACEC nomination areas can affect slickspot peppergrass populations within the 
ACECs, the use of non-native species for re-seeding anywhere in the NCA should be 
prohibited. In addition, any herbicide or pesticide demonstrated as having or with the 
potential to demostrate a negative effect on slickspot peppergrass should not be used 
within the ACECs. 

B. New Giant Fairy Shrimp RNA Nomination 

In the Spring of 2005, a new species of giant fairy shrimp was discovered by biologists at the 
IDARNG in the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA.3 The fairy shrimp species known as B. raptor 
was discovered in Tadpole Lake, near the south east end of Bigfoot Butte in the OTA, and in 
Armadillo Lake. Tadpole Lake and Armadillo Lake are two of several seasonal ponds in the 
NCA that accumulate water during the spring and can hold water into the summer months. 

While we recognize that this species was discovered only a little over a year ago, the Draft RMP 
failed to mention the new giant fairy shrimp species, let alone address necessary management 
protections for this species. This species was not identified or evaluated for consideration as a 
species that requires special management in the Draft RMP despite the fact it is only known to 
exist in two locations in the world, both of which are located in the NCA. Both areas are less 
than five acres in size. This glaring omission in the Draft RMP indicates that BLM failed to meet 
its obligations under FLPMA (43 U.S.C. § l702(a)). 

The discovery of this species provides a unique opportunity for the designation of a Research 
Natural Area (RNA). An RNA is a type of ACEC focusing on the protection of natural resource 
values of scientific interest and managed primarily for research and educational purposes. An 
RNA is established for its significant biological and physical features, located on "public lands 

3 Rogers, D. Christopher, D. Quinney, J. Weaver and J. Olesen. 2006. "A New Giant Species of Predatory Fairy 
Shrimp from Idaho, USA (Branchipoda: Anostraca). Journal of Crustacean Biology 26(1): 1-12. Attached and 
incorporated by reference. 
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that have ecological or other natural history values of scientific interest," and managed so that 
natural conditions are maintained and reserved for research and education. 43 C.F.R. §§ 8223.0-
1, 8223.0-5. To be designated as an RNA (per 43 C.F.R. § 8223.0-5), an area must have one or 
more of the following five characteristics: 

( I) a typical representation of a common plant or animal association; 

(2) an unusual plant or animal association; 

(3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal species; 

( 4) a typical representation of common geologic, soil, or water features; or 

(5) outstanding or unusual geologic, soil, or water features. 

Because this new species of giant fairy shrimp has thus far only been found to be present within 
the NCA, this population certainly meets the definition of unusual provided for in the criteria for 
RNA designation. Given the lack of information about this species it may also be endangered, 
particularly if appropriate actions are not taken to protect it. There is so little known about this 
species that it is difficult to know what it requires and what the threats to its existence are. 
However, since there are only two known seasonal "playas" where this species is known to exist, 
the logical and prudent approach would be to protect these locations so that researchers can be 
allowed to gather more information on this species and hopefully determine the best 
management scheme for B. raptor. This level of protection and focus on research is consistent 
with designating the area as a new RNA, to permit it to be "maintained for the primary purpose 
of research and education" in accordance with BLM's policy and legal guidance. See, 43 C.F.R. 
§ 8223.0-5. 

The new species of giant fairy shrimp meets the relevance and importance criteria for an 
ACECIRNA. This new RNA designation meets the relevance criteria as a fish and wildlife 
resource because the protection of B. raplor 's habitat is crucial not only to maintaining the 
species, but to maintaining species diversity. Since this species has only been found in two small 
locations, any loss of habitat wi ll have dramatic effects on this species. This is consistent with 
BLM Manuall613.1A2. 

Manual 1613.182 states that a species must have "qualities or circumstances that make it fragile, 
sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, exemplary, unique, endangered, threatened, or vulnerable to 
adverse change" in order for it to have importance. B. rapt or certainly meets this requirement 
because by the very nature of its known existence, it is extremely rare and irreplaceable. 

Current management has not and will not provide for adequate protection of the giant 
fairy shrimp. The enabling legislation for the NCA provides for the protection of raptors, their 
habitat and the habitat of their prey, but does not address the giant fairy shrimp, which was not 
discovered at the time of the creation of this NCA. The Draft RMP fails to mention this new 
species and, therefore, does not provide any protective management for the two locations in 
which it has been located. Without special management attention, the habitat and the species, are 
not likely survive. 

11 

Appendix 20.  Public Comment Letters 

Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
Proposed RMP/FEIS Appendices  

A-259 



  
 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations: The BLM should designate a new Giant Fairy Shrimp RNA encompassing 
the two locations, Armadillo and Tadpole Lakes, at which the species was identified. are within 
the NCA boundaries.4 The BLM should also specify management prescriptions for the RNA that 
will protect the giant fairy shrimp habitat from adverse impacts, including: 

~ Closure to off-road vehicle use. Since we do not know what the threats to the species 
are, it is important that OHVs not be allowed to drive on any playas. As we learn more 
about this species, the BLM should take further management steps as necessary to 
address any concerns regarding B. rapt or's future. 

~ Limiting activity in the RNA to nondestructive activities in order to foster further 
research. Per BLM's regulations (43 C.F.R. § 8223.1), 

o No person shall use, occupy, construct, or maintain facilities in a research natural 
area, except as permitted by law; 

o No person shall use, occupy, construct, or maintain facilities in a manner 
inconsistent with the purpose of the research natural area; 

o Scientists and educators shall use the area in a manner that is nondestructive and 
consistent with the purpose of the research natural area. 

~ Protection from future threats. The RNA designation should explicitly state that as 
more information is gathered on this species, and as new threats to its existence are 
identified, appropriate measure will be taken to mitigate against those threats. 

IV. Wild and Scenic River Suitability Determination 

The various portions of the Draft RMP addressing Wild and Scenic River (WSR) 
suitability do not adequately address the criteria for suitability determinations outlined in 
BLM Manual 8351. According to this manual, BLM "must carefully describe all analyses and 
determinations made" and a "narrative and rationale must be a part of the planning record and 
included as part of the RMP!EIS." 

WSR suitability determination decisions are included as part of the discussions of"Recreation" 
throughout the Draft RMP. However, the agency's rationale for these decisions is not provided 
as part of the Draft RMP. In order to comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and BLM 
Manual8351, BLM must provide a rationale and supporting documentation for its decisions 
regarding Wild and Scenic River suitability determinations and provide the public an opportunity 
to comment on this analysis prior to making formal suitability determinations in the context of 
the RMP. 

Further, while we are encouraged that the Draft RMP adheres to BLM Manual83S l ' s directive 
to consider at least one alternative in which all eligible segments are determined to be suitable 
(Alternative C), we disagree with BLM' s decision that 0 miles of the 49 miles of Snake River 
analyzed within the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA are suitable for WSR recommendation 
(Alternative D). We recommend BLM adopt Alternative Cas its preferred alternative. 

4 See, Rogers, D. Christopher, D. Quinney, J. Weaver and J. Olesen. 2006. "A New Giant Species of Predatory 
Fairy Shrimp from Idaho, USA (Branchipoda: Anostraca). Journal of Crustacean Biology 26(1): 1- 12; additional 
information is available from the IDARNG Environmental Resources Department. 
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Again, without the benefit of being able to review BLM's rationale to support its decision to 
recommend zero miles as suitable for WSR status, it is impossible to determine ifBLM 
conducted this determination in accordance with the criteria outlined in BLM Manual 835 I. The 
49 miles of the Snake River within the planning area that have been found eligible (free-flowing 
and containing outstandingly remarkable values) and therefore were analyzed for suitability in 
the Draft RMP/EIS are divided into four free-flowing segments. These eligible segments are the 
Swan Falls, Jackass Butte, Grand View, and the Indian Cove. BLM Manual8351 provides 13 
criteria that must be considered and analyzed prior to BLM making a suitability determination. 
By failing to provide the public with the analysis it conducted in making suitability 
determinations within the framework of these 13 criteria, BLM has severely restricted the 
public's ability to provide the agency with significant new information or to provide an 
alternative analysis. Further, without the benefit of reviewing the BLM's analysis, it appears the 
BLM's suitability determinations are arbitrary and unsupported by an evidentiary record. 

Finally, while BLM readily admits that these four river segments are free-flowing and contain 
outstandingly remarkable values, BLM fails to explain how Alternative D will continue to 
protect these values in light of the BLM's determination that these segments are not suitable for 
recommendation to Congress for WSR consideration. Instead of providing a detailed description 
of the management prescriptions BLM will use to protect the outstandingly remarkable values 
present on the 49 eligible miles of the Snake River within the planning area, the Draft RMP/EIS 
simply states, "The existing NCA legislation provides protection for the outstandingly 
remarkable values associated with the Snake River Canyon" (pg. 3-58). Further, the Draft 
RMP/EIS states that the environmental consequences of recommending that no segment of the 
Snake River as suitable for WSR designation would be the same as keeping the current 
management prescriptions in place, "provided that outstandingly remarkable values and free 
flowing conditions would continue to be protected on 49 miles of the Snake River" (pg. 4-I 07). 
BLM must provide specific and detailed descriptions of the management prescriptions it will use 
to protect outstandingly remarkable values and free flowing conditions of the Grand View, 
Indian Cove, Jackass Butte, and Swan Falls segments of the Snake River. 

Recomme11dations: BLM should adopt Alternative C in which all49 eligible miles of the Snake 
River are recommended as suitable for WSR study as the agency preferred alternative. 
Regardless of the agency 's preferred alternative, prior to making final suitability determinations, 
BLM must provide the analysis it used in making its suitability determinations and provide the 
public with an opportunity to comment on the preferred alternative and the supporting analysis 
prior to the Final RMP/EIS. If, after providing the public with an opportunity to review and 
comment on its suitability determination analysis, BLM fails to recommend the 49 miles of 
eligible river segments as suitable, it must provide detailed analysis of the management 
prescriptions it will implement to protect the outstandingly remarkable values present in Snake 
River Canyon. 

V. Restoration 

The RMP should not only set out goals for restoration, but also specify bow these goals wiU 
be accomplished, including a requirement that only native species will be used in 
restoration efforts. The preferred alternative in the Draft RMP sets admirable goals for 
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restoration. Page 3-32 states, "approximately 130,000 acres of degraded small mammal habitat 
would be restored in areas deemed most beneficial to raptor populations." While we commend 
BLM for making restoration ofraptor habitat an important goal in the RMP, the RMP does not 
provide specific criteria, targets, or management prescriptions outlining what species will be 
used for restoration, or how the BLM will ensure that restoration work is successful. 

The study mentioned above conducted by Meyers et al., notes that the seeding of non-native 
invasive species, such as Kochia prostrata (forage kochia), is one of the biggest threats to 
slickspot peppergrass. Pursuant to the discussion above, BLM Manual 6840 obligates the BLM 
not to make any management decisions that will harm slickspot peppergrass, because it is a 
proposed endangered species/type 1 BLM species. Since Kochia prostrata is a known threat, it 
should not be used in any restoration efforts. 

As the BLM is likely aware, restoration efforts in the NCA are extremely fragile. A number of 
important variables must be addressed in order for restoration efforts to be successful. It is 
important that surface disturbing activities including livestock trampling and recreational OHV 
use are not allowed until vegetation has reached a level that can withstand some level of 
disturbance; and then these activities must be actively managed to prevent damage to restored 
areas. Not discontinuing these activities in areas undergoing restoration is financially and 
ecologically irresponsible. Surface disturbing activities such as grazing and OHV use can 
jeopardize the time and money spent on restoration. In addition, effective restoration will play a 
crucial role in slowing and perhaps eventually halting the spread of invasive species and noxious 
weeds throughout the NCA. 

Recommendations: [n order to accomplish the restoration goals that the BLM has set forth, it is 
extremely important that only native species be used in all restoration efforts and that Kochia 
prostrata be specifically excluded from use, since it is a threat to slickspot peppergrass. The 
Final RMP should provide a list of native species that will be used in restoration efforts and all 
implementation plans must also use only seed mixtures containing these approved species. Also, 
the Final RMP needs to provide specific restoration efforts and methodologies BLM will use to 
ensure that restoration will be successfuL BLM must also describe its plan to manage surface 
disturbing activities in restoration areas. 

VI. Military Boundaries 

In general, we support the preferred alternative for boundary changes to the IDARNG training 
area, however, we believe that Alternative D can be improved. 

Our concern with the military boundary changes lie with the impact this boundary change will 
have on the IDARNG's ability to both monitor slickspot peppergrass and to protect its habitat 
from fire. 

As was discussed earlier in our comments, U.S. Fish and Wildlife has recognized that the "the 
Idaho Army National Guard (IDARNG) at the Orchard Training Area (OT A) has conducted 
monitoring of slickspots and Lepidium papil/iferum longer than any other agency, since 1990." 
IDARNG has done more extensive and in depth monitoring than any other agency and have 
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contributed a majority of the data used for slickspot peppergrass studies within the NCA. The 
IDARNG's participation and continued ability to monitor slickspot peppergrass is crucial to 
ongoing efforts aimed at determining the impacts of threats to the future of the species. It is 
unclear in the preferred alternative if the IDARNG will be allowed to continue monitoring those 
populations of Lepidium papilliferum that occur in the excluded military training area if it is 
removed from military training. Management decisions must ensure that the agency that has 
contributed the greatest amount of knowledge to slickspot peppergrass be allowed to continue 
monitoring the species. 

Not only has the IDARNG contributed more knowledge about the species in the OTA than any 
other agency, but they have also consistently been the fust responders to fires in the OTA. L. 
papil/iferum is a sagebrush obligate species, and the bravo area boasts some of the best and last 
remaining in tact stands of sagebrush in the OT A. Fire is recognized as one of the major threats 
to the existence of L. papilliferum, and if a fire were to destroy those sagebrush stands, it is likely 
that what are currently regarded as some of the best known populations of L. papilliferum will be 
imperi led. U.S. Fish and Wildlife regards fire as a major threat to the species, and even posts fire 
lighters twenty four hours a day during the driest parts of the year when the area is most 
susceptible to fire. Without the IDARNG's ability to quickly respond to fire in the Bravo area 
and other areas in the OTA, there will undoubtedly be a serious threat posed to the future of L. 
papilliferum. 

As a species that is being proposed for the endangered species list, and as a BLM sensitive 
species, the BLM is required to "ensure that BLM actions will not reduce the likelihood of 
survival and recovery of any listed species or destroy or adversely modify their designated 
critical habitat (BLM Manual6840.06A2)." If BLM were to implement a management scheme 
that reduced the ability of the IDARNG to monitor L. papi/liferum within the OTA, or reduced 
the ability of the IDARNG to respond to ftre within this area, BLM would be in violation of its 
obligation for management of proposed endangered and sensitive species. As it currently stands, 
the preferred alternative does not ensure the likelihood of survival for slickspot peppergrass. 

Recommendation: In order to ensure that management actions do not violate BLM policy on 
special status and endangered species, we recommend that BLM enter into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with the IDARNG. This MOU would ensure that the IDARNG 
continued to monitor slickspot peppergrass habitat and populations in the Bravo area that are 
excluded from the training area. [n addition, the MOU should specify that the IDARNG will 
continue to receive adequate funding in order to have the capability to quickly respond to all fires 
that threaten slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

VII. Recreation and Transportation 

In general, we support the preferred alternative as it addresses both Recreation and 
Transportation with the exceptions addressed below. Before addressing our concerns we would 
first like to commend the BLM for listing specific route designation criteria, using habitat 
fragmentation metrics and setting road density targets in the Draft RMP (although we have 
recommendations for improving these criteria which will be discussed below). Further, BLM's 
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designation of all areas as either closed or limited to OHV use in the preferred alternative is 
consistent with the NCA 's enabling language. 

A. The RMP should complete a comprehensive travel management plan or, at a minimum, 
commit to completing such a plan within one year. 

The updated version ofBLM's Land Use Planning Handbook. H-1601 , Appendix C, Section 
11.0 (Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management) states that BLM should: 

Complete a defined travel management network (system of areas. roads and/or trails) 
during the development of the land use plan, to the extent practical. If it is not practical 
to define or delineate the travel management network during the land use planning 
process, a preliminary network must be identified and a process established to select a 
final travel management network. (emphasis added) 

While the BLM has already divided the planning area into OHV designations and listed route 
designation criteria, the RMP does not identify a defined travel management network, which 
would be most consistent with the NCA legislation's requirements to manage these lands to 
protect habitat for raptors and their prey. Motorized use can pose a major threat to restoring and 
maintaining habitat, so management ofOHVs is an important part of this RMP. lfBLM cannot 
complete a comprehensive travel management plan (TMP) in this RMP, then completion of this 
plan should be the first implementation plan priority. Timely implementation of travel 
management decisions are especially important given the increasing population of the Treasure 
Valley. Boise and the surrounding area is one of the fastest growing areas in the country. As a 
result, the NCA, which has historically existed a considerable distance from any large scale 
human inhabitance, is now being increasingly encroached upon by sprawl from surrounding 
cities. As the surrounding population grows, the riumber of people seeking a proximate 
destination for motorized recreation increases. The NCA will undoubtedly draw an increasing 
number of motorized vehicle users in the future. In anticipation of this inevitable occurrence, the 
future travel management plan and the route designation criteria will play an important role in 
directing future motorized use. 

It is imperative that the RMP recognize the risk of increased pressure from recreational 
motorized use in the near future and be designed to manage this use in a manner that complies 
with its overriding obligation to protecting the values for which the NCA was established. It is 
equally important that the RMP and subsequent TMP provide for regulation of where motorized 
travel will be allowed and for active enforcement. Unauthorized cross-country travel and 
continued OHV use in sensitive areas have the potential to severely damage the landscape, so 
route designation must occur in a timely manner. 

Recommendations: The RMP should include a comprehensive travel management plan for the 
NCA. Should BLM determine that completion of the TMP will be delayed, then the RMP 
should include a commitment to complete a comprehensive travel management plan as the first 
priority for implementation plan and to complete the plan within one year of completion of the 
RMP. 
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B. The route evaluation criteria in the RMP should be stren2thened to ensure that routes 
designated within the NCA are consistent with BLM's legal obligations and responsible 
management. 

While we applaud BLM's decision to list the specific criteria it will use during the route 
designation process (Draft RMP, pp. 3-61 - 3-62), we believe improvements should be made to 
strengthen these criteria and ensure that the travel management plan (TMP) meets the intent of 
the enabling NCA legislation. 

The current arrangement of the eight criteria for route evaluation set out on pages 3-61 and 3-62 
of the Draft RMP is skewed towards keeping roads open regardless of their impact on the 
ecosystem. The last criteria, "Is this consistent with the RMP and the intent of the NCA­
enabling legislation," should be the primary criteria used for evaluating routes. We recommend 
BLM use question number eight as a filter through which only those roads which are found 
to be consistent with the NCA enabling legislation can be further analyzed to be kept open 
in theTMP. 

While we commend BLM for setting targets for road density (which could help to reduce the 
resulting habitat fragmentation), we are dismayed that the agency's preferred alternative lists a 
route density target of no more than 2.0 miles per square mile when Alternative B, the access 
alternative lists a route density of no more than I. 7 miles per square mile. Draft RMP, pp. 3-65 -
3-66. We recommend BLM revise Alternative D to set a route density target of no more 
than 1 mile per square mile as the agency preferred alternative, with lower route densities 
where appropriate for species of concern. A significant collection of scientific literature exists 
describing route density and resulting habitat fragmentation impacts to wildlife. We have 
included The Wilderness Society's most recent Science and Policy Brief, "Habitat Fragmentation 
from Roads: Travel Planning Methods to Safeguard BLM Lands" (Appendix I). Also included 
in Appendix I are four scientific reports prepared by TWS and discussed in the habitat 
fragmentation report. These include Fragmenting Our Lands: The Ecological Footprint From 
Oil and Gas Development, Protecting Northern Arizona's National Monuments: The Challenge 
ofTransportation Management, Wildlife at a Crossroads: Energy Development in Western 
Wyoming, and Ecological Effects of a Transportation Network on Wildlife. In addition to 
summarizing the four reports included, "Habitat Fragmentation from Roads: Travel Planning 
Methods to Safeguard BLM Lands" provides a summary of available scholarly and government 
reports and studies on the impact of habitat fragmentation on wildlife, provides methods for 
calculating habitat fragmentation, and provides recommendations on how to integrate 
fragmentation analysis into travel management. 

We also recommend BLM incorporate the travel planning criteria set out in the Record of 
Decision for the Dillon (MT) RMP (relevant sections attached and also available on-line at: 
http://www.mt.blm.gov/dfo/rod/contents.htrn), as an example of criteria that incorporate key 
aspects of BLM's ORV regulations as well as ecological metrics. While this field office did not 
complete a comprehensive travel management plan as part of its RMP revision, it included road 
density targets and included an appendix outlining the principles it will use when completing a 
comprehensive travel management plan during implementation. While the criteria listed in the 
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NCA Draft RMP are a good start, a review and incorporation of the recommendations from 
existing scientific literature will serve to strengthen these criteria in order to meet the intent of 
the NCA enabling legislation. 

Recommendation: BLM should use the information provided in Appendix I and the Dillon MT 
ROD to measure habitat fragmentation, then conduct a thorough fragmentation analysis and 
revise the route evaluation criteria that will be used when making road closure and/or other 
limitations on motorized use during implementation of the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
RMP. 

C. The route designation process should be revised to address significant problems with the 
ARS Evaluation Tree and to comply with more responsible approaches to route 
designation. 

When completing a comprehensive travel management plan, it is vital to complete it in a 
systematic and transparent manner. The criteria listed on pages 3-61 and 3-62 of the Draft RMP 
appear to be drawn from The Route Evaluation Tree© copyrighted by ARS, Inc (hereinafter 
"ARS Tree"). While thls tool can be effective as a data collection device, we have serious 
concerns with its application as an evaluation and/or decision tool. We recommend that the 
BLM adopt a route designation process that is more consistent with the NCA legislation and 
BLM' s legal obligations regarding designation of routes for motorized use. 

1. Concerns and recommendations regarding ongoing use of ARS Tree 

In July 2004, TWS and several partner organizations submitted to BLM Director Kathleen 
Clarke a detailed analysis of the potential Jaw and policy ramifications of the agency's use of the 
Tree. This position paper has not been reproduced herein, but can be provided to you upon 
request. 

The ARS Tree is a computer-based planning tool, the outputs of which have already been used 
by some BLM and as well as Forest Service planning teams in designating individual routes on 
public land as either "closed", "open", "limited" or "mitigate/open" for motorized travel. It is our 
opinion that the mechanics of ARS Tree software are inconsistent with the policy, law, use of 
science and common sense that apply to travel management on public lands. Because of the 
functional and legal problems with the ARS Tree, summarized below, use of this tool could 
prevent BLM from fulfilling its responsibilities as stewards of the public lands and could 
invalidate ongoing planning processes by its apparent violation ofNEPA and other applicable 
laws.5 

As you move forward with your planning effort, we would like to address several issues with the 
use ofthe ARS Tree. We support the concept of creating a process to collect information on the 
impacts of various routes in order to generate alternatives in a uniform and documented process. 

5 The ARS Tree is currently the subject of a lawsuit regarding the resulting failures of the BLM's travel management 
plan to comply with applicable laws regarding management ofoff·road vehicles, analysis and mitigation of 
environmental consequences, and protection of sensitive species. Center for Biological Diversity, eta/. v. U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management, eta/. (D.N.Cal. 2006). 
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We also commend the agency for its effort to increase transparency for the route designation 
process. 

However, the ARS Tree in its most recent form is overly simplistic and fails to acknowledge 
several key issues that are critical for informed route designation decision-making. We also 
submit that the ARS Tree is not an evaluation tool, but is instead merely a data-gathering device 
that collects information into a computer database. While we fully support collecting data into a 
reproducible and transparent form, such as a computer database, there are many simple and cost 
effective ways to do this with widely-available database and/or spreadsheet programs. Applying 
the ARS Tree software requires a significant investment of taxpayer dollars, which seems unwise 
in the face of declining federal budgets and when the agency could achieve similar electronic 
data collection through other common database and/or spreadsheet programs. Consequently, we 
encourage BLM to explore other, more cost-effective approaches. 

If you do choose to incorporate the ARS Tree into your planning processes, we have several 
recommendations for how it should be modified. We realize that the Tree is but one step in a 
multiple-step process, and that the agency will gather other information in earlier or later steps, 
such as agency legal obligations and cumulative impacts. Therefore, we recommend that other 
information needs be incorporated into the Tree so as to simplify the agency's job by having all 
relevant information summarized in one database/spreadsheet. Currently, the Tree does not 
incorporate the agencies' obligations under the Executive Orders, ORV regulations, NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the Historic Sites Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Clean 
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and National Conservation Area Legislation, among other relevant 
statutes. We understand that ARS can customize the ARS Tree by adding relevant 
inquiries, and we recommend that you require this so as to ensure that your legal 
responsibilities are better articulated to the public. 

We make tlte following recommendations (or modifications to tlte ARS Tree should vou decide 
to use it in vour comprehensive travel management planning process. 

a. ARS Tree should eliminate yes/no questions, and remove the branches that imply an 
order of issues to be raised: By phrasing the data-gathering inquiries as yes or no answers and 
by placing them in the order shown, the ARS Tree inevitably implies decision-making and sheds 
its promise as a data-gathering tool. 

The format of the ARS Tree implies that once a question is "answered" and the next "step" is 
taken, the decision or evaluation of the route in question has concluded that it can remain open 
despite any potential impacts or damage. In order to remedy this problem, the inquiries should be 
phrased to report all information on a route, including impacts (i.e., sensitive resource affected 
and description of effects), valid rights-of-way or permitted uses, condition, maintenance 
records, and use levels, all of which can then be evaluated in the appropriate context. 

b. ARS Tree should incorporate information on potential cumulative impacts: Routes 
should be evaluated in the context of the overall landscape and in combination with others - an 
inquiry that the ARS Tree absolutely fails to make. In order to comply with NEPA, the ARS 
Tree must gather information regarding how-and to what degree-the designation of individual 
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routes as either open or limited would cumulatively affect sensitive and non-sensitive resources, 
using such factors as increasing road density, amount of habitat fragmentation, risk of spreading 
nonnative species, erosion, impacts to the experiences of non-motorized recreationists and other 
users, etc. In addition, the ARS Tree must inquire not only about the cumulative impacts of the 
routes under consideration, but also regarding how the severity of such impacts may be 
influenced by other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions of others. If other 
nearby areas are, or will be, affected by motor vehicle use, then the addition of more routes in a 
relatively primitive area is likely to have a greater impact on the environment. 

For example, the agencies should collect ecological data and perform spatial analyses that 
address direct, indirect and cumulative impacts before any ARS Tree questions regarding 
impacts are answered and before any alternatives are developed. If the agencies were to conduct 
spatial analyses of habitat fragmentation (which has been previously recommended by The 
Wilderness Society and others), it would provide vital understanding of the impacts of a route 
and contribute to the development of a range of alternatives. As an example, one route that cuts 
through an otherwise intact core habitat area could have a much larger cumulative impact than 
one that cuts through an area that is already so fragmented by routes that the incremental impact 
is insignificant. After the ARS Tree process is complete, the process should include a repeat of 
the spatial analyses to compare each alternative route network and compare cumulative impacts. 
The agencies are required to comply with NEPA in order to assess the direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts of that action. An assessment of cumulative impacts must address the 
incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions and can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. 

c. ARS Tree should include questions regarding legal requirements so as to create 
appropriate "sideboards" for alternatives: The sequence of questions and limited content of 
the questions in the ARS Tree imply that the information gained from answering each question is 
of equal importance. 

However, the BLM is required under certain laws to prioritize protection of certain resources 
over other uses, such as motorized access. By not making the relevant inquiries or clarifying the 
legal limitations on the standards for making determinations on routes, the ARS Tree leads to the 
generation of alternatives that go beyond legally-mandated sideboards and cannot be accepted, 
instead of a true range of acceptable a lternatives. 

(I) The Executive Orders (Executive Order No. 11644 (1972) (as amended by Executive Order 
No. 11989 (1977)) and the agencies' implementing regulations ( 43 C.F.R. § 8342.1 ; 36 C.F.R. § 
212.55(b)) require that motorized routes can only be located in a manner that minimizes impacts 
to soils, water, wildlife, and other recreational users. The ARS Tree does not include criteria that 
acknowledge the importance of the overriding requirements outlined in the Executive Orders. As 
a result, the Tree© must include inquiries that will, when presenting the information collected, 
also specify that any routes designated to be opened or to remain open are consistent with the 
clear language and intent articulated in the Executive Orders and regulations. 
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(2) Similarly, National Conservation Areas (NCAs) such as Snake River Birds of Prey are 
established through legislation that sets out priorities and purposes for their management. When 
the ARS Tree is used in a National Conservation area, it should include inquiries to identify 
impacts to the NCA priorities and include criteria to ensure that consideration of routes is 
conducted in the context of the overriding requirement to ensure protection of these legally 
established values. 

(3) The BLM is also required by law to prioritize particular activities, such as protection of listed 
and endangered species (as the BLM is required to manage slickspot peppergrass) and 
archaeological and historic resources. In a similar fashion as described above, the ARS Tree 
must include explicit inquiries regarding the agencies' obligations under relevant Acts of 
Congress (such as the Endangered Species Act, the Historic Sites Act, National Historic 
Preservation Act, Clean Air Act, and Clean Water Act) and specify that ~valuations of potential 
route designations must comply with these requirements. 

d. ARS Tree should include description/evaluation of mitigation measures: 
Although the ARS Tree provides for an option to choose "mitigate," there should also be a 
record made of what form of mitigation was selected for the route segment. If the agencies 
propose mitigation strategies to alleviate potential impacts, these mitigation strategies must be 
clearly articulated each time. This information is necessary if the agency is to accurately analyze 
impacts. It also makes sense from a practical point of view - there should be a record of what 
mitigation actions are needed that can funnel into later implementation plans. The ARS Tree 
should include a requirement to actually identify mitigation measures and discuss how those 
mt:asures will be effective as a uniform part of gathering data and identifying options. Further, 
monitoring is not an appropriate form of mitigation, because monitoring for expected damage 
does not actually reduce or a lleviate any impacts. 

Unless the agency proposes a valid form of mitigation each time the mitigation option is selected 
on the ARS Tree, it is not an acceptable approach and does not comply with NEPA standards for 
mitigation. NEPA requires that an agency discuss mitigation measures in an EIS. 40 C.F.R. §§ 
1502.14, 1502.16. Also, under NEPA, an agency's Finding of No Significant Impact ("FONSI") 
is lawful only if the agency "has made a convincing case that no significant impact will result 
therefrom or that any such impact will be reduced to insignificance by the adoption of 
appropriate mitigation measures." Defenders of Wildlife, 152IBLA I, 6 (2000) (citations 
omitted). In general, in order to show that mitigation will reduce envirorunental impacts to 
insignificant, the agencies must discuss the mitigation measures " in sufficient detail to ensure 
that environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated ... " Communities, Inc. v. Busey, 956 
F.2d 619, 626 (6th Cir. 1992). Simply identifying mitigation measures, without analyzing the 
effectiveness of the measures violates NEP A. Agencies must "analyze the mitigation measures in 
detail [and] explain how effective the measures would be .. . A mere listing of mitigation 
measures is insufficient to qualify as the reasoned discussion required by NEPA." Northwest 
Indian Cemetery Protective Association v. Peterson, 764 F.2d 581, 588 (9th Cir. 1985), rev'd on 
other grounds, 485 U.S. 439 (1988). NEPA also directs that the "possibility of mitigation" should 
not be relied upon as a means to avoid further envirorunental analysis. Forty Most Asked 
Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations; Davis v. Mineta, 
302 FJd at 1125. 
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e. ARS Tree should include data sources, identification of data gaps and the need for 
additional data gathering: There are many instances where data do not exist on the presence 
and/or status of sensitive resources. Without an adequate inventory or understanding of the 
sensitive resources in the planning area, it is nearly impossible to adequately answer yes/no to 
the question about whether sensitive resources are affected. Without simple baseline information, 
it will be difficult to understand the extent to which the route in question will affect sensitive 
resources over the life of the plan. The ARS Tree process also does not contain any information 
about data sources or scientific literature that was consulted to evaluate resource impacts. 
Therefore, we recommend that the ARS Tree eliminate the yes/no question, and instead 
summarize what is known about possible impacts, and identify data gaps and the need for 
additional data gathering. This will help the agency meet its legal obligations to adequately 
evaluate impacts. It also makes sense from a practical point of view because it will create a 
record of critical information needs that can be addressed elsewhere in the process or in 
implementation. 

As noted above, NEPA requires that the agencies' "hard look" at environmental consequences be 
based on "accurate scientific information" of"high quality." 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). In this 
context,NEPA "ensures that the agency, in reaching its decision, will have available and will 
carefully consider, detailed information concerning significant environmental impacts." 
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989). Further, where there is 
"incomplete or unavailable information': to thoroughly analyze potentially significant 
environmental impacts in an EIS, NEP A requires that the BLM make clear that the information 
is lacking and either commit to obtaining the information or an explanation of how a decision 
can be justified without it. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. Under the Data Quality Act, the agencies are 
similarly required to use information that is of high quality, objective, useful, and verifiable by 
others. BLM' s internal guidance also recognizes the importance of both accumulating and 
properly analyzing data. (see, for example, BLM's Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1 )). 
Without sufficient information, the agencies cannot make reasoned decisions. While we 
recognize that it is not always possible to gather the best possible data, the agencies must 
acknowledge that there is often not enough information to definitely answer a yes/no question 
(another reason to eliminate this part of the ARS Tree's current structure) or to even describe the 
impacts under consideration. In order to address this reality, the ARS Tree should provide an 
option for answering "unknown" or "more data needed" and then require a description of the 
data gaps, so that the agency can make a determination as to how best to proceed. 

2. Alternative tools and technologies exist that are more robust and transparent, which the 
agencies should make use of in lieu of the ARS Tree. 

The Ecosystem Management Decision Support (EMDS) system6
, developed by the U.S. Forest 

Service Pacific Northwest Research Station over a decade ago to support multi-scale landscape 
analysis and planning, recently has emerged as a promising tool to help agency planners evaluate, 

6 The EMDS system (http://www.fsl.orst.edu/emds) is integrated as an extension to ESRJ ' s 
Arc Map. It consists of three components: a knowledge base, a landscape assessment, and a 
decision analys is system. 
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designate, prioritize and monitor motorized and non-motorized roads and trails. At present, 
EMDS has the ability to greatly inform cumulative effects analysis and-because of its 
integration with ESRI's ArcMap software- is capable of estimating effects of one or multiple 
alternative route management scenarios at varying geographic scales (e.g., regional, basin wide, 
watershed, or a given site). In addition, EMDS possesses the following advantages7

: 

• Transparency: ability of the user to query modeled results to assess the knowledge, data 
and data processing that contributed to a particular model outcome. 

• Criterion weighting and prioritization: ability to set and manipulate criterion weights in a 
decision hierarchy where the effect of changes to criterion weighting on route 
management priorities can be visualized in real-time. 

• Tradeoff-analysis: ability to visualize route management alternatives given one or more 
constraints, such as environmental impact or cost of maintenance. 

• Missing data assessment: estimation of the influence of missing data and/or domain 
knowledge. Prioritization of missing data given its degree of influence in the knowledge 
base. 

Tahoe National Forest staff reported the development of a "novel and inexpensive way to 
analyze road systems" for potential environmental impact using EMDS8

. The overall goal of the 
project was to test a custom made knowledge base in the EMDS system for its usefulness in a 
roads analysis process. The process involved identifying roads in the forest road system that 
were actually or potentially causing adverse environmental impact, while also taking into 
account the use of the road system for transportation and access. The potential environmental 
impact of road segments were then used in conjunction with the Arc View Network Analyst 
extension to assign relative weighting to roads and find a least-impacting network to access 
points of interest throughout the forest. 

Tools such as EMDS could provide an unparalleled opportunity for public and stakeholder 
engagement in the travel management/route designation process while providing valuable 
insights for agency planners into what tradeoff's the public is willing to consider. For example, 
public workshops could be structured that allow stakeholders to participate in interactive 
scenario building. Using digital maps of a geographic area of interest, stakeholders could assign 
relative weights to criteria developed in advance (either by agency staff or via public input) that 
would include measures for: 

• the protection of resources, 

• the provision of quality recreational opportunities (motorized and nonmotorized), 

7 
Development Proposal: Development of a case study for route management on federal lands 

using Ecosystem Management Decision Support (EMDS). Paul Burgess, The Redlands Institute, 
University of Redlands, October 2005. 

8 
Decision Support for Road System Analysis and Modification on the Tahoe National Forest 

Environmental Management Vol. 32, No.2, pp. 2 18- 233. Evan Girvetz and Fraser Shilling, 
Department of Environmental Science and Policy, University of California, Davis. 2003. Springer­
Verlag, New York Inc. 
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• the minimization of social conflicts, or 

• the calculation of annual costs for monitoring, maintenance and law enforcement 
necessary to manage the travel system. 

During workshops, the results of weighting of such criteria could be displayed in real time on 
overhead screens to allow participants to visualize potential route networks as a result of these 
and other tradeoffs. Various alternatives with different weighting scenarios could be displayed 
and outputs of relative envirorunental impact could be compared in tabular form. 

Mapped outputs could provide a wealth of information, including a table showing the criteria 
applied and their relative weighting. Stakeholders could then change the weighting and instantly 
see how the change affects the mapped output. In addition, EMDS allows stakeholders to create 
their own decision hierarchy and then compare their results with other stakeholders. 

When exploring alternative scenarios for travel management, agency staff could review such 
mapped outputs in order to identify themes of possible convergence or divergence among 
stakeholder groups. The tremendous power in the use of EMDS-type systems to aid travel 
planning could work to dispel public apathy and distrust over how their input is processed by the 
agencies and would serve to provide a high level of transparency. It also could serve to cultivate 
broader understanding among stakeholders of the goals of travel planning and the tradeoffs 
associated with various scenarios. Additional advantages of agency use of EMDS-type decision 
support tools to support travel management decisions include: 

• The ability to incorporate agency mandates and peer-reviewed and objective scientific 
data among its criteria; 

• . Interactive and instantaneous graphic outputs to enhance and make more effective 
collaboration among ID team members and cooperating agencies; and 

• The ability to estimate the effects of one or multiple alternative route management 
scenarios at varying geographic scales, including the broad, landscape level assessment 
that is critical to proper travel management. 

To date, EMDS has been adopted by the Forest Service as a "tool of choice" for watershed 
assessment/prioritization, fire and fuel reduction, and sensitive species management. Several 
university faculty and at least one research institution at present are exploring the advantages of 
using EMDS type methodologies to aid federal agency decision making in travel management 
and route designation9

• 

Recommendation: We encourage the BLM to explore EMDS and similar decision support 
tools. If utilized effectively, these methodologies would represent a long overdue marriage 
between a critical aspect of natural resource planning (i.e., comprehensive travel 
management) and the use of robust GIS decision-support technologies. In doing so, the 

9 These entities include Dr. Fraser Shilling of the University of California, Davis; Dr. Brian Muller of the 
University of Colorado, Denver; and Dr.Paul Burgess of the Redlands Institute. 
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agencies would provide the public a " window" into the otherwise arcane process of travel 
planning. 

3. Key principles of travel planning should guide preparation of a comprehensive TMP for 
the Snake River Birds of Prey NCA. 

In light of the many concerns outlined above with use of the ARS Tree, we recommend BLM 
use the principles outlined below and follow the approach set out in the Travel Management 
Planning Template (attached to this letter) when developing a comprehensive travel 
management plan: 

( I) Travel management is part of land use planning and should address both recreation and 
transportation needs from a landscape perspective. 

(2) Prior to conducting an inventory or designation of routes, BLM should assess the present 
resources, requirements fo r protection, and which uses for recreation and development are 
compatible with these resources, requirements and other users. 

(3) BLM should use a legal definition of"road" when designating routes. 

(4) BLM's consideration ofORV use should take into account its potential damage to resources 
and other uses, including exclusion of other users. 

(5) Where BLM presents a baseline travel system, it must present route maps in a responsible 
manner that does not legitimize illegally-created routes. 

(6) BLM should include a detailed closure and restoration schedule in the plan. 

(7) BLM should include and implement a monitoring plan. 

(8) BLM should include and implement education and outreach in the plan. 

Recommendations: BLM should follow the eight travel planning principles and use an approach 
similar to that set out in the enclosed Travel Management Planning Template to ensure that only 
routes which comply with the NCA legislation and BLM's ORV regulations, and which truly 
serve a valid purpose for the public, remain open. Further, the involvement ofORV groups in 
the travel planning process should be limited in practice to obtain input from all users of the 
public lands and make informed, responsible designations of areas and routes suitable for ORV 
use. 

VIII. VRM Classifications 

The preferred alternative' s proposal to classify 298,600 acres as VRM class III, and all of the 
land in the OTA as VRM class IV, with only 54,100 acres as VRM Class II (Draft RMP, pp. 3-
39 - 3-40) is inconsistent with the mandate of the NCA legislation to manage these lands to 
protect the habitat ofraptors and their prey. Classifying a significant majority of the NCA as 
VRM class Ill, and only 54,100 acres as VRM class II is inconsistent with the NCA legislation 
as it does not emphasize maintaining raptor habitat. 
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The objective ofVRM class I1I is "to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. 
Management is so that "the level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate." 

See, BLM official Visual Resource Management information website at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nstcNRM/vrmsys.html. By designating key raptor habitat as VRM class 
III, the BLM is proposing management that only requires captor habitat to be "partially retained." 
This approach does not meet the requirements of the NCA legislation, which obligates the BLM 
to develop a management plan that "emphasizes management, protection, and rehabilitation of 
habitat for these raptors and of other resources and values of the area." 16 U.S.C. § 460iii(5)(a). 
By proposing management that allows further deterioration ofraptor habitat in the NCA, the 
BLM is not fulfilling its responsibility to rehabilitate and protect habitat for raptors and their 
prey. The majority of the NCA should be classified as VRM class II, which strives to "maintain 
the existing character of the landscape." Maintaining the existing character of the landscape will 
ensure that raptor habitat is not further degraded. 

Of particular concern is the fact that none of the area in the slickspot management area is 
classified as VRM Class II. Since slickspot peppergrass is considered a type 1 species by the 
BLM and is to be managed as though it were an endangered species, classifying the slickspot 
peppergrass management areas as VRM class Ill and allowing the landscape to only be "partially 
retained," is inconsistent with not only the NCA legislation but also with BLM Manual 6840, 
which states that the BLM is required "to ensure that BLM actions will not reduce the likelihood 
of survival and recovery of any listed species or destroy or adversely mod.ify their designated 
critical habitat." Manual 6840.06A2. As shown above, the slickspot peppergrass occurrences in 
the OTA and in the Kuna Butte area are critical habitat for this species. Accordingly, by failing 
to impose appropriate management requirements, the BLM is allowing further deterioration of 
this habitat and violating its own directive not to adversely modify critical habitat. 

Further, in addressing Desired Future Conditions (DFCs), the RMP states that for Visual 
Resources there is "No Specific DFC" and readers are referred to the DFCs for "Recreation." 
Draft RMP, p. 1-16. However, there is not a DFC for Recreation that pertains to visual resources 
and the only Standard for Recreation simply refers to designing recreational facilities to be 
compatible with protecting scenic landscape values. Draft RMP, p. 1-17. It is important that the 
RMP acknowledge the role that VRM classifications will play in determining the activities that 
may be permitted in sensitive areas and specify appropriate DFCs and management 
classifications. 

Recommendations: Consistent with the reasons for which the NCA was established and the 
guiding management principles, the majority of the NCA should be classified as VRM class II, 
which strives to "maintain the existing character of the landscape." Specifically, areas of key 
raptor habitat, important raptor prey species habitat, and slickspot peppergrass populations and 
habitat should be classified as VRM Class II. In addition, a Desired Future Condition and 
Standard for visual resources should be set out, identifying conditions and standards to ensure 
that habitat areas are managed to be consistent with needs of raptors and prey species. 
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IX. Cultural Resources 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires the BLM to develop and 
periodically revise land use plans guiding the management of public lands. 43 U.S.C. §171 2(a). 
FLPMA mandates that "public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of 
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and 
archeological values." 43 U.S.C. § 1701 (a)(8). Agencies must also "consider the relative scarcity 
of the values involved." 43 U.S.C. §17ll(c)(6). In addition, FLPMA mandates that the BLM 
continuously maintain "an inventory of all public lands and their resources and other values[ ... ] 
This inventory shall be kept current so as to reflect changes in conditions and to identify new and 
emerging resource and other values." 43 U.S.C. § 1711 (a). 

In the context of historical and cultural resources, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
("NHPA") ( 16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.) affords heightened protection to these resources, 
establishing a cooperative federal-state program for the protection of historic and cultural 
resources. In particular, the "section 106" (I 6 U.S.C. § 470t) review process obligates the BLM 
to consider the effects of management actions on historic and cultural resources listed or eligible 
for inclusion under NHP A. Additionally, Section I 06 requires the BLM to consider the effects 
of its management actions on all historic resources and to give the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation an opportunity to comment before the BLM takes action. Section 110 of the NHPA 
requires the BLM to assume responsibility for the preservation of historic properties it owns or 
controls (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(a)(1)), and to manage and maintain those resources in a way that 
gives "special consideration" to preserving their historic, archaeological, and cultural values. 
Section II 0 also requires the BLM to ensure that all historic properties within the National 
Monument are identified, evaluated, and nominated to the National Register of Historic Places. 
/d. § 470h-2(a)(2)(A). 

The Standard Operating Procedures for cultural and tribal resources projects surveys would 
continue, but only for 80 to 240 acres per year. Draft RMP, p .. 3-8-3-9. While the preferred 
alternative (by referring to and taking the same approach as Alternative B) provides for 
"increased cultural resource surveys, cultural resource site monitoring, and cultural resource 
interpretation and outreach projects." Draft RMP, pp. 3-9 - 3-10. Without more specificity 
about the levels of the inventory and management of cultural resources, BLM is not giving 
sufficient weight to assessing and protecting these lands, which include lands of the Shoshone 
Paiute and Shoshone Bannock Tribes. 

The proposed RMP will direct the implementation of various management activities for 
approximately the next 15 years. Projects conducted will range from restoration projects and 
species conservation to grazing and military training. Therefore, it is vital that the RMP commit 
to completing an inventory of cultural resources and developing sufficient management to 
protect them. 

Recommendations: The RMP should establish a timeline for conducting a complete inventory 
of the cultural and historical resources present in the NCA and commitments to managing these 
resources when they are located. The BLM should also complete a Cultural Resource 
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Management Plan providing for inventory and monitoring to ensure protection of cultural, 
historical, and tribal resources. 

X. Lands and Realty 

A. Wind energy development should not be permitted within the NCA. 

The Desired Future Conditions (DFCs) for lands and realty include a provision that all wind 
energy sites would be located within an identified right-of-way use area (DRMPIEIS, p. 1-16). 
However, this approach is not consistent with the NCA requirements to manage these lands 
to protect raptors and their prey or with the Record of Decision for Wind Energy 
Development on BLM Lands. 

Wind turbines can incur significant mortality for avian species including raptors. Raptor 
mortality may occur when raptors collide with turbine blades or towers. Similarly, raptor prey 
species or habitat may be directly or indirectly affected by the placement of wind turbines. 
Direct mortality of raptor prey species may occur as a result of collisions with turbine blades or 
towers. Direct mortality may also result during the construction of wind turbines. Indirect effects 
of wind turbines on raptor prey species and raptors can occur due to the fragmentation of habitats 
because of the placement of wind turbines. 

Further, the December 2005 Record of Decision for Wind Energy Development on BLM Lands 
includes NCAs in the categories of lands "that will be excluded from wind energy site 
monitoring and testing and development." ROD, p. A-2, attached for your reference. Only one 
NCA (the California Desert Conservation Area) is exempted from this requirement, so wind 
energy development may not be permitted in the SRBOP NCA. 

Recommendation: Wind energy development in the NCA would be inconsistent with the 
purpose of the enabling legislation to protect raptors , rap tor prey species, and their habitat. 16 
U.S.C. §406-iii(5)(D). In addition, wind energy development is prohibited by the Record of 
Decision governing wind energy development on BLM lands. The RMP should state that wind 
energy development is not permitted within the NCA. 

B. No additional utility corridors should be designated within the NCA. 

BLM (along with the U.S. Forest Service and Department of Energy) is part of an effort to 
identify and designate energy corridors on a West-wide, programmatic scale (known as the 
West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS), pursuant to Section 368 of the Energy Policy 
Act of2005. The proposed corridors are 3,500 feet wide and open to use for oil, gas and 
hydrogen pipelines, and electricity transmission and distribution facilities. The preliminary map 
of proposed corridors, released in Spring 2006, appears to show a corridor running along the 
southern edge of the NCA, similar to that shown for Alternative C10 on Lands Map 2. Draft 
RMP, p. A-101. We support BLM's preferred alternative in the Draft RMP (Alternative D), 

10 This corridor does impact less sensitive areas than that shown for Alternative B. 
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which uses the existing .75 mile wide corridor north of the NCA and does not provide for 
expanded placement of corridors within the NCA. BLM should actively encourage the West­
wide Energy Corridor PElS team to utilize this existing corridor as opposed to designating a new 
corridor near or through the NCA. 

As discussed in TWS's scoping comments for the West-wide Energy Corridor PElS and TWS's 
comments on the Preliminary Maps, certain areas should be presumptively avoided in placing 
transmission corridors under the PElS process or any other process (such as the NCA RMP 
process). These places include all formally designated or other areas identified because of their 
special natural values. These values have potential to be damaged or destroyed by the surface 
disturbance, alteration ofviewsheds and features, impact to air and water quality, erosion, direct 
mortality of wildlife (such as raptors in the NCA), fragmentation of habitat, and increased human 
access likely to occur in connection with the construction and use of energy corridors. NCAs 
and critical wildlife habitat are two such areas; both factors are present in this situation to guide 
against permitting any additional corridors to be designated in the SRBOP NCA. 

Recommendations: BLM should adopt the preferred alternative and not identifY additional 
utility corridors beyond the existing .75 mile wide corridor north of the NCA. Further, NCA 
staff should encourage BLM and the other federal agencies working on the West-wide Energy 
Corridor PElS planning effort to designate the existing corridor only and should strongly oppose 
the designation of additional corridors in or near the NCA. 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to seeing these issues 
addressed as the Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area RMP is developed. In 
addition, we are available to meet with you to discuss our proposed changes to the RMP at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 

The Wilderness Society 
Brad Brooks, Regional Associate 
350 N. 9'h Street, Suite 302 
Boise, ID 83702 
(208) 343-8153 Ext. 15 
brad_ brooks@tws.org 

Nada Culver, Senior Counsel 
Heath Nero, Outreach Coordinator 
BLM Action Center 
1660 Wynkoop, Suite 850 
Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 650-5818 
Nada_Culver@tws.org 

Idaho Conservation League 
Brad Smith, Conservation Assistant 
P.O. Box 844 
Boise, Idaho 8370 I 
(208) 345-6942 ext. 21 
bsmith@wildidaho.org 

American Rivers 
Andrew Fahlund, Vice President for Conservation 
1101 14th Street NW, Suite 1400 
Washington, DC 20005-5637 
202-347-7550 ext. 3022 
afahlund@americanrivers.org 
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Attachments: 

1. Meyer, Susan E., D. Quinney, and J. Weaver. 2006. "A Stochastic Population Model for 
Lepidium Papil/iferum (Brassicaceae), a Rare Desert Ephemeral With a Persistent Seed 
Bank." American Journal of Botany 93(6): 891 -902. 

2. Orchard Training Area Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations ACEC map. The 
Wilderness Society, 2006. 

3. Kuna Butte Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations ACEC map. The Wilderness Society, 
2006. 

4. CD containing shapefiles of the Orchard Training Area Slickspot Peppergrass 
Concentrations ACEC and Kuna Butte Slickspot Peppergrass Concentrations ACEC 
proposals. Shapefiles were created by The Wilderness Society from data received from 
the Idaho Conservation Data Center (IDCDC) containing known Lepidium Papil/iferum 
occurrences. 

5. Rogers, D. Christopher, D. Quinney, J. Weaver and J. Olesen. 2006. "A New Giant 
Species of Predatory Fairy Shrimp from Idaho, USA (Branchipoda: Anostraca). Journal 
of Crustacean Biology 26(1): 1-12. 

6. Appendix 1: 

a. Habitat Fragmentation from Roads: Travel Planning Methods to Safeguard BLM 
Lands, The Wilderness Society, 2006. 

b. Weller, C., Thomson, J. , Morton, P., Aplet, G. 2002. Fragmenting Our Lands: The 
Ecological Footprint from Oil and Gas Development. The Wilderness Society: 
Washington, DC. 24 p. 

c. Hartley, D. A., Thomson, J. L., Morton, P., Schlenker-Goodrich, E. 2003. 
Ecological Effects of a Transportation Network on Wildlife. The Wilderness 
Society: Washington, DC. 27 p. 

d. Thomson, J. L., Hartley, D. A., Ozarski, J., Murray, K., Culver, N. W. 2004. 
Protecting Northern Arizona's National Monuments: The Challenges of 
Transportation Management. The Wilderness Society: Washington, DC. 39 p. 

e. Thomson, J. L. , Schaub, T. S., Culver, N. W. Aengst, P.C. 2005. Wildlife at a 
Crossroads: Energy Development in Western Wyoming. The Wilderness Society: 
Washington, DC. 40 p. 

7. Excerpts from the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Dillon Resource Management Plan, 
BLM Dillon Field Office (Montana), February 2006. 

8. Recommended Travel Management Planning Process. The Wilderness Society and 
Colorado Mountain Club, 2004. 

9. Excerpts from the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Implementation of a Wind Energy 
Development Program and Associated Land Use Plan Amendments, December 2005. 
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Mary 
J.I'INI\..SRDII.D/8l..MIDOI 

0&'3112006 12:31 PM 

Mary Jones 
Writer!EditoJ 
Bureau of Land MaMgement 
Lowet Snake River District 
394& Oeveiopment Avenue 
Botse, 10 83705 
203-384-3305 

To Kimberly Werv~nll.SRO'IOJBL.M!Dot@BUA .. 
ba 

Subjo(;( Fw; RMP Comment:! 

To Slbp@c.ontenbnatysisgroup.com 

ce Kate K'itehelliBRDIUSG,S.OOI@USGS, 
john .. •ullivan@blm.gov. Mik• 
0{)onnelit.SRDJ10JBLM/001@8LM. M.ary 
Jo.neSILSRO.'IOl8LMJ001@8LM. 
mk.ochert@usgs.gov@USGS 

Subiect RMP Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Ole-Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservl:'ltion Area Drafi Resource Managcmt."'li. Phm and Environmcni.a.l Impact Sh)lcmcnl 
(ID· lll ·2006·EIS·I 740). A lthough we tiUJ)JJOrllhc actions outlined in the Prorcm:-d A ltt•mal.ivc, 
we W\"re surprised that the section on "'Derin'd Future Conditions" did not address mptor 
populationo. Considering that tl1c purpo!IC oflhclcgi.•Latione!rtablishing the NCA was: '1o 
JJOO\ridc for the COI1$ttrvRtiou, protc..:tion .. and cn.ha.rtccmenl of raptor pOJmlation.l:l ..• ;~ it S:(.'()mB Hun 
the Resource Managemenl Phm should have goah for enhancing and maintaining the raptor 
popt1ht1ions.: whether to incn-nsc them to new )l."Vcls. whether to mninr.a.in t]u.~m at currcnl levels. 
or wheU1er to keep them from dedining below some threshold. for example, lhe number of 
Golden E.1sle pairs in lhe NCA has de<:lined from Levels iJ> the early 1970s (page 2-15 and 2-16 
of tho RMP). we feel thai a DFC lOr the NCA would be lO increase lhe number of eagJc pairs to 
lite level of lite early 1970 or it could be to prevent any further declinet. Although lhe plan (page 
1-14) calls for increasing tl1e nwnber of nesting trees, this action does not address the needs of 
the majority or mplcat'S that neS:t 011 clifT!:} (e.g .• Prairie Falcons). 

We were surprised and concerned that the section on monitoring in Chapter 5 did not caU for any 
monitoring ofraplorpopulations. Because lhe NCA was legislatively established to proted the 
unique aggregation o frnptorsc. il seems Jogi<:al tbal the stains and h~l l11 oftlh.<t nt]l lor popuhujoru; 
should be assessed periodically. Much of the RMP is predicalcd on Ute concept that restoring 
vegetative communities to desired conditions will ensure suitairted rnptor populations. Utis is a 
good conoopt.. but rcstori1~S rtativc ]Jlanl contn)UI'lities will not gu,lrantec sm.iained mJJtor 
I>OI>ulntions. Habitat is only one of Jllany filctOil! Umt affect rnplor p<Jpulations. Forcxantplc. 
hmnan activity and disease (Wert Nile vims and avian influenza, for e.xa.mple) could aff~1. 
mptor populatioM even wh~ th(' habitat i!l good. A.l!:o ~on1c raploNI could p~~. even i.hough 
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1he hnbital docs no1 improvl!. Our restarc-h in the NCA has shown 1hat some Golden Eagle pairs 
continue 10 occupy tenitori..:s and produce young even thought the habitat in their home range is 
seriously degraded. 

TI1e notion thai restoring nalivc plrull conununitics wlll rcsuh in sustained r:tptor populations is n 
good hypothesis lhat needs to be tcslcd through adaptive management (n 1999. managers. 
specialists, and researchers participating in the Snake River Birds of J>rey National Conservalion 
Ar~il Habilr~ t Rcstomtion Workshop at lhe Sagc-bmsh Steppe Ecosystems Symposium (~t .. ,P.G" 
A.M. DeBol!,. l.K. Kahct~Kler •nd It SCIIIMhcl. edt. 2000. Prooeed"'91: Ag,tbf!Ah SIIC#'C eo:w.y*""" If~· Bllf'tllu cl Lefld Hil~nt. 

eoiM:, ~)recommended that to me:~Sure whether landscape level goals are being achieved in lhe 
NC1\, managers tnlL'St define :tnd monitor .. succcS$" at :tll lrophic levels (sec Qucs1ion .5. pag..:. 
139 of Entwistle ct :.ll. (2000). Recommended types. methods. and frc<lucncy of monitoring were 
outlil1ed i11the Syn11XlSium proceeding.~ (pages 139 and 140) as well a..~ in USJ)J 1996 (u.s. 
i)eportrl!elltcl ~ lllterlof. 1M-. !ffedS cl "*-IY tt.WIIr.t•ltdf~ VI lilc SN!o:c ~er Blrdul Pftor Netlotlltc-.t"-~· U.S.~. Surt., 

Blot.Ret.CIY., Sri.~AAer~St.t.~o~se,to.). 1lle monitorlngsection in Chapter 5 does mention monitoring 
1he 2 m a in prey species; we will be curiOll':i to se-e the specifics of the proposed appro.;ch, a.., prey 
monitoring c,an be very -:xpensive. 

We were pleased to see that the Preferred Ahemative did not include a new power line corridor 
in Owyhee County. As we note,d in our earlier comment-;, the route south of the river has 
important rcmnrull shmb lmbitats. is within S km ofk:nown Sage Grouse leks. and has important 
visual resource values. 

Our specific conuncniS below focus mainly on the scclions about wildlife. Some of our 
comments reflect the fact that new infomlation has \)ecome avnilable since the plan was actually 
written. 

l)age l·l. 11le text rders to the 1996 KCA Management Plan. The reference list shows the 
management phm as hnving been publ i.~hcd in 199.5. 11H.~ copy we. have in our oflice shows 199.5 
not 1996 as the publication d::~te. 

Page 2· 12. Cite Stccnhof et1tl. 200.5 (Stt.'t'nhor, K., M. R. Fuller, M. N. Kochcrt, nnd K. K. 
Bntcs. 2005. Long·ra.nge movements nnd brec<ling dispersal of Prairie falcons from southwest 
Idaho. Condor I 07: 48 1·496.) in support of Slaternents in the first paragraph of column 2. You 
might choose to include more specific itlfot mation from that reference. 

l):.1ge 2·13. 1l1e 197.5 survey for Prairie Falcons wns not complete so il is inappropriate 10 

calculate densities for 1975. ~:lore complete surveys were CO'Ilducted from 1976--1978 and were 
report(.'(( in the. 1979 Spceinl Research Report to the Secretary of 1he Interior. Any comp:trisons 
of abundance within the NCA :.md upstream should be calculated from dat:.1 in the 1979 rcpo11 
not the I 975 report. To compare rdative abundance within the NCA. lhc best source of 
illfom,ation is Kochen arld Steenhof2004a- see summary in A1)pendix 7. We suggest you 
change the wording oft he pnragrnph in column 2 atlhe lOp of page 2-13 to: "Oct ween 1976 and 
1978. surveys f<Mmd significantly higher densities along 78 miles of the Snake River from 
Guffey 13ridge to Indian Cove 13ridge tha.n in 36 river miles from Ha.llltnelt, lda.ho to the Malad 
Rivor (USDI 1979, page 56). 
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2-16. Ch~mge "Half of the 40 known nesting areo.o;'• to "'Half of tl1e. 40 known nesting territories" 

Page 2-l &. Instead of citing USDI 76 in support of1he statement thai l,iute ground S<Juirrels are 
the most common prey of red-tailed hawks, cite one or both of these. ani des. both of which 
contain dnta from more years: 

Stee:nhof, K. and ~-I.N. Kochen. 1985. Die1ary shifts of syn11>atric buteos during a prey 
decline. Oecologia 66:6-16. 

Stee:nhof. K. and ~-I.N. Kochen. 1988. Die1ary responses of three raptor species to 
changing pr~y densities in a natural environment Jounud of Animal Ecology 57: 37-48. 

Page 2- 18 If you really want to identify all osprey pairs nesting in lhc NCA. yota should not omit 
the pair 1hat at1empted to nest on the J,riest Ranch in 2005 and 2006. 

Page 2-20. 1l1e first sentence oflhc section ""Key Rnptor Prey Species"' says: .. Raptor prcy 
species arc not as varied .. : · as varied as what? Our database shows that NCA raptors take 
morc than 150 species of prey from several different orders. 

Page 2-20. Change "occ.:tap:uion of nest s itcs .. to ··occupancy of nesting territories'' 

Page 2-21. ' l11c report refers to a "lac-k of Prnirie Falcons nesting" along the Snake Ri\'cr east of 
H:;unmett. Although ncsling dcnsilies ar..:: no t as high thcre as in the NCA. Prairie Falcons arc 
known to nest in that strctch. 

l)age 2·23 first l):.u-agr::tph. Fig\lfc 2.7 is cited in support of a s1:.ltementthat kangaroo rats are 
eaten by a variety of predators in the KCA. but Figure 2.7 has nothing to do with predatordieli. 
l11c sc(.'IQnd parag.roph states thnt dc\!r mice arc eaten by nil NCA mptors. We do not h:m:: diet 
data for aU rnptors: it would be more appropriate to say deer mice arc eaten by most KCA 
mptors. 1l1e cilation for this statement is Fig. 7 (I assume this is supposed to be 2.7?) and is 
again inapproptiale because Fig. 2. 7 diSJ)Iays rlo infonnation on food habits of t:'IJHOts. We 
suggest thnt Figurc 2.7 be removed from the RMP bccnus.c it provides no useful infonnation to 
readers. Counts of mice and kangaroo r:.1ts along spotlight transects are meaningless without 
accounting for deteclability issues using a program like Program J)ISTANCH. 

Page 2-25. 1l1c cross-rdcrcncc to " Key RJ•ptor Prey Species .. nppcttr.; to be a wrong numl.>cr. 

Page 2-30. Why rlot use a more recent repon tharl Sallabanks 2002'? Please use the 1enn 
occupied ins'lcl~ of ":tctive." 

Page 2-30. Juvenile plumage refers to fe-athers wonl by eagles in their first yeat of life. E.1gle..o; 
do rlo t breed when they are less tharl 2 ye.ars old. Strike juvcnile aJld keep the term subadult 
plumage. 

Page 2-31. ~Rfine what is me:uu by " breeding activity." Nesting acth~ty certairlly occurs much 
Inter than ~lay in moS'I Iatitudc-s (including Idaho). Ne-sting activity barely begins in (ktob~r in 
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southen' latiludes. 

Page 2·41. Change "fairing·• to "faring·• 

Page 2·35. Rotenberry is misspelled twice. 

J)age 2·35. ·n,e legend for Figure 2.8 has misspelled and incomplete tenns. 

Page 2·36. Bechard 2003 is not in the list of references. 

Page 2·36 Please. provide a reference. for the Sttncmcnt that long-nosed snakes arc a very 
common prey of Re-d-tniled Hawks in the lower canyon of Sinker Creek. Our food habits 
datnb:,se shows only 2 indi\~dual long·noscd snakes from n ncsl in th:u area (Jacob Reuben). 
representing 2% of the 90 prey items collected at that site. 

Page 2·37 Please provide n rcfer..:nce for the statern..:nt ··every I 0-1 S years. when th..: NCA 
receives higher than average winter/spring moisture. making grass cover abundant, the owls may 
become common to abundant breeders:· We are nol aw31'e of a correlation between precipitation 
and short-eared owl abundance. The most complete owl surveys were in the early 1990s, which 
were all drought years. 

l)agc 2·371'1ensc provide a reference for the St:.ltemcnts .. it is unlikely ... that voles play a major 
role in shorH~arcd owl densities away from ngrieuhur..: or riparian areas. Density of vegetation 
is mor..: likely the key to their nesting in uplru1d areas.·· l11e 3·fold difference in Short·can.-d Owl 
dc·nsity during the 1990s app..:ared 10 be rclnted to vole :tbtmdancc. 

Apperldix 5. l'iute ground squirrel is misspelled. 

Appcndi • ...: 6. ·n1e data presented are likely accurate for the p·eriod 1970·1994. but earlier laying 
dnt~s and bt¢r 0¢dsins dt\t~s hav¢ b¢~n Ncord~d for 111any s.p~ci<.lS i.n th¢ ll y~ars sin~ 1~4. 
1~01' example, in 2006, a brood of Swairt.lion 's Hawk nestlings withirl the NCA did not Oedge 
until 8 August in 2006. Som..: Pmiri..: Falcons lay eggs in Int.: Fcbnmry. We can provide. an 
updated table of hatch dates by species if you want. 

Appendix 7. Why is the paragraph at the bonom of the table in the appendix nnd not in the mnin 
texl? 11u~ paragraph refers 10 Fig. 2, which I could not find. Should it be 2.2'? It scentS the 
expkmation of thnt figure \\'Otlld be fit better with the matcri:.ll on page 2·13. 

Karen Steenhof and Michael N. Kochert 
USGS Snake RI'Ver Field Station 
Forest and Rangeland Ecosystem Sclenc::e Center 
970 Lusk Stroot 
Boise. 10 83706 

t:aren_stoonhof@usgs.gov 
FAA 208-426-5210 
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Sn•ke Rher Birds Of Prey NCA 
CJO Conttnt Aoaly•is Group 
PO Box 2000 
Bountiful UT 84011 
s r b p(i) coo 1 r n tan a lyslsg ru u p.co m 

Bureau of Land Managemrnt 
Boise Disirict Office 
.lobn Sullivan. Mikt O'Donntl1 
3948 De•tlopmtnt Ave 
Boi•• 10 83705 

To Whom It Mny Concern: 

RECEIVED 

3 1 1006 

Purpo•~ Sp<cific Rtcr .. rion Experience 
The Snoke Riwr Birds of Pro~ Nntiolllll Consorvation Area is a unique 8ml bl.-causc ofth" mptor nnd 
mpror prey populations. We rospc<:t the NCJ\ und its pu~ of the preservation ofmptor habitat. 
Also unique to this oren are the rock fonnations along the cliffs that offer un opponunity for t.echnlcnl 
rock cmwling by 4<4 vehicles that is not found Anywhere else in southwestern Idaho. One prurlculur 
cuny on oners n significant amount ofmoderute co extreme technical rock c:rowling because of the 
uniqueness of its volcnnic nxk fonnntions (Look at nrutched map of exact location of this spcc:ific 
trail). This cnnyon trail has been used n:•ponsibly. witboutttdvcrsc <On>"''uences, by 4x4 •nlhusiaMs 
for approximutd) lbun•cn )CUtS and is o quality rock crawling trail that the 4x4 community value 
greatly 

Routt Dtsi~tnation 
We of the 4x4 community "ould o.~k to dcsignntc this trail for t~..:hnicai 4 WD/Rockcmwling n.s 
presented in the Trnnsporttttion Tnblc 3.3 Route Designntilln Criterin-Cummt Usc. Tbis tmil curn:ntly 
appears on the Road Network fmnsponarion Mnp I os tuJ invonroricd tnll. In alrcmuti\ e D. which is 
preletn.-d. \Chicle access would be managed according to the lollowing OHV AllOj] Designations 
(Trunsporuuion Mup 5) that would be limited to designated routes only. 

A key ll:oturc of this trnil is thot wo con maintain the Rooded Nnturnl setting that is defined as 
"iands<:upe. p:lttinll) modilied by roods, but not in a way rhnt OHtpo\\crs the nnturollnnds<:opc 
features-. Our particular Technical Sport of Rock Cmwllng does not require actual maintained roads. 
hut leaves the lnnd~eapc ""'"'ntially In its natural condition. The nnly octual roncb would be access and 
exit roads that ar.: currently on the Road NCI\\Ork Trnnsponation Map I. 

Designation of this tr.til is the most po>iti\'e way to allo" the 4x4 community a unique nxn:utinn 
experience. We would refer you to tbc section 4.2. I 6 Rc-creotion. How Aetivitks Affect Recreation 
Management- Direct Impacts- Tmnsponation Area Designations nnd Route Dcsigntllion Criteria. 
"Designating nn:a• as closed to motori1.cd vehicles would havo direct adverse cJl'ccts to mmorizcd 
recreation. R"-"tritting Vehicles to designated routes would bcncticinlly urr~ .... t d1spersed non· 
mo1orb:cd ~crc.et•O•l thot oonna.lly ()C(;un ofl~roud. !luch 113 hiking ... Application oftbc route 
designation critc:rio within the limned to desig~~nted areas will have sllght ad\•erse 1mpacL~ to motorized 
U.<C in or around areas containing =sltivc resources but will have slight beneficial long·tenn impacts 
by eliminating oonnicts and providing a mngc or recreation opponunities." 

Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
Appendices 

 
Proposed RMP/FEIS 

Appendix 20.  Public Comment Letters 

Appendices 

 

A-284 



 

 

 

 

 

Mhigation and Management ofTnail 
As in the pas~ protection und mnnaged use of this tmil otTers o distinct educ:ationaltool tor the 4x4 
community. The conservation plrufonn of this paniculnr trail adds a humhling theme to o trail ride Md 
surfaces the unique opportunity to educate our us<IS nbout the landscape and lwbitat of the National 
Conservation AreA. Managed usc ofthis trail is in compliaocc with management and usc legislation in 
place ns Public U\\ 103-64. 
We nsn:e with and support the conscrvotion. protection. ond enhancement of mptor populations. We 
hold in high regard tht: eftons tO protect babtUIL~ and the noturnl and environmental resources that ore 
SUited in the NCA enabling legislation. We would suggest mitigation and management of this canyon 
lnlilos follows; 

I. Use of the trail would not be in the"""'"'"' of high lire impact. 
2. Use of the trail would not be: used during known l"dptnr nesting periods. 
3. Limitation or the numhcr or vehicles that un: on lhe trail during each visit. 
4 . A~"f.! to limilntian to seasonal u.~. 
5. The 4x4 community would provide lnlil maintenance as """ded. und<r the guidance provided by 

thclliM 

We us the ldnho StBte 4s4 Association would cncournge the administrators of the Snoke River Uirds or 
Prey NCA to consider our commentS and include them in the RMP. 

Sincere I). 

f! u.-- k "AL----" 
Tuylo 

President 
Idaho Stntc 4x socimion 

Nat 'idson 
Vice I'~C>ident 
Idaho S1111c ~x4 Associntion 
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JOE BLACK AND SONS 
Joe and Margaret Black 
Doug and Darlene Black 

Jay and Penny Black 
Box 67 

Hammett, Idaho 83627 

Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
C/0 Content Analysis Group 
P.O. Box 2000 
Bountiful, Utah 8401!-2000 

John Sullivan, NCA Manager 
Boise District Office 
USDI-BLM 
3948 Development A venue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

2006 SEP- 1 PH 2: 05 

Re: Comments to the Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement, Bureau of Land Management, Boise District Office dated 
April, 2006 (ID-111-2006-EIS-1740). 

Dear Mr. Sullivan and Content Analysis Group: 

Commentor is Black. 

These comments are submitted by Joe Black and Sons (hereinafter, " Black").1 

Black owns private land within and/or adjacent to the Boise District Office, 
including lands within and/or adjacent to the Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area (hereinafter "SNBP NCA"), along with water rights, livestock and 
improvements, such as buildings, corrals, fencing, pipelines, water containers, reservoirs, 
wells, pumps, ditches, roads, equipment and motor vehicles. These private lands, water 
rights, livestock, and improvements facilitate a yearlong cow-calf livestock operation 
which is depe ndent upon the use of public lands within the Browns Gulch Grazing 
Allotment, established under the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

The majority, but not all, of the Browns Gulch Allotment lies within the present­
day boundaries of the SNBP NCA. This fact means that, as the boundary is presently 
configured, portions of our grazing allotment will be potentially governed by two 
different sets of congressional mandates and two different RMPs, specifically the 
Bruneau or NCA RMP and the Jarbidge RMP. 

1 We were assisted in the preparation of portions of these comments by Robert N. Schweigert, B.S. Range 
Management/Wildlife Habitat, M.S. Forest and Range Management/Wildlife Habitat. 
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The Black family members also use and depend upon the public lands within the 
Boise District, including the area of the SNBP NCA, for purposes other than facilitating a 
livestock operation. Specifically, they use the public lands for scientific, educational, 
spiritual, aesthetic, and recreational (including hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, wi ldlife 
viewing, botanizing, bird-watching, s ightseeing, photography, horseback riding and 
other) purposes. Based thereon, the Black family members have a special interest in the 
protection and enhancement of the resources upon the public lands, including as the 
resources relate to soils, watersheds, vegetation, wildlife species, recreation, and 
opportunities for solitude. 

It is on the basis of both our economic interests and our environmental interests 
that we comment to the Draft Resource Management Plan and ElS. 

We make first a superseding request, and second both overall general comments 
and specific comments relative to the Draft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter, "DRMP"), with the expectation that a 
revised DRMP will be submitted to the public for review prior to a Final RMP being 
published. We believe a revised DRMP is necessary due to the considerable shortfalls of 
the DRMP. We have primarily commented herein to "Chapter 2" as it is the "affected 
environment" section of the DRMP which presumably drives the development of the 
alternatives and the analysis of environmental consequences. However, we also provide 
limited comments to Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. 

SUPERSEDING REQUEST: 

We request that the RMP and Record of Decision include the recommendation to 
Congress to change the boundaries of the NCA so as to exclude (at least) the entirety of 
the Browns Gulch Allotment. To this extent, we support the Lands Alternative C, Map 6 
at page Appendix-105 (A-105). If this is done, and Congress so acts, such action will 
render our comments herein irrelevant to the SNBP RMP and EIS, at least as these 
comments apply to the Browns Gulch Allotment. 

We do so, because: 

I. As stated above, a portion of the Allotment is presently within the boundary of 
the NCA, and a portion is outside the boundary of the NCA. This means that 
Black, BLM, and the public are faced with at least two different overridin g 
land use laws (Taylor Grazing Act versus NCA designation legislation), and at 
least two different Land Use Plans (Bruneau or NCA RMP and Jarbidge 
RMP) that are potentially applicable to our one grazing allotment. 

2. The management of the allotment is mandated by a stipulated agreement 
approved under a federal court order relative to the Jarbidge Field Office, who 
administers our livestock grazing. 

3. The range conditions on our allotment apparently are not similar to the 
conditions within the remainder of the NCA area, wherein the DRMP 
characterizes burned areas as being dominated by Sandberg bluegrass and/or 
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cheatgrass. Nearly the entire Browns Gulch Allotment has had the overstory 
shrubs removed by past wildfire, but the areas have either been seeded to 
crested wheatgrass or where left "unrestored" arc dominated almost entirely 
by a mosaic of Needle-and-Thread and Indian Ricegrass. While we do have 
some small acreages along roads that arc dominated by cheatgrass, such areas 
by no means dominate the landscape in the Browns Gulch Allotment. This 
drastically departs from the conditions described in the DRMP Chapter 2, 
which are not applicable to the Browns Gulch Allotment. 

4. Apparently unlike the remainder of the allotments described in the DRMP, we 
have not taken voluntary non-usc, and have requested and been granted 
considerable temporary grazing authorization in the past ten years, and have 
been authorized a considerable increase in permitted use from the previous 
levels of authorized use. All of these increases in permitted use are the result 
of extensive forage and livestock monitoring that has been conducted over 
time, including adjustments according to climatological variables over time. 
These facts drastically depart from the conditions described within the DRMP 
for other allotments, which are not applicable to the Browns Gulch Allotment. 

5. Browns Gulch Allotment has no riparian or streamside habitat, including any 
upland springs or seeps. It has no cliffs, no rock outcrops, and no trees. 
Therefore it has no significant nesting habitat as described at DRMP pp2- l l 
through 2-I 2. 

We therefore believe the conditions and history of(at least) the Browns Gulch 
Allotment are so different from those which are described as existing within the 
NCA as to warrant our allotment being excluded from the NCA boundaries and 
tbe management prescribed by the SRBP DRMP. 

GENERAL COMMENTS. 

* Throughout, the DRMP lacks sufficient specificity so as to adequately inform 
Black and the public of the specific intentions ofBLM relative to each of the resources 
(and particularly as it pertains to livestock management). The DRMP docs not contain 
necessary site-specific analysis, but rather is generic in its discussion of management 
actions and in its assessment of impacts. The DRMP in large part fails to specify 
WHERE- i.e., which grazing Allotment(s) -the actions and impacts are expected to 
occur, and this lack of specificity deprives Black and the public of the opportunity to 
assess the accuracy of the " Purpose and Need" for the DRMP (Chapter I), the purported 
Affected Environment (Chapter 2), the appropriateness of the Alternatives (Chapter 3), 
and the veracity of the purported Environmental Consequences (Chapter 4). 

* The DRMP fails to specify a mechanism to determine changes in livestock 
permitted use if Standards and Guidelines are met on a grazing allotment, or determine 
changes in permitted use if the S&Gs arc not met on such allotment. In other words, 
what method quantifies such change? Although the document claims that livestock 
stocking rates will be determined via the "S&G process", such process is not a process 
which can provide a quantification of livestock grazing capacity. This lack of specificity 
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results in a failure to inform and assess for the public the quantifiable changes in 
permitted livestock operation that may be predictable within the foreseeable future. 

* The DRMP fails for the most part to reference the proposed and alternative 
actions to the maps and tables included within the document. For instance, only rarely 
does Chapter 3 (proposed action and alternatives) reference any maps which are meant to 
convey the information. 

An example of this Jack of specificity is that, although the alternatives propose to 
"restore" from 10,000 "targeted acres" to 130,000 "targeted acres", nowhere does the 
document identify where (i.e. in which allotments) these "targeted acres" occur. It 
seems logical to us that if BLM can specify I 0,000 acres to 130,000 acres within a 
planning document, it has reasonable knowledge as to where it expects such acreage to 
occur, and it is incumbent upon BLM to report such knowledge in the DRMP document 
for public review and comment. The DRMP fails to do so. 

Another example is that the DRMP fails to specify what "mosaics" of different 
sera! states it anticipates as the Desired Future Condition within the NCA, but instead is 
driven by a generic "restoration" goal. For example, will the desired future condition be 
a mosaic of" I% PNC, I% late-sera!, I% mid-seral, and 97% early-sera)" or a mosaic of 
"97% PNC, I% late-sera!, I% mid-sera I, and I% early-sera!", or some other mosaic? 
This lack of specificity of the DRMP renders it impossible for Black and the public to 
provide adequate review and comment to the document. 

* Throughout, the DRMP demonstrates an unsupportable, unscientific, and 
unfounded bias regarding, perhaps to the point of conferring a mythical status upon, 
"biological crust". Just one of many examples of this bias is found at page 2-46, wherein 
the DRMP states, "Native communities are most susceptible to mechanical damage 
because their native biological soil crusts have not as yet been compromised." However, 
this passage is one example among many where the DRMP is self-contradictory, because 
the passage follows a lengthy description of how the entire NCA has been severely 
disturbed by historic livestock grazing that forever altered the vegetative state and 
removed the desirable understory species, leaving only Sandberg bluegrass. BLM cannot 
have it both ways. Additionally, the document confers upon biological crusts properties 
and attributes that are speculative at best (for example, that it inhibits germination of 
cheatgrass seeds- but apparently not native grass seeds). Another mythical attribute is 
afforded "biological crust" at page 3-1 I , wherein the DRMP states "Degraded areas 
would be restored to shrub/bunchgrass habitat with a forb component and biological soil 
crust to provide additional habitat for small mammals, invertebrates, lizards, snakes, and 
birds." However, we know of no evidence that "biological crust" is a necessary, nor even 
beneficial, habitat requirement for any animal species. 

* Ultimately, Alternatives C and D (and to a lesser extent A and B) are likely not 
economically or logistically feasible or attainable over the extent of the acreage targeted 
to be "restored". The DRMP admits at page 2-48 that "Few habitat restoration efforts 
have been attempted in the NCA. In addition, efforts to re-establish shrub cover have had 
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limited success primarily because of drought conditions." If BLM has had limited 
success on shrub establishment and has no experience in even small scale "restoration" 
efforts, then upon what rational basis can the public expect the expenditures of tax 
monies to result in the stated objectives, goals, and desired future conditions espoused 
under the grandiose plans of Alternatives C and D (and to a lesser extent Alternatives A 
and B)? 

* While there may be an administrative need to consolidate into one document the 
management plan for the NCA, rather than taking "piecemeal" management from several 
RMPs, nevertheless as it pertains to maintaining and/or improving the habitat for birds of 
prey and their prey species, there exists no valid "Purpose and Need" to pursue the 
Resource Management Plan, or certainly anything other than the " no action" alternative, 
for the reasons stated herein below. 

Specific Comments. 

The DRMP identifies in a map at Appendix page 88 the " Livestock Grazing Allotments", 
though, as discussed above, the DRMP is void of any specific discussion of the 
"Alternatives" relative to the specific Allotments; is void of any specific description of 
tbe "Affected Environment" relative to the specific allotments; and is void of any specific 
analysis of the "Environmental Consequences" relative to the specific allotments. Of the 
allotments identified on tbe map, Black owns the "base property" supporting Grazing 
Preference and holds the associated Grazing Permit upon tbe Browns Gulch Allotment, 
which is in the southeast comer of the present NCA boundary. 

Please note that in submitting these comments, we have referred to a specific location 
within the document. However, our review shows that the same comment applies to 
several locations within the document (for example, more than one alternative may 
contain the same language to which we comment). It is our intention that BLM apply our 
comments to every instance where similar or same language is used throughout the 
DRMP. 

COMMENTS TO CHAPTER 2 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT. 

SECTION 2.2.3 - Fish and Wildlife (pages 2-6 through 2-26). 

Grassland (p. 2-1 0). The DRMP characterizes native grasslands as those shrub­
grasslands that have been disturbed by fire, and states that native grasslands are 
dominated by Sandberg bluegrass. However, this is not a correct description of the native 
grasslands of the Browns Gulch Allotment. Nearly the entire Browns Gulch Allotment 
has bad the overstory shrubs removed by past wildfire. Some areas have been seeded to 
crested wheatgrass. ln addition, unseeded areas of the allotment arc dominated almost 
entirely by a mosaic of Needle-and-Thread and Indian Riccgrass, with very little acreage 
dominated by Sandberg bluegrass. This drastically departs from the conditions described 
in the DRMP Chapter 2. 
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Raptors (p. 2-11 through 2-1 2). The DRMP describes nesting habitat as occurring in 
three distinct zones: the cliffs, the uplands above the Snake River Canyon, and the 
riparian areas adjacent to the Snake River. However, no such cliff or riparian habitat 
exists within the Browns Gulch Allotment, and the Browns Gulch Allotment is miles 
south of the Snake River Canyon. 

Prairie Falcon (p. 2-12 through 2-15). The DRMP considers the Prairie Falcon and 
Golden Eagle as "important barometers of habitat conditions" (p. 2-1 2). 

Black contends that the barometers of habitat conditions provide absolutely no basis to 
conclude a "Need" for landscape-scale "restoration", as prescribed by Alternatives 8, C 
and D, for the following reasons: 

As it relates to Prairie Falcons: 

I. The DRMP itself states that there is no evidence of a decline in numbers 
of nesting prairie fa lcons, despite large declines in shrub overstory which 
purportedly occurred in the early 1980's and mid-1990's. In fact, the largest-ever 
number of nes ting prairie falcon pairs was counted in 2002 (p. A-3 1 ). Therefore, 
no ''purpose and need" for habitat "restoration" is demonstrated by this barometer. 

2. The DRM'P purports that there "may" be a downward trajectory in 
productivity (i.e. number of Oedglings per pair), as reflected by Wi ldlife Figure 
2.3. However, the data within the graph is first of all incorrectly graphed, and the 
"x" axis omits the years 1986, 1988, 1990, and others, which has the effect of 
"compressing" the "x" axis , thereby steepening the slope of the regression line. 
The same compression is accomplished by graphing 1997 and 2002 as though 
they represent equal time spans as depicted for the beginning of the "x" axis (i.e. 
every two years). Secondly, the R-Square value indicates that there exists an 
extremely weak linear correlation, if any, and any such decline is likewise 
extremely "shallow". Black contends that no long-term downward trend is 
demonstrated by a correct graphing of the existing data and proper regression 
analysis. 

It is possible that number of fledged falcons is inversely related to numbers and 
density of the nesting pairs, and therefore direct competition between nesting 
pairs for the available forage prey. This possibi lity is supported by the fact that in 
2002, nesting prairie falcon pairs were at their all-time highest count, which 
coincided with one of the lowest fledglings/pair years. 

It is also extremely likely that the primary forage prey (Piute ground squirrels) 
exhibits a cyclical population "boom and bust" similar to blacktailed jackrabbits, 
or otl1cr cycling due to climatic conditions. Compare, for example, the cycling of 
fledgling prairie falcons demonstrated at wildlife figure 2.3 with the data for 
fledgling golden eagles at wildlife figure 2.5. The DRMP cites no research as to 
such possible cyclical population changes in Piute ground squirrels. 
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Furthermore, ultimately, the number of fledglings per pair is meaningful only if it 
adversely impacts the number of breeding pairs, which are not in any decl ine, 
according to the DRMP itself. 

Therefore, the purported yearly "productivity" of this barometer species cannot be 
deemed to warrant the landscape-scale "restoration" "Need" expressed by the 
DRMP. 

As it relates to Golden Eagle: 

The DRMP (p. 2-15) reports that a decline in numbers of pairs occurred between 
1977 and 1979, but that the numbers have been relatively steady since that time. The 
document does not state whether or not any wide-scale vegetation changes (reductions in 
shrub cover) occurred in the 1977-1979 time period, which "might" presumably be tied to 
decline in jackrabbit habitat. 

However, it is clear that the species has not been negatively impacted in the long 
term by wildfires in the early 1980's and mid-1990's. Therefore, this barometer species, 
its habitat, and the habitat of its total prey base have apparently not been affected by a 
dec line in the shrub overstory. 

Further, if any changes in shrub overstory are significant to the prey base of 
golden eagle (primarily black-tailed jackrabbit, according to the DRJ"fl>), such changes 
and therefore any "restoration", arc relevant only within approximately 2 miles of the 
nesting habitat, and do not warrant the unspecified, but landscape-scale, "restoration" of 
130,000 acres (and further treatment of I 00,000 acres) prescribed by Alternatives C and 
D. 

Other Raptors (p. 2- 17). 

The DRMP does not demonstrate a "purpose and need" for landscape-scale 
"restoration" of shrub overstories anciJor "restoration" of native or adapted perennial 
grass and shrub species on account of"upland nesters", because the DRMP reports that 
the " upland nesters have been relatively resilient to habitat changes." 

Northern Harrier (p. 2-17). 

The DRMP states (p. 2-17) that the northern harrier is "unaffected by wildfire ... " 
However, the DRMP immediately refutes the conclusion within the very same sentence, 
continuing '' ... and nest in burned habitats significantly more often than expected. They 
also prefer to nest in patches of Russian thistle and stands of tumble mustard that have 
invaded disturbed areas." 
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Therefore, the species is NOT "unaffected" by wildfire, but is apparently 
beneficially impacted by wildfire that disturbs shrub overstory and the ecological 
condition of the range. 

Key Raptor Prey Species (p. 2-20). 

The DRMP purports that "survival" ofPiute ground squirrel and density of black­
tailed jackrabbit are both higher in sagebrush-dominated areas than in those without such 
cover. While this may be true, it must be noted that survival and density are also a 
function of predator success, and Black would submit that higher survival and density 
rates may mean only that predators are less successful at obtaining their forage prey 
within stands of shrub-covered vegetation than they are in adjacent non-shrub-dominated 
areas. Such "survival" and density figures are not "stand alone" information which 
justi ties a conclusion that vast areas of purportedly "restored" rangeland will in any way 
benefit the raptors of the SNBP, and especially the prairie falcon and golden eagle. 

Soil (p. 2-40). 

The ORMP purports that "livestock grazing .... are major agents affecting soil 
stability, productivity, and watershed health ." However, this should be restated to state 
that all of the agents "may affect" soil stability, etc., and should be modified to further 
state that such affects may be either negative or positive. 

Soil Condition and Trends (p. 2-40) 

The DRMP states that " in areas of the NCA where historic livestock grazing has 
degraded the watershed, an early- to mid-sera! or disturbed vegetation condition now 
exists." However, we arc unable to find any site-specific identification of any portion of 
any allotment which would permit substantive review and comment of this statement by 
the public. 

The DRMP purports that "this trend is continuing throughout the NCA." This is a 
statement that is, so long as (at least) the Browns Gulch Allotment is considered part of 
the NCA area, categorically a false, misleading, inflammatory, and unsupported 
representation. Again, the DRMP lacks any specificity and any data to make such a 
broad conclusory statement. 

The DRMP reports that "only four out of the last 11 years" received average or 
slightly above average annual precipitation. However, if 1993 is the beginning of the 
referenced II years, then the end year must be 2002. What of 2003, 2004, 2005, and 
2006? Further, ultimately, this statement holds no relevance unless compared "to" 
something else. Did the vegetative trend decline in those years when the precipitation 
was below average? We know from the discussions regarding prairie falcon and golden 
eagle that the below-average precipitation years obviously had no impact on the 
"barometer" raptor species, so what is relevant about this statement? 

Black Comments to SNBP NCA 
DRMP Page- 8 of 14 

Appendix 20.  Public Comment Letters 

Snake River Birds of Prey NCA 
Proposed RMP/FEIS Appendices  

A-293 



 
 

 

 

 

 

The DRMP makes generic statements regarding "mechanical disturbance" 
resulting in "compaction and structural breakdown", and purports (p. 2-41) that several 
studies consider heavy livestock trampling to be more harmful to the watershed than 
excessive grazing. Notwithstanding whether the two cited studies (both of which share 
the same author) constitutes "several", the DRMP again lacks any specificity so as to 
identify where (which pastures or areas of which allotments, if any) such generalization 
of potential impacts has been documented as being fact rather than a "potential". 

2.2.8 Upland Vegetation. 

The entire section regarding upland vegetation needs to be re-written so as to 
come to grips with reality. 

First and foremost, BLM is not mandated in any way, shape or form to manage 
for conditions that existed prior to European settlement, and the entire discussion of what 
was here before European settlement occurred is irrelevant. 

Second, we could not find any mention within the DRMP of fires set by pre­
European, Asian settlers (which the DRMP terms Native Americans), which fires were 
set for various purposes, including war upon another people, bunting, or "vegetation 
restoration" as they saw it. The DRMP also lacks any specificity as to the trampling and 
other impacts of herds of antelope, mule deer, elk, bison, or "Native American" horses 
prior to the settlement of the area by Europeans. 

Third, the DRMP is wrong in its reporting of existing vegetation types within the 
NCA, an error no doubt caused by relying on "remote sensing" to produce Vegetation 
Table 2.1. These errors are at least to the following extent: 

Nowhere does Vegetation Table 2.1 show any native perennial species (other than 
Sandberg bluegrass) to exist within the NCA. However, a substantial percentage 
of the Browns Gulch Allotment is dominated by Needle-and-thread and by Indian 
rieegrass. 

DRMP Vegetation Map 2 incorrectly depicts the extent of sagebrush cover within 
the Browns Gulch Allotment, which cover is considerably less than depicted on 
Vegetation Map 2. 

A comparison of Vegetation Map 2 to Vegetation Map I shows some areas that 
were dominated by big sagebrush in 1979 became dominated by winterfat in 
2001. However, such transition is not possible due to the differences in 
ecological potential of the soi ls on which the two species are found. 

Fourth, the DRMP is vague and non-specific at page 2-45 when it states that 
approximately "77% of the sagebrush communities have an understory that is dominated 
by Sandberg bluegrass and/or other native perennial bunchgrasses." Specifically, what 
other perennial bunchgrasses? The DRMP in this section claims that the only species left 
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IS Sandberg bluegrass, and yet admits that other perennial native bunchgrasses dominate 
the understory. The DRMP must be revised to be more specific as to which perennial 
understory grasses dominate the various areas of the numerous grazing allotments within 
the NCA. The lack of specificity precludes adequate comment by Black and the public. 

Black contends that BLM's reliance upon remote sensing to determine and report 
to the public the existing vegetation conditions within the NCA is erroneous and has 
fatally flawed the development of the DRMP, including the "Affected Environment", the 
range of"Altcrnatives", and the determination of''Environmcntal Consequences". 

BLM should, before publishing a revised Draft RMP, ground-truth its satellite 
imagery and conduct on-the-ground production and/or ecological condition sampling on 
the whole of the NCA so as to accurately portray existing vegetation conditions. BLM 
should then accurately report those findings as the "affected vegetation" in the revised 
DR..i\fP, and revise the Purpose and Need, Affected Environment, Alternatives, and 
Environmental Consequences sections of the DR..MP. 

Lands (p. 2-61 ). 

Black supports the DRMP's proposal to re-align the boundary of the NCA. Black 
supports the exclusion of (at least) the Browns Gulch Allotment. To this extent, we 
support the Lands Alternative C, Map 6 at page Appendix-! 05 (A- I 05). 

2.2.14 Livestock Grazing. 

The DRMP represents that many permittees have taken from 25%-50% voluntary 
non-use due to drought and invasion of exotic annuals (p. 2-63). However, the grazing 
management and vegetation condition of the Browns Gulch Allotment is such that our 
Permitted Usc was raised by a recent BLM Final Grazing Decision, following several 
years of monitoring, a S&G determination, and NEPA documentation, from 1059 AUMs 
to 4300 AUMs. [Note. Black acknowledges that this increase was recently put into 
question as a product of a 2005 Federal Court Order issued by Judge Winmill, but only 
due to procedural technicalities, not due to the monitoring that demonstrated that the 
permitted use was available and consistent with applicable Standards.) 

Please note that the above comment also applies to Appendix 9, p. A-35, wherein 
ou.r Permitted Use is erroneously shown as 1,056 AUMs. It is 4,300 AUMs (subject to 
the Federal Court Order). Please also note that Appendix 9, p. A-35 incorrectly reports 
that no S&G determination bas been conducted for the Browns Gulch Allotment. 
Appendix 9, p. A-35 reports correctly that our season of use is 3/1 to 2128, but fails to 
note that we do not usc the Allotment throughout the year, and that we rotate use of areas 
of the allotment through water manipulation (turning water troughs on and off). 
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COMMENTS TO CHAPTER 3 

We incorporate by reference our comments to Chapter 2 to our Comments relative to 
Chapter 3. See also additional comments, herein below. 

Management Actions Common to All Alternatives (p. 3-1 1). The DRMP states that 
"Degraded areas would be restored to shrub/bunch grass habitat with a forb component 
and biological soil crust to provide additional habitat for small mammals, invertebrates, 
lizards, snakes, and birds." However, we know of no evidence that "biological crust" is a 
necessary, nor even beneficial, habitat requirement for any animal species. The DRMP 
fails to specify how such "biological crust" will improve habitat for any of the referenced 
animals. The DRMP also lacks any specificity as to how or where "biological crusts" 
will be " restored". This lack of specificity precludes adequate opportunity for Black and 
the public to review and comment upon the planned action. 

Fish and Wildlife - Alternative B (p. 3-13). Note: this comment also applies to 
Alternatives C and D. The DRMP states for tb.is alternative that stocking levels would be 
detem1ined through the S&G process, and that "additional forage would be allocated for 
small mammal raptor prey." However, the DRMP lacks any specificity as to how the 
available forage will be quantified, how the consumptive demand by present and future 
populations of small mammals will be quantified, and bow an "allocation" will thereby 
be determined. This lack of specificity precludes adequate opportunity for Black and the 
public to review and comment upon the planned action. 

Fish and Wildlife - Alternative B (p. 3-13). Note: this comment also applies to 
Alternatives C and D. The DRMP states for this alternative that "Forage competition 
between Piute ground squirrels and livestock would be minimized." However, the 
DRMP: I) does not provide the necessary specificity as to what constinnes 
"minimalizing" competition; 2) does not provide any evidence that concludes there 
exists any competition between ground squirrels and livestock; 3) docs not provide any 
specificity as to where - what allotments - BLM believes such competition to exist. 

Further, in order for species-limiting competition to exist, the consuming species have to 
be eating the same vegetation, and the vegetation has to be in limiting supply, neither of 
which the DRMP specifies. 

The lack of specificity within the DRMP as to how each grazing allotment is currently 
operated, as well as how BLM plans to alter such operations, precludes the opportunity 
for adequate comment by Black and the public. We note, however, that Appendix 9, p. 
A-35 shows that many of the allotments are grazed in the fa ll and winter, so that the 
ground squirrels and other small mammals get "first shot" at the year's yearly forage 
growth, whether it be perennial or annual species, and many of the allotments arc not 
grazed until after the Piute ground squirrels have completed their annual above-ground 
activities and aestivated/hibernated. Therefore, in (at least) these circumstances, 
competition docs not exist from the viewpoint of the small mammals, because they arc 
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already afforded unfettered access to the available forage, with absolutely no 
POSSIBILJTY of competition from livestock. 

In the case of Browns Gulch Allotment, Black contends that due at least to the abundance 
of forage, the limitations of utilization upon the grazing livestock, and the associated 
livestock management practices, no competition between livestock and small mammals 
ex ists which in any way limits small mammal populations within the allotment. 

Soil Table 3.1. The table summarizes BLM's purported intention to "prevent the 
potential for future localized soil erosion process on all soils with a moderate to very high 
soil erosion potential", under all alternatives. However, the DRMP fails to specify what 
is intended by such objective, and it would appear that BLM intends to prohibit any and 
all activities that "might" have an impact on soil erosion, no matter bow miniscule such 
impact may be. In other words, it appears that BLM intends to "shut down" literally all 
on-the-ground activities within the NCA on such soils. Soils Map I (p. 124) reports such 
soils erosion potential to exist on approximately 213 of the NCA acreage, including most 
or all of the Browns Gulch Allotment. This is not rational, reasonable, nor realistic, and 
in fact conflicts with other management and objectives stated within the DRMP. Unless 
BLM intends to aerially- and only aerially -attack all wildfires and only aerially seed all 
restoration areas, allow only aerial recreational pursuits, and require livestock and 
wildlife only to consume forage if they do so aerially, the ''potential for future localized 
soil erosion processes" cannot be "prevented", even assuming BLM has the legal 
authority to "shut down" all such activities on all such soils. 

Finally as to this point, it cannot be disputed that the very burrowing activity of 
rodents, including the Piute ground squirrel, has a far greater potential to affect soil 
erosion than do other activities authorized on the public lands. 

Vegetation - Restoration (p. 3-29). The DRMP states that "Efforts would be made to 
restore native or naturalized vegetation in degraded habitats (i.e. exotic plant or seeded 
communities) in an effort to help create mosaics of native vegetation .... " However, the 
DRMP does not specify what BLM considers "naturalized vegetation". This Jack of 
specificity precludes adequate opportunity for Black and the public to review and 
comment upon the planned action. Further, some professionals have suggested that 
cheatgrass, having been in the United States for more than 100 years, and having shown 
wide ecological ampjjtude and the ability to adapt to different climes within the country, 
should be considered as part of the natural landscape- hence, it is a "naturalized" 
species. 

Livestock Grazing- Alternative B (p. 3-50). The DRMP reports that areas treated under 
restoration or rehabilitation projects would be rested from livestock grazing until they 
achieve the desired resource objective. However, the DRMP does not specify what such 
objective is to be. This lack of specificity precludes adequate opportunity for Black and 
the public to review and comment upon the planned action. 
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Livestock Grazing - Alternative B (p. 3-50). The DRMP reports that after establishment 
of a restoration seeding, the BLM authorized officer would determine when, how, and to 
what extent livestock grazing would be returned to the area to ensure long-term 
maintenance of habitat quality and watershed health. However, the DRMP does not 
specify by what means BLM will quantify the livestock grazing capacity, or make 
determinations as to related livestock management actions such as rotation use, etc. This 
lack of specificity precludes adequate opportunity for Black and the public to review and 
comment upon the planned action. 

COMMENTS TO CHAPTER 4 

We incorporate by re ference our comments to Chapters 2 and 3 as comments to Chapter 
4. To the extent additional comments are necessary, we add the fo llowing: 

Overall, the entire Environmental Consequences chapter is biased and lacks balance. 

One of many examples, and an insight into the biases of the preparers of the 
DRMP, is found in the highlighted section titled "How Activities Affect Fish and 
Wildlife Management." A review of this section at page 4- 14 reveals that the preparers 
of the document believe, or want the public to believe, that any and all livestock grazing 
creates negative impacts (e.g. "collapse of burrows", notwithstanding the fact that ground 
squirrels plug their burrows themselves, and don't seem to have any difficulty digging 
their way out each spring), and that livestock grazing has absolutely no positive impact, 
under any circumstance (i.e. dormant season grazing, rotational grazing, etc). This 
section fails entire to recognize and report that livestock grazing at appropriate levels and 
time can reduce the likelihood of recurrent wildfires, which wildfues absolutely have 
more devastating impacts upon the forage and cover requirements of all wildlife species. 

By contrast, the section at page 4-16 attributes absolutely no adverse impacts, either short 
term or long tenn, to activities associated with "restoration activities". However, such 
restoration activities wi ll almost certainly involve rangeland seeding, with rangeland 
drills and heavy equipment that are most certainly more likely to cause short term 
"collapses of tunnels" and disturbance of surface soils. Likewise, the chemical treatment 
of areas to reduce cheatgrass and other species will in at least the short term decimate the 
food base for countless Piute ground squirrels and other small mammals using the 
immediate area. In the case of Alternative D, this will likely entail 230,000 acres of 
habitat over 20 years (an average of 11,500 acres per year), with obvious short- term and 
possible long-term adverse impacts to the prey base populations. 

The entire Chapter is full of such obvious bias and lack of objectivity. The DRMP also 
fails to specify and fully discuss the short term and long term impacts upon the raptors as 
a result of predictable, at least short term, declines in prey base populations and their 
habitat as a result of"restoration" activities. This lack of specificity precludes adequate 
opportunity for Black and the public to review and comment upon the planned action. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment to the DRMP. Please keep us 
informed of all additional opportunities to participate in this process. 

SiF\ely, ~ 

Fo(At! 
Joe Black and Sons 
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BOP 13 

From: Jeniler Nordstrom Unordstrom@cableone.net] 

Sent: Thursday, August 31 , 2006 7:34 PM 

To: srbp 

Subject: Snake River Birds 01 Prey RMP DEJS 

Attached to this email are comments from the Western Watersheds Project, Inc. regarding the Snake River 
Birds of Prey National Conservation Area RMP DEIS. Please acknowledge receipt of these comments. A hard 
copy will be also be sent via the US postal service. 

Thank you. 

Jenifer Nordstrom 

WWP 

91112006 
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\\ c..tcm [ lmorc luuut~ Hccn.::ltlllll Dtslril~ \T 
Enrirhin~ l'ouuili.-. & Buildinjl Communi!) BOIS..: o.STRlCT 
I' O. llox 13~7- Offic.:: 1~0 Nonh J'" b'ISt 

Mounlllin llomc, Idaho 83647 26!1£AUG 30 Atl I• ~ 6 
l'hone208-S80-2377 I Fruc 208-580-5517 

Bureau of Land Management 
A TIN: John Sullivan 
3948 Development Ave. 
B<tisc. lduho 83705 

'' "'' ·'' C'~rdgn' .nrx 

RE: Land usc between Canyon Creek and Grand View Rd. 

812912006 

Dear Bureau of Land Management, 

The Western Elmore County Recreation District supports the use ofland 
between Canyon Creek and Grand View Rd. Elmore County, lcbho for 
outdoor recreation. We feel that any recreational facilities which enhance 
ihe qunlity oflifc of the local citizens is a benefit to the community. 
Th~refore. we urge you to consider continued use of this area for recreation 
purposes. 

Thank you lor considering our input. 

Sincerely, _, /7 

~Jtr~ 
~gBelt 
President of the Board of Directors 
Obits 
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Military Affairs Committee h'u r .. . AT 
~QJSC f li3~fi0 I 

205 North 3rd East • Mountain Home, Idaho 83647 • (208) 587-43 

August 30, 2006 

John Sullivan 
NCA Manager, BLM 
3948 Development Ave 
Boise, Id 83 705 

Dear Mr Sullivan, 

2006 AUG 30 AH /: S I 

The Military Affairs Committee is composed of approximately 100 City of Mountain 
Home Chamber of Commerce members all with the same goal of protecting and 
promoting Mountain Home AFB and it's longevity in Idaho. 

We support the proposed establishment of an Off Road Vehicle Park at the old gravel pit 
on Grand View Highway. The area is extremely well located in close proximity to 
Mountain Home t\FB and has been used for years as an unofficial recreation area for the 
airmen and their families that live and work on Mountain Home AFB. We highly 
recommend that BLM not close this area to the public, but work with Elmore County and 
the many recreation users to keep this unique recreation opportunity available. ln 
addition, to the men and women on Mountain Home AFB, it is an excellent area for use 
by all that live in the surrounding area. lt has some very natural trails and terrain that 
makes it an ideal place for Off Road Vehicle use. 

Sincerely, 

~-
Terry Turner, Chairman 
Military Affairs Committee 

I st Endorsement: 
Concur 

~~ 
366FW Representative to 
Air Combat Command Commander' s Action Group 

Committee of Mountain Home Chamber of Commerce 
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John Sullivan 
Snake River Birds of Prey Manager 
BLM, Boise District 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, ID 83705 

August 30th, 2006 

ht \_;t:, I ,~ :_.: ~~J 
BOISE DISTF\ICT 

Z006AUG 30 AH 1: 1+2 

RE: Additional Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the Draft Snake River Birds of 
Prey Resource Management Plan 

Dear John, 

The attached comments are concerns specific to the Idaho Conservation League, which were not 
incorporated into the jointly prepared comments submitted by the Idaho Conservation League, The 
Wilderness Society, and American Rivers. Please consider these as separate, additional concerns of the 
Idaho Conservation League not expressed by The Wilderness Society or American Rivers. 

Once again we thank you for considering these additional comments. We look forward to continuing to 
work with the BLM on this project and others in the future. 

;i:_«~r. L£~ 
~i: 
Conservation Assistant 

Additional Idaho Conservation League Comments Regarding the 
Draft Snake River Birds of Prey Resource Management Plan 

Page 1 of4 
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Jm::p AU~TlY.~JENT Olf AGRliCUl.TU[{JE 
August 28. 2006 

Snake 'River Birds of' Prey NCA' 
C/0 Content Analys1s Group 
PO Box 2000 
Bountiful, UT 84011-2000 

To \fl/llom It May Concern: 

JAMES E. RISCH 
Uov~i nor 

PATRICK A. TAKASUGf 
OitcctO( I s~cret;:try 

BOP 17 

The Idaho State Department of Agriculture (ISDA) appreciates tllis opportunity to 
comment on BUvrs Snake River Birds of Prey Nat1onal Conservation Area Draft 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (dralt RMP). ISDA 
congratulates BLM's effort to update the Birds or Prey NCA RMP and g1ve new 
management direction. ISD.A.'s comments will focus on the thoroughness anc! accuracy 
or the information in the ctraft RMP, particularly as it re lates to rangeland management. 

CHAPTER 1 

1.5 Planning Issues 

Tt1e draft RMP, on page 1-13, states that the plan will address the need for boundary 
changes to enhance the public's ability to use the NCA and BLM's abil ity to mar.age tile 
area . Though ISOA recognizes BLM's ability to recommend boundary changes to 
Congress through the RMP both for users and administra tive convenience. we caution 
BLM in its approach to \he proposed changes. On page 3-45, the draft RMP states that 
the current boundary was established through negotiations with individual landowners. 
Under the descriptions of the alternatives C and D, the draft RMP makes no mention of 
an effort to consult with landowners on this issue. The RMP in its current form does not 
analyze how changing the boundary to increase the size (Alternatives C & D) of the NCA 
will impact the value of the private land and the change of management of BLM l;mds 
from a muitiple use to .the purpose identified in the law thai estabiishad the ~~CA. lSDA 
strongly suggests tllai these cumulative impacts be analyzed in the final RMP. 

CHAPTER 2 

2.2.7 Soil Resovrces 
Condition and Trends 

On page 2-40. the draft RMP states that native vegetation is being altered and replaced 
by less desirable species. This is a very broad claim and cl ifficult to measure on a 
landscape level. Is this a general observation or are there studies in the NCA to 
subsiantiate this claim? ISDA suggests clarifying where this information comes from. 
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2. 2.8 Upland Vegetation 
Livestock Grazing 

BoP·Il 

Page 2-42 makes oversimplifil~d statements regarding livestock grazing. It states, 
H • •• late si:>iing · gra.'zing .. carl · prevenf buncngrasses- rrorn·completiii?ftlieir normargrowtn 
cycle" and thus lead to degradation of the seeding. Though this can happen, it depends 
on the growth cycle of the particular bunch grass, timing of precipitation, grazing 
intensity, type of livestock, etc. In other words, late spring grazing wi ll not always 
prevent bunchgrasses from completing their normal growth cycle or automatically lead to 
failure or the seeding. ISDA recommends that the final RMP recognize such variables 
rather than make generalized statements. 

Upland Native Plant Communities 

;Page 2-46 slates that heavy livestock use rnay result in mechanical damage to 
sagebrush and allow·root-sprouting species such as rabbitbrush to increase. Though 
this may happen. if grazing allotment standards are being followed and S&G's are 
administered correctly. livestock will ·not damage sagebrush so long as other forage is 
available. Unless the BLM can cite specific examples of where livestock grazing is 
producing such results on the NCA, statements such as these should be deleted . 

Exotic Plant Communities 

On page 2-47, the draft RMP states that livestock consumption of cheatgrass rnay resull 
in reduced· soil productivi ty. Does cheatgrass deplete soil carbon and nitrogen more with 
the presence of livestock? ISDA suggests the final RMP cite where this information 
comes from. It should also be acknowledged here or in the upland vegetation section 
that livestock grazing on cheatgrass can prevent cheatgrass from seeding if grazed at 
the right time, thus enabling native grasses an opportunity to establish themselves. 

CHAPTER 3 

3. 2. 8 Upland Veget.ation 

Alternative 8 on page 3-31 and Alternative Don page 3-32 state, " ... however, Sandberg 
bluegrass dominated areas would receive additional management attention in order to 
reduce livestock impacts to Piute ground squirrels." Though the environmental 
consequences to the additional Sandberg bluegrass management are described in 
section 4.2.8, impacts to livestock grazing in this seclion are not adequately addressed. 
Section 4.2.14 also does not address the impact to livestock grazing when additional 
management will be implemented to reduce impact to Piute ground squirrels. ISDA 
suggests that an impact statement be added in section 4.2.14 to address the impacts 
that are identified in alternatives B and D. 

3.2.14 Livestock Grazinu 

There are some confusing aspects about livestock grazing closures and seasonal 
grazing restrictions in the description of alternatives in Chapter 3. 
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'60P·I1 
Alternative B on page 3-49 states that 3,400 acres at Kuna Butte would be closed to 
grazing and an additional 1,300 acres along the Snake River would have seasonal 
restrictions to reduce conflicts with spring recrealion. Under Alternative D, Kuna Butt(~ 
would be grazed only for fuels and weed reduction on an as-needed basis as it has been 
classified as chiefly valuable for purposes other than grazing {pg. 3-50}. More 
information is needed here to-justify--these ·actions. --First,- ISDA -suggests the ·BtM 
explain why seasonal restrictions on 1 ,300 acres are put on U1e Snake River in 
Altemative 8 and not in Alternative D. If this restriction is not in the preferred alternative, 
is it really necessary have it be a part of another alternative? Second. ISDA suggests 
that BLM disclose how it came to the determination that Kuna Butte was found to be 
"chiefly valuable for purposes other than grazing." Why are "recreation. special status 
plants. and cultural resources" ranked above livestock grazing as far as their value on 
that allotment? 

Under the description of the "Livestock Grazing" portion of the alternatives in Chapter 3, 
ISDA is concerned with 10 year average time areas would be rested from livestock 
grazing in areas treated for restoration or rehabilitation (pg. 3-50). Though the draft 
RMP states that this 10-year average is used for purposes of analysis, ISDA feels that it 
is unnecessary and inappropriate to use this 1 0-year average even for purposes of 
analysis. The draft RMP even acknowledges that this average is significantly longer 
than would normally be used. Instead, ISDA suggests the RMP delete this 
unsubstantiated 10- year average and use adaptive management for analysis purposes 
to determine when livestock grazing can continue on land that has been restored or 
ret,abilitated. Restoration and rehabilitation projects can be extremely variable in their 
effectiveness and success depending on climate, soils, quality of seed, method used, 
condition of lhe area being treated, that even attempting to put an average time frame is 
purposeless. Using adaptive management to determine when livestock grazing should 
continue will give the BLM and the grazing permittees whom you are impacting more 
flexibility in making the determination as to when grazing can be initiated. 

CHAPTER4 

4.2.3 Fish and Wildlife 
Assumptions 

Page 4-1 2, in section 4.2.3, assumes that the short tem1 rate of response to habitat 
restoration would be 5 years for riparian areas and 10 years for upland species. Short­
term rate of response to habitat restoration can vary widely depending on goals and 
objectives. methods used. soils, climate. etc., therefore, making it difficult to give 
concrete time frames as to when response will be realized. For example. lhere are 
numerous instances where changing management on riparian areas can bring about a 
response within a year of the change. ISDA suggests this assumption be deleted or the 
final RMP should disclose how these figures were determined. 

How Activities Affect Fish and Wildlife Management 

The discussion on "Livestock Grazing Management Activities" on pages 4-14 and 4-15 is 
an oversimplification of the impacts livestock grazing can have on fish and wildlife 
resources. For example. the last bulleted item of this section on page 4-1 5 states. 
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\COPI7 
"Grazing in riparian area can result in habitat alterations from the removal of vegetation. 
trampling, and ground disturbance." Though it is true lhat unmanaged livestock grazing 
can have these types ot adverse impacts, properly managed livestock grazing in riparian 
areas will not alter fish and wildlife habitat. This sa rm~ principle applies to the other 
bulleted items in this section. ISDA St1ggests that the final I~MP recognize that <.ldverse 
impacts or gra2.ing on fish and wildlife depend on how livestock are managed; therefore 
blanket-statements-about-livestock graz.ing·sheuld·be avoided·: 

This same issue arises in section 4.2.8 "Upland Vegetation" and section 4.2.9 "Water 
Quali ty, Riparian and Wetlands" and will be discussed here. 

4.2.8 Upland Vegetation 

The discussion on Direct Impacts of Livestock Grazing Management Activities in section 
4.2.8 on page 4-58, makes broad generalizations about the adverse impacts of grazing 
on upland vegetation. These adverse impacts are usually the result of improper grazing 
strategies. ISDA strongly encourages the BLM to stale in this section that these adverse 
impacts can be mitigated through proper managed grazing and the S&G process. 

The BLM also needs to be cautious in the literature cited when discussing these adverse 
impacts in this section. For example, the RMP cites a study by Kimball and Schiffman 
(2003) to state that livestock grazing may benefit exotic species that are better adapted 
to grazing at the expense of native species. The Kimball and Schiffman (2003) study 
may not be applicable to southern Idaho or to every grazing system. The study was 
performed in California annual grasslands which is a different system than southern 
annual grassland with regards to biotic and abiotic factors. The researches also clipped 
their plants manually ra ther than use livestock which could make a difference in results. 
Other studies cited in this section have similar weaknesses and limited applicabili ty. 
ISDA suggests BLM carefully consider how it uses its literature cited in this section and 
others, and their limitations. 

4. 2. 9 Water Quality, Riparian and Wetlands 
How Activities Affect Water Quality, Riparian and Wetlands 

Section 4.2.9 is also misrepresents impacts of livestock grazing to riparian/wetland 
areas. There are several key elements missing in the RMP's discussion on how 
livestoc!< grazing management activi ties impact on riparian areas and wetlands on page 
4-73. The first bulleted item states, "Riparian areas can be affected by grazing in 
different ways depending on the season of use." How livestock affect riparian areas 
during a particular season of use, also depends on the class of livestock, grazing 
intensity, duration, herding practices, olher available water sources, etc. For example, 
even during times of high temperatures, sheep will not congregate in riparian areas if 
properly herded. 

Also, the last bulleted item of that section states. "Management actions that restrict or 
eliminate livestock use in riparian areas ... would have beneficial direct and indirect 
impacts on riparian and water resources over the long-term." This, again, goes back to 
the idea of distinguishing between unmanaged and managed livestock grazing. Though 
it's true that restricting or eliminating would have beneficial impacts, properly managing 
current numbers of ~ivestock would also have beneficial impacts. There is an abundance 
of literature and technical references that describe grazing management schemes that 
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benefit riparian areas wit11out restricting or eliminating grazing (i.e. BUvl Technical 
Reference 1737-14 ·1997, Grazing Management for Riparian-Wetland Areas). ISDA 
suggests this section be rewritten so a:> to not give the reader the impression that 
res tricting or eliminating livestock grazing from riparian areas is the only way to realize 
positive impacts. This should al:>o be dc.-•e in the RMP's discussion on Indirect Impacts 
of Livestock Grazing Management Activities on p<~ge 4-75. Section 4.2.14 "Livestock 
Grazing~ has the · same · probtem· ·on page 4"96- when· ·discussing indirect impact of -
livestock grazing to riparian/welland management activities. 

4.2.6.1 Special Status Species 
Livestock Grazing Management Activities 

In the discussion on livestock grazing and springsnails, page 4-25 states, "Livestock 
grazing restrictions and closures would benefit springsnails slightly at the landscape 
level over the long-term." There is no peer reviewed literature to substantiate this claim. 
The literature contained in the two Biological Assessment cited in this paragraph have 
neither quantitative nor qualitative data to support adverse impacts on springsnails from 
grazing . The alleged threats of livestock grazing to springsnails in this literature are 
merely presumed. ISDA suggests this paragraph and the paragraph on page 4-26 
regarding springsnails and livestock grazing, be rewritten to recognize the limitation of 
data 011 adverse impacts of livestock grazing to springsnails; that impacts of livestock 
grazing on springsnails are not known. 

Special Status Animal Species: Alternative C 

On page 4-33. under ''Livestock Grazing Management Activities," the draft RMP states. 
"A lack of livestock grazing would result in a general improvement in habitat condition 
and quality over the long-term. which would be ... slightly beneficial for SSA in annual 
communities." This parauraph neglects lo mention the short-term benefits to livestock 
grazing in annual communities, which would not be realized under Alternative C. Page 
4-16 states, "Reducing fuels through grading, plowing or intensive grazing along fuel 
breaks would results in additional short- and long-term impacts" such as preventing fire 
spread and "thereby precluding native habitat loss." ISDA strongly encourages the BLM 
to add this language to lhe aforementioned paragraph on page 4-33. 

On page 4-65, the Monsen et al. 2004 reference is not in "References" Appendix 14. 

ISOA. again. appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Birds of Prey NCA draft 
RMP and EIS. If you have any questions about these comments. feel free to contact 
Kevin Wright, Range Management Specialist, at (208) 736-3073. 

Sincerely, ·-=~· 
jf-tv !1flit~--
f 

John Chatburn 
Deputy Administrator 
Animal Industries 
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